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Introduction

THE RELIGIOUS STATUS OF JERUSALEM
AND PALESTINE IN MEDIEVAL ISLAM

The establishment of the sanctity of Jerusalem, and consequently
of Palestine, in Islam—an uncontested principle today—was not a
straightforward process. Muhammad at first designated Jerusalem
as the direction to which Muslims should turn in prayer (Qiblah),
but when he discovered that the Jews of the Hejaz did not intend
to abandon their faith and to accept his message he did away with
the practice of facing towards Jerusalem and established Mecca as
the Qiblah of the Muslims. It would certainly be correct to con-
clude that the abrogation of Jerusalem'’s status as the Qiblah did
not add to its prestige and holiness in Islam.?

However, the opposite occurred with respect to the geographical
sense of the verse: ‘“Glory be to Him who made His servant go
by night from the Sacred Mosque (of Mecca) to the farther Mosque
(al-Aqsa) whose surroundings We have blessed, that We might
show him some of Our signs”.? Although at first there were con-
tradictory explanations as to where al-Masjid al-Agsa was located
(some put it in Heaven rather than Jerusalem), after a short period
the opinion prevailed that al-Masjid al-Agsa was situated in Jeru-
salem and it was there that Muhammad’s miraculous ascent to
Heaven (al-Mi‘raj) had taken place. The belief that Jerusalem would
be the scene of the resurrection of the dead at the End of Days
also became standard.®

A well-known tradition (hadith) of the Prophet ordained that
“the saddles (of the riding beasts) shall not be fastened (for setting
out for pilgrimage) except for three mosques: the Sacred Mosque
(in Mecca), my mosque (in Medina) and al-Aqsa mosque (in Jeru-
salem)”. The purpose of this hadith was to prevent pilgrimages to
traditional holy sites, but it was understood a posteriori as authoriz-
ing Muslims to make pilgrimages to Jerusalem and Medina just
as they would do Mecca.* There were, however, earlier hadiths
which cast doubt on this, and there were therefore ‘wlama’ who
doubted Jerusalem’s sanctity and the permissibility of going there
on pilgrimage (hajj). These hadiths prove that in the first half of
the second Islamic century some of the ‘ulama’ shrank from
recognizing Jerusalem’s sanctity and its equal status with Mecca
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and Medina. They were apprehensive lest Jerusalem should become
a rival to Mecca and thus draw pilgrims away from that city. They
were, in fact, successful in preventing Jerusalem from attaining
equal status with Mecca, but not in preventing its being considered
a holy place worthy of pilgrimage, though of inferior status. This
is shown by the fact that the hadiths which denied the sanctity of
Jerusalem or cast doubt upon it were not included in the canonical
collections of hadith literature. In this way the concept of the
sanctity of Jerusalem was accepted in Islam from the middle of
the second Hijrite century. The ‘ulamd’ tried, after Jerusalem’s
status was secured beyond doubt, to prevent the imitation there of
rites of prayer connected with the pilgrimage to Mecca; they
declared such imitation to be bid‘ah (illegal innovation), but in this,
too, they failed. The common people prevailed, transferring to
Jerusalem prayers and usages which were originally meant for
Mecca alone.® The building at this time of the magnificent Dome
of the Rock by the Umayyad Caliph, ‘Abd al-Malik ibn Marwan
further strengthened the position of those who regarded Jerusalem
as holy.

Palestine is mentioned only once in the Koran, and then by the
designation “the Holy Land” (al-Ard al-Mugaddasah), which
corresponds to Moses® words to his people on their entry into the
land.® This designation continued to appear in early Muslim litera-
ture and there developed the Muslim conception of the sanctity of
the land owing to its history as the land of the Prophets and the
site of divine revelation. Doubtless, the establishment of Jerusalem’s
boly status contributed to the development of the conception of
the entire land as sanctified. The mystical element in Islam made
a most important contribution to this development. It is very
probable that some of the Muslim mystics had close ties with Jewish
circles and absorbed Jewish traditions, since there are traces of
Rabbinic traditions in the Muslim literature on this subject. The
sanctity of the land and of Jerusalem in Christianity, the Christian
pilgrimages, and the churches and monasteries which were built
in the country also influenced the Muslims, both directly, as an
example to be imitated, and indirectly, as a possible danger to the
status of Islam in the land, a danger which had to be averted.?

It seems, then, that in the course of the eighth and ninth centuries,
the Muslim view of Jerusalem’s status more or less crystallized.
However, this conception of Jerusalem as a holy city apparently
weakened in the tenth and eleventh centuries. In any case the
Crusader conquest of Jerusalem in 1099 did not arouse much of
a storm in the Islamic community. It is likely that the growth of
Shi‘ite-Isma‘ilite influence during this period was responsible for
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this; however, it is also extremely probable that here we have an
indication that the sanctity of Jerusalem had not yet become
axiomatic. There is evidence that the Jerusalem-cult was common
primarily among the inhabitants of the area of Filasfin and perhaps
in certain parts of Syria as well. In any case the ‘“Eulogies of
Jerusalem’ literature (Fadd'il al-Quds) was produced in those days
solely by Jerusalemites.?

Significantly, the Crusader conquest of Jerusalem was initially
regarded by the Muslims as merely another link in the chain of
political vicissitudes and military conquests which the city had
undergone,® without any religious significance. To them, the war
against the Crusaders was yet another stage in the long struggle
with Byzantium, a struggle intermittently halted by peace treaties.

The factor that changed this indifferent attitude and began to
foster the conception of the sanctity of Jerusalem was the activity
of Zengi, the ruler of Mosul-Aleppo, and his son and successor
Nir al-Din, about half a century after the Crusader conquest of
the city. These two strove to remove the Frankish-Crusader presence,
and the liberation of Jerusalem became their major goal. This
development was rooted in two factors: firstly the fact that Jerusa-
lem was the capital of the Crusader kingdom, and secondly Zengi’s
desire to invest his jihad with deep religious significance. To do
this he exploited the extent of religious sentiment for Jerusalem,
arousing it from its slumber and struggling to win it adherents.
With the aid of his propaganda apparatus, he emphasized
Jerusalem’s importance in Islam as the city in which were located
the al-Aqsa mosque and the site of Muhammad’s ascent to Heaven
(Mi'raj) and which was situated at the “hub of the universe”. Zengi’s
son Nir al-Din went still further, stressing the necessity of uniting
all Syria behind the fight to liberate Jerusalem. These official
propaganda efforts were accompanied by a flowering of the
“Eulogies of Jerusalem” (Fadd'il al-Quds) literature, which had
first appeared at the end of the eleventh century but had then re-
mained silent until approximately the middle of the twelfth century.

Salah al-Din pursued these aims more vigorously and succeeded
in retaking Jerusalem in 1187. The reconquest was seen as being
of deep religious and historical significance, and its repercussions
were felt throughout the Islamic world. The continuation of the
struggle against the Crusaders further strengthened this concept,
and it was thus that the “Eulogies of Jerusalem” literature reached
its height.

This policy bore fruit. Jerusalem’s sanctified status was accepted
throughout the Islamic world and pilgrimages there (Ziyarah and
not the term Hajj, which is reserved for pilgrimage to Mecca and
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Medina only) became common. Thus when Jerusalem was again
lost by the Muslims in 1229, they reacted strongly, and there were
numerous demands for its recapture. The difference between this
reaction and the indifference with which the first Crusader conquest
of Jerusalem had met demonstrates the variation in Jerusalem’s
status in Islam.°

Following the Ayylbid’s reconquest of Jerusalem in 1245, the
Muslims expressed their special relationship to the sanctified city
by cultivating the Jerusalem mosques, fostering pilgrimages to the
city, etc. The Mamelukes, the Ayyiibids’ successors, also did much
in this area. Aware of the possibility that the Crusades might be
renewed, they did all in their power to give the city a Muslim
character. They restored the al-Aqsa@ mosque, set up a system of
conduits for bringing water into the city, and founded academies
(Madaris) and Sifi monasteries,’* although these institutions
achieved little distinction.?

This honoured and sanctified status was not restricted to
Jerusalem alone. It gradually began to be understood as applying
to the entire “Holy Land”—and it is worth inquiring as to the
precise geographical area of this “Holy Land™. It seems that in
general the term comprised the entire area from the Euphrates in
the north to the Hejaz, Aqaba and the Sinai desert in the south,
and from the desert in the east to the Mediterranean in the west.
However, the term ‘“Holy Land’ was gradually forgotten, and the
name which was used to denote this area was Sham. Alongside the
literature of ‘“Eulogies of Jerusalem’ (Fada'il al-Quds) there de-
veloped the literature of “Eulogies of Sham” (Fada'il al-Sham)
and not ‘“‘Eulogies of Filastin”; and within the “Eulogies of Sham”
an honourable place was occupied by the “Eulogies of Jerusalem”.*$
Nevertheless, there were traditions (hadiths) which restricted the
territorial sense of the “Holy Land” to Filastin alone and which
applied the name al-Ard al-Mugaddasah to Filastin and Urdunn
(Jordan) only.**

FILASTIN AS AN ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT DURING MUSLIM HISTORY

The Arabic name Filastin was derived from the Latin Palaestina,
the name which the Romans gave to Judea after they had subdued
the last Jewish revolt in AD 132-135. The Roman-Byzantine govern-
ment divided Palaestina into three units: Palaestina Prima, com-
prising Judea and Samaria and the southern part of the eastern
side of the Jordan valley; Palaestina Secunda, including the Jordan
valley, Eastern and Central Gallilee and the northern part of the
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eastern side of the Jordan valley; and Palaestina Tertia, covering
the southern part of Transjordan, the Neggev and Sinai.

The Arab-Muslim conquerors of Palestine basically preserved
this administrative devision of the Roman-Byzantine period. The
area of Palaestina Prima became, more or less, Jund Filastin, i.e.
the military district of Filastin, while Palaestina Secunda, together
with Western Gallilee, became Jund al-Urdunn, ie. the military
district of the Jordan.! The district (Jund) of Filastin continued
to exist until the Mongolian invasion, although its area increased in
the tenth century extending to ‘Amman in the east and the gulf of
Agqaba in the south. However, during the twelfth and thirteenth cen-
turies the term Filastin was dropped and the territory was known
by the combination Al-Quds—Sahil (Jerusalem-Coastal plain).

Under Mameluke rule the area of the former Jund Filastin was
divided into a number of districts (Der‘a, ‘Ajliin, al-Balqa’ and
Banias in Transjordan, and Nablus, Qaqiin, Jerusalem, Hebron,
Ramleh, Lydda and Gaza in Palestine) which were included in the
greater province (Niaba) of Damascus. In the fourteenth century
Hebron was annexed to the Jerusalem District and Lydda and
Qaqiin—and on occasion Gaza as well—to Ramleh.® The former
unit of Filastin disappeared as an administrative division. Never-
theless, it would appear that this name was retained to denote the
former area of Jund Filastin.*

The Ottomans, like the Mamelukes, did not re-establish the
Filastin district. The area of this former district was divided into
three sanjags (districts)—Gaza, Jerusalem and Nablus (the latter was
sometimes divided into the Niblus district and the Lajun district)
—which were included in the Damascus pashalik (province). (Gali-
lee, i.e. the Safed district, was also included in the Damascus
province at first, but from 1613 it usually formed part of the Saida
province.) Two sanjags were sometimes united under one governor.
Thus, for example, the sanjags of Gaza and Jerusalem were amalga-
mated in 1525, and in 1533-9 one governor ruled the sanjags of
Nablus and Safed. From the second half of the sixteenth century
the districts of Nablus and Gaza were sometimes annexed to
Jerusalem. The same was done in the 1850s.® Thus it appears that
despite the division into several districts, a larger district was some-
times established, which approached the former area of Filasfin
of the Arab-Muslim conquerors. The original Arab-Muslim name
of al-Ard al-Muqaddasah (the Holy Land) was also preserved in
the Ottoman language (Erazi-i Mugaddesa).®

It is possible to discern additional factors in both the administra-
tive and the social spheres which helped to establish contacts be-
tween the Jerusalem sanjaq and the neighbouring sanjags (Nablus
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and Gaza). The area of jurisdiction (gaza in Turkish and gada’ in
Arabic) of the Jerusalem Qadi exceeded the geographical area of
the Jerusalem sanjag. There is a strong possibility that this
phenomenon resulted from the status of Jerusalem as a holy city,
but whatever the reason, there is evidence that the jurisdiction of
the Jerusalem Qddi extended over the sanjags of Gaza and Nablus
as far as Haifa; he appointed representatives (na’ib) to fulfil judicial
functions there, although this was not a permanent arrangement.”

It should be mentioned here that in modern times the superior
status of the Jerusalem court was demonstrated by the establish-
ment of a court of appeal in the city in 1910 (prior to this date all
appeals had been submitted to the court in Damascus). It is inter-
esting to note that the jurisdiction of this new court of appeal
included the Nablus district.?

There was also cooperation between the sanjags of Jerusalem
and Nablus in the military sphere. A feudal army of Sipahis was
organized in every sanjag within the framework of an alday, headed
by a commander (aldy beyi) chosen from among the Sipahis. In
addition to their imperial tasks the Jerusalem and Nablus alays
were required to protect the pilgrims, and it appears that this often
led to a situation where the tasks of the Jerusalem aldy were carried
out by residents of Nablus.?

Popular religion and the worship of saints also contributed to the
development of ties between the various sections of southern and
central Palestine as far as the Jezreel Valley. The religious life of
the Arab population of the country involved many pilgrimages to
the tombs of saints and sanctuaries and the holding of celebrations
and festivals there. These were generally local celebrations, each
village or region having its own tombs and sanctuary, although
there were instances of tombs with a wider significance (e.g. Nebi
Salih in the Ramleh region, and Nebi Hashim in the Gaza region)®
But the outstanding event was the celebration of al-Nebi Miis3,
i.e. the annual pilgrimage to the mosque which, according to
Muslim-Palestinian tradition, is located on the site of the tomb
of Moses near Jericho. This celebration, which was apparently
initiated in the days of Saladin, attracted celebrants from all over
southern and central Palestine and even from the north of the
country.* Thus, each year, delegations from Hebron and the south
of the country met with Jerusalemites as well as inhabitants of
Niblus and the rural areas of the hills of Judea and Samaria, each
delegation under its own banners. The celebrations lasted a week.
The annual recurrence of this event, and the importance of the
festival in the religion of Palestinian Muslims undoubtedly created
a bond between the various parts of the country.
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The social order which existed in the rural regions of Hebron,
Jerusalem, Nablus and the Carmel bore a marked resemblance to
the regime which developed in Mount Lebanon in the period of the
Emirate of Ma‘ns and Shihabs,'? so that uniformity of the social
regime does not necessarily distinguish the sanjags of Jerusalem and
Nablus from the adjacent regions. However, one of the character-
istics of this social order was of wider significance: the splitting
of the population into two camps: Qays and Yaman.

This split divided the population of the Palestinian Mount (with
the exclusion of Galilee) in such a way that a state of permanent
warfare existed between the Yamanis of the hills of Hebron,
Jerusalem and Nablus and the Qaysis of those areas. The struggle
lasted for centuries and was only ended in the second half of the
nineteenth century, when the Ottoman administration underwent a
process of change and modernization.* This phenomenon should
be regarded as an important factor in the establishment of ties
between the various regions.

Christianity and its institutions played a very important part in
the creation of the Arab concept of Filastin. The importance of
Jerusalem and the Holy Land in Christianity are too well-known
to necessitate discussion. But it is important to emphasize that the
status of the Holy Land found important institutional expression.
The jurisdiction of the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate of Jerusalem—
possibly the oldest and most important Christian institution in
Palestine—extended over Western Palestine and Transjordan. It
should be remembered that this Patriarchate had existed without
a break since the Roman period, and apparently, from the very
beginning, held authority over the three Roman districts of Pales-
tine: Palaestina Prima, Secunda and Tertia. The Latin Patriarchate
of Jerusalem, re-established in 1847, and the Anglican Bishop of
Jerusalem, first appointed at the end of 1841, also held authority
over the whole of Palestine.’¢

It is not surprising therefore, that among the Christian popula-
tion of Palestine, the concept of Filastin was of significance. In 1913
Khalil al-Sakakini, one of the leaders of al-Nahdah al-Urthu-
duksiyyah whose diaries are one of the most important sources
concerning this movement, published a booklet by the name of
al-Nahdah al-Urthuduksiyyah fi Filastin. Since he was dealing with
the affairs of the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate in Jerusalem, it is
clear that for him the term Filasfin corresponded to the area over
which the authority of the Patriarchate extended, i.e. Palestine and
Transjordan. On page 12 of his booklet he differentiated clearly
between Filastin and Syria.

Two years previously, the two brothers al-‘Isa (Yiisuf and ‘Isa
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Da’id) had founded the paper Filasfin in Jaffa. They too were
leaders of al-Nahdah al-Urthuduksiyyah and their paper dealt ex-
tensively with the affairs of the Orthodox Patriarchate in Jerusalem.
They made extensive use of the term Filastin as a territorial denota-
tion, although not always with the same meaning. In many instances
it is obvious that, for the editors, Filastin is identical with the
sanjaq of Jerusalem, but elsewhere it is obviously intended to refer
to all or most of Palestine. In any case, it is clear that the names
Syria or al-Bilad al-Suriyyah refer to the vildyet (province) of
Damascus or, more rarely, to the vilayets of Damascus and Beirut,
but never to Palestine.

This concept of Filastin as a special area, which does not form
part of Syria, is found elsewhere. During the First World War, in
1915-16, a young Jerusalemite Muslim kept a diary in which he
described his actions and emotions in relation to the events of the
period. He described conversations with other young Jerusalemites
regarding the war and the future of the Ottoman Empire. The fate
of the Arab countries under Ottoman rule was the central theme
of these discussions. It is apparent from these conversations that
the existence of Filastin independent of Syria and Egypt was taken
for granted. The relevant entries in Khalil al-Sakakini’s diaries for
that period reveal almost the same conception.®

A later contribution to the consolidation of the concept of
Filastin was Zionism. Later there will be a discussion of the hostility
towards Zionism which developed among the Palestinian popula-
tion. In this context it should suffice to say that this factor deeply
affected the development of the consciousness of the distinctive
identity of Filastin even before the First World War, but more
especially after it.

Prior to the First World War, modern Jewish settlements ex-
tended over all of Palestine from Galilee in the north to the Judean
plain in the south. The hostile Arab reaction encompassed all parts
of the country: Galilee, Haifa, Jaffa and Jerusalem. Al-Karmil,
the Haifa paper, like Filasfin, the Jaffa journal, conducted a propa-
ganda campaign against Zionism and thus created a new factor
unifying the various sanjags of Palestine. It is no accident that one
of the principal instances in which Filastin employed the term
Filastin to denote the whole of western Palestine was in connection
with its anti-Zionist stand. On the same occasion the paper called
for the establishment of *“‘a patriotic (wataniyya) Palestinian society"”
to be composed of the notables of Nablus, Jerusalem, Jaffa, Haifa
and Gaza, to engage in the purchase of state land (mudawwara
land) before this was done by the Zionists.” Thus at the end of the
Ottoman period the concept of Filastin was already widespread
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among the educated Arab public, denoting either the whole of
Palestine or the Jerusalem sanjag alone.

It bas already been noted that the social regime in Palestine
during the Ottoman period and even earlier closely resembled that
of the Emirate of Mount Lebanon, but without an emir. The area
extending from Mount Hebron in the south to the Jezreel Valley
in the north was divided into sub-districts (nawahi; singular—
nahiah), headed by local sheikhs.*® These sub-districts had preserved
their identity for generations. They were interconnected by alliances
according to the division into Qays and Yaman. Life and the social
order were generally similar. In some at least, there were special
judicial arrangements based on rural custom and trial before the
sheikhs, according to established procedure.® Some of the sheikhs
of these sub-districts were Bedouin tribal chiefs and may have
achieved their status through the settlement of their tribe in a
certain territory.?® The status of the sheikhs emanated first and
foremost from the fact that they were the tax-collectors (multazi-
miin) of their regions.?* This office was hereditary, although it did
not necessarily pass down from father to son and there were cases
in which the function was transferred from one sheikh’s family to
another, in a different village.??

The sheikh needed an annual authorization from the Ottoman
governor of his office. This authorization was granted through the
despatch of a cloak (Khul‘ah) to the sheikh, and the ceremony was
carried out simultaneously with the determining of the sum of the
annual tax to be paid by the sub-districts in that year.?® The sheikhs
had military forces at their disposal, mobilized in times of need
(generally for battles between the Qays and Yaman camps) from
among the fellahin.

The Ottoman restoration in Palestine in 1840 led to the com-
mencement of efforts on the part of the Ottoman authorities to
undermine the status and strength of the nawadhi sheikhs. The
Khatt-i sherif of Giilhané (1839) announced the abolition of the
practice of tax-farming (iltizam). It is true that the aftempt to
abolish this custom only succeeded at the end of the nineteenth
century and beginning of the twentieth,2* but the character of the
iltizam began to undergo a change. When the Ottoman government
first tried to abolish the iltizam (1839) it soon discovered that it
was incapable of introducing direct collection of taxes by officials.
Therefore the iltizam was restored three years later,? with some
modifications. In the past the Ottoman governor had been in charge
of the leasing of iltizam. With regard to the nawahi of Palestine
this entailed the annual confirmation of the right of the sheikhs
to collect their nawahi taxes. An innovation was introduced whereby
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the leasing of taxes and control of their collection was entrusted to
the maijlis al-idara of the district. According to Gad Frumkin, who,
at the end of the Ottoman period worked as a lawyer in the finance
department of the Jerusalem District, “the authority of the majlis
al-idara included, inter alia, the leasing of the tithe and other taxes,
which the government did not collect directly, but leased to who-
ever paid the highest price, in return for a sum determined in
advance which the lessee paid into the treasury. Whatever the
lessee succeeded in collecting went into his own pocket. He collected
the tithe in kind or in cash from the fellahin with the aid of the
gendarmes who went out to the villages with him or with his
emissaries.”’2¢

It appears that in areas adjacent to Jerusalem and possibly even
Mount Nablus, this system gradually led to the weakening of the
administrative status of the nawahi sheikhs, and to the removal of
the function of tax collection from them and its transfer to urban
notables. The village sheikhs were not able to stand up to the
competition of the urban notables for this position and abandoned
the function, which was taken over by the urban tax-farmers, who
collected the taxes directly from the fellahin. These notables
manned the majlis al-idara and utilized it as an instrument for
strengthening their position and influence. The result was that
towards the end of the Ottoman period a situation arose which
strengthened the urban notables at the expense of the rural sheikhs.??
In addition, from 1840 onwards, the Ottoman authorities conducted
a vigorous campaign to restrain the military power of the sheikhs,
who were also deprived of their judicial powers. They were
gradually brought within the framework of the Ottoman administra-
tion, becoming mukhtars of the villages, appointed by the authori-
ties. As a result of this systematic policy the power of the rural
sheikhs was reduced and at the end of the nineteenth century few
vestiges of their former administrative powers remained.2®

In contrast to the decline of their administrative powers, the
social status of the sheikhs and the nawahis was largely preserved.
At the end of 1820 Sheikh ‘Abd al-Hamid Abt Ghaush was regarded
not only as head of his family and village, but also as the leader of
the twenty villages of Nahiat Bani Milik, and the sheikhs of the
adjacent nawdhi regarded themselves in similar fashion.?® Three
years later, the villages of the Ramallah sub-district were ordered to
establish police stations at their own expense (in accordance with
the law for the prevention of crime) because of the proliferation
of robberies in the area. The population of the region rallied for
action against this governmental step. Their spokesmen were the
mukhtars of the villages and their organization for the submitting
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of protest petitions was carried out according to the traditional
division into nawahis.*®

At the end of the twenties and beginning of the thirties there
were still traces of this division. In 1929, when the Executive
Committee of the Palestine Arab Congress organized a financial
appeal for the Arabs wounded in the riots and tried to extend the
fund-raising to the tutal areas, it did this through the village sheikhs
and again according to the traditional division into nawdahis.?* The
participation of the fellahin in the celebrations of al-Nebi Miisa
continued in the thirties to be organized according to this division,
the villagers taking part in the event under their various banners.®?

This preservation of the sub-districts augmented the political
power of the sheikhs who headed them, and made them a factor in
the struggle for leadership among the Palestinian Arabs.

The gradual decline in the scope of the authority of the rural and
sub-district sheikhs did not leave a vacuum. The sheikhs were
replaced by a growing social element—the urban notables a'yan.
In the eighteenth century this stratum had already consolidated its
strength and status in Ottoman society. The decline in the power
of the-central government, the weakening of the Sipahi system,
the degeneration of the Janissary force and the struggle waged
between its imperial sections (those who continued to be regarded
as “‘servants of the Porte”) and the local units (yerliyya)—all these
factors greatly weakened the authority of the central government
and its representatives (the vali, governor) in the various provinces.
This development enabled local factors—local ruling dynasties,
Bedouin tribes and urban a'yan—to come to power and reach
decisive positions of influence and sometimes also of control.?

The increase in the power of the urban a‘yan stratum was
accelerated in the nineteenth century. With the commencement of
the tanzimatr period and after the Ottoman restoration in Syria,
the Ottoman authorities sought to enlist the support of this class in
their efforts to strengthen the central government. They established
councils in the various districts (this step may have been taken in
accordance with the precedent established by Muhammad °‘Ali’s
regime), which advised the governor, and in which the local a‘ yan
was represented, together with the chief district administrative officers.

But the main result of this innovation was the exact opposite of
that anticipated by the authorities. The local a‘yan stratum suc-
ceeded in converting the council (majlis) into their own instrument.
Through the council they exerted influence over local administra-
tion and checked the vali when the latter tried to introduce reforms
liable to affect their status. The authority of the vali over this
stratum was limited. His appointment was for one year only, while
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the a'yan were local residents well acquainted with district affairs,
and it is doubtful whether the vali could have attained the experi-
ence and knowledge necessary to handle district administrative
problems in so short a time. This policy was intended to prevent
the valis from becoming too strong, thus threatening the status of
the central government in the provinces, but the result turned out
to be exactly that feared by the authorities: the weakness of the
valis meant that the central authority was also weak. The central
government appreciated this and in 1852 endeavoured to remedy
the situation by considerably increasing the powers of the vali, but
this step was taken too late, since the local elements were already
too strong.’* The strength of the local a‘yan decreased slightly
after this, but it nevertheless remained one of the important factors
in frustrating the reform attempts of Ahmed Shefiq Midhat, the
reform-minded vali of the Syrian (Damascus) vildyet in the years
1878-80.%°

The influence of this stratum over local administration was also
strengthened by the fact that it filled many of the local administra-
tive posts. Members of this class, from which emerged the ‘ulama’
and various religious functionaries, were the first to acquire rela-
tively modern education in the new schools of the Empire, and thus
candidates for the new administration in the zanzimatr period were
almost exclusively recruited from this stratum.

The abolition of the hereditary iltizam, formerly in the hands
of the sub-district sheikhs, and its replacement by the leasing of
taxes to whoever paid the highest price, greatly contributed to the
strengthening of the status of the urban a‘yan. Because of their
wealth, they could compete with the sub-district sheikhs and win
the iltizam rights. But along with the economic factor was that of
their status in the new Ottoman administration. The leasing of
taxes came under the authority of the administrative council
(maijlis al-idara) of the district and the a’yan undoubtedly exploited
their influence at these councils to obtain iltizams for themselves.3¢

This development is closely tied up with the result of the faulty
implementation of the Ottoman Land Law of 1858. The entrusting
of the implementation of the law to the local administration, under
the control of the majlis al-idara, made a mockery of the intended
effect of the legislation. Instead of strengthening the state’s rights
over the miri land and the rights of the cultivators, it allowed the
a'yan to register large stretches of land in their own names—Iland
to which they also held the iltizam rights. The heavy debts incurred
by the fellahin and their fear of registering their rights in the land
registers were to the advantage of the urban notables.?”

As a result of these processes the urban a‘yan attained a strong
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position in the civil and religious administration of the Empire, as
well as extensive land property. A considerable number of the
senior district administrative posts were in the hands of the various
local élites, and quite a number of the members of this class
attained senior positions in the Ottoman administration outside their
own areas. For example: ‘Abd al-Latif Saldh of Nablus was First
Secretary of the Senate at the end of his Ottoman career;*® Ahmad
Hilmi ‘Abd al-Baqi served as Director General of the Ottoman
Agricultural Bank in Syria and Iraq;** Mustafa al-Khalidi of
Jerusalem served as Chief of the Beirut police, Chief Prosecutor and
eventually as a judge in that town’s court of appeal;*® ‘Arif Pasha
al-Dajani of Jerusalem held various positions in the Ottoman
administration and attained the post of District Governor
(Muteserrif);** As‘ad al-Shuqayri of Acre was a member of
Sheikhiil-Islam’s *‘Shar‘i Inquiries Committee” at Istanbul and,
during the First World War, was Mufti of the Fourth Army (under
Jemil Pasha) which fought on the Egyptian-Palestinian front;*?
and Miisd Kazim al-Husayni, who rose from a relatively humble
position in the administration through the post of sub-district
Governor (Qa'imagam), District Governor to Governor of Yemen.**
The establishment of the Ottoman Parliament also helped the
a‘yan to strengthen their position, since all the representatives of
the Palestinian districts were members of this stratum and thus
won an additional source of political and social influence.**

The supremacy of the a‘yan is clearly evident on examination of
the social realities of life in the various Palestinian towns at the
end of the nineteenth century and beginning of the twentieth. In
Jerusalem the most prominent families were the al-Husayins and
al-Khalidis (soon to be superseded by the Nashashibis). The Khalidi
family mainly fulfilled important functions in the field of religious
affairs and its sons traditionally held the position of head of the
Shar‘i court in Jerusalem.** At the beginning of the twentieth
century two of its sons were prominent and respected religious
dignitaries: Sheikh Khalil al-Khalidi, who was later to become
President of the Shar‘i Court of Appeal in Palestine and Sheikh
Raghib al-Khilidi, founder of the Khilidiyyah Library. But the
members of this family apparently did not adapt well to the new
Ottoman administration, their numbers dwindled, and as a result
their influence was weakened.*®

The al-Husayni family held the position of Mufti of Jerusalem
from the mid-nineteenth century. A municipality was established
in Jerusalem in 1877(?), and many members of this family held
the post of mayor, although on occasion the Khalidis or ‘Alamis
also served in this capacity.*” In the 1880s Salim al-Husayni held
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this position, and in the second decade of the twentieth century
his two sons: Husayn Salim al-Husayni and Misa Kazim al-
Husayni followed in his footsteps.*® Members of this family also
held high posts in the Jerusalem district administration, as sub-
district and district governors and in the central government ad-
ministration at Istanbul.4®

By holding this position this family was able to win national
status. The Mufti of Jerusalem was the central figure at the al-Nebi
Miisa celebrations,®® and we have already noted that the significance
of this event was countrywide. Furthermore, the close ties of the
al-Husayni family with this annual event were emphasized even
more by the fact that members of this family were the traditional
administrators of the Awgaf for the al-Nebi Miisa mosque near
Jericho.

The Nashashibi family advanced in status only in later genera-
tions. ‘Uthman al-Nashashibi, who was a rich property-owner, was
elected to Parliament in 1912,%% while Raghib al-Nashashibi served
as Jerusalem District Engineer and in 1914 was also elected to
Parliament.®®* Members of this family also served on the district
administrative council.

It is not surprising, therefore, that the status of these families
was high and that the district governor was obliged to settle
district matters in accordance with their wishes.®* In the 1850s, the
British Consul, James Finn, described their status as follows:

“It should be mentioned that a close corporation of Arab families,
not recognized by law, but influential by position, usurped all the
municipal offices among them”.5®

Fifty years later the situation remained unchanged and the Jeru-
salem District Governor in 1906-8 resented it and tried to change
matters. He described the status of the families by saying: ‘“There
are various influential people and notables here who have won
riches and fame through interfering with the rights of other people.
. . . Because of their superiority over the Arab [Bedouin?] inhabi-
tants, most of whom are primitive, the Jerusalem notables have
always been renowned for their many revolts against the govern-
ment . . . When Ra’Gf Pasha was appointed Governor of Jerusalem
he introduced a method of abolishing the domination of these
parasites over the masses and of making clear to these wielders
of influence in the district, bearers of the names of Husayni,
Khilidi, Nashashibi and Da’idi [Dajani], what their limitations
were . . ."’%®

In Nablus, which was also the capital town of a district, the
local families also enjoyed special status. For generations the sons
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of these families had traditionally held prominent positions in the
army and administration of the district and the Empire, but it
seems ‘that with the reforms in the Empire their participation
decreased. This conservative town apparently did not succeed in
adapting itself to new conditions with the same rapidity as Jeru-
salem. Of the sons of Nablus families, we find only Amin ‘Abd
al-Hadi serving as sub-district Governor outside his home district.5”
Nor is there any evidence to show that the Nablus families in-
fluenced local district affairs to the extent that prominent Jerusalem
families did.

The prominent Nablus families were split into two camps. The
source of the split lay in the original division into Qays and Yaman,
but after the Egyptian conquest in the 1830s the split took on a
political significance. The Yamani faction, headed by the families
of ‘Abd al-Hadi and Nimr, supported the Egyptian regime and
served as governors under it, while the Qays faction, headed by
the Tawqan family, led the rebels.?® This new alignment made
itself felt in the names of the two rival factions: the pro-Egyptian
faction named itself Dar al-Masri, and the rebels Dar al-Bey,
apparently after the title of Bey borne by the Tawqan family. This
division and these names were preserved until well into the second
decade of the twentieth century.®®

The situation was similar in the sub-district towns of Gaza and
Jaffa. There too the important local positions (mayor, local mufti)
were held by members of the prominent families, who had suc-
ceeded in gaining control over wide stretches of land.®® If one
recalls that the coastal plain was sparsely populated in the nine-
teenth century and takes into account the methods of land registra-
tion in desolate areas where no claimants were to be found, it will
be understood how this development occurred.

The strong position of the Jerusalem a‘yan families apparently
resulted from the special status of the Jerusalem sanjaq, based on
the sanctity of the Holy City. In the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries the gadi of Jerusalem wielded extensive judicial authority.
In this period there were also cases where the Jerusalem sanjag
was elevated to the level of iyaler (province) or at least a special
sanjaq, independent of the Province Governor. The formal expres-
sion of this was the appointment of a District Governor on a higher
level (Muteserrif) to head it.®!

In the 1850s, after the Crimean War, this higher administrative
status was made permanent. It was then determined that the
Governor of the Jerusalem sanjag would no longer be subordinate
to the Governors of the Saida or Damascus provinces, but would
be directly under Istanbul, so that the sanjag would in fact be an
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iyalet.®* It was decided that the Governor of this district would
bear higher rank than the ordinary District Governor,®® and when,
in accordance with the Ottoman vildyet law of 1864 ‘‘general
councils” (mejalis-i ‘umiimiye) were set up in the new vilayets over
the “administrative councils” (mejalis-i’l-idare) of the districts, a
‘general council” was also established in Jerusalem.®*

This administrative development, rooted in the international
interest in Jerusalem and the dispute between various Christian
sects over rights to the Holy Places, constitutes the background for
the rise in the status of the prominent Jerusalem families. The
equalization of the status of Jerusalem with that of Damascus, for
example, also equalized the status of the notables of the two cities
and achieved for the Jerusalem notables seniority over the pro-
minent families of Nablus and other Palestinian cities and towns.
The fact that in Jerusalem there developed a class of notables with
high social and administrative status, accustomed to a large extent
to independent management of their district affairs, exerted con-
siderable influence over the development of events in Palestine
even after the Ottoman period.

THE STRUCTURE OF THE PALESTINIAN POPULATION

The modern Jewish community of Palestine originated from two
sources: the old-established Palestinian Jews, who had settled
there before the immigration of the “Lovers of Zion” (Hovevei
Tzion) began in the late nineteenth century, and those who arrived
in the subsequent waves of Zionist immigration.

The old-established Jews were themselves divided into two
categories: the Sefardim, who had settled in Palestine prior to the
nineteenth century, and the Ashkenazim, who immigrated there
during this period. The Sefardim were the dominant element in the
Jewish community; they maintained ties with the Ottoman authori-
ties and were recognized by them and dealt in various economic
activities. The Ashkenazim, on the other hand, lived for the most
part upon charity sent from Europe and consequently their status
was much lower than that of the Sefardim. However, an improve-
ment in their position came with the great influx of European Jews
into Palestine during the nineteenth century. By 1880, the number
of Jews in the country had doubled to approximately 25,000, two-
thirds of them living in Jerusalem (about 50% of that city’s
population).

The changes in the Jewish community were not only numerical.
Beginning in the 1850s, various elements attempted to abandon
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the old way of life by setting up new city quarters in Jerusalem
and establishing agricultural settlements (Gey-Oni, Motza, Petah-
Tikvah). Although these settlements failed, the new city quarters
became the core of modern Jerusalem.

The settlements did not disappear completely. In 1882 there
began to appear in Palestine new Jewish immigrants, who came
with the express aim of returning to the soil as a basis for the
renewal of the Jewish nation and its culture. Most of the immigrants
belonged to the Hibbat Tzion movement, and in leaving Russia
and Rumania they gave expression to their belief that there was no
future for the Jews in those countries. Eastern Europe was being
swept at this time by a strong wave of anti-Semitism which brought
about mass Jewish emigration, and nearly two million Jews left
the area prior to the outbreak of the First World War. The over-
whelming majority headed for the United States, but some refused
to trade one place of exile for another and elected to go instead to
Palestine in order to create there a foundation for the re-establish-
ment of the Jewish nation.

As a result of this wave of immigration the number of Jews in
Palestine by the eve of the First World War was approximately
85,000; 86% of them in the cities (Jerusalem, Safed, Tiberias,
Hebron, Jaffa and Haifa) and 14% in the forty-three settlements.?
Immigrants in both city and village turned to new livelihoods,
abandoning charity as the source of their support. The new settle-
ments, which enjoyed the generous aid of Baron Edmond de
Rothschild, practised agriculture; in the cities, the immigrants
turned to crafts, building and commerce. In these settlements the
foundation was laid for self-organization, modern Hebrew speech,
Hebrew education and the labour organizations.

During the First World War the number of Jews declined to
about 55,000 because of the tribulations of war, famine, disease
and the expulsion of foreign citizens. However, immigration
resumed after the war, though on a much smaller scale than the
leaders of the Zionist movement had anticipated. The 1922 census
showed there to be about 84,000 Jews, while in 1931 the figure
had reached 175,000.2 The extent of Jewish immigration in the
years 1919-31 was as follows: *

1919—1,806 immigrants
1920—8,223 immigrants
1921—8,294 immigrants
1922—8,685 immigrants
1923—8,175 immigrants
1924—13,892 immigrants

1925—34,386 immigrants
1926—13,855 immigrants
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1927—3,034 immigrants
1928—2,178 immigrants
1929—5,249 immigrants
1930—4,944 immigrants
1931—4,075 immigrants

The increase in the number of Jewish immigrants in the years
19246 was the product of two major factors: anti-Jewish economic
legislation in Poland and a new immigration policy in the United
States. Independent Poland from its very beginnings had adopted
a policy of hostility towards its Jewish minority (over 109% of the
population). This policy found expression in 1924 in legislation
discriminating against Jewish merchants and artisans in order to
facilitate the entry of Poles into these professions. Until this time
Jews had, generally speaking, reacted to such measures by emigrat-
ing to the United States, but in 1924 the United States Govern-
ment adopted a policy of immigration quotas on the basis of the
countries of origin of potential immigrants—thus closing its doors
in the face of new Jewish immigrants from Poland and the rest of
Eastern Europe. The pressure of immigration on Palestine grew
accordingly. The flood of immigrants in 1924-6 was concentrated
mainly in the cities and settlements and brought about the rapid
development of Tel-Aviv. In the settlements the immigrants were
absorbed by the rapidly developing citrus industry, while in the
cities many of them turned to small-scale commerce and building.
The building industry was booming and with it the entire economy;
however, when investment in building declined, the result was high
unemployment, and soon the entire economy was undergoing a
crisis. Urban workers were severely hit and their situation soon
became unbearable. Workers in the settlements, who were employed
in the citrus groves, were less affected however. The hardship of
the unemployed led to a decline in immigration and an increase in
emigration. In 1927 the number of emigrants (over 5,000) was
greater than the number of immigrants.® In 1928 these two oppos-
ing trends were balanced, and only in 1929 was there a surplus of
immigrants. It must be noted that the phenomenon of emigration
was not restricted to the 1927-8 crisis but in fact existed through-
out the years of Jewish immigration. The difficulties of living and
adjustment in Palestine and disillusionment with the “Jewish
National Home” accompanied the process of Zionist self-deter-
mination throughout its history.

The main body of Jewish settlement was concentrated in the
cities. According to the 1931 census the Jewish rural population
was a mere 46,000, i.e. over 26% of the entire Jewish population.®
Notwithstanding the crisis, the 1920s were years of growth and
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consolidation for the “Jewish National Home”. Large areas of
land were purchased in the Jezreel valley, the Valley of Zebulun
and the Haifa Bay, and the Valley of Hefer (Wadi al-Hawarith)
and many settlements were established there.”

Beginning in 1920, the autonomous community organization of
the Palestinian Jews, which was recognized by the Mandatory
Government, was set up; the Federation of Labour and the kibbutz
movements were founded; the Hebrew University was established,
and the first steps were taken towards organizing an underground
self-defence force.®

The Arab population also grew, although at a slower rate, due
for the most part to natural increase. On the eve of the First World
War the Turkish authorities estimated the number of Arab resi-
dents in the three sanjags of Palestine (Acre, Nablus and Jeru-
salem) at approximately 600,000.° The overwhelming majority were
Muslims. A modern study of the urban population in Palestine in
the 1880s has put the number of city-dwellers at around 121,000;°
if one subtracts the estimated number of Jews, then it will be found
that the number of Muslim and Christian city dwellers was less
than 100,000.

According to the 1922 census there were approximately 668,000
Arab-speaking Palestinians, comprising around 589,000 Muslims,
71,500 Christians, and 7,500 Druzes. In the 1931 census the number
of Muslims had increased to approximately 760,000, with about
91,000 Christians and 9,000 Druzes.* The largest Christian com-
munity—about half the Christian population—was that of the
Greek-Orthodox Church, with the Greek-Catholics in second place.
In 1931, the Arab population was still overwhelmingly rural.
Among the Muslims there were approximately 572,000 rural
dwellers, as against 188,000 town dwellers, while amongst the
Christians there were about 22,000 rural inhabitants, compared
with 69,000 urban inhabitants.?

This social structure is reflected in the occupational distribution
of the Palestinian Arab population in 193118

(Percentages)

Muslims Christians Arabs in

General
Agriculture 635 14:6 571
Industry, Handicraft and Building 126 251 12:0
Transportation 59 72 60
Commerce 80 10-3 82
Liberal Professions 16 9-8 27
Public Service 2:0 157 39
Domestic Services 23 81 32

Remainder 47 92 63
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In the area of Arab education there was considerable develop-
ment, as the tables opposite show.*

While the literacy rate among the Jews was 72% in 1931, among
the Muslims it was 109%, and among the Christians 48%.2°

POLITICAL TRENDS AMONG THE PALESTINIAN-ARABS ON THE EVE
OF THE FIRST WORLD WAR

The existence of the Arabs within the Ottoman Empire as a
separate group with their own specific identity was by no means a
new phenomenon. The existence of linguistic differences within the
Empire, the consciousness of common origin from Arab tribes and
the special status of the Arabs in Islam—all these factors meant
that despite the common Muslim identification, the differentiating
factors between the various Muslim ethnic and linguistic groups
were not forgotten. The new mood which began to be felt at the
end of the first decade of the twentieth century was based on the
attribution of subjective ideological and political significance to
these objective differences. From the moment when demands for
political rights based on these objective factors began to be voiced,
it was possible to say that the transition from Arab consciousness
to Arab nationalism had begun.

This change, which was far-reaching though limited in scope,
occurred first and foremost in Damascus and Beirut and later in
student and intellectual circles in Istanbul, Cairo and Paris.* This
book is mainly concerned with the role Palestinians played in the
development of the Arab nationalist movement and the extent to
which the nationalist ideology found expression in Palestine itself.

The total number of members of Arab nationalist societies on
the eve of the First World War was infinitesimal—126 members
and a further 30 who joined either on the eve of the war or during
the war itself. According to C. E. Dawn, there were 22 Palestinians
in the first category and 10 in the second.? According to my
calculations, there were only 24 Palestinians.® In any case it is
clear that the number was very small, and that most of them were
young.

Together with these young men who were active members of
the nationalist societies, there were others who supported the
activities of these groups. When the Arab Congress was held in
Paris in 1913, many residents of Arab countries sent telegrams and
letters of support. Of the 387 names which appeared as signatories
of these expressions of support, 130 were Palestinians,* but several
of these have already been included as members of the societies.



THE ARAB PUBLIC SYSTEM—GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS

! 2 3 Numb 4 f Pupil S hs ! s ]
No. No. umber of Pupils choo Tota
School of of Age Arab Remarks
Year Schools Teachers Boys Girls Total Population Population
1914-15 98 234 6,848 1,400 8,248 71,933 604,275 Col. 5: compulsory ages 7-11 under
Ottoman Law.
191920 171 408 8419 2243 10,662 Second and last year of British military
administration.
1920-21 244 52§ 13,656 2,786 16,442 Two years operation of a Four Years’
1921-22 311 639 16,606 3,033 19,639 Expansion Scheme (The First).
192223 314 672 16,046 3,285 19,331 168,000 673,000 Col. 5: age group 5-14.
1923-24 314 685 15,509 3,655 19,164 Col. 6: Official Census.
1924-25 315 687 16,147 3,734 19,881
1925-26 314 687 16,146 3,591 19,737
1926-27 315 722 16,488 3,591 20,079
1927-28 314 733 17,133 4,126 21,259
1928-29 310 750 17,291 4,345 21,636
1929-30 310 760 18,174 4,782 22,956
1930-31 308 744 19,346 4,942 24,288
1931-32 305 783 19,658 5,179 24,837 215,000 860,000 Col. 6: crude figures according to
Official Census.
THE ARAB PUBLIC SYSTEM—NON-GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS
Muslim Schools Christian Schools Christian Schools Muslim Schools
School School
Year No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of Year No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of No.of
Schools Teachers Pupils Schools Teachers Pupils Schools Teachers Pupils Schools Teachers Pupils
1920-21 — — — — — — 1926-27 53 184 4,522 192 1,005 14,919
1921-22 42 114 2,287 139 688 11,952 1927-28 73 181 4,525 191 997 13,597
1922-23 38 112 2477 172 786 13,348 1928-29 75 195 4,719 162 1,023 14,096
1923-24 47 131 3044 179 843 14,328 1929-30 94 237 5644 149 1,021 14,124
1924-25 50 — 3,565 184 — 15,321 1930-31 137 271 7,243 181 1,091 14,360
1925-26 45 140 3445 183 866 14,385 1931-32 157 330 9,127 151 1,061 14,100

NOIIDNAOWLINI

1C
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It is possible that the small number of Palestinians in the general
Arab nationalist movement results from the fact that few
Palestinians were then residing in the geographical centres of the
movement. The picture must therefore be completed and it is
necessary to examine the extent to which the movement had
branches or support within Palestine itself.

Some time before the cultural and national awakening of the
Arabs found political expression, it was possible to sense the
hostile attitude of the population towards the Ottoman authorities.
James Finn, the British Consul in Jerusalem in the 1840s and ’50s,
noted that a large proportion of the local population hated the
Turks, regarded the Turkish Caliphate as a fraud and distorted
the title of Khan into Khad'in (traitor in Arabic). Nevertheless, he
believed that the sense of loyalty to Islam and its rulers was
stronger than any other tie.* In my view, the hostile attitude to-
wards the Ottoman authorities should be attributed partly to the
natural antagonism of a population lacking political expression
and partly to the opposition of the Muslims to the innovations of
the tanzimat period rather than to political motivation.

The first political manifestation of opposition to the Ottoman
regime was discernible in 1905 in Nejib Azouri’s book,? in which
he demanded independence for the Arab nation and the restoration
of the Caliphate to a son of the Arab Quraysh tribe. Azouri was
a Lebanese Maronite who had served in the Jerusalem district
administration until his exile to Paris. His book was published
there and it is doubtful whether it had any great effect in Palestine.
Nevertheless, it was important that Azouri tried to smuggle into
Palestine the Manifestoes of his organization ‘“La Ligue de la
Patrie Arabe” established in Paris, and that after the 1908 revolu-
tion he was permitted to return to Palestine and very possibly
continued to disseminate his ideas there.”

Whatever the significance of Azouri’s activities, his ideas did
not gain widespread support until after 1908 the year of the Young
Turks revolt. Until that date there were very few manifestations
of Arab nationalist attitudes and Azouri was exceptional in this
respect. George Antonius attributed this silence to the repressive
regime of ‘Abdiil-Hamid the Second, who resisted any attempt to
undermine his all-powerful authority over the Empire. But this
explanation disregards the other side of ‘Abdiil-Hamid’s policy—
the return to Muslim orthodoxy following the period of moderniza-
tion by the reforming politicians who had preceded him. The
tanzimat policy aroused discontent and opposition among the
Muslim population of the Fertile Crescent, and it is almost certain
that the reversal of this policy softened this discontent and
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strengthened loyalty to the Empire. It should be recalled that it
was these very Arab countries which were the main beneficiaries
of ‘Abdiil-Hamid’s policies in the sphere of the nurturing of Islam,
its institutions (mosques, etc) and the ‘ulama’ (indeed, some Syrian
Arabs in particular reached the peak of the ruling hierarchy). It
is not surprising, therefore, that this period is fondly remembered
by the members of the Muslim social élite in Jerusalem.®

The Young Turks revolution of 1908, and particularly the in-
troduction of more repressive methods of government and the
manifestations of their Turkish nationalist policies from 1909
onwards created a snowballing of Arab opposition to the Ottoman
regime, which gained momentum in the second decade of the
twentieth century.?

The Governor of the Jerusalem district, ‘Ali Ekrem Bey (the
son of Namek Kemal) apparently sensed the desire for change and
feared that the introduction of the constitution might be exploited
for raising extreme radical demands. He wrote that ‘“‘the declara-
tion of the constitution and its implementation have gradually
begun to arouse feelings of independence among the Arabs. This
idea is at present silent and secret, it is true, but according to ail
the events now happening here, the press and other phenomena,
one can feel that the people throughout Syria are tending in this
direction.”*® Elsewhere he wrote: “It is my opinion that the con-
cept of freedom will lead here to regrettable misuse. The corrupt
gangs of notables, who regard the ignorant local population as
their prey, will regard the idea of freedom as an important means
of disobedience and revolt, to the extent that the state will be
obliged to despatch military force to educate the people of the
Jerusalem and the Syrian regions.””** In order to anticipate this
danger he recommended that the District Governor and the senior
officials should always be appointed from among the Turks and
not the Arabs.!2

The main manifestations of Arab discontent in the Fertile
Crescent were the reform societies (al-Islah) which were established
in the various towns (especially in Beirut) and which demanded
the introduction of a considerable degree of decentralization, the
transferring of authority to the indigenous population and the
safeguarding of the status of the Arabic language in local admini-
stration and education. These societies were affiliated to the
Decentralization Party established in Cairo. They were not numer-
ous in Palestine nor was support for their ideas widespread. There
were branches of the Decentralization Party in Nablus, Jenin,
Tul-Karm and Jaffa’* but not in Jerusalem. The geographical
concentration of those demanding Arab rights in the Nablus district

B
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is also confirmed by an examination of the identity of the Palestini-
ans who took part in the Arab nationalist movement outside
Palestine. Most of these also came from Nablus, and most of the
telegrams of support for the 1913 Arab Congress in Paris came from
this district. The Beirut papers took note of this fact and attacked
the Jerusalemites for their lack of support for the reform move-
ment.** It would appear that the strong status of the Jerusalem
élite, its important role in the administration of district affairs and
the integration of its sons in the Ottoman administration resulted
in the fact that among this group, loyalty to the Ottoman Empire
and to its ideology was stronger than in other districts of Palestine.

Further evidence of the mood of the Arab population in Palestine
in that period can be found in the sympathy won by the “Liberty
and Agreement Party” (Hiirriyyet ve-I'tilaf or Entente libérale to
use the French title),’® which constituted the opposition to the
autocratic administrative methods and centralistic policies of the
Young Turks. It is true that this was not an Arab nationalist party
but an Ottoman liberal party. Nevertheless, one cannot disregard
the fact that it brought about political union of the non-Turkish
elements in the Empire, and that in its demands for decentralistic
policies it resembled the Decentralization Party and other Arab
reform movements.

In summing up all these manifestations it would appear that
they were the exceptions to the rule. Very few Palestinian Arabs
were then attracted by the new ideology of Arab nationalism. An
interesting fact is that Tawfiq ‘Ali Bard’s book, the most detailed
study of the development of Arab-Turkish relations in the years
1908-14, hardly mentions reform or nationalist societies in
Palestinian towns. However, the difficult situation during the First
World War and the repressive measures employed by Jemal Pasha
changed the attitude of the population towards the government
and gradually also towards the Ottoman regime itself.’® Neverthe-
less, there were no manifestations of revolt in Palestine during the
First World War, and even if there were signs of discontent, they
did not reach the stage of active opposition to the Ottoman
regime.’” There were even positive expressions of loyalty to the
Ottoman Empire. As‘ad Shuqayri, the Acre district representative
in the Ottoman Parliament in 1912-14, opposed the decentralistic
trend and the struggle for Arab rights and remained loyal to the
Ottoman-Muslim Empire.'® Shukri al-Husayni of Jerusalem, who
also reached a high rank in the Ottoman administration, also took
this stand.*®

Al-Karmil, the Haifa paper, tended to support the reform and
decentralistic movement. On the other hand, Filastin, which was
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published in Jaffa, opposed it vehemently, and reflected Ottoman
ideology, advocating the partnership of all citizens of the Ottoman
Empire in one united state, with full equality for members of all
religions and nationalities. The paper opposed the demands for a
decentralized regime and for the strengthening of the powers of
the administrative councils in the vilayets, since it considered such
a step would weaken the unity of the Empire and provide oppor-
tunities for foreign intervention in its affairs. It specifically ex-
pressed its disapproval of the liberal opposition and the principal
expressions of the decentralist and reform movement and Arab
nationalism: the activities of Sayyid Talib, Naqib al-Ashraf of
Basra, the Beirut Reform Society and the Paris Congress. On the
other hand, it supported the rule of “The Society of Unity and
Progress” and its ideology.?°

One of Filastin's arguments against the reform movement was
the fear that their leadership might provide the Zionists with
opportunities for infiltrating Palestine and gaining further control
over it.2' This argument, voiced in 1913, was not a new develop-
ment, but had evolved from the hostile attitude to Zionism which
had come into being at the end of the nineteenth century.

Modern Jewish settlement in Palestine, from the end of the
1870s, brought to Palestine a hitherto unknown type of Jew. In
place of the Jews of the old yishiv (community), closed within
their own districts and within themselves, there began to appear a
new kind of Jew, who broke out of the boundaries of the old
settlement areas and the traditional way of life. The educated Arab
public took note of this development, and of its significance.
Settlement on the land created considerable problems with neigh-
bouring villages and sometimes with former tenants, and the local
population regarded the Jews as trespassers. Reaction to the new
phenomenon was at first primitive and non-political but over the
years it took on the form of organized opposition to Zionism.

The purchase of land by Jews created much cause for dispute
with Arab fellahin. The Jewish purchasers were not acquainted
with local customs regarding freedom of pasturing after the harvest,
and when they tried to prevent such pasturing, disputes broke out.
When land was purchased from owners out of disregard or insuffi-
cient concern for the tenmants, disputes arose which continued
unabated for years.?2 But these controversies were not of a political
nature—similar disputes occurred among the Arab villagers them-
selves—and they certainly did not prevent the local Arabs from
selling land to the Jews at extremely high prices. As previously
noted, in 1908, ‘Ali Ekrem Bey, the Muteserrif of the Jerusalem
District, recommended that the Jerusalem Qadi always be appointed
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from among the Turks and not the local Arabs, since the Qadi
was a member of the committee controlling land transfer, and
there was need for a non-local man who would truly fulfil the
government instructions against the transfer of land to Jews.?

The first political expression of opposition to Zionism came in
1891. In the spring of that year a number of Jerusalem notables
sent a petition to the central government in Istanbul demanding
the prevention of further immigration of Jews and purchase of
land by them. They claimed that the Jews were taking land out
of the hands of the Muslims and gradually gaining control of local
commerce.?* Many years were to pass before this phenomenon
was repeated. This did not mean that the apprehension about
Zionism disappeared, but it seems that the scope of its activities
in Palestine on the one hand, and the level of political conscious-
ness on the other were too weak to arouse any opposition. In a
private letter, Yisuf Did’ al-Khalidi, Speaker of the Ottoman Par-
liament in 1876, expressed the view that Zionism was just in theory,
but for the sake of the peace and tranquillity of the inhabitants of
Filastin it would be better if the efforts to implement it ceased.2®
In the preface to his book, Nejib Azouri also expressed his fears,
which now read like a veritable prophecy of the consequences of
the implementation of the Zionist ideal: ‘“Two important pheno-
mena, of identical character but nevertheless opposed, which till
now have not attracted attention, are now making their appearance
in Asian Turkey: these are the awakening of the Arab nation and
the latent efforts of the Jews to re-establish, on an extremely large
scale, the ancient Kingdom of Israel. These two movements are
destined to struggle continuously with one another, until one pre-
vails over the other. The fate of the entire world depends on the
result of this struggle between the two peoples, which represent
two contradictory principles.”?® Nevertheless it may be stated that
until 1908, manifestations of political anti-Zionist attitudes were
sporadic and non-systematic.?’ Public displays of anti-Zionist feel-
ing began only after the Young Turks revolt.

This revolution ushered in the era of the Arab press in Palestine
which became the standard-bearer in the struggle against Zionism.
Prominent roles were played by al-Karmil in Haifa and the Jaffa
paper, Filasfin, both belonging to Greek Orthodox owners.?® With
the beginning of the Arab fight for national rights, the Arab press
began to regard Zionism as “an enemy who in the future will
usurp them in an area which they believe to be purely Arab”.?®
This press turned its gaze towards the Jewish immigrants, who
were evading the regulations of the Ottoman authorities and remain-
ing in Palestine, and demanded that they fulfil their obligations.?°
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Filastin, which was hostile to the Arab nationalist trend, severely
criticized the Arab Congress in Paris for not taking an unequivocal
stand against Jewish immigration.*!

The anti-Zionist activity of Najib Nassar, editor of al-Karmil,
found an echo in Syria and other places and several of the leaders
of the Arab movement (Shukri al-‘Asali of Damascus, for example),
adopted the same position and made it an important part of their
political careers. Najib Nassar even published an anti-Zionist book,
thus publicizing his stand.3?

The introduction of an Ottoman Parliament also provided an
important platform for the expression of anti-Zionist attitudes.
Prominent exponents of this view were Sa‘id al-Husayni and Rihi
al-Khalidi, two of the three representatives of the Jerusalem District
in the Ottoman Parliament in 1908-12. They exploited this platform
to propound the dangers of Zionism and the need to prevent its
implementation in Palestine.*

On the eve of the elections to the Ottoman Parliament in 1914,
Righib al-Nashashibi, the candidate elected by the largest majority,
declared that “if I am elected as a representative I shall devote all
my strength, day and night, to doing away with the damage and
threat of the Zionists and Zionism”®* The other candidate elected,
Sa‘id al-Husayni, promised to fight against the sale of land to
Jews.®s In his talks with Jewish leaders Sa‘id al-Husayni claimed
that his anti-Zionist attitude resulted only from his desire for
popularity “and out of consideration for Arab public opinion”.3¢
These remarks seem to cast doubt on the sincerity of the speaker,
but they certainly confirm the existence of anti-Zionist attitudes in
Arab public opinion, which candidates for the Ottoman Parlia-
ment had to take into consideration if they wished to be elected.

If the arguments voiced against Zionism at this stage are
examined, the fears which developed and the reasons for opposi-
tion to this movement can be understood. The land disputes
between Jewish settlements and Arab villages and tenants, though
intrinsically lacking in political significance, constituted an impor-
tant factor in consolidating opposition to Zionism among the
politically conscious public.?” The very fact of land purchase by
Jews for settlement purposes and their ability to pay extremely
high prices for this land aroused fear of their seemingly unlimited
economic power.*®* The readiness of the Jewish purchasers to
employ various means for overcoming the obstacles placed in their
path only strengthened these fears.** This development created a
firm basis for a radical anti-Zionist attitude: the land disputes
aroused anti-Zionist political echoes among the educated urban
élite, and as the anti-Zionism of the urban intellectuals increased,
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they began to organize the villagers into acts of opposition and
sabotage against the purchase of land by Jews.*® Khalil al-Sakakini
wrote then in his diaries: *“I would not hate the Zionist movement
but for its attempt to build its existence and independence on the
rubble of another [people].” In 1914 he went so far as to express
his fears that a Jewish inundation of Palestine might split the Arab
World in two and thus the Arab nation would be weakened.** Thus
the seeds of hostility to Zionism fell on fertile ground, and were
destined to spring to life in years to come.

Another aspect which, objectively speaking, lacked political
significance but which in time contributed to the development of
opposition to Zionism, was the social difference between the local
population and the Zionist immigrants, particularly as regards the
status of women and the relationship between the sexes. I have in
my possession a report of a discussion conducted by several young
and educated Muslims in Jerusalem in 1915 regarding Zionism.
Their only complaint against Zionism was that when the Zionists
wished to settle some matter in government offices they sent beau-
tiful women to represent them and thus achieved priority.*? This
phenomenon of women appearing in public was a complete innova-
tion in Jerusalem in 1915. This disregard for convention and other
such innovations, increasing with the growth of Jewish immigration,
greatly contributed to the hostility towards Zionism.

The Arabs began to see Zionism as a political force even before
the First World War, and fear of Zionism soon took on a political
character. From time to time anti-Zionist arguments with an
economic basis, such as the increase in prices resulting from Jewish
immigration continued to be voiced,*® but the political aspect
gradually prevailed. Zionism began to be interpreted as the efforts
of the Zionists to tear away part of the body of the Ottoman
Empire and turn it into a Jewish state.** The Jewish method of
self-organization in the new Jewish settlement, the establishment
of voluntary courts for civil matters without recourse to the Otto-
man courts, the raising of the Zionist flag, the setting up of the
Zionist Bank (Anglo-Palestine Corporation), the development of a
separate educational network—all these factors were presented as
evidence that the Jews were seeking to establish their own govern-
mental framework, in accordance with biblical prophecies.*

These propaganda activities were accompanied by the establish-
ment of political organizations with the aim of preventing the
implementation of Zionism. At the end of 1910, an association was
founded in Haifa, which had as its aim the taking of “forceful
steps to persuade the government to prohibit the sale of land to
Jews” 4¢ The moving spirit behind the association was Najib Nassar,
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Editor of al-Karmil, and Muslims also joined his organization,
which was active in the northern towns. His aim was “to organize
an economic boycott against the Jews, not to sell to them and
not to buy from them and not to rent them houses”.*

At the same time a similar organization was set up in Jaffa, by
the name of ‘“The Patriotic Ottoman Party” (al-Hizb al-Watani
al-‘Uthmani). “We do not deny”’, one of its members wrote, ‘‘that
the main reason for its establishment is the feeling of its members
and founders that the country is in danger and that a flood
threatens to engulf it and has almost put an end to its political
and economic life, and that threat is the Zionist Organization.”*®
The leader of this party was Sheikh Sulaymin al-Taji al-Fariiqi,
who was then the principal Muslim spokesman against Zionism.*®

In July 1913, the leaders of the opposition to Zionism in Haifa
and Jaffa tried to convene a conference in Nablus of representa-
tives of all the Palestinian towns so as to organize the struggle
against Zionism and against the purchase of land by Jews.>® This
attempt failed, but the very fact that there existed the desire to
raise the struggle to a higher level attests to the intensification of
anti-Zjonist feeling. The fact that the Ottoman authorities did not
carry out the regulations aimed at hindering Jewish immigration
created resentment among the population.®*

At the same time it should be reiterated that these views were
limited to a narrow stratum of urban intellectuals. The very fact
that the bearers of the anti-Zionist standard in the press were then
Christians (Najib Nassar and the two al-‘Isi brothers) undoubtedly
limited the effect of their propaganda. Furthermore, not all the
anti-Zionist groups had reached the same extent of opposition to
Zionism which they later developed. Filastin sometimes wrote with
admiration and esteem, and not without a touch of envy, of the
achievements of Zionism. The renaissance of the Hebrew language
won the admiration of the editors, as did the agricultural achieve-
ments of the Jewish settlements, as demonstrated at the agricultural
exhibition at Rehovot.’? When news of the Beilis trial reached
Palestine, Filastin reacted in unequivocal fashion, rejecting any
possibility that the blood libel could be true5® even though it
should be noted that several days later the same paper did not
hesitate to publish a poem with anti-Semitic undertones.

Was the development of anti-Zionism inextricably tied up with
the consolidation of Arab national consciousness or was this
attitude also common to all those elements in Palestinian Arab
society which remained indifferent to Arab nationalism? It is true
that al-Karmil, the first paper to raise the standard of opposition
to Zionism and the most extreme in its attitude, leaned slightly
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towards those elements which supported the decentralistic reform
movement, later to evolve into Arab nationalism, but Filastin,
which supported the unity of the Ottoman Empire and its cen-
tralized administration, also opposed Zionism, although with less
bitterness and without clear anti-Jewish undertones, out of con-
sideration for Ottoman patriotism.

On the other hand those members of parliament from the Jeru-
salem district, who were extremely active anti-Zionists, Rihi
al-Khalidi and Sa‘id al-Husayni, supported the reformist and decen-
tralistic trend of the Arab members of parliament. This was not
surprising, since among the Arab societies outside Palestine, opposi-
tion to Zionism was much more widespread than among those
circles which preached the unity of the Ottoman Empire. Shukri
al-‘Asali, one of the most prominent leaders of the young Arab
nationalist movement in Syria, was a systematic and violent
opponent of Zionism, both in the period when he held office as
the Qad’imagam of the Nazareth sub-district and after he was
elected to the Ottoman Parliament.’® A study conducted in 1914
by Dr. Nissim Malil revealed that Arab papers in Syria and Egypt
(but not in Palestine!), which supported the demands for reform
and decentralization of administration, displayed much greater
opposition to Zionism than those supporting the ““Society of Unity
and Progress”. If we divide these papers into four categories:
Muslim decentralistic, Christian decentralistic, Muslim ‘“Unity’’,
and Christian “Unity”, we find that the frequency of opposition to
Zionism in these groups is 78%, 33%, 16% and nil respectively.>®

It therefore emerges that outside Palestine there was an obvious
connection between the awakening of Arab nationalism and opposi-
tion to Zionism, while in Palestine itself opposition to Zionism
was common to the two political trends which fought for domin-
ance over the Arab public: the Arab nationalist and the Ottoman
Unity movements.



Chapter One

THE REJECTION OF ZIONISM AND THE
CRYSTALLIZATION OF THE PALESTINIAN
IDEOLOGY

THE ANTI-ZIONIST AWAKENING AT THE END OF THE
FIRST WORLD WAR AND ITS CAUSES

If voices were raised in Palestinian political circles in protest
against Zionist settlement before the First World War, after the
capture of Jerusalem in December 1917, and after news of the
Balfour Declaration had reached Palestine, these voices became
more vociferous.

British Intelligence and Military Administration officers and
even Dr. Weizmann, who arrived in Palestine at the head of the
“Zionist Commission”, at once encountered this opposition. In
their opinion, from the very beginning of British rule Zionist aims
met with all-embracing opposition from the local Arab population,
including its Christian segment.? Because of this opposition, within
three to four months after the conquest of central Palestine various
parties in the Jaffa-Ramleh area began setting up associations to
counter the realization of Zionist goals; several months later this
activity spread to Jerusalem.? Resistance to Zionism was discussed
in the meetings of these groups, and possible ways to prevent the
Jews from settling in Palestine and buying land were examined.

The continuing war in northern Palestine in 1918 made it neces-
sary for the military authorities to reduce all political activity to a
minimum. For that reason there are few cases, until the final stage
of the war, of public expressions of anti-Zionism. Such cases
occurred on the occasion of official receptions during which Arab
notables delivered anti-Zionist speeches or in the form of publica-
tion of anti-Zionist articles in the Arab press outside Palestine.®
However, the Mufti of Jerusalem, Kamil al-Husayni, refrained from
attacking Zionism in his appearances throughout 1918.

The end of the war in Turkey, and with it the growth of freedom
for the populace, and the first anniversary of the Balfour Declara-
tion supplied the first public opportunity for the expression of the
Arab community’s opposition to Zionist aims.

On 2nd November 1918 the Zionist Commission in Jerusalem
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held a parade and celebrations to mark the first anniversary of
the Balfour Declaration. The festivities aroused much enthusiasm
in the Jewish community but left a bitter impression on the Arabs,
who saw in them confirmation of their fears of an early Jewish
seizure of control in Palestine. The Arab leaders therefore decided
to exploit this event for two purposes: first, to inform the Govern-
ment of the setting up of the ‘“Muslim-Christian Association’, and
secondly, to present a petition from the various Arab associations
protesting against Zionist policy. The petition was delivered to the
Military Governor of Jerusalem, Ronald Storrs, by a delegation
composed of the heads of the Muslim and Christian communities
and led by the Mayor, Miisa Kazim al-Husayni. It was signed by
the heads of the various associations in Jerusalem and by about a
hundred Jerusalem and village sheikhs in Judea.* A similar note of
protest was presented to the Governor of Jaffa by the local Muslim-
Christian Association.®

The composition of this new body, the Muslim-Christian Associa-
tion, was similar to that of the delegations which delivered the
protest notes to the authorities: it comprised the traditional heads
of the community, the heads of the leading families and the reli-
gious communities, with the Christian represented over and above
their proportional strength in the populace. In Gad Frumkin’s
opinion it was the Christians who prompted the establishment of
the Association,® but the many reports, both Zionist and British,
which are available do not confirm this.

The MCA appeared first in Jaffa in early November 1918 and
about two weeks later in Jerusalem; it apparently constituted a
continuation of the associations which had been set up during the
spring and summer of 1918 by Muslims and Christians, for the
purpose of expressing popular opposition to Zionism.” According
to the reports of the “Information Office’ (the intelligence service)
of the Zionist Commission, its establishment was prompted by a
British Intelligence officer in the area, Captain Brunton, who was
aided by a local notable as his agent, ‘Al al-Mustaqim (who was
to be Mayor of Jaffa twenty years later).® Many years later Sir
Wyndham Deeds, Chief Secretary of the Palestine Government
during 1920-3, claimed in a conversation with H. M. Kalvarisky
that “the Association enjoyed support and financial aid from the
Government of Palestine from the start”.® The British material avail-
able confirms this, although not completely. The Military Gover-
nor of Jaffa wrote: “I suggest that a Palestine Arab Commission
be formed for the purpose of keeping the balance of power between
the races. What the Arabs fear is not the Jews in Palestine but the
Jews who are coming to Palestine.”?® It seems that officers of the
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Military Administration, unhappy over Zionist policy because of
the opposition it engendered in the local population, supported the
setting up of a representative body which would give the Arab
population a voice. In this way they hoped that resistance to
Zionism would abate considerably. Morever, we shall see that the
MCA was not the only Arab protest body in existence, but the
Military Administration preferred to support this body on account
of its composition and its moderate political stands. The attitude
of the army authorities to the MCA can be seen in the words of
Major-General H. D. Watson, the second Chief Administrator of
Palestine: ‘“The Moslem Christian Association is not officially recog-
nized except in so far as Public Notice No. 131 which requires the
registration of all political and philanthropic societies and clubs
given their official recognition. The main object of this society is to
oppose the Zionist aims and they claim to be representatives of
the majority of the population. The Society has up to the present
always been moderate in its action and I am inclined to think
should be of assistance to the Administration rather than the
reverse, and that when they know the extent of the Zionist policy
to be adopted will tend to moderate public opinion rather than
excite it so long as they feel that the inhabitants of the country
are not to be deprived of their land and put at a disadvantage
commercially and economically in relation to the Jews. I consider
too that if this Society was prohibited, a great deal of harm might
ensue. We are able now to keep a close eye on its doings which
are open to view. On taking this Administration I was advised to
keep the balance of all parties, and in view of the fact that the
Administration is known to be in close touch with the Zionist
Commission, it is as well to be in touch with the body represent-
ing the other parties in the country, although the body is not
officially recognized beyond registration.””*

The various Muslim-Christian Associations formed a country-
wide network with its headquarters in Jerusalem.'? However in
reality there existed no central system of organization, and each
association evolved its own policy. Its statutes emphasized the
Association’s social, economic and educational roles, while in
reality the Association concerned itself with political matters only
(see the chapter on social and organizational aspects).

In the organizational stage two men stood out in the Jerusalem
MCA—the Mayor, Miisa Kazim al-Husayni, and the General
Administrator of the Awqaf, ‘Arif Hikmat al-Nashishibi. How-
ever, the Jerusalem Governor, Ronald Storrs, subsequently forbade
these men, both public office-holders, to engage in politics and
forced them to choose between an administrative or a political
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career; both chose administration.?® In this way a path was cleared
for Jerusalem’s second Pasha and the head of the Dajani family,
‘Arif Pasha al-Dajani, to move into a position of leadership. And
indeed we see that in January 1919 ‘Arif Pashia appears as the
President of the Jerusalem MCA, and by virtue of the senior status
of the Jerusalem Association, as overall President of the MCA.**

The presentation of protest notes to the authorities became the
principal mode of action of the Arab associations in 1919, and
even spread to other cities such as Nablus and Haifa.?* Rejection
of Zionism took on a more organized expression on three
occasions: during the first MCA Congress in the latter part of
January 1919; when the American commission of investigation,
the King-Crane Commission, toured the country; and after Major-
General L. Bols, the third Chief Administrator of OETA(S)
[Occupied Enemy Territory Administration (South)] was forced
officially to announce, in February 1920, Government policy on
Zionism, which was based on the Balfour Declaration. There will be
a discussion of these three significant occasions in the next chapter,
but here it is important to state that despite the differences of
opinion which existed at the Congress and during the appearances
before the King-Crane Commission with respect to the political
future of Palestine, as far as opposition to Zionism was concerned,
there was complete agreement among the various Palestinian
political groups. Moreover, Zionism appeared to many as the
greatest danger threatening the Arabs of Palestine. Even in June
1920 at the height of the anti-French struggle in Syria, when war
with France was imminent, ‘Izzat Darwaza of Nablus declared to
the Syrian Congress that the Zionist danger was more serious
than the danger from the French, since the French saw themselves
as strangers, while the Zionists saw themselves as true natives of
the land.*®

On the surface, this was a surprising phenomenon. In 1918-9
Zionism in Palestine was still largely a matter of theory. Jewish
immigration had not been resumed; transfers of land were pro-
hibited by order of the Military Administration and the Jewish
population not only did not grow but even diminished significantly,
from 80,000 before the war to 50,000 at its end, for the reasons
already outlined. What then caused the Arab population to be so
anxious and to give so unequivocal an expression to its rejection
of Zionism? It appears that several factors combined to cause the
growth of hatred for Zionism.

First of all, Zionism was familiar to the Arab political com-
munity and as we have seen was rejected by it even before the
First World War. Then, however, Zionism was connected with the
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Jews alone; now Great Britain had publicly committed itself, in
the words of the Foreign Secretary Balfour, to ‘“view with favour
the establishment in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish
people””. News of this Declaration spread quickly in Palestine.
What is more, it would seem that in those days of 1918 and 1919
the Balfour Declaration aroused exaggerated expectations among
the Jews and exaggerated fears among the Arabs that a Jewish
state would soon come into being. Even a moderate Zionist
and a sober and experienced statesman like Herbert Samuel
expressed himself in 1919 to the effect that Zionist policy should
strive to create conditions which would enable the establishment
of an independent state under the control of a Jewish majority.!’
There is Weizmann’s well-known statement before the Peace Con-
ference in Paris that Zionism’s goal was that “Palestine become
Jewish as England is English”.?® All the complex interpretations
which Weizmann later attached to this saying did not dispel the
bitter and powerful impression it left on the Arabs in those years.
Even more moderate expressions sufficed to create the impression
among the Arabs that Palestine was about to become ‘‘the National
Home of the Jews”—for example, Weizmann’s remarks in one of
his speeches that the Jews “return to Palestine and not just come
to it”.** Also in 1918, after years of suffering and distress, the
Jews of Jerusalem at last saw cause for rejoicing and ‘“‘the word
passed in the camp of Israel and the nations that the Balfour
Declaration was like unto the creation of the state of Israel.””2°

Just as the Jews were caught up with enthusiasm, so the Arabs
became agitated. In February 1918 the Muslims of Jerusalem had
already begun to be disturbed by the idea that the Jews would
become “‘masters of the Holy City and the whole of Palestine’.?*
General Sir Gilbert Clayton, Chief Political Officer and policy-
maker of the Military Administration, claimed that on the basis
of his connections with the leaders of the Arab community and
his direct contact with the population he could see that Jewish
predominance in Palestine would be a nightmare for both Muslims
and Christians;?? yet the Arabs had begun to fear that soon a
Jewish majority would be established in Palestine and a Hebrew
government would be set up.?® Such a far-reaching interpretation
was not without foundation. The precise meaning of the Balfour
Declaration was not known to anyone and it is doubtful if its
formulators knew themselves exactly what they had declared. This
lack of clarity left much room for interpretation.

Above all, the Arabs were convinced that they faced a danger
of Jewish rule on account of the change in the status of the Jews.
There is no doubt that the joy over the issuing of the Balfour
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Declaration brought about a complete change in the conduct of
the Jews in Palestine, and in their self-respect and pride. The Jews,
who had previously considered themselves to be second-class
citizens lacking almost any representation in local administration,
began to see themselves as equals and perhaps even as the future
masters of the country. No wonder, then, that the Arabs began to
complain of “the arrogance and aggressiveness of the Zionists™.2*

The improved status of the Jews in the administration and
the arrival of the Zionist Commission in April 1918 symbolized
more than anything else the change in the Jews’ position and were
important factors in the growth of Arab anti-Zionism. The Military
Administration took pains to explain to the population that it was
only working on a temporary basis until the peace settlement (in
accordance with the Hague Treaty of 1909 which dealt inter alia
with the administration of occupied territories) and that it would
work as much as possible within the framework of the legal and
administrative status quo. The Zionist Commission and the heads
of the Jewish community, on the other hand, felt it incumbent
upon them to begin laying the foundations for the Jewish National
Home—which was completely contrary to the status quo of the
Ottoman period.?® The military authorities were requested to
equalize the status of Hebrew and Arabic, to bring Jews into the
ranks of government officials, to appoint a Jewish mayor of Jeru-
salem and to see that at least half the members of the council were
Jewish.?¢ The latter demands were not met, but the first two were
largely carried out. What is more, the Zionist Commission acted
as a semi-official organization recognized by the military authori-
ties. It received concessionary rail travel for its members and was
allowed telephones for its offices at a time when the war still raged
and the whole transportation and communication system was still
subordinate to military necessities. The Commission, which saw
its role as the furthering of Zionist interests, would come to the
heads of the Military Administration with various requests and
used its influence in Palestine and in London in order to abrogate
certain decisions it thought unfavourable.?” Since the salaries which
the Military Administration paid its local employees were quite
low, the Zionist Commission began, with the permission of General
Money, the Chief Administrator [i.e. head of the Military Adminis-
tration of OETA(S)], to increase the pay of Jewish administrative
employees with the aim of encouraging Jews to enter government
service.?? This arrangement was likely to create embarrassing
situations of dual loyalty and immediately aroused the wrath of
the Arabs.

The contrast between this situation and what was customary in
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the Ottoman period, when there were hardly any Jews in the
administration, was striking.?® The Arabs contested all these
changes, claiming that the Zionist Commission was a government
within a government and noting bitterly that the Zionists were
allowed to fly the Zionist flag while they, the Arabs, were pro-
hibited from flying their national banner. Jewish self-defence in
the April 1920 disturbances supplied the Arabs with another
argument, namely that the Zionist Commission was concerned with
military preparations and was arming the Jews?® All this was
happening, argued the Arabs, while the Jews were but a negligible
minority in Palestine; what, they asked, would happen when they
became a majority?3! British Intelligence was also of the opinion
that the presence of the Zionist Commission and its activities did
much to foster the belief that Britain was about to give the Jews
far-reaching privileges in the Holy Land.?2

This change in the status of the Jews was an important issue
in Turkish propaganda. It should be recalled that in early 1918
only southern Palestine as far as Jerusalem was in British hands
while the northern parts of the country were still held by the
Turks. The latter did everything they could to arouse anti-British
feelings among the Arabs throughout the Fertile Crescent. The
publication of the Sykes-Picot Agreement by the Bolsheviks pro-
vided them with an excellent propaganda tool. In Palestine they
fell avidly upon the changes in Jewish status and made them their
principal propaganda weapon in central and northern Palestine.
They spread stories to the effect that the Jews in British-held areas
had become the lords of the land and now treated the local Arab
population with contempt. The Turks told the Arabs that Britain
had sold out to the Zionists for money. This propaganda was so
effective, according to ‘Adil Zu‘aytir of Nablus, that the Arabs
started to prefer the famine and cruelty of Turkish rule to the
possibility that after conquest by the British they would be put
under Jewish rule.*® Probably this description was exaggerated and
the effect of Turkish propaganda less powerful; still, it can be
assumed that especially in Samaria, where the Zionist Commission
was not active even after the British conquest, such exaggerated
accounts gained a certain credibility among the inhabitants who
had never witnessed the activities of this body.

There is no doubt that Arab bitterness over the new situation
was an important factor in the formation of their anti-Zionist
attitude. However, there were other reasons also. The Military
Administration emphasized many times its purely temporary nature
and the fact that the fate of Palestine had yet to be decided. The
Anglo-French Declaration of November 1918 promised the popula-
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tion of Syria and Iraq that it would decide its own future. Indeed,
it is reasonable to assume that the Arab leaders in Palestine believed
that by demonstrating their opposition to Zionism they would con-
tribute to the final shaping of the country’s destiny and would
prevent the realization of the Balfour Declaration.?

On various occasions British army personnel expressed the
opinion that Britain should win Muslim sympathies by ‘‘doing away
with the scarecrow of Zionism”; they helped establish the MCA in
order to keep the “balance” between the different factions of the
population. It was even alleged that on one occasion, Ronald
Storrs, the Military Governor of Jerusalem, had encouraged the
local MCA to demonstrate against Zionism.** It was the belief
among many leading military personnel that “if we want to avoid
troubles and general dissatisfaction then we must show concrete
proof of a preferential attitude to the local element” (i.e. the Arab
population).*® The heads of the Military Administration rejected
the idea of the publication in Palestine of an official announce-
ment which would validate the British government’s Balfour
Declaration policy, and several of them were doubtful if this policy
would ever be realized.?” General Clayton did not oppose Zionism
completely but pressed for a Zionist policy with limited aims which
would not arouse the anger of the Arabs.*® Major-General H. D.
Watson, the second Chief Administrator, told a delegation from the
Jerusalem MCA in September 1919 that Britain would undoubtedly
receive the mandate over Palestine and would then certainly fulfil
her promise to set up a national home for the Jews in the country.
But the task of governing would be entrusted to a ruler appointed
by Britain and served by a representative council and an executive
council which would be chosen from among the inhabitants in
proportion to the various races. There was no question of immediate
immigration of millions of Jews and the Arabs would not be forced
to sell land to Jews. In these words General Watson did not reject
Zionism, but it was clear that the governmental system he claimed
would be set up in Palestine would give the Arabs decisive control
and defeat Zionist aims. No wonder, then, that the Arab delegation
heard his words with satisfaction.’®

Thus the Arab leadership was familiar with the prevailing mood
among the heads of the Military Administration in Palestine and
even admitted this.*® It is likely that this knowledge strengthened
its determination to demonstrate its opposition to Zionism, in the
hope that the leaders of the Military Administration would be able
to bring about the abrogation of Zionist policy, or at least its
limitation. Immediately after its arrival in Palestine, the Zionist
Commission attempted to allay Arab fears and met several times
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with Arab notables in Jerusalem. Weizmann delivered a speech to
them, and his moderate explanations of Zionist aims, his lack of
desire for a Jewish government and his sympathy for the Arabs
made a favourable impression on his audience.*? The Mufti of
Jerusalem, Kamil al-Husayni, was apparently impressed by these
sessions and showed sympathy for various aspects of Jewish activity,
and not until after the April 1920 disturbances did he give his
support to the anti-Zionist movement.4? But this man was the only
Arab public figure willing to accept the assurances of Weizmann
and his colleagues. For the rest, the inherent threat of Zionism was
not diminished.*®

It would be incorrect to claim that the entire Arab population
was united in an anti-Zionist position. There were large sections of
the population, mainly villagers, who lacked any political con-
sciousness and who were organized to sign pro-Zionist petitions.**
There were also several urban public figures who tended towards a
sympathy with Zionism, such as Hasan Shukri, Mayor of Haifa.*®
But it appears that the anti-Zionist stance was dominant among
the urban population who were more enlightened and politically
conscious.

The petitions delivered to the Military Administration by the
Arabs during this period, the memoranda they sent, the decisions
taken at various congresses and the subsequent speeches at meet-
ings, newspaper articles in the Arab press and nationalist publica-
tions, all presented the claim that there was no room for Zionism
in Palestine and that the country belonged to its Arab inhabitants.
The arguments put forward to support this claim were many and
varied, but taking the definition of ideology as a system of views
and beliefs accepted by a given community and constituting the
basis for its political activity, there is justification in calling the
summary of these arguments the Palestine-Arab ideology.

THE PALESTINIAN-ARAB IDEOLOGY

The following is an attempt to summarize the complex nature of
Arab arguments on Palestine, as expressed by individuals and
groups. In general the emphasis is on memoranda, petitions and
decisions of bodies which were connected to the organizational
framework of the nationalist movement—al-Nadi al-‘Arabi, the
various MCAs and the Arab Executive Committee. Occasionally
statements from articles or books are quoted when these reflect
more or less accepted positions.

The Palestinian ideology had two faces: a positive one attempt-
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ing to show why the Arabs of Palestine were justified in claiming
the country as theirs, and a negative one consisting of a refutation
of Zionism and the Balfour Declaration.

A basic claim in this argument was the historical continuity of
Arab settlement in Palestine. The Arab population of the country
was composed “of the stock resident in Palestine since its earliest
history with an admixture of Amorite, Hittite, Phoenician, Philistine
and other elements”.! The First Palestinian Delegation claimed at
one time that Palestine had a local population even before the Jews
came to the country, and that this population was preserved
throughout the generations and never assimilated with the Jews,
who were always a closed society. The Arabs, according to this
line of argument, had been living in the country more than 1,500
years and were now in the ascendant.? The official Arab organiza-
tions were not prolific in the use of this argument, which completely
contradicted the traditional Muslim historiographical conception.
However, others saw the continuity in an even more unequivocal
manner: “Our Canaanite ancestors dwelt in this land before your
ancestors (the Jews). Can you deny this?’’® In this spirit the author
of the following lines addressed Winston Churchill on the eve of
his visit to Palestine in March 1921: “An experienced statesman
like you can hardly be unaware that the first to settle in Palestine in
the earliest antiquity were none other than the Amalekite Arabs,
our early ancestors. Abraham, the father of the Jews, may he rest
in peace, did not move to this land from Babylon until many cen-
turies afterwards™.*

Although this argument extended the duration of Arab settlement
in Palestine, the Arabs tended to ascribe the beginning of their
settlement to the Muslim conquest of AD 634. They emphasized that
from then onwards, except for the Crusader and Ottoman periods,
they ruled the country, lived there continuously and made their
language and culture predominate, leaving no trace of other cul-
tures.® This historical continuity of 1,300 years was in the opinion
of the Arabs the decisive factor in establishing their attachment to
the country, and they emphasized it on countless occasions.®

A second basic argument involved the numerical relation between
Jews and Arabs in Palestine. According to the data of the Military
Administration, in 1918 there were 512,000 Muslims, 66,000 Jews,
and 61,000 Christians in the country.” The Arabs were of course
aware of these facts and took pains to stress them. Although
occasionally they cited other figures for the percentage of Jews
in the total population, they usually quoted 7%. In this context
they claimed that the percentage of property owned by Jews in the
country was even smaller, indeed much less than 19%. They there-
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fore contended that it was ridiculous to make so small a minority
predominant over the vast majority of inhabitants.® Moreover, it
was sometimes argued that some of the Palestinian Jews had been
Arabicized and indeed become Arabs, or at least their native tongue
was Arabic, and they should therefore not be counted as Jews.?
On another occasion, in 1922, it was stated that “a large proportion
of these [Palestinian Jews] are hostile to the Zionist movement,
while the great majority of Jews are either antagonistic or indif-
ferent to it”.2°

Both these arguments came close to the fundamental principle
of the nationalist movements in Europe towards the end of the
First World War, the “right of nations to self-determination”. That
is to say, a group of people speaking a common language, dwelling
in unbroken territorial continuity and possessing a common con-
sciousness of their unique historical development, constituted a
nation, and by virtue of this fact possessed the right of self-deter-
mination, which for the most part was interpreted as meaning a
right to have a state of their own.

This conception was generally accepted in Europe in these years,
and its echoes reached the Middle East. However, the Palestinian
nationalists did not content themselves with these two abstract
arguments. Other arguments, some religious and some drawn from
contemporary political developments, were no less prominent in
their ideology.

In the latter part of 1918, when the Palestinians began to voice
their claim to the country, they were conspicuously moderate when
basing their claims on religious grounds. In those days it was
emphasized that Jerusalem (and in parentheses, the entire country)
was holy to all religions, while the number of Jews in the world
was no more than 14 million as opposed to 350 million Muslims
and 750 million Christians. Why then, they asked, should the
religion of the few take precedence over the religions of the many?
On the contrary, they maintained, it was necessary to secure the
right of immigration to Palestine for members of all religions,
Muslims, Christians and Jews.?* Later, however, a more extreme
viewpoint developed from this, with the claim that “‘the religious
association of the Jews with Palestine is not equal to those of
Christians and Moslems all over the world”.2? Proofs of this asser-
tion were presented in abundance: the Jews had no ancient places
of worship (ma‘abid) in Palestine, while the Arabs had al-Masjid
al-Agsa, “the first direction of prayer (al-Qiblah) and the third holy
site” (after Mecca and Medina); the mosque of the second Caliph
‘Umar; “the cradle of Jesus, may he rest in peace”; ‘“the Church
of the Resurrection (the Holy Sepulchre) which is the site of
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Christian hopes” and additional Christian Holy Places in Jeru-
salem, Nazareth, Bethlehem, Mount Tabor, Mount Carmel and
others.® Moreover, each year Muslims and Christians came on
pilgrimage to Palestine “in a spirit of devotion and prayer; thus
even though the Jews have religious feeling for Palestine, the feel-
ing of the Christians and Muslims for this land is stronger”.!* The
Palestinians saw themselves as responsible before Allah and the
Islamic and Christian worlds ‘‘for the keeping of this holy land
for the hundreds of millions of Muslims and Christians™.2®

An important factor in this argument was that Palestine had been
the birthplace of Christ. In one of the petitions it was stated that
the land in which Christ had lived and been crucified could not
be a national home for the Jews who had persecuted him. Another
read that it was forbidden to deliver Jerusalem into the hands of
the crucifiers of the Messiah.?* However, this argument, based as
it was on the importance and sanctity of the country for Christianity,
was used primarily to persuade the English and other Western
Christians, and not necessarily in articles for internal propaganda.

The argument which eventually became of over-riding importance
was that Palestine was the site of the first Qiblah and the third
Holy Place of Islam, and Zionism constituted a danger to this
Holy Place. This argument, which was related to the serious con-
flict over the rights of the Jews at the Wailing Wall, will be dis-
cussed later in the book at length.

The political arguments presented by the Palestinians were closely
tied to events arising from the First World War. Firstly, the
Palestinians emphasized that the Allies, and particularly the Ameri-
can President, Wilson, had promised that the peace which would
be established following the war would be based on the free will
of nations, and that the purpose of their fight was “to liberate the
weak peoples” and to help them set up governments of their own.
No longer would a solution be imposed upon smaller nations by
the great powers. What, then, was the will of the Palestinians? They
gave their answer in their appearances before the King-Crane
Commission.*”

A special place in the Allied pronouncements belongs to the
Anglo-French Declaration of 7th November 1918, which announced
that Britain and France would help in “the establishment of
government and administration deriving their authority from the
initiative and free desire of the native population’.*® Despite the
fact that this declaration did not specifically mention Palestine,
the Palestinian spokesmen were quick to see in it an official promise
of the right to self-determination.?®* Such promises of national
liberation at the end of the war were not given lightly, at least so
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the Arabs believed. Palestinian spokesmen emphasized and re-
emphasized that the Palestinians had been sympathetic to the
Allies during the war and had even aided them and as a result had
suffered at the hands of the Turks.2°

The Covenant of the League of Nations, which was agreed upon
in June 1919, supplied another valuable argument to the Arab
case. Paragraph 4 of Article 22 stated: ‘“Certain communities
formerely belonging to the Turkish Empire have reached a stage of
development where their existence as independent nations can be
provisionally recognized subject to the rendering of administrative
advice and assistance by a Mandatory until such time as they are
able to stand alone. The wishes of these communities must be a
principal consideration in the selection of the Mandatory”.?* In
the opinion of the Arabs, “this article clearly contemplates and
applies to Palestine and the people of Palestine, who confidentially
rely upon the compliance by the nations constituting the League
with the letter and spirit of Article 22°.22 However, in reality the
governmental arrangements set up in Palestine were in contradic-
tion to the letter and spirit of this article. Palestine was being ruled
as a British colony and not as a Class A mandate run according
to Article 22 of the League Covenant.?

What gave rise to this situation? The British answer was that a
special situation existed in Palestine by virtue of the Balfour
Declaration and the policy of implementing that Declaration. This
policy did not contradict the provisions of Article 22 of the League
Covenant, since the main powers behind the agreement interpreted
this Article, insofar as it applied to the lands liberated from Turkish
rule, in Articles 94-7 of the Treaty of Sévres, and in these articles
only Syria and Iraq were mentioned as lands temporarily recognized
as independent.>*

The Palestinians accepted this reply in part, since they them-
selves claimed that the Balfour Declaration and Britain’s Zionist
policy were the source of their discontent, and had it not been for
these two obstacles the status of Palestine, with regard to its
governmental arrangements, would have been no worse than that
established in Iraq, Transjordan and Syria. On the other hand,
they refused to accept the interpretation that Palestine was not
included in the area of validity of Article 22 of the League Coven-
ant. They argued thus in 1921 and early 1922 when the fate of
the Treaty of Sevres still hung in the balance,?® and with redoubled
energy in 1923 after the Lausanne Conference when that treaty
was discarded.

It seems that the British Mandate was not in itself a product of
Zionist policy. However, the difference between the Palestinian
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version of the Mandate and that adopted in Syria and proposed
(though later enacted in a different constitutional form) for Iraq,
undoubtedly resulted from the necessity of implementing the
Balfour Declaration. As we shall see later, the total absence of
representative bodies was a product of Arab refusal to participate
in setting them up, but even this fact was, according to the Arab
argument, an inevitable result of the Zionist character of the
Mandate.

It must be noted that during the twenties the Palestinians argued
rarely, if at all, on the basis of the more serious contradiction
between the provisions of Article 22 of the League Covenant and
the mandate system as it was implemented in the Middle East. Only
in a few cases?® was mention made of the fact that the mandates
had been distributed among the Allied powers without consulting
the population of the mandated territories and without waiting for
the decisions of the League of Nations which was about to be set
up. Only years later was the British Mandate itself challenged as
contradicting the provisions of Article 22 and therefore invalid
from the beginning.?”

In order to give force to the claim that Palestine and its inhabi-
tants fell within the area of validity of Article 22 of the League
Covenant, the Palestinian spokesmen came forward with various
data which were intended to prove that the Palestinians deserved
the status which this article bestowed; independence limited only
by the giving of aid and advice. The first claim was that the
inhabitants of Palestine were no less worthy of independence than
the inhabitants of Iraq and Transjordan, who had attained a more
independent form of government, or than the peoples of Europe
who had attained independence with British help, such as Greece,
Serbia, Montenegro and Poland. All this was based on a claim that
459% of the inhabitants of Palestine were literate, and more than
a thousand had completed advanced studies in the fields of
medicine, law, engineering, agriculture, and various branches of
industry. These exaggerated claims appeared in a memorandum
which was presented to the Colonial Secretary Winston Churchill,
and probably did more harm than good.?®

Last in this chain of arguments was the claim that Palestine had
been promised to the Arabs in McMahon’s famous letter of 24th
October 1915 to the Sharif Husayn. I shall not be concerned with
lengthy analysis of the text of this letter. George Antonius has done
this with great skill*® and proved, in my opinion, that according to
the sense of the letter, Palestine was not excepted any more than
Syria from the area in which, according to McMahon, a con-
federation of Arab states would be established, although serious
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doubt still remains whether even Syria, an area in which Great
Britain was not free ““to act without detriment to the interests of
her ally, France”, was included in McMahon’s promise. I shall
merely summarize the Arab arguments as to why the section saying
‘. .. portions of Syria lying to the west of the districts of Damascus,
Hims, Hamah and Aleppo cannot be said to be purely Arab, and
should be excluded from the limits demanded’**® does not exclude
Palestine from the promised area.

Palestine is situated to the south of the territory lying to the west
of the Aleppo, Hims, Hamah and Damascus regions; there is no
justification for seeing in the word “‘districts” the meaning vilayets,
since there never existed vilayets of Hims or Hamah, proof that the
word “district” here means “region” and not vilayet is the fact
that the letter speaks of the area to the west of the “district” of
Aleppo, since the vilayet of Aleppo extended all the way to the sea;
if it is clear with respect to Aleppo, Hims and Hamah that the
meaning is ‘‘region’ and not vilayet, then it is clear that this is also
the meaning with respect to Damascus—in which case the area west
of the Damascus region lies north of Palestine and does not include
it. In a letter to Faysal of 19th September 1919 Foreign Secretary
Curzon wrote explicitly that the intention was to refer to the four
cities and not the vilayets; Faysal declared in 1921 that neither he
nor his father believed that Palestine was excluded from the
promised area, and that it was impossible to understand the text
as stating such a thing.®!

It is of little importance for the subject in hand to analyse
Britain’s objective intentions underlying the phrasing of this letter,
which indicate that by virtue of her policy in the Middle East she
was unable to promise Palestine to the Arabs.*? Moreover, it is
doubtful whether there would be any advantage in checking, for
the purpose of a better understanding of Arab arguments on
Palestine, the various memoranda, interchanges, and numerous files
which were written on this question in the British Foreign and
Colonial Offices: these show that British officials suffered from a
great lack of clarity on this subject, and that British officers, clerks
and statesmen were far from having an unequivocal opinion as to
whether or not Palestine was included in the area of the future
Arab confederation.®* What is important for an understanding of
this issue’s contribution to Arab arguments on Palestine is what
meaning the Arabs ascribed to the famous letter and how much
importance they attached to it.

As far as the meaning of the letter is concerned, we have already
seen that the Palestinians understood it to mean that Palestine was
included in the area of the future Arab confederation, and indeed
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referred to this countless times in their petitions, letters of protest,
memoranda, articles and books.?* However, there exists of course
another problem—to what extent was the McMahon-Husayn
correspondence binding? The Palestinian answer was unequivocal;
in a statement sent to the High Commissioner on 18th December
1920 by the Third Palestinian Congress, which assembled in Haifa
that month, the demand for the establishment of a national
(wataniyyah) government was based on ‘‘the covenant (‘ahd) con-
tracted by Great Britain with Her Ally His Majesty the King of
Hejaz in the year 1915”.2® Moreover, elsewhere it was emphasized
that the Covenant was made by ‘“‘Sir Henry McMahon, as the
representative of Great Britain, with Sherif Hussein of Mecca,
friend of Lord Kitchener and representative of the Arab People”.
This argument was repeated in all the Arab petitions. In 1915 a
‘“treaty’ (mu'ahadah) was signed by Great Britain and King
Husayn and the Arabs. King Husayn and the Arabs fulfilled their
obligations to the treaty by joining the war on the side of the
Allies, but Great Britain wilfully violated the treaty by not fulfilling
her obligations. And in order to forestall the response that the Arab
soldiers were not Palestinians, it was immediately mentioned that
a large part of Emir Faysal’s army was Palestinian.2°

Occasionally it is said that this Arab stance was senseless. Not
only did the McMahon-Husayn correspondence by itself not con-
stitute a treaty, but the correspondence was never completed and
left both sides in their original positions. At most we are dealing
with a promise or moral obligation on the part of Britain, but
between this and a treaty there is a considerable gap.®” This opinion,
correct as it may be, does not itself diminish the value of the Arab
argument based on McMahon’s letter. In this realm of claims and
proofs it is not so much reality which counts, but more the attitudes
and beliefs of the parties concerned. And it is precisely here that
we are able to check, if only partially, the degree to which the
various Arab factors who saw themselves as parties to the “treaty’’,
the Palestinians and the members of the Sharif’s family, regarded
this “treaty” as valid.

The first occasion on which the Palestinians raised their demands
for a national government, independence and the rejection of
Zionism on the basis of the ‘“Anglo-Arab Treaty” was in the state-
ment to the High Commissioner from the Third Congress in
December 1920.3% From then onwards this was repeated in all their
appeals to the British and the world at large. This is hardly sur-
prising if one accepts the interpretation that in 1915 a treaty was
signed by Britain and the Arabs promising the latter independence
in an area including Palestine, and consequently this became a
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superlative weapon in the Arab struggle for primacy in Palestine.
However, another question presents itself: why did the Palestinians
wait until the end of 1920 to present this forceful claim? Why was
this argument not mentioned in any of the petitions and letters of
protest which were presented to the British authorities with mount-
ing frequency from November 1918 onwards? If we recall that
these petitions made mention of, and were based on, the other
arguments we have dealt with, the silence in this instance is sur-
prising. It is even more so when one notes the fact that the report
of the Palin Commission, which investigated the April 1920 dis-
turbances in Jerusalem, cites as one of the major factors behind
the nationalist agitation of the Palestine Arabs ‘‘that in spite of
the fact that nothing had been said about Palestine being included
in the Hedjaz Empire and the fact that the Balfour Declaration
had been published in 1917, the early impression left upon the
Arabs generally was that the British were going to set up an
independent Arab state which would include Palestine”.*®* From
this we learn that there was in Palestine some knowledge of the
McMahon letters, and indeed the Arab witnesses before the Palin
Commission contended that the Palestinians believed that Palestine
had been promised to them in these letters. Nonetheless the Pales-
tinians refrained from any mention of this matter in all their
petitions and protests which were submitted to the British authori-
ties.

Bernard Joseph has proposed a solution to the riddle. In his
opinion the Palestinians knew very well that Palestine was not
included in McMahon’s promises and therefore preferred to base
themselves in their appeals to the authorities on the various Allied
wartime declarations and to keep silent on the McMahon promises.
According to Joseph, this was also Faysal’s position, and in his
appearances before the Peace Commission at Versailles, Faysal
was careful to distinguish between Syria, Iraq and the Hejaz on
the one hand and Palestine on the other.*® Obviously, if this inter-
pretation is correct, it is easy to understand Faysal’'s moderate,
even friendly stance on Zionism as it was expressed in the contract
with Weizmann, in his famous letter to Frankfurter and in a
number of letters to Herbert Samuel and other Zionist leaders.**

It appears that the correct interpretation is even more far-
reaching. In 1919 when Faysal was in London bargaining with
British policy-makers and officials over the future of Syria and his
relations with the French, he requested his father Sharif Husayn to
send him a copy of the McMahon letters so he could use this
weapon in his talks with the British. Yet Sharif Husayn chose to
send him in place of the letters a copy of the demands he had
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made to McMahon.*? It is unlikely that this strange response was
caused by inefficiency in Husayn’s chancellery. It is more probably
that Husayn was aware that the McMahon letters did not con-
stitute a binding obligation on the part of the British, and therefore
chose to send instead a version of his original demands. Just as
Husayn and Faysal refrained throughout 1919 from using the
McMahon correspondence to back up their demands, so the
Palestinians were silent on this subject. The close ties which existed,
as we shall see in the next chapter, between Damascus and Pales-
tine in that year reinforce the impression that it was this factor
which brought about the common silence.

Why Husayn and his sons, and later the Palestinians, decided to
make use of the claim of an “Anglo-Arab treaty” after their early
silence on the matter is difficult to discover. However, it seems safe
to assume that this claim, which on the surface appears to be the
sharpest weapon in the Palestinian armoury of arguments, was not
considered even by them to be their most weighty argument.

What we have tried to clarify is merely the degree of importance
which the Palestinians themselves ascribed to this claim. The con-
clusion reached does not mean that the Palestinians failed to make
copious use of this claim or to advance it in their attempts to
persuade the British of the justness of their demands. On the con-
trary, it seems that as time passed and this argument became one
of the cornerstones of the Palestinian case, it also became axiomatic
as far as the Arab community was concerned. That this argument
was raised only towards the end of 1920, after two years of silence,
was forgotten, and it is doubtful if many people attributed any
importance to this fact. Even British officialdom in London, which
concerned itself with this question a good deal and even composed
a large number of lengthy memoranda on the subject, failed to
notice the two-year silence of Husayn, Faysal and the Palestinians.

Notwithstanding the doubts which the British also felt concern-
ing this argument, the official position from 1922 onwards was that
Palestine was not included in the promised area.*®* However, the
uncertainty concerning Palestine and the unwillingness to publicize
the promises concerning the Caliphate, for fear of a hostile reaction
on the part of the Indian Muslims, made the British decide against
publishing the exchange of letters. Only in 1939, when the Palestine
question was clouded by wholly new circumstances, were the letters
officially published.

So far we have dealt with the positive contentions of the Arabs
on Palestine. No less important a place in the Arab case was taken
up by arguments which attempted to prove how much the other
side—the Zionists—were wrong,
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The first argument to be discussed is actually a product of the
sum of the positive arguments. Since Palestine is ours, went the
resolutions of the Third Congress, it would be an offence against
our natural rights if our homeland were taken from us by the
Zionists. A people’s homeland is like an individual’s home—no
person “other than himself has the right to take a part of it unless
he proves his right by being a majority of the population™.#* To act
otherwise is to violate the laws of God and man, or in other words,
to act contrary to natural justice. The land with all it contains is
the property of its inhabitants, and foreigners have no right to share
in this property. The right of the inhabitants to oppose foreign
immigration is exactly like Britain’s enactments of 1912 and 1914
against Jewish immigration, like America’s action in preventing
Chinese immigration and Australia’s in preventing the entry of
Asians.*

“Palestine is a purely Arab land”, stated ‘Izzat Darwaza, and
“it is surrounded on all sides by purely Arab lands. National
(al-gqawmi) feeling has begun to awaken and gain strength among
the Arab population which has lived uninterruptedly in its own
territory. In Arab countries there are only pure Arabs and Arabic-
ized individuals who know no nationality other than Arab and who
all speak the same language. History has welded them into a single
mass, and there is no possibility that another people, with their
own language, customs and traditions and a contradictory political
goal, could live with them.” Darwaza went on to say that the
introduction of a nationality of separate blood, tongue, aims, tradi-
tions, religion and policy would be dangerous indeed. We were
living in the age of nationalism, and historical developments in
Turkey, Russia, Austria and England proved that disparate national
groups were not able to live together.4®

It must be stated that if the full implication of these words had
been acceptable to the Palestine community in 1921, or even ten
years later, there would have been no need for the numerous other
arguments which the Palestinians put forward against Zionism. If
there had been a strong feeling of belonging to a single Arab nation,
of whose territory Palestine was a part, then the entire history of
the Palestinians’ struggle would have had a different character, and
indeed their line of argument concerning Palestine would have been
similar to that sketched out by ‘Izzat Darwaza. But ‘Izzat Darwaza
was not typical of the mood of the Arab community of the time.
He belonged to that part of the young Arab community in Pales-
tine which had gone to Damascus in 1919 and become the back-
bone of the radical Pan-Arab camp there. When these young men
returned to Palestine, they stood apart from the struggle for quite
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some time; only in the thirties did they take over positions of leader-
ship in the Palestinian community. I have quoted him here in order
to show that despite the large amount of localized anti-Zionist
agitation, in 1921 this opposition was already being formulated by
some in Pan-Arab terms.

In early Palestinian anti-Zionist arguments it was often claimed
that the realization of Zionism in Palestine was impossible. Arab
spokesmen stated that there was no room for the Zionists in the
country.*” This statement was based on the fact that most of the
land in Palestine was owned by Arabs. Reality proved that the
assumption underlying these words, i.e. that the Arabs would
refrain from selling land to Jews, was over-optimistic.

The mainstay of the argument that it was impossible to realize
Zionism was not the lack of land. Far more significant, and pro-
minent, was the contention—already made by ‘Izzat Darwaza—
that there was no room for both Jews and Arabs in the country.
In a reply to Herbert Samuel’s important speech on 3rd June 1921,
the Arab Executive Committee stated that “peace and tranquillity
would be the rule in Palestine only so long as it was inhabited by
one people, possessing one language, one nationality and one
interest’”. The Palestinians could hardly be indifferent to the creation
of a new nationality in their land.*®* In a more unequivocal tone:
“We cannot patiently watch our homeland pass into others’ hands.
Either us or the Zionists! There is no room for both elements
struggling together in the same area. The laws of nature require
that one side be defeated. We want life and they are striving for it,
but life is indivisible. There is no escaping the fact that one of us
must win.”’*® Another claim made on this level was that Zionism
and Jewish immigration would necessarily cause Arab emigration
from Palestine.’® It would seem that the gist of these arguments is
embedded in a recognition of the fact that Zionism necessarily
undermined the Arab character of the country, and therefore the
Zionist answer that the Zionists wanted only peace and brother-
hood was insufficient. .

Another assertion that was brought up against Zionism on the
nationalist plane was that it was the Balfour Declaration and its
implementation which caused Palestine to be separated from Syria.
Had it not been for the greed of the Zionist colonists Palestine
would have been a part of Syria under the rule of Faysal.* This
assertion was of course heard only until July 1920, and even within
this time limit it was extremely exaggerated, since even then it was
clear that the division of mandate territories between Britain and
France was carried out according to the conflicting interests of these
two powers.
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After July 1920 Zionism was accused, with much more justice,
of being responsible for the fact that the governmental arrange-
ments adopted in the country were less autonomous than those in
Iraq and the Hejaz. Were it not for Zionism, the ruler or Emir of
Palestine would be an Arab. Even the fact that the British govern-
ment ignored the Ottoman (standard) governmental procedures for
the municipalities and the general councils of the vildyets was
ascribed to Zionism.3? Without a doubt this particular issue con-
tributed much to increasing the hatred against Zionism. The
Palestinians were not unaware of the differences between the
Palestinian version of the Mandate and the Syrian version in so
far as preparation for independence and the establishment of auto-
nomous institutions were concerned. The Writ of Mandate for
Syria and Lebanon required the Mandatory to prepare an organic
law within three years from the time when the Mandate entered
into force. The drafting of the organic law was to be done by
agreement with the local authorities. The Mandatory was also to
take steps “‘to facilitate the progressive development of Syria and
Lebanon as independent states™.’*

The Writ of Mandate for Palestine, on the other hand, did not
require the Mandatory to enact an organic law for the country.
On the contrary, the Mandatory received complete legislative and
administrative authority. Likewise it was not required to prepare
the country for independence, but merely to ensure the develop-
ment of “self-governing institutions”. The Writ of Mandate did,
however, make the Mandatory responsible for *“placing the country
under such political, administrative and economic conditions as
will secure the establishment of the Jewish national home”.>* The
Palestinians were not unaware of the fact that at the head of
Transjordan and Iraq were put Hashemite princes, who, though
their authority was very limited, undoubtedly provided at least
symbolic compensation for Arab nationalist feelings. Even Syria,
which underwent serious conflicts and struggles with the Mandate
authorities, was represented by the Palestinians as being much
better off in the area of government, since Syrian governing bodies
were set up, with the French in the role of mere advisers and
supervisors. However, it appears that the real state of affairs in
Syria, over which the French had complete control, was well known
to the Palestinians, and it is highly doubtful if the developments
there up to 1928, when the first elected representative assembly
was set up, aroused their envy.

A charge frequently heard until 1923 was that the entire Zionist
policy—immigration, the government’s new legislation, the intro-
duction of the Hebrew language—was contrary to the principles of
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international law. This charge was based on the provisions of
Atrticle 3 of the Hague Treaty (1909) regarding the administration
of occupied enemy territory, according to which the occupier must
try to keep the administrative and legal starus quo unchanged until
final confirmation of the status of the occupied area. Such final
confirmation was delayed until September 1923 when the Pales-
tinian (and Syrian) Mandate came into force, or perhaps until 1924
when the peace treaty with Turkey was finally ratified. This charge
had received a sympathetic hearing during the period of the Military
Administration, which acted according to military law and the
Hague Treaty and as a result aroused the anger of the Zionist
Commission;* however the civilian government which was set up
in July 1920 with Herbert Samuel at its head did not consider itself
bound by these provisions, since it saw the assigning of mandates
at the San Remo conference in April 1920 as equivalent to a final
determination of the country’s fate.s¢

The force of this argument against Zionism was of limited dura-
tion and therefore of secondary importance. More important was
the chain of arguments and contentions which were meant to refute
the very essence of the Balfour Declaration and the Zionist policy,
to prove their illegality and to effect their annulment. For this
purpose the Arabs made use of the various assertions discussed
above, which in their opinion demonstrated that Palestine belonged
to them and ought not to be given to the Jews. The second group
of arguments tried to refute the Balfour Declaration from a legal
standpoint and reveal its erroneous foundations.

At the beginning of the Palestinian fight against the Balfour
Declaration, the Palestinian spokesmen claimed that it was issued
by virtue of a mistake. The Zionists had claimed that they were
a majority in the country, or that they were oppressed there, and it
was this claim which had apparently led to the issuing of the
Declaration. From this it followed that when the truth was dis-
covered, the Declaration would be annulled.’” Later, however, when
it became clear that there had been no mistake and that this was
official British policy confirmed by all the British governments of the
*twenties and ’thirties, the Palestinians resorted to other arguments.

Since they claimed that the McMahon promises included Pales-
tine and had the force of a treaty, they inevitably utilized the
argument that the Balfour Declaration was contrary to this treaty.
And inasmuch as the “treaty’”’ preceded the ‘“Declaration” and
since the “treaty’’ was made with a recognized monarch while the
Declaration was given to an amorphous body lacking political form
and juridical definition, the “treaty” was obviously to be preferred
and the Declaration was void ab initio.®®
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A second argument resulted from the Palestinians’ assertion that
Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Nations applied to
Palestine. The Balfour Declaration, they claimed, was contrary to
the spirit of this article. Because this contradiction existed, they
continued, the Balfour Declaration was automatically invalid, since
Article 20 of the League Covenant stated that if a member of the
League before joining the organization, took on obligations which
were contrary to the Covenant, he was responsible for trying to
free himself from these obligations.*® The reply of the Zionists and
the British to this was that in Palestine there existed a special
situation which had been recognized by all the Allied Powers.

A third argument used was that the Balfour Declaration con-
tained an inner contradiction which could not be overcome, was
therefore incapable of being executed and so void ab initio. “It is
impossible,” claimed the Arabs, “to set up a Jewish homeland
without prejudicing the civil and religious rights of the existing
non-Jewish communities in Palestine”. By denying the right of the
majority of inhabitants to deal with immigration as they saw fit,
one of the civil rights of the inhabitants was being infringed.¢°

Another argument that was heard was that the Balfour Declara-
tion was just a smokescreen to obscure the true intentions of the
Zionists—the establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine. To prove
this the Arabs quoted passages from the speeches of Zionist leaders
and from newspaper articles, all of which appeared during the
period of euphoria following the publication of the Balfour Declara-
tion. It should be noted that this argument did not disappear even
after June 1922, when the official, restricted interpretation of the
Balfour Declaration was published, negating the possibility of
establishing a Jewish state—which won the public approval of the
Zionist Organization.® Aside from the above-mentioned speeches
there was another factor which for years was seen by the Arabs
as proof of their interpretation: the question of the ‘““‘Jewish army’’.
In their opinion the demand made by Jabotinsky in the early
*twenties for the establishment of an official Jewish Legion which
would serve as a garrison force in Palestine, the organization of
Jewish defence forces, and the hoarding of weapons—all these
pointed to far-reaching Jewish aims in the country. It must be noted
that in general the Arabs made no distinction when presenting
their case between official Zionist positions and the private utter-
ances of the spokesmen for the more extreme Zionist factions.®?

On many occasions the Arabs stated emphatically that they had
nothing against the Jewish religion or Jewish visits to the country
as foreigners. Their wrath was directed against the promises to set
up a national home for the Jews in Palestine. They repeatedly
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emphasized that throughout Muslim history, up to the First World
War, the Jews had lived among them in peace, tranquillity and
equality. The Jews were said to have experienced under Islamic
rule a long period of security and a flourishing culture. Only the
Balfour Declaration had destroyed this.®® At times the Arabs went
still further and claimed that until the First World War the Jews
of Palestine enjoyed not only peaceful conditions but even complete
equality of rights as Ottoman subjects.®* In a private conversation
even Misi Kazim al-Husayni claimed that the Arabs had not
opposed Zionist immigration and settlement until the First World
War. He had, so he claimed, as the Qa’imagam of Safed and Jaffa
helped in setting up the first Jewish settlements and had established
close ties with Baron Rothschild’s officials. Only the Balfour
Declaration, which gave this process a political character, brought
about a change in the situation. Even Muhammad Amin al-Husayni,
the Mufti of Jerusalem, argued thus in an open letter;® the implica-
tion being that had the Zionists foregone the British guarantee, the
Palestinians themselves would have enabled them to settle in the
country, on the sole condition that they recognized the Arab
character of Palestine.¢®

There is no reason to doubt Miisd Kazim al-Husayni’s precision
in his statements, but it must be remembered that until 1918 this
man was a high Ottoman official, loyal to his government and far
removed from any Arab nationalist position. Moreover, most of
the members of his family, who held high posts in the administra-
tion of the Jerusalem district (sanjaq) were not connected with the
Arab awakening prior to the First World War. However, large
sections of the Arab community and the emergent Arab press had
been antagonistic towards Zionism well before the First World
War, and there is thus no reason to see the hostility after the Bal-
four Declaration as a new development. What happened was simply
that as Zionism gathered momentum so did the opposition to it.®”

A different type of argument tried to show that the Jews possessed
no right to Palestine. First of all, claimed the Palestinians, the Jews
are members of a universal religion and not a people which needs a
country of its own. They have nothing in common except their
religion. Hebrew is a dead language, and the Jews throughout the
world are citizens of the countries they live in. Herbert Samuel and
Lord Reading cannot belong simultaneously to both the British
nation and the Jewish nation.¢®

Secondly, they argued, Jewish rule in Palestine had been of a short
duration; on one occasion they specified 250 years, on another 400
years. What is more, this short period was one of disturbances,
rebellions and wars against neighbouring peoples. Only during
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King Solomon’s reign was there peace. Arab rule, on the other
hand, was continuous and peaceful for over 1,300 years, interrupted
only by the Crusades.®®

Nor was this all: even if the Jews had lived for a long period in
Palestine and left impressive monuments there, they had no right
to return to the country. There were laws of human history—
nations rise and fall, one grows strong while the other weakens,
and “one state rises on the ruins of another”. If the Jews could
claim Palestine, by the same token the Arabs had the right to claim
Spain and Cyprus, the Turks the Balkans, the Romans Britain, and
pagans, Christians, and Jews together the Arabian Peninsula. It
was impossible to redraw the map of the world on the basis of
ancient claims.™

Another group of arguments was tied to the economic status
of Palestine. From the start of British rule until the middle ’thirties,
the Palestinians claimed that Jewish immigration and the policy of
furthering it were causing the economic state of the country to
deteriorate. There were several reasons for this decline. First of all,
a large majority of the Jewish immigrants were unemployed and
were a burden on the inhabitants of the country. This burden was
particularly heavy, since the First World War had seriously affected
the country. Instead of adopting a policy of economic recovery, the
government had based its policy on relieving Jewish unemployment.
The government had built unnecessary roads, railroad tracks and
public parks in order to provide work for the Jewish immigrants.
In 1919-20 the government had prohibited the export of cereal
grains produced by Arabs so that their prices would be reduced in
Palestine for the benefit of Jewish purchasers, and in order to cause
the impoverishment of the Arabs, who would then be compelled to
sell their land to Jews. The pro-Zionist policy was responsible for
an inflated administrative corps and a large army. In the time of
the Turks the administrative corps was much smaller, as were the
army and the police force. Nevertheless, public order and security
were incomparably greater.” This situation was an inevitable result
of Zionist immigration, since ‘Palestine is entirely an agricultural
country and the Jews all over the world are commonly merchants
and usurers”.” In order to cover its expenditure the government
had accumulated a large public debt, but it was unable to issue a
loan to cover the debt since by 1923 it had forfeited all financial
confidence.”

Another aspect of this argument was the claim that Jewish im-
migration had brought about a steep rise in prices compared with
the pre-war period. This rise applied to foodstuffs, industrial com-
modities and housing. The government’s customs policy also con-

[o]



56 THE PALESTINIAN-ARAB NATIONAL MOVEMENT

tributed to the price increase. Nevertheless, when in 1925 the
government attempted by administrative action to limit the increase
in real estate prices, and when on various occasions housing rentals
were controlled, the reaction of the leaders of the Arab community
was empbhatically negative. They saw in these actions a favouring
of the Jews who owned no property, as opposed to the Arabs who
did. The high rentals which Arab tenants paid was not a factor
which was likely to influence the Arab leaders, all of whom came
from the landed class. The economic interest of Arab property-
owners was the decisive factor.”

The economic recession which Palestine underwent in 1926-8
supplied the Arabs with excellent arguments against Jewish im-
migration. The large wave of immigration of 1925 and the artificial
building boom that accompanied it ended in disappointment for
the Jewish immigrants and the Yishidv, while the Arabs saw in this
a sign of failure of the Zionist project and a proof of the troubles
which the latter had brought on the country.”® In order to prove
that Zionist settlement had failed and that the existing settlements
were in a dilapidated condition, the Arabs claimed that these lacked
any economic basis and had to exist on charity. With respect to the
work done there, they claimed that it was carried out by Arabs and
not by Jews.”® On the other hand, the Arab spokesmen had often
accused the Jews of doing everything possible in order not to employ
Arabs on their land—alleged proof that they were hostile to the
Arabs.”

The Arabs put special emphasis on the harm the Jews were said
to cause Arab commerce. Since the Jews had at their disposal, so
they claimed, such large resources and so many rich banks, they
would be able to take over commerce and deprive Arab merchants
of their livelihood. The Jews ‘‘are inflicting unbearably heavy blows
on the local commerce with the aim of paralysing the activity of
the inhabitants (the Arabs) and putting obstacles in their path”.
They were doing all this while they represented less than a tenth of
the population. “What will happen to this people (the Palestine
Arabs) if the dreams of the Jews come true, God forbid, and they
became as numerous as the Arabs, or more so?”?® This appre-
hension over Jewish trade was accompanied by anti-Semitic argu-
ments that the Jews were unscrupulous in business and made use of
any sharp practices they could in order to enrich themselves.™

One of the main motifs running through the arguments against
Zionism and Jewish immigration to Palestine throughout the
’twenties and ’thirties was that the Jews were agents of foreign
organizations and disseminators of dangerous ideas. At the start of
the British conquest the claim was made that the Jews were German-
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speaking and looked to Germany although “Germany sowed in
Palestine but did not reap”.3® However, immediately afterwards the
accusation that the Jews were bringing Bolshevism to Palestine and
to the entire Middle East became one of the most important Arab
arguments against Zionism. Proof was found in profusion: the
existence of a Communist party from the early 'twenties onwards;
the distribution of Communist leaflets; May-Day demonstrations; the
existence of kibbutzim, having a collective way of life; the organiza-
tion of strikes for pay-increases and against unemployment, etc.,
etc.’! Naturally, the May 1921 disturbances in Jaffa and its environs
—which broke out following a clash between Communist May-Day
demonstrators all of whom were Jewish and demonstrators from
the Jewish Labour Federation (Histadrit Ha-'Ovdim) in the Man-
shiyya quarter of Jaffa—supplied the most striking proof of the
deterioration which had set in as a result of the arrival in Palestine
of Jewish Bolsheviks. “The bloodshed which occurred in Jaffa and
the Bolshevik principles which the Jewish immigrants are spreading
in Palestine are but the natural result of the Balfour Declaration,
of the Government’s action in turning Palestine into a national home
for the Jews, and of its haste in executing the plans of the Zionist
Organization for removing the inhabitants and depriving them of
the legacy of their fathers. Such is the perverted policy which has
made the diffusion of Bolshevik principles easier and which is the
cause of the bloodshed, the ruin of the country and the ceaseless
protests of the Palestinian people. In this critical hour, as the fires
of Bolshevism rage in one of our large cities (Jaffa), while the
Bolshevik flag flies insolently there and Bolshevik manifestoes are
being distributed openly and in complete freedom throughout the
country, in this critical hour we once again appeal to the Govern-
ment to retract that Declaration and that policy, before the situation
worsens and the Government finds itself unable to quench the fires
of disorder, regardless of whatever help we can offer.”s2 It was
necessary, therefore, “‘to expel this deviant revolutionary group
from Palestine so that this holy land, the cradle of religion and
peace, need not become a fount of immorality and a source of that
flame which could ignite the entire East and cause the end of all
civilization, whether Eastern or Western.”®

Another practical conclusion to be reached by observing the
Bolshevik nature of Jewish immigration was that if that immigra-
tion was not to be stopped, it should at least be controlled by
the local inhabitants®-—which practically of course equalled the
first demand.

This argument concerning the Bolshevik character of Jewish
immigration did not cease to be heard during the whole period
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under discussion. As late as 1935, when the Arab leaders presented
their memorandum-cum-ultimatum to the High Commissioner, they
repeated this argument.®® On the surface this is surprising, since it
is well known how great was the dissention between Zionism and
Communism; but things were not so simple. First it must be re-
membered that the Palestinian Communist Party developed from
the left wing of the Poalei Zion party, i.e. the Jewish Communists
entered Palestine as Zionist immigrants. Secondly, in the early
’twenties many foreign observers failed to distinguish between the
Zionist left and Communism. According to British Intelligence files
in the Israel State-Archives, the late Itzhak Ben-Zvi, then one of
the heads of Ahdut Ha-‘Avodah and during 1952-63 the President
of Israel, was the “principal Bolshevik agent in the Middle East”.
If Intelligence officers, whose job it was, failed to make a distinction,
it should hardly surprise us that the less enlightened Arab popula-
tion made the same mistake. Thirdly, it is probable that the
Palestinian leaders got wind of the fact that envoys of the Palestinian
Communist Party played a decisive part in establishing the Com-
munist party of Syria and Lebanon and thus supported the notion
of the “Communist danger” which Zionist immigration was bring-
ing to the Middle East.

However, all this applies to the early ’twenties. By the middle
*thirties it was clear to everyone that Communism was not a
companion of Zionism, since the conflict between the two had
reached its climax and the language of the Communist leaflets with
respect to Zionism was even more violent than that of Arab
publications. It would seem, then, that the close connection between
Zionism and Communism as the Palestinian Arabs saw it, was not
a result of an illusion but of more deep-seated reasons which will be
discussed below.

The Arabs repeatedly claimed that Communism, revolution and
anarchy were rooted in the Jews’ very being. Jews were in many
countries ‘‘sowers of controversy and ruin’’; they had caused the
disintegration of Russia as well as the defeat of Germany and
Austria. As long as the Central Powers were in the ascendant, the
Jews had smiled graciously towards them, but as soon as their luck
ran out the Jews turned to the Allies and put their treasures at their
disposal. A brief glance at Socialism showed how large a part the
Jews had played in it. Karl Marx, Bakunin (?) and Trotsky were
Jews. The Jews never hesitated to exploit the country they dwelt
in and later, if they found it necessary, to destroy it or to involve it
in war. To know them it was sufficient to refer to the book The
Jewish Peril (the English translation of the ‘“Protocols of the Elders
of Zion™),®® which included the protocols of the sessions in which
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Jewish notables discussed ways of destroying the world and of
taking it over, and which was filled with hatred for Christianity.
The Jews were like bacteria which multiplied and then destroyed
the surroundings in which they lived. If spacious Russia and
Poland had been unable to contain them, how could Palestine
be expected to do so?®" Such attacks occurred frequently in Arab
publications.®®

This anti-Semitic attitude was not an invention of the Arabs
but rather a translation of Western-Christian anti-Semitism into
Arab terms. Its absorption by Arab culture was a part of the wider
process of westernization. There is no doubt that simultaneous
phenomena of westernization and the anti-Zionist awakening
facilitated this absorption. It appears that the major factor nourish-
ing this anti-Semitic feeling was not hatred for the Jews as such but
opposition to Jewish settlement in Palestine; this fact stands out
clearly from the Arab case.

The pioneers of the Third ‘Aliyah at the beginning of the 1920s
were in their way of life, their philosophy and their social patterns
in complete contrast to the norms of traditional Palestinian society.
It is no wonder therefore that immediately after their arrival the
Palestinians began complaining that these immigrants were the
“politicians and wretched characters” from among the Jews. The
wealthy, the merchants and propertied individuals did not come to
Palestine, stated the President of the Jaffa MCA, ‘Umar al-Baytar.®®
To Palestine came, according to the Palestinians, a disparate multi-
tude from all over the world, speaking various languages and having
totally different social customs from those of the country’s in-
habitants. The coming of such an element to Palestine aroused
tension and hardship and certainly did not induce peace and
tranquility.®® A good example of this were the Jewish women, who
dressed indecently and went around half-naked in full view of the
Palestinians, who were unused to such immoral conduct.®* “This
immigration (of Jews) has enabled vagabonds and outcasts to enter
Palestine, the Holy Land, the land of peace and the birthplace of
religions and to spread in this country their strange doctrines and
destructive practices in a manner which reflects on the sanctity of
this country.” The kibbutzim were the breeding grounds of such
immorality: ‘“The manner in which the settlers live in some of the
Jewish settlements such as ‘Ain Hardd and other settlements is a
clear indication that the Jews, headed by the Socialist Party which
has overpowered all the other Jewish Parties, eventually intend to
flood this country with subversive doctrines which are inconsistent
with religious principles and doctrines of morality.””®? And in
clearer tones: “The civilization which the Jews are bringing to and
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spreading in Palestine is.nothing but anarchy, Communism; and the
destruction of family life.”’#*

The social variance, the strangeness in culture, customs and life-
style, contfibuted a gréat deal to the Palestinian opposition to
Zionisnt. It is safe to assume that the groups which -during the
second and third decades of the twentieth century succeeded imr
crystallizing an Arab national and political consciousness did not
have to resort to these differences irorder to express their opposi-
tion to Zionism, which they saw as a factor endangering the Arab
character of Palestine. But there is no doubt that for the Arab
masses, lacking in education and political and national conscious-
ness, this variance, this strangeness and these.apprehensions were
a most important factor—perhaps the primary factor—in the growth
of their hatred for Zionism. One need only recall that on May Day,
1921, when Jaffa crowds went wild and began attacking Jews, their
main target was the Jaffa Immigrants’ Hostel. The pioneer couples
who came and went from this house and who walked arm-in-arm
through the streets of Jaffa were for the Jaffa Arabs the most
tangible demonstration of the moral and social ruin which Palestine
faced from Jewish immigration.

It must be borne in mind that Islam itself, despite its relative
tolerance, was not free of anti-Jewish sentiment, and had its own
explanations of why the Jews were .exiled from Palestine.®* These
features were occasionally emphasized openly. ‘Izzat Darwaza
proposed to stress the Koranic statement about the Jews: ‘“And
We let loose on them a-scourge from heaven as a punishment for
their misdeeds™.? It was forbidden to believe the Jews, who claimed
that their intentions were good, since “‘they are scoundrels and the
Koran itself is full of stories of the Jews’ fraudulent acts”. Never-
theless, the Jews would not succeed with their trickery, since the
Muslims and the Christians knew the Jews well from “the verses
of the Koran and the stories of the hadith which relate their deceit,
their cunning, their selfishness and corruption”.®®

The contribution which Islamic institutions and beliefs made to
the Palestinians’ anti-Zionist struggle will be dealt with later; the
above quotations were included in order to complete the range of
sources from which the Palestinian awakening drew its anti-Jewish
arguments.

Initially the Arab national movement in Palestine and Syria
attempted to make a distinction between the indigenous Jewish
residents of Palestine “who live in peace among the Arabs” and
the Zionist immigrants. The first anti-Zionist petition fronf the
Jerusalem Arab community, dated 3rd-November 1918, stated that
*“it is our wish to live in a satisfactory manner with our brothers the
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Israelites, the indigenous inhabitants of the country, with complete
equality between their rights and obligations and ours™.*’

The general Syrian Congress of July ‘1919 went still further,
claiming to represent all the Arabs of Syria—Muslims, Christians
and Jews alike.®® Apparently, there was even one Jewish delegate
at this Congress.?®

The anti-Zionist manifesto of the First Palestinian Congress in
early February 1919 also distinguished between Zionist immigra-
tion—which it rejected—and ‘‘those among them [the Jews] who
have been Arabicized, who have been living in our province since
before the war; they are as we are, and their loyalties are as our
own.”**>Even in March 1920 in the midst of the many demonstra-
tions against the announcement of a pro-Zionist policy (see follow-
ing chapter), the note of protest from Nazareth and the surrounding
villages claimed that its words were directed against Zionist im-
migration and not against the Jewish people. “The Jews of our
country, who have been living in our midst since before the con-
quest, are our brothers and countrymen, and all the Jews of the
world are our brothers in humanity.”*2*

Still; one must bear in mind that this distinction was conditional
upon the indigenous Jewish residents’ identifying with Arab‘nation-
alism and being culturally Arab, or-at the very least upon a con-
tinuation of the tradition of Jewish self-effacement as a tolerated
religious, community (millet) taking no part in administrative and
public life.

Had this position been consistently upheld, it might well have
been quite successful and beneficial to the Palestine Arabs’ national
struggle. Two elements in the Jewish camp were likely. to be
atfracted in this manner to the-anti-Zionist Palestinian camp: the
extreme orthodox, and some of the native Sephardic Jews. The
former were completely opposed to Zionism and attempted several
times to form a common front with anti-Zionist Palestinian
groups.’®? Some of the Sephardic notables were bitter over losing
their leadership of -the Jerusalem Jewish community to the new
immigrants, the predominantly secular Ashkenazim, who mocked
the traditional way of life.of the Sephardim. In April 1920 a group
of Sephardim agreed to sign an anti-Zionist petition organized by
the Arabs, and three years later a group of Sephardic Jews was
induced by the MCA to hold a meeting in a synagogue, in the
course of which they spoke up against Zionist and Ashkenazi rule
and some even cheered the MCA and Misd Kazim al-Husayni.
This event worried the Jewish National Council (Va'ad Le‘umi)
which succeeded in preventing its being:reported in the press.1°?

Whatever chances of success this Arab policy had were spoiled by
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the failure of the Arabs to uphold its basic principle, namely the
distinction between the Zionists and the indigenous Jewish residents
of Palestine. In the large-scale Arab demonstrations of February—
March 1920, many anti-Jewish slogans were heard. Mottoes such
as “Palestine is our land and the Jews our dogs” abounded.*¢ It
should be noted that if in the above-mentioned petition from
Nazareth the authors distinguished between Jews and Zionists, in
the meeting which preceded the presentation of the petition, the
Anglican priest of Nazareth, As‘ad Mansiir, gave a speech in which
he quoted from the Talmiild to prove that the Jews were com-
manded to prevent strangers from entering their midst while they
had the power to do so. He also explained that Palestine was taken
from them because they rejected the Messiah.°® In the April 1920
disturbances in Jerusalem the Arab mob attacked Zionists and
Jews indiscriminately, and since it headed for the Jewish Quarter
of the Old City, it was actually the Jews of the ‘“‘old yishav” who
were hardest hit. Violence again erupted with greater severity in
the 1929 pogroms in Hebron and Safed.

It seems that in the final analysis, the inability of the Arabs to
make this distinction was inevitable. That is not to say that anti-
Zionism inevitably develops into anti-Semitism; however, in Pales-
tine, as immigration increased, so did the Jewish community’s
identification with the Zionist movement, from the point of view of
its composition, way of life and aspirations. The non-Zionist and
anti-Zionist factors became an insignificant minority, and a large
measure of sophistication was required to make the older distinc-
tion. It was unreasonable to hope that the wider Arab population,
and the riotous mob which was part of it, would maintain this
distinction. The Palestinian-Arab movement accordingly lost an
excellent opportunity to sow internal dissention in the ranks of the
Jewish community and so increase its support.

One of the most significant features of Palestinian-Arab ideology
from the end of the second decade of the twentieth century until
the 1930s was its concentration on Palestine alone. Even if during
this period there were occasional demands for partial or complete
Arab unity, this was never expressed on an ideological plane. There
was as yet no crystallized theory attempting to prove by any ob-
jective standards that the Arabs throughout the Middle East and
North Africa constituted a single nation. Still, the Arab awakening
in the Fertile Crescent prior to the First World War was character-
ized by Pan-Arabism on both an ideological and a political level,
although even then there were signs of the weakness of such a
movement. What, then, caused the development of a separate
Palestinian ideological position after the war?
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It must be remembered that the emergence of the Arab national-
ist movement was in the main a cultural phenomenon. It was a
result of direct contact with the West on the one hand, and the need
to defend Islam and to revitalize it in the face of Western attack
on the other. The basis of this cultural renaissance was education.
Arab society in general, however, did not undergo a parallel process
of change. The social processes of integration, which could bring
about the breakdown of traditional barriers of local, family and
religious community, and could create a feeling of common Arab
identity throughout the Middle East—these processes had not yet
taken place. Thus when in the wake of the First World War a new
political reality—that of division into separate mandates—was
created in the Middle East, the various sections of the Arab
nationalist movement adapted themselves to this new reality at
varying rates.

Those elements who before the war had shown a trend towards
particularism now stressed it all the more. The Damascenes, who
saw themselves as the ‘“pioneers of Arabism’, tried harder than
the rest to adhere to a Pan-Arab conception, whereas the Pales-
tinians were more concerned over the Zionist threat and thus less
occupied with Arab unity or even independence than with con-
vincing themselves and the rest of the world of the evil of Zionism.
Resistance to Zionism was, as we shall see later, the prime motive
force behind Palestinian nationalist activity; their relation to the
question of Arab unity in its various manifestations was a function
of the efficacy of the anti-Zionist struggle. When they were of the
opinion that unity would help them in this struggle, they leaned
towards it (1919-20), but when they grew suspicious of the in-
tentions of certain Arab nationalists from Syria with respect to
Zionism, they dissociated themselves from them and tried to go it
alone.

In Chapter Two it will be seen that the Palestinians’ anti-Zionist
ideology had important implications with respect to the Palestinians’
relations with the British Mandate. Their opposition to the Man-
date itself was minimal, indeed until the early ’thirties almost non-
existent, and what opposition there was to the Mandate was a
product of its Zionist implications.

What was the meaning of this anti-Zionist ideology in connection
with the political stand on Zionism of the Palestinian nationalists,
the members of the Arab Executive Committee and the organiza-
tions associated with it? To this question I shall now turn.



64 THE PALESTINIAN-ARAB NATIONAL MOVEMENT

THE REALITY OF ANTI-ZIONIST IDEOLOGY

A survey of the practical manifestations of the Palestinian Arabs’
anti-Zionist stand reveals a complex heterogeneous picture. Except
for occasional short outbreaks there was no attempt until 1936
to prevent by force the realization of Zionism in Palestine. In every-
day life many ties were formed between Jews and Arabs from all
strata of society, notwithstanding the tension which existed most of
the time.

It appears that the political expression of the rejection of the
Balfour Declaration was in the main a refusal to see the Zionists
as legitimate partners in Palestine or a body with which agreement
on the political future of the country would be possible. The only
such factor was, in the Palestinian opinion, the British Government.

This position was demonstrated when the Colonial Secretary,
Winston Churchill, and his subordinates tried to arrange negotia-
tions for a possible agreement between the first Palestinian Delega-
tion and the Zionist Organization. During the preparations for the
Delegation’s arrival, officials of the Middle East Department of the
British Colonial Office decided that if the Delegation made any
reasonable concrete suggestions it would be appropriate to turn
them over to the Zionist Organization for the purposes of discus-
sion. Dr. Weizmann was informed of the Delegation’s arrival, and
he announced his readiness to negotiate with them in order to reach
agreement and to co-operate with them.!

In the course of the first session with the Delegation on 12th
August 1921, Churchill suggested that the Delegation meet with the
leaders of the Zionist Organization and in particular with Dr.
Weizmann, either officially or privately. The response of the
Delegation’s leader, Miisad Kazim al-Husayni, was that they did not
recognize Dr. Weizmann. They would only have talks with the
British Government, with whom they wished to come to terms. It
was for this purpose that the inhabitants of Palestine had sent the
Delegation, and they would not countenance discussions with the
Zionists.2 Dr. Weizmann also appealed to the Delegation, expressing
the desire that either he or Nahum Sokolow could meet with them
at a time and place to be determined,® but the Delegation repeated
its refusal and claimed that Weizmann had made the meeting con-
ditional upon the talks being based on an acceptance of the Balfour
Declaration. Churchill found this explanation, incorrect as it was,
unacceptable.*

Meanwhile, the Jewish Chronicle published reports on the pos-
sibility of such a meeting being held. The reaction of the Delega-
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tion was an unequivocal denial of the report.® Moreover, with the
departure of the Delegation for London the Hebrew papers Ha-
*Aretz and Do’ar Ha-Yom wrote of this possibility. Reaction in
the Arab community was extremely negative. Al-Karmil wrote that
the origin of this idea was the Zionists’ wish to inspire lack of
confidence in the Delegation, and it had no basis in fact.® Another
Palestinian, Qaysar Khalil, took pains to remind the Delegation of
its duty to cleave to its ‘‘holy mission and not to fall into the
Zionist trap.” The remarks of one of the active members of the
national movement, Jubran Iskandar Kazma of Nazareth and
Beisan, were typical: there was no room for a meeting with the
Zionist leaders ‘‘because the corner-stone of an Israelite kingdom
in Palestine will be laid the moment our Delegation meets with
these leaders. Such a meeting would be tantamount to an admission
on our part that Zionism possesses some rights in Palestine, whereas
the basis for our activity and of its future success is the utter denial
of such rights”. He then demanded that the Arab Executive Com-
mittee instruct the Delegation to refrain from such negotiations.®

However, when it became clear to the Delegation after the first
few sessions with Churchill that the chances of gaining a complete
abrogation of the Balfour Declaration were nil, its members began
changing their minds with respect to the idea of a meeting with
Weizmann. Colonial Office personnel explained to the Delegation
that the British Government was ready to issue an authoritative
declaration regarding its future policy in Palestine and to submit
this declaration for preliminary consideration by both sides.® During
a ceremonial dinner on 25th November 1921, Churchill discussed
the possibility of a meeting of both sides and eventually the Delega-
tion agreed to meet and to discuss with the Zionist representatives
ways of reaching a working agreement.’® As so often occurs in
political relations, the Delegation apparently read more into the
talks than the other side had intended. The Delegation believed that
Churchill was interested in reaching an agreement with them and
therefore had urged them to meet with the Zionist leaders, and
because of this they had agreed.* Ri’ad al-Sulh, who was in Lon-
don at the time having private talks with the heads of the Zionist
Organization, also did his share in persuading the Palestinian
Delegation to agree to the meeting (see Chapter Two). As a result
of this pressure a meeting took place on 29th November 1921 with
Sir John Shuckburgh of the British Colonial Office presiding. It
was decided that the meeting would be unofficial and that nothing
would be published on it. Shuckburgh proposed during the meeting
that discussion would centre on two practical issues: the real fears
of the Arabs concerning Jewish immigration and Jewish political
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ascendancy in Palestine. In his opinion the first question had been
solved by making the country’s economic absorption capacity the
principle which would regulate immigration, while the second issue
would be solved by the proposed constitution for Palestine. Dr.
Weizmann was prepared to enter negotiations with the Palestinian
Delegation on these two issues.

The Palestinian Delegation, on the other hand, held initially to
the principle of annulling the Balfour Declaration. Later on, how-
ever, their tone changed and Misa Kazim al-Husayni asked why
the British Government could not publish a clear-cut explanation
of the Balfour Declaration, so that the Arabs would know where
they stood. The Delegation stated during the course of the talks
that if a satisfactory, authoritative interpretation of the Declaration
were issued and if the proposed form of the Mandate were altered,
then there would perhaps be a basis for discussion.

This statement was a departure from normal tactics. However,
the Official Recorder of the conversation (Eric Mills, an official from
the Colonial Office, later one of the senior officials of the Palestine
Government) was unimpressed and noted that there was no chance
of agreement as long as the British Government adhered to the
Balfour Declaration.!?

This statement is confirmed by the report which the Arab Delega-
tion sent the Arab Executive Committee about this meeting. The
Delegation reported that they had insisted on the demands of the
people. They wrote that they had declared that “Palestine is an Arab
land and we do not admit that anyone other than the Arabs has
any rights there; we stated that there is no possibility of recognizing
the Zionist Organization as a body with which we could negotiate,
and that the Delegation is unable to enter negotiations based on the
Balfour Declaration”. The Delegation emphasized the fact that
it was prepared to discuss the new interpretation of the Balfour
Declaration with the Government but not with the Zionists.*® In
light of these remarks it is no wonder that the meeting had no
follow-up!

The Zionist Organization did everything it could to prevent the
new interpretation of the Balfour Declaration from turning it into
a document without any practical significance. Weizmann was of
the opinion—or so he wrote—that rejection of the Arab demand
concerning the interpretation of the Balfour Declaration would
cause the Arab Delegation to enter the realm of practical diplomacy
and reach agreement with the Zionists.'* As we shall see in Chapter
Two, the new interpretation of the Balfour Declaration did not
satisfy the Palestinians and was in fact totally rejected by them.®
‘A last-minute attempt in May 1922 to prompt the two sides to come.
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to.an agreement on the basis of the new interpretation failed because
the Arabs refused to abandon their demand for a complete change
of the Balfour Declaration as a preliminary step to any bilateral
discussion of the matter. The Zionists were also non-committal over
the talks and explained this attitude by claiming that it was im-
possible to hold negotiations with the Palestinian Delegation with-
out risking misunderstandings and misrepresentations of the case.!®
In all probability the inexact way in which the conversation of 29th
November 1921 was described made a strong impression on them.
The upshot of it was that the British Government authorized and
published the new interpretation of the Balfour Declaration with
the Zionists accepting it and the Arabs rejecting it.}’?

This barren meeting revealed the chasm between the two
positions: the Zionists held to the Balfour Declaration and were
unwilling to give up this British stamp of approval of the rights of
the Jewish people in Palestine which had gained international en-
dorsement whereas the Arabs refused to discuss matters with the
Zionists as long as the Balfour Declaration had any practical
significance. It is no wonder, then, that this meeting of the most
important leaders on both sides remained a unique occurrence.

In the years 1927-8, when the crisis within Zionism was at its
height and it appeared that its realization was completely im-
practical, different noises were heard coming from the Palestinian
camp. During this period the Mufti of Jerusalem attempted to reach
an agreement with the heads of the Yishiv that would ensure the
Jerusalem mayoralty for his supporters.®* The resolutions of the
Seventh Palestinian Congress, which met in June 1928, were only
indirectly anti-Zionist. However, when the crisis passed the anti-
Zionist position returned to normal.

We have noted that this anti-Zionism was not so strongly felt
on a personal level as on a political level. H. M. Kalvarisky, who
headed the Arab Department of the Zionist Executive in Jerusalem
in the early ’twenties, maintained close ties with the leaders of the
Arab community for many years, including Misi Kizim al-
Husayni, the President of the Palestinian Arab Executive Committee,
Moreover, in late 1922 when the Second Palestinian Delegation
was staying at Lausanne, he began strengthening these ties
between them with the aim of bringing Misd Kazim al-Husayni
around to a moderate position on Zionism and cutting him. off
from its fierier opponents. These contacts were continued through-
out the first half of 1923, finally reaching the point where Misa
Kazim al-Husayni began to call for co-operation among Jews,
Christians and Muslims and even feigned illness in order to bring
about the postponement .of the Sixth Palestinian Congress. The
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Jews were anxious to gain such a postponement at least until after
the holiday period in April in order to lessen the danger- of dis*
turbances, which were.likely to-break out during this tense month.
It should also be recalled that feelings were high at this time.in
the Arab camp fo)lowing-the ‘AE’s successful boycott of the elecs
tions for the Legislative Council (see Chapter Three), and there
were fears that holding the Congress at this moment -would cause
dangerous unrest. After the congress met" and adopted extremist
resolutions, Miisa Kazim al-Husayni informed the Ziohists that.as
long as he was on their side they ‘could rest assured that the
resolution would not be implement

This new stand was not the result of a turning-point in Miisa
Kizim al-Husayni’s attitude to Zionism byt of his having been
bribed by Kalvarisky. Relations.such as this, dependent on financial
incentives” are conditional upon the continuity of the payments;
wlien these.ceased, the.moderate stance disappeared entirely. What
is more, since Kalvarisky had not great funds upon.which to draw
he was forced to- bargain with ‘Miisa Kazim al-Husayni over the
price. to be paid,-leaving the latter with bitter feelings about the
matter.?®

These “ties” with Kalvarisky-on the part of thie.President of-the
AE did-not prevent this body from acCusing its rivals in the Arab
community of having sqld out to Kalyarisky. In fact, Kalvarisky’s
name was for years an insult epithet, and the. AE.called the rival
associations which were set up during the twenties “Kalvarisky asso-
ciations”.2* AE’s attitude towards Kalvarisky was well expressed in
‘Awni ‘Abd al-Hadi’s-words: ‘“Vous parlez toujours d’une entente
judéo-arabe ou de bonnes relations entre juifs et arabes. Je connais
vos idées. Je.vous dirai méme’que plusiers de mes collégues et amis
ont réellement de la sympathie pour vous et pour vos idées. Quant
a moi je vous dis franchement que je préfére avoir affaire a Jabot-
insky ou a Ussishkin, plutét qu’a vous. Je sais que.ceux-ci sont des
énnemis déclarés qui veulemt nous écraser, nous prendre nos terres
et nous.obliger 2 quitter e pays et que nous devons. lutter contre
eux, tandis que vous, Kalvarisky, ‘semblez étre notre ami, mais au
fond je ne vois pas de difference entre votre ‘but et celui de Jabot-
insky.- Vous aussi tenez fermement a la-Declaration Balfour, au
Foyer National, & uné immigration sans restriction, a I'acquisition
ininterrompue des terres occupées par les arabes ce qui pour moi
est une question primordiale (de mort ou de vie).”?

The violent denunciation of -Kalvarisky and- his:work on the one
hand, and a readiness to benefit from. the favours he could offer
on the other—this duality is typical of the relationship which the
leaders of the Arab community had with Zionism. Just as Misa
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Kazim al-Husayni did not shrink from serving a-Zionist interest for
a bribe, sq others were willing to sell their lands to Jewish organiza-

tions, despite the fact that they | themselvcs were strongly opposed to
the Jews acquiring land and even demanded the Government to
forbid such sales completely



Chapter Two
FROM “SOUTHERN SYRIA” TO PALESTINE

THE IDEA OF THE UNITY OF PALESTINE AND SYRIA

At the time of the British conquest of Palestine from late 1917
onwards, the Arabs of the country were still in a primordial state
as far as national consciousness was concerned. We have seen that
before the war only a few Palestinians were caught up in the young
Arab nationalist movement. Loyalty to the Muslim Ottoman Empire
was then stronger than any other form of loyalty, and apparently
only the sufferings of the war and the repressive policy of Jemal
Pasha undermined this allegiance.

However, the British conquest created a completely new situation,
Palestine was put under a separate Military Administration [OETA
(S)), and it is highly doubtful if anyone believed that the Ottoman
Empire would some day return to rule it. The very fact that a
separate administration was set up was a great innovation. We have
seen that from the last quarter of the nineteenth century the sanjag
of Jerusalem had developed into an administrative unit directly
subordinate to Istanbul, with the heads of Jerusalem’s noted families
enjoying a large degree of influence within it. Now Jerusalem had
become the centre of the entire country in an administrative and
legal sense. There is no doubt that the meaning of the term
“Palestine” was largely reinforced by this, for although it is true
that the term was in general use among the population before the
war, the division of the country into three separate districts certainly
did not strengthen this concept.

On the other hand, there was another factor at work which
influenced things in a Pan-Arab, direction namely the revolt led
by the Sharif Husayn and his sons. Together with the advancing
British Army the Sharif’s officers also reached Palestine and began
a propaganda and recruitment campaign for Faysal’s army. Until
they appeared, the Muslim population had shown little or no in-
terest in the Arab nationalist movement. Even the class of urban
notables, and especially the enlightened Muslim “Levantine” popu-
lation of Jaffa, regarded the Arab movement with something akin
to hatred, a sentiment which was echoed in Cairo and Alexandria.?
Now Faysal’s propagandists explained in the course of their recruit-
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ment campaign that they were fighting for the liberation of the
‘country, and those who enlisted were told that Palestine would be
included in the independent Arab state which would be established
after’ the war.? However, neither the Muslim nor the Christian
population of Palestine was quick to show enthusiasm for the
ensuing Arab revolt under the Sharif Husayn's leadership, and the
support given it'in the summer of 1918 was lukewarm. Among the
Muslims there were those who resented that Ottoman rule had
come to an end, whereas some Christians hoped that British rule
would enhance the status of Christianity and “with the arrival of
British troops they behaved arrogantly and assumed a con-
temptuous mien”’.?

However, this indifferent attitude towards the Arab nationalist
movement had changed within the course of the next six months,
and the demand for unity with Syria gained increasing support in
the Palestinian political community.* Two events which occurred
in close proximity, and which therefore had a strong cumulative
effect, contributed decisively to this development. Firstly, Faysal’s
army reached Damascus in early October 1918, and a military
administration was set up there which was subordinate to the
Supreme Commander of the Egyptian Expeditionary Force (General
Allenby), but with Faysal installed at its head. He could thus
announce the establishment of a ‘“completely independent con-
stitutional” government.® It appeared that the foundation had been
laid for the fulfilment of the dream of Arab independence. Secondly,
we have already seen how the Palestinians reacted to the celebra-
tions of the first anniversary of the Balfour Declaration. The com-
bination of these two factors resulted in the Palestinian population
showing a tendency to turn towards the King of Hejaz and the
Arab government in Damascus.®

The British Military Administration, appalled by the anti-Zionist
reaction in early November 1918, decided that it was necessary to
take measures to conciliate the Palestinians. Thus Ronald Storrs,
the Military Governor of Jerusalem, saw to it that copies of the
Anglo-French Declaration of 7th November 1918 were displayed
in Jerusalem.” This Declaration stated that the war aims of France
and Great Britain in the East were to liberate the oppressed peoples
and to enable them to establish the government of their choice,
without coercion. “In order to attain these ends and purposes, both
France and Great Britain have agreed to support and help the
establishment of National Governments and Administrations in
Syria and Iraq, which countries have now already been liberated
by the allies, and also in other countries which the allies are still
aiming to liberate.”’® Palestine was not mentioned in this Declara-
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tion, and this was-ne accident.? The heads of the Arab community
in Jerusalem, having so recently protested against the Balfour
Declaration, noticed this exclusion and on the day after its pub-
lication they requested the Governor to clarify: 1) Whether Palestine
was part of Syria; 2) If so, were the Palestinians included in the
group entitled to choose its government; 3) If not, why was the
Declaration even sent to them? The Governor answered in- general
terms. The following-day the heads of the Muslim and Christian
communities assembled and decided to demand a government
headed by the Sharif of Mecca; the Muslims requested the Mufti to
make mention of the Sharif’s name, as Caliph, in the Frida;

prayers.1® -

In the opinion of the heads of the Military Administration, this
Adecision possessed only an anti-Zionist significance. Inasmuch as
they were appalled at the thought that Palestine would be given
over to Jewish rule, and since the inhabitants of Syria had been
promised that they would be able to choose their own government,
the Palestinian Arabs preferred unity with Syria. Clayton was not
concerned that Arab nationalist ambitions carried some weight in
Palestine. In his view, non-Jewish sectors of Palestine were con-
cerned not with nationalist aims but with maintaining their status
in the country, believing as they did that it was in danger from the
Zionists.* It would appear that this explanation, however correct
and fundamental it may have been, was not the only one. The
heads of the Military Administration, unhappy over the pro-
Zionist policy, were anxious to attribute the problems which arose
to the influence of this unwelcome policy. It was easy for them
to ignore the fact that the establishment of a semi-independent
Arab regime in Damascus—a regime which owed its existence to
British support—caused complex problems in the area of their
rule. From the time the inhabitants of Syria were promised the
right to-choose their government, while the inhabitants of Palestine
were excluded from this promise, it was reasonable to expect that
the Palestinians would attribute their exclusion to the Balfour
DPeclaration—and this fact then reinforced their desire to be con-
sidered a part of the population of Syria.?

An additional factor which until July 1920 paradoxically
strengthened their wish to unite with Syria was the Anglo-French
rivalry in Syria and Palestine. The basis for this rivalry lay in’the
opposing interests which these two powers had in Syria and Pales-
tine and in the zeal with which the representatives of these powers
in the Middle East worked to realize these interests.

There is no ‘need to mention in detail the ties which France had
with the Levant and its Christian communities. What is important
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to recall is that until the First World War there was no clear
distinction in French diplomatic usage between the terms.*Syria”
and “Palestine”. This confusion created the impression that when
the French spoke of their interests:in Syria this included Palestine.
Speaking of French interests in Syria, a French diplomat stated on
the eve of the First World War: ““By Syria must be understood, not
a Syria mutilated and discrowned, but Syria in its entirety, which
extends from El-Arish to the Taurus.””*3 It should be noted that
in the Treaty of London of 1840 northern Palestine (the district
of Acre) also appears as “Southern Syria”.}* The same is true of a
reference book of the British Foreign Office published on the eve
of the First World War.»® It seems, then, that in speaking of their
interests in Syria or the Levant the French included Palestine. The
existence of the Holy Places reinforced this tendency.

On the eve of the First World War, the British interest in
Palestine and to a lesser degree in Syria was due to their proximity
to the Suez Candl. The over-all nature of this interest was the pre-
vention of any-other power from gaining a dominant position in
the vicinity of the Canal. It is no wonder, then, that it was the
British Residency in Egypt—and particularly Lord Kitchener—
that was responsible for fostering ties with various organizations in
Syria, for map-making in Palestine and researching the country.'®

The First World War contributed a new dimension to this
interest. As M. Vereté has shown, the British aimed at creating a
land bridge under British control from the Persian Gulf to the
Mediterranean, including Palestine and the eastern part of Syria.
This interest inevitably required changing the international status
which the Sykes-Picot Agreement had established for Palestine.
This international status had been accepted as a compromise
between the conflicting interests of the powers, while the Balfour
Declaration was apparently one of the measures taken in order to
ensure the British position in Palestine. What is more, Allenby
and the officers of the British Military Administration strove to
deprive the French of any influential position in Syria. This was a
result of their desire to keep the promises that had been given to
the Sharif Husayn, -and to attain maximum security for the British
position on this land bridge. This clash between British and French
interests and the terms of the Sykes-Picot Agreement formed the
basis for the rivalry of these two powers over the future rule of
Syria and also of Palestine.*

Practical expressions of this rivalry were, on the one hand, the
support and encouragement which the British Military Administra-
tion gave Faysal’s Damascus regime and its supporters, who spread
anti-French propaganda, and on the other hand, the activities of
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French agents in Palestine who disseminated anti-Zionist pro-
paganda, pointing out that it was the British who had brought
the Zionists to Palestine. The remedy they proposed was to unite
Palestine with Syria.® Thus it happened that two mutually antago-
nistic sides found themselves united on this point, although for
different reasons: the French strove towards a ‘Greater Syria”
under their rule, while the Arab nationalists strove for an indepen-
dent “Greater Syria”, with the Palestinians joining them primarily
because of their fear of Zionism. The term ‘‘Southern Syria”, which
was common in French, passed into Palestinian usage and was
adopted by the Arab nationalist movement.

THE ORGANIZATIONAL INSTRUMENTS

Just as the anti-Zionist awakening had brought about the creation
of the MCA, so the emergence of the idea of Palestine’s unity with
Syria led to the establishment of two- organizations: al-Muntada
al-Adabi (the Literary Club) and al-Nadi al-'Arabi (the Arab
Club). These organizations were completely different in their com-
position from the MCA : their members were drawn from the young
enlightened generation, and they were without Christian influence.
One can see in them organizations based on an ideology, rather
than simply a modern framework for traditional representation,
like the MCA.

Al-Muntada was the most active association throughout 1919 and
early 1920. It began as an organization set up in January 1918 by
Hasan Sidqi al-Dajani and Yusuf al-Khatib under the name of
Mugtataf al-Duriis (“Selection of Lessons™), for the purpose of
spreading French propaganda. In November 1918 the organiza-
tion’s name was changed to al-Muntada al-Adabi, although it
signed the anti-Zionist protest note of the leaders of the community
in Jerusalem under its old name. The organization was financed by
the French and concealed its true intentions under the guise of
cultural activity. The British authorities perceived its real purpose,
and due to their pressure it replaced its leadership with a new one
mainly composed of members of the al-Nashishibi family; the
educator and writer Is‘df, Fu’ad, and Fakhri (or- Fakhr al-Din).!
The latter was the moving spirit behind the organization until the
spring of 1920.

With its appearance in a new form the organization began calling
for the unification of Palestine with Syria and demanding that the
Sharif of Mecca be mentioned in the Friday sermons as the Khalifah.
What is interesting is that.these resolutions.were addressed to the
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French Commissariat (Consulate) in Jerusalem.? The organiza-
tion’s activity was carried on in this uniate spirit. It adopted a par-
ticularly violent anti-British and anti-Zionist line and was considered
by both the Zionists and the British as their most extreme opponent.

In anticipation of the arrival of the King-Crane Commission, the
propagandists of al-Muntada al-Adabi began discussing the pos-
sibility of effecting a revolution if complete independence was
denied the inhabitants. They even began to recruit volunteers for
the purpose—at least, such was the opinion of a British Intelligence
Officer.® Their motto was: ‘“In the name of the Arabs we will live
and in the name of the Arabs we shall die.”*

British and Jewish sources were of the opinion that al-Muntada,
or at least some of its members, continued to maintain connections
with French agents in Palestine even after the changes in its leader-
ship.® Its close ties with the Catholic Association, which was totally
under the influence of the French, helped to substantiate this claim.®

The centre of the organization was Jerusalem, but according to a
Zionist Intelligence source it succeeded during 1919 in establishing
branches in various parts of the country, the largest ones being in
Jaffa, Tul-Karm and Gaza. At the height of its activity, in early
1920, its members were estimated by Zionist Intelligence to be over
500.7 This appears to be an exaggerated estimate. There is no
mention in any British source material of these branches, with the
exception of the Jaffa branch; and indeed the Jaffa branch was
important for its contribution to the struggle within the MCA
between moderates and extremists.®

A prominent feature of this organization was that, aside from
being an organization of young people, teachers and ex-army and
police officers were prominent in its leadership and membership in
both Jerusalem and Jaffa. The Arab schools in Jerusalem were
centres of the association’s activity and organization.?

Its origins as an educational organization and its intellectual
composition lent a cultural tinge to the association’s activity. It
concerned itself with athletic activities, the formation of an orchestra,
the organization of concerts, and the dissemination of Arab litera-
ture. The association was extremely strict about membership
standards, at least according to its statutes, and maintained a pro-
fusion of emblems and ceremonies.!®

Al-Nadi al-‘Arabi, like al-Muntada al-Adabi, was -a young
people’s organization rather than a body representing the heads of
families and the notables of the communities.!* It was also set_up
in 1918, although news of it first appeared quite late in early
November.'? However, in contrast to al-Muntada, its. leadership
and active members were drawn mainly from the younger ranks
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of the al-Husayni family and those connected to it by marriage or
consanguinity—such as al-Hajj Muhammad Amin al-Husayni (the
President of al-Nadi), -his brother Fakhr al-Din (Fakhri for short)
al-Husayni, Jamil al-Husayni (who was also a member of al-
Muntada), Ibrahim Sa‘id-al-Husayni, Hilmi al-Husayni* and Tawfiq
al-Husayni,* Ishaq Darwish and Muhammad al-‘Afifi (who were
related to the Husaynis by marriage), Kamil al-Budayri, Hasan
al-Budayri and Sheikh Musa al-Budayri, Sheikh Hasan Aba al-
Sa‘id (the Shifi‘i Mufti of Jerusalem), ‘Abd al-Samad al-‘Alami
and others.* In March 1920, when Arab nationalist activity under
the Military Administration was at its height, the membership of
Al-Nadi was estimated by Zionist Intelligence as over 500,*¢ and
‘even at the end of 1920 when its activity had noticeably declined,
the CID put its membership at 400.2°

Al-Nadi also engaged in cultural and social activities. Its motto
was: “Our Land is Ours”.*® Islamic religious leaders and offi-
cers of the Sharif were conspicuous among its active mem-
bers. The first Arab nationalist newspaper in Palestine, Siriya
al-Janibiyyah, which first appeared in September 1919, was edited
by Kamil al-Budayri, a member of the organization, and ‘Arif
al-‘Arif, who was sympathetic to its aims. The organization’s meet-
ings were frequently held in the offices of this paper, and the con-
nections between the organization and the paper were very close.
The centre and leadership of the organization was in Jerusalem,
although it succeeded in setting up smaller and less active branches
in Gaza, Hebron, Nablus, Tul-Karm and Galilee.

The political goals of al-Nadi al-‘Arabi were identical with those
of al-Muntada: the unification of Palestine with Syria, and resist-
ance to Zionism; however, itspropaganda was more restrained than
that of al-Muntada and demonstrated pro-British tendencies.?” The
President of the organization, al-Hajj Amin al-Husayni, was con-
sidered by one British officer “most pro-English’. It should be
recalled that in 1918 al-Husayni helped recruit volunteers for the
army of the Sharif Husayn together with British officers*® and
afterwards served as an official in the headquarters of the British
Military Governor of Jerusalem.*® Another, more important reason
for this position was the status of the al-Husayni family in Jeru-
salem. Members of this family held high positions in the local
administration; the Mufti -of Jerusalem was at that time Kamil
al-Husayni, the elder brother (from a different mother) of al-Hajj
Amin al-Husayni, and Misa Kazim al-Husayni served as Mayor.
Both these men were forced by virtue of their duties to maintain

* These two were brothers of Jamal al-Husayni; Tawfiq was Director of
the Muslim Orphanage in Jerusalem.
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close relations with the authorities and were very dependent upon
them. Kamil al-Husayni, moreover, was conspicuously friendly and
helpful to the British regime, and the British rewarded him for this
by strengthening his position (I shall return to this subject below).
It is virtually certain that-these ties influenced the stance of the
organization, headed as it was by the Husaynis.

The identity of interests between al-Nadi and al-Muntada brought
about co-operation between them in all the major political events
of 1919 and early 1920: together they pressed for the adoption of
a unity programme at the Congress that convened in January 1919
in Jerusalem; together they arranged for the appearance of
advocates of unity before the King-Crane Commission; and
together they organized petitions in favour of unity, and protests
and demonstrations against Zionism, which were presented to the
Military Administration.?® AI-Nadi, which was basically pro-British,
refrained of course from having contacts with French agents (unlike
al-Muntad3); it did, however, have close ties with members of
Faysal’s regime in Damascus and received financial support from
that source.?* Inevitably, the question arises: was al-Nadi al-' Arabi
in Palestine simply part of a larger organization based in Damascus
and bearing the same name?

The Damascus al-Nadi al-‘Arabi was set up not long after the
capture of Damascus by the armies of Allenby and Faysal. It was
first mentioned in connection with the distribution of anti-Zionist
manifestos in Damascus in January 1919. It was for this purpose
that it was set up by Palestinians who had moved to Damascus after
its capture.?? This body ¢ontinued to be composed mainly of Pales-
tinians, and its leadership was entirely Palestinian: Sheikh ‘Abd
al-Qadir al-Muzaffar of Jerusalem (his earlier name was al-
Muzghar), the President of the organization; Salim ‘Abd al-Rahmin
al-Hajj Ibrahim (from Tul-Karm); Muhammad ‘Ali Bey al-Tamimi
(of Nablus), the Damascus Police Chief under Faysal; Subhi Bey
al-Khadra’ (of Safed), the Commander of the Gendarmerie; and
‘Izzat Darwaza, Secretary of al-Nadi al-‘Arabi and the Secretary of
the General Syrian Congress.??

This body quickly became the main nationalist organization in
Syria. Its club was the site of the most important political meetings
and the-First General Syrian Congress, convened in July 1919. In
the opinion of Darwaza it was an offshoot from the al-Fatah asso-
ciation, but actually it was much more than that. It was, in the
words of Amin Sa‘id, the “main prop™ of the (extreme) nationalist
activity in Syria under Faysal. In the view of both these authors,
all the clubs of this name throughout Syria (including Palestine)
were tied to the central organization in Damascus and acted on
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its orders.?* An intelligence source from early 1920 describes
al-Nadi al-' Arabi as playing a decisive role in Faysal’s administra-
tion, and a factor working towards Faysal’s being declared King, and
rejecting the compromise settlement which Faysal had reached with
the French. The source does not mention either al-Fatah or the
al-Istiglal party, which was set up by dl-Fatah for purpose of
public activity.?® It is interesting to note that the rivals of al-Nadi
al-‘Arabi in Syria were the members of al-Hizb al-Watani, con-
spicuous among whom were landowners and businessmen, who
preferred stability to disorder and war. Al-Hizb al-Watani was
not committed to independence, and was willing to recognize the
Jewish National Home in Palestine.?¢

The source material available largely confirms the view that
there was a connection between the al-Nadi al-' Arabi in Damascus
and the one in Jerusalem, although the strength of the connection
is not entirely clear. The heads of al-Nadi in Damascus went to
Jerusalem from time to time in order to instruct the active members
there, or would communicate with them by letters and messengers.
Messengers would also travel from the heads of the organization in
Jerusalem to Damascus. The newspaper connected with the Jeru-
salem al-Nadi was promised financial support from al-Nadi in
Damascus, and leaflets distributed in Jerusalem were printed in
Damascus.?” We have already seen that the Jerusalem al-Nadi
received financial support from Damascus. It is also true that
al-Muntada al-Adabi as well as the smaller associations maintained
similar ties with the Palestinian leaders in Damascus, and it is likely
that they too were connected to al-Nadi in Damascus; but the
evidence of the various sources suggests that al-Muntada’s ties
were weaker. It is almost certain that after their flight from Jeru-
salem in April 1920, the activities of the President of the Jerusalem
al-Nadi, al-Hajj Amin al-Husayni, and ‘Arif al-‘Arif, the Editor of
Sariya al-Janibiyyah, in Damascus strengthened these ties.?® The
fact that ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Muzaffar, the President of the Damascus
al-Nadi al-‘Arabi, was active in the Jerusalem al-Nadi al-‘Arabi
from the time of his return to the city and was even elected its
President in 1923 gives added weight to the assertion that .al-Nadi
in Jerusalem was connected to the one in Damascus.?® It appears
that these connections were quite strong, and even succeeded in
«causing the sheikhs of the Bedouin tribes of the Jazirah in North-
East Syria to present a protest note against Zionism to the Chief
Administrator of OETA(S).*° The importance of these ties is not
limited to the fact that a Pan-Syrian .organization was créated and
worked for Pan-Syrian unity, but extends to the fact that this was
the main channel of communication between the Damascus leader-
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ship and the nationalist circles in Jerusalem, Niblus and elsewhere,
all working for such unity.

Aside from these two organizations there existed several smaller,
more secretive, and less important associations.’! One of these,
Jam‘iyyat al-lkh@ wa-al-‘Afaf (Association of Brotherhood and
Purity), acted as an executive body for al-Muntada al-Adabi; later,
when al-Nadi gained support at the expense of al-Muntada, it
became a tool of al-Nadi. Its function was to distribute pamphlefs,
maintain security meetings, and organize demonstrations. It also
possessed weapons and espoused terrorism.? Its leader was Sheikh
Sa‘id al-Khatib, and religious leaders were prominent among its
propagandists. Its membership reached two hundred in early 1919.
In contrast with the other associations, it had among its members
a proportion of commoners, including a number of policemen!
According to Zionist Intelligence, this was because, with the passing
of Ottoman rule, bribery disappeared which deprived policemen of
much of their income. They therefore joined the association, which
paid them a small salary for illegal actions.2*

Such were the organizations which developed along with the
growth of the idea of the unity of Palestine and Syria. These were
the bodies which pressed for acceptance of the idea of unity and
consequently won a’ position of considerable influence, despite their
youth and the relatively modern character of their organization,
just as in Faysal's regime in Damascus young extremists who had
dislodged the veteran élite from its traditional strongholds achieved
prominence.®*

THE TRIUMPH OF THE ‘‘SOUTHERN SYRIA” TREND

The atmosphere in November 1918, when it became clear to the
Palestinians that Syria would have the right to choose its own
government, while they faced the prospect of Zionist rule, brought
into prominence the organizations of young men working towards
the idea of unity with Syria. The need to choose some representative
agency which would express the will of Palestinians at the impend-
ing Peace Conference in Paris and to the Arab regime in Damascus
also became apparent. These factors were responsible for convening
the First Congress of the Muslim-Christian Associations in Jeru-
salem in January 1919.

It is possible to regard this Congress in many respects as repre-
sentative of the entire political community and not only the MCA.
It is true that other associations did not participate as official bodies,
but some of the delegates were also members of al-Nadi al-‘ Arabi or
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al-Muntada al-Adabi, and these organizations played an active part
in the behind-the-scenes discussions which led to the adoption of
Pan-Syrian resolutions.* Nonetheless, it is important to emphasize
that it was the MCA which was chosen to represent the Palestinians.
Without a doubt, it was the traditional nature of this body, and its
composition of notables from important families and representatives
of the religious communities, which decided the matter.

The Congress was to have opened 25th January, but because not
all the delegates had arrived on this date it was delayed until 1st
February.? There were about 30 participants from the various cities
of Palestine. Although delegates had been invited from Acre,
Hebron and Beersheba none came.® The delay was utilized for an
unofficial exchange of views. More importantly, the various factions
which were to compete for influence in the Congress were working
to consolidate their positions, namely the young Pan-Arab associa-
tions, and officers of the British Administration and French agents.
These factions continued to be active during the Congress, and
their conflicting aims left their marks on its discussions and resolu-
tions.

The order of business put together during the preparatory dis-
cussions was as follows:

1) The political future of Palestine.

2) The stand on Zionism.

3) The election of a delegation which would present the demands
of the Congress to the Peace Conference.

4) Various internal matters of the Arab community.*

The al-Nadi and al-Muntada associations and some of the dele-
gates to the Congress who supported them, pressed for Palestine’s
definition as “‘Southern Syria> and for the presentation of a demand
for the unity of all the parts of Syria, including Palestine, and for
its independence. They demanded a delegation be sent to Paris,
despite the financial difficulties involved.?

The other factor operating behind the scenes was the British
Military Administration. Its officers worked for the adoption by the
Congress of resolutions calling for home rule for Palestine under
British aegis. For this purpose they met with various delegates to
the Congress® and even called General Gabriel Bey Haddad (a
Syrian who was Director of Public Security in Damascus under
Faysal’s regime) to Jerusalem in order to convince the delegates to
the Congress of the justice of *“Palestine for the Palestinians’’.?

The French were the third factor involved. They concerned them-
selves with spreading anti-Zionist and anti-British propaganda
which favoured a united Syria. Britain’s obligation towards Zionism
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aided them in this. The Dragomans of the French and Italian con-
sulates in Jerusalem (also a Catholic factor) were present at the
Congress with pre-arranged resolutions.®

The British Administration was apparently certain that the
Congress would adopt resolutions in the spirit it wanted, and there-
fore had permitted it to be convened in the first place. The British
Intelligence Officer J. N. Camp believed that of the delegates to
the Congress, at least twelve were pro-British, twelve Pan-Arabists,
and two pro-French. Storrs went still further, claiming that the
original intention of the majority of delegates, at the first session
of the Congress, was to request the establishment of an autonomous
government in Palestine under British protection, on condition that
guarantees against Zionist immigration or government were
given.®

However, from the point of view of the British Administration’s
expectations, the Congress ended in frustration. A strange coalition
was formed of Pan-Arabists (for the most part Muslims) and pro-
French Latins and Greek Catholics (including their Muslim agent
‘Abd al-Hamid Abi Ghaush) which was united on some questions
and divided on others. The pro-British supporters of ‘‘Palestine for
the Palestinians’” were left in the minority.

The first act of the Congress was the framing of a long memor-
andum justifying the rejection of Zionism and intended for the
Peace Conference in Paris. It was signed by twenty-five of the
participating delegates.’® The four who did not sign were: Ya‘qib
Farrdj, the representative of the Jerusalem Orthodox community,
‘Abd al-Hamid Abi Ghaush, the representative of the villagers in
the Jerusalem district, and two delegates from Hebron who had left
the Congress. Ya‘qib Farraj and ‘Abd al-Hamid Abia Ghaush
belonged to opposing camps in the Congress; the former was pro-
British, while the latter was a French agent. There seems to be no
explanation for the former not signing the memorandum, as on
other occasions he expressed the usual anti-Zionist stand. With
respect to the latter, it is likely that in early 1919 he was already
working in the service of both the French and the Information
Office of the Zionist Commission. In any case in the spring of 1920
he was active in collecting pro-Zionist petitions from the villagers
of Judea and the south.’* However, it is clear that the vast majority
of the delegates united in rejecting Zionism.

The second document to emerge from the Congress was adopted
after two additional days of discussion. It included five resolutions:

1) “We consider Palestine as part of Arab Syria as it has never
been separated from it at any time. We are connected with it by
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national, religious, linguistic, natural, economic and geographical
bonds.

2) The declaration made by M. Pichon, Minister for Foreign
Affairs for France, that France has rights in our country based on
the desires and aspirations of the inhabitants has no foundation and
we reject all the declarations made in the speech of 29th Decem-
ber,'? as our wishes and aspirations are only in our Arabic unity
and complete independence.

3) In view of the above we desire that our district Southern Syria
or Palestine should not be separated from the Independent Arab
Syrian Government and be free from all foreign influence and pro-
tection.

4) In accordance with the rule laid down by President Wilson and
approved by most of the Great Powers we consider that every
promise or treaty concluded in respect of our country and its future
as null and void and reject the same.

5) The Government of the country will apply for help to its friend
Great Britain in case of need for improvement and development of
the country provided that this will not affect its independence and
Arab Unity in any way and will keep good relations with the
Allied Powers.”®

The resolution was a demand for Syrian unity along with the
desire to foster friendly relations with Britain and the rejection of
French demands. The Congress also decided to send two delega-
tions with the resolutions adopted by the Congress, one to Paris
consisting of Sheikh Tawfiq Hamad (Nablus), Sheikh Raghib Abd
Sa‘tid al-Dajani (Jaffa) and Jubran Iskandar Kazma (an agronomist
from Nazareth who set up an agricultural farm in Beisan in the
twenties); and the other to Damascus including Ibrahim al-Qasim
‘Abd al-Hadi, Haydar ‘Abd al-Hadi, ‘Izzat Darwaza (Nablus) and
the latter two members of the delegation to Paris. It is interesting
to note that despite the unity resolution, the Palestinians were in no
hurry to turn their representation in Paris over to Faysal’s delega-
tion despite the fact that it was already there!

The decision in favour of unity with Syria was made by the
coalition of Pan-Arab delegates and the pro-French Catholics. The
French agents who worked behind the scenes for its adoption had,
of course, different intentions from those of the Pan-Arab delega-
tion. However, when it became clear to the Pan-Arab delegates
that French influence was becoming too strong, they apparently
made an about-face and together with the pro-British delegates
adopted the resolution in favour of British aid.}* This consolidation
of interests was facilitated by fear of Zionism, since this was the
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common denominator. This factor was also the primary motive
behind the activity of the young Pan-Arab element.1®

It is clear, then, that these resolutions were not based upon
unanimity and that they were bound to undergo upheavals. The
document was not signed by two important delegates of the
four delegates from Jerusalem: ‘Arif Pasha al-Dajani al-Da’idi,
the President of the Jerusalem MCA and the President of the
Congress, and Ya‘qib Farraj. These two headed the pro-British
camp at the Congress and were aided by the head of the most
important Muslim family of Jerusalem, Isma‘il al-Husayni.

In fact, some immediately began to dissociate themselves from
the above resolutions. The two pro-French delegates from Jeru-
salem, the Latin Shukri al-Karmi and ‘Abd al-Hamid Aba Ghaush,
announced that their signatures on the draft of the resolutions
applied only to the matter of the unity of Palestine and Syria and
not to the other resolutions, particularly not to Article 2 (which was
anti-French).2¢

The two pro-British delegates from Jerusalem managed to per-
suade the two delegates from Gaza, Ahmad al-Sirani and al-Hajj
Sa‘id Shawa, and the two Haifa delegates Rashid al-Hajj Ibrahim
and Iskandar Menasa (a Greek-Orthodox), to renounce their
support of the idea of unity with Syria. These six men demanded
a renewed discussion of the matter on 9th February, and when
their request was turned down they announced to the Government
that they supported only the second (anti-French) article. In their
opinion, ‘Palestine should have a constitutional autonomous
government, independent for its home internal affairs, based on the
wishes of its inhabitants, able to promulgate special laws—laws,
suitable to the aspirations of its inhabitants, having, however, con-
nection with general Arab unity. And we desire to appeal to Great
Britain, the friend of Palestine, as stated in Article 5 (of the Resolu-
tions), provided that the British Government would defend Palestine
from the Zionist immigration and would not interfere with its
independence in any way.”*” These two Jerusalemites also wrote a
strongly worded letter to the Military Governor of Jerusalem in
which they totally renounced the Congress and its resolutions. In
their opinion many of the delegates had been chosen in a way
contrary to the requirements of the MCA statutes, and protests
against many of them had arrived from their cities. They requested
that the resolutions of the Congress be not accepted and that their
draft be returned to the President of the Association, ‘Arif Pasha
al-Dajani.'®

As a result of these dissenters, the four delegates of the Jerusalem
MCA, besides the delegates from Haifa and Gaza, were in the
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camp which opposed the resolutions of the Congress. It seemed
that the unity line was about to collapse because of the opposition
to it from Jerusalem, the heart of the movement. But the majority
of the Congress immediately counter-attacked. In a public meeting
in Jerusalem on 8th February 1919 to collect money for the Paris
delegation, Mahmiid ‘Aziz al-Khalidi*? spoke up against the faint-
hearted old men who refused to back the resolutions. Organizational
steps were also taken: Sheikh Raghib Sa‘dd al-Dajani of Jaffa was
chosen as substitute President, and the Military Governor of Jeru-
salem was informed that from then on it was prohibited for any
city, association or individual to address the “General Palestinian
Association” (according to the statutes, this was the country-wide
framework on the MCA). It was also decided to entrust the Con-
gress’s documents to the delegates from Nablus and to authorize
them to convene within three months the next congress in their
city.2° .

In this manner the Congress ended in a division between the
supporters and the opponents of unity; however, the threat that
Jerusalem might lose its primacy had an immediate effect, and the
unity line soon achieved dominance. This threat was effective
because it was directed towards shaping opposition to the uniate
approach. It is hardly coincidental that it was the heads of two
important families of Jerusalem, ‘Arif Pasha al-Dajani and Isma‘il
al-Husayni, who led the movement for ‘‘Palestine for the Pales-
tinians,”” just as it was no coincidence that they were supported
by the class of notables and community elders, in contrast to the
opposition of the youth. The establishment of a separate govern-
ment for Palestine would turn the notables of Jerusalem and the
heads of the influential families into office-holders, ministers, and
future heads of state. On the other hand, the youthful partisans of
unity could only gain from unity with Damascus. Around Faysal
converged their contemporaries and ideological comrades from
Syria and Iraq, who had become the decisive element in his regime,
pre-empting the veteran Damascene élite. It is obvious why it was
this group that supported this stand.

Thus when the supporters of unity succeeded in tipping the scales
in their favour and presented the Jerusalem élite with the possibility
that the leadership might be taken from their hands and their city,
a reappraisal was not long in coming. A mere two days after the
announcement of the transfer of the centre of the movement to
Nablus, the Jerusalem MCA convened a general meeting which was
actually an assembly of the notables of the city and surrounding
villages, and resolved: “Owing to the fact that the Big Powers by
the Anglo-French Declaration bestowed upon the liberated peoples
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the right of establishing governments, which shall derive their
authority from the free choice of the indigenous population, we,
therefore, on behalf of the public in general, beg that a constitu-
tional and internally independent government be, by the free choice
of the indigenous population, established in Palestine. This govern-
ment will enact its all necessary laws, according to the wishes of
its inhabitants, and be politically associated with the completely
independent Arab Syria . . .** This meant almost total acceptance
of the unification position. It was the partial internal unity which
was thus attained which gave this Congress significance, in that it
was the first sign of the way the political pendulum was to swing
back and forth for many years between Palestinian separatism and
full or partial Arab unity.

The British Administration, whose hopes of the Congress had
been disappointed, forbad the departure of the delegation which
had been chosen to go to Paris and prevented the publication of
leaflets announcing the resolutions to the populace.2?

The victory of the idea of unity was rapid. Until November 1918
the Palestinian political community had been content with a certain
measure of self-rule in Palestine under British patronage, but the
powerful effect of the Anglo-French Declaration of 7th November
1918 brought about swift changes. There was no reason to expect
that so swift a triumph of the idea of unity would be accompanied
by the growth of Pan-Arab or Pan-Syrian national ideology of
unity. If, nonetheless, arguments in favour of unity that were not a
product of some practical political need were heard during 1919
and 1920, these merely stressed the natural, economic, linguistic
and religious ties which united “Greater Syria” into a single unijt.?
Another argument was drawn from the political realities of Europe
in the wake of the First World War. How was it possible, demanded
the Palestinians, to separate us from Syria, when the Allies were
busy uniting divided peoples in Europe: the Austrian Slavs with
the Serbian, the Austrian Rumanians with Rumania, the Tyrol
with Italy. If a process of unification was being executed there, all
the more reason for it to be carried out in our country.

THE IDEA OF ALL-SYRIA UNITY IN POLITICS

The first public expression of the movement for unity came,
apparently, in the wake of the refusal of the British Military
Administration to let the Palestinian delegation leave for the Peace
Conference in Paris. The Jerusalem Muslim-Christian Association
decided on 11th March 1919 to send Faysal a copy of its decision



86 THE PALESTINIAN-ARAB NATIONAL MOVEMENT

of 10th February 1919 *“to authorize Your Excellency to represent
Palestine and defend it at the Peace Conference, within the limits
of the previous resolutions and the one mentioned above”.* Aside
from the contents of this document, which are instructive in them-
selves, it must be noted that the authorization of Faysal to repre-
sent the Palestinians was sent by the Jerusalem MCA, on the basis
of a resolution favouring political unity, but insisting that Palestine
must enjoy complete internal autonomy within the framework of
that unity. In all probability this shows that the Jerusalem MCA
had regained country-wide leadership of the national movement
and its viewpoint had again become dominent. Apparently, the
more extremist groups understood that without the Jerusalem
leadership their appearance as the representatives of Palestine would
carry no weight.

This authorization, important though it was, was not the primary
element in the forging of the political link between Palestine and
Syria. For one thing, Faysal never actually used it. At Versailles he
refrained from claiming that Palestine was included in Syria and
even appeared to be in favour of the Jewish National Home,
although in this he was not consistent.

More important were two other phenomena: one that has already
been described i.e. the close tie between the Pan-Syrian supporters
in Palestine and their comrades in Damascus, primarily through
al-Nadi al-' Arabi and its active members; the other was the activity
of a newly formed Palestine group, with extremist views, active in
Damascus during Faysal’s regime.

This group was concentrated there early in 1919. Some of its
members were in Damascus even before its capture (Rafig al-
Tamimi of Nablus and ‘Awni ‘Abd al-Hadi from the Jenin area);
others left Palestine voluntarily for Syria in early 1919, e.g. Mu‘in
al-Madi (from Ijzim near Haifa), Salim ‘Abd al-Rahmain al-Hajj
Ibrahim (of Tul-Karm), and ‘Izzat Darwaza (of Nablus). Sheikh
‘Abd al-Qadir al-Muzaffar (al-Muzghar) was exiled there for
extremist agitation, and there were some who went there for per-
sonal advancement.? Just as Nablus had been considered as an
alternative to Jerusalem for the centre of the movement when the
Jerusalem MCA had opposed the unity resolutions, so Nablus
was prominent here in that-a large number of its sons were active
in the Palestinian group working in Damascus and in the ranks of
the volunteers to Faysal’s army during the conquest of Palestine
in 191823

The importance of Nablus as the centre of the Pan-Arab move-
ment in Palestine has a wider significance for the study of the
development of Arab nationalism in general. Nablus lagged behind
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the coastal cities and Jerusalem (the capital) in modernization. The.
patterns of traditional Muslim society were preserved there much
more strongly than Jn other places. Its Christian community was
already languishing in the nineteenth century, and at the end of the
second decade of the twentieth.century there were no more than
several hundred Greek-Orthodox there. Despite, and perhaps be-
cause of this, it was i Nablus that the spirit of national Arab unity
was stronger than in other parts of Palestine. This constitutes strong,
confirmation of the importanée of Islam in the awakening of the
Pan-Arab national spirit and contradicts accepted theories con-
cerning the importance of the Christians in the Arab awakening in
general and in Palestine in particular.*

The first organization of the Palestinians in Damascus was al-
Nahdah al-Filastiniyyah, whose President was Salim Bey al-Tayyibi,
a lieutenant-colonel in Faysal’s army.® However, in the course of
1919, when the Palestinians became concentrated in Damascus and
were there playing a central role, al-Nadi al-‘Arabi became their
primary organization. The importance of Palestinian activity imr
Damascus lay in the fact that there al-Nadi al-‘Arabi became (see
section B of this chapter, pp. 74-9) the most importapt political
body with respect to its organization and political activity.® Al-
Nadi’s policy, as reflected in the sources, was to gain the complete
unity of Syria and Palestine and independence of the united country,
without any foreign protection.” This body played a decisive role
in bringing about the failure of the agreement Faysal made with
the French in late 1919 and was the moving spirit behind the
extremist policy which made the military contest with the French
inevitable.

The influence which this group had in Damascus was a product
not only of its political organization in al-Nadi al-‘Arabi but also
of the fact that several dozen Palestinians served in Faysal’s army
and administration, and several of these reached high positions.
Sa‘id al-Husayni served a short time (March-April 1920) as Foreign
Minister in the government of ‘Ali Rida al-Rikibi, which was set
up at the time of the announcement of the independent monarchy;
‘Awni ‘Abd al-Hadi was a member of the Hejaz Delegation (which
actually represented Faysal’s Syria at the Peace Conference) and
afterwards served as Faysal’s private secretary; Amin al-Tamimi
served as advisor to Emir Zayd, Faysal’s brother, arid Head of the
“Directors’ Council”’ that was set up in January 1920; Ahmad
Hilmi Pasha ‘Abd al:Baqi was Director of the Treasury in this
“Directors’ Council””; Mu‘in al-Madi was Head of Intelligence and
later Governor of the Karak district in Transjordan; ‘Abd al-Qadir
al-Muzaffar was sent on an official diplomatic mission to Turkey;

D



88 THE PALESTINIAN-ARAB NATIONAL MOVEMENT

Muhammad ‘Ali al-Tamimi was the Chief of the Damascus Police;
‘Abd al-Latif Salah also served (with ‘Izzat Darwaza) as Secretary
of the Syrian Congress; Rafiq al-Tamimi and ‘Izzat Darwaza alter-
nated as General Secretary of the al-Fatah association; ‘Izzat Dar-
waza, Zaki al-Tamimi and Salim ‘Abd al-Rahmin were members of
the leadership of the al-Istiglal party, etc.®

On the basis of the unity concept, the Palestinians sent delegates
to the First General Syrian Congress, convened in July 1919 in the
al-Nadi al-‘Arabi Club in Damascus.? It appears that in the main,
notables who came from Palestine were chosen by the various MCA
associations.’® Several of the young Palestinians who were living
in Damascus also participated in the Congress, but they disagreed
with the resolutions of the Congress, which they considered too
moderate; in particular they objected to the willingness of the
Congress to accept American protection and demanded unreserved
independence.’* The resolution in favour of American protection
was adopted due to British initiative; the British officers knew for
certain that the Americans would refuse to accept a mandate in
Syria or in other parts of the Middle East (e.g. Armenia or the area
of the Bosphorus and the Dardanelles). Therefore they preferred
that for the purpose of their diplomatic struggle with the French,
the Syrian delegates should demand American protection and would
designate British protection merely as a second possibility.?? It is
virtually certain that the young Palestinians understood this as well
and therefore opposed the resolution which would mean being under
the aegis of a power obligated towards Zionism.

This Palestinian group continued to be active in Damascus until
the collapse of Faysal’s regime. It took part in the Second General
Syrian Congress in March 1920 and was an important factor in the
creation of a martial spirit before the struggle against the French.
After April 1920 there arrived in Damascus two important Pales-
tinian figures from the young Pan-Arab circle: al-Hajj Amin al-
Husayni and ‘Arif al-‘Arif. Both had escaped from Jerusalem after
being accused of being responsible for the April 1920 disturbances.
With the participation of these two men there was set up at the end
of May 1920 a general organization for the Palestinians in Damas-
cus under the name al-Jam'iyyah al-‘Arabiyyah al-Filastiniyyah
which was active in disseminating anti-Zionist propaganda and
defending the Arab interest in Palestine.!?

With the collapse of Faysal’s regime, the Palestinian group fled
Damascus and one by one returned to Palestine, after death
sentences had been passed on some of them by the French
authorities.**

We have already mentioned Faysal's tolerant attitude towards
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Zionism, which was in complete contrast to the position of the
Arab community and its spokesmen. The question which arises is
how did this community—which saw Faysal's regime as its own
aspiration and Faysal as its representative—react to his unusual
stand on this crucial question?

It seems that the community was not exactly aware of what was
going on. It is true that from time to time there appeared news
in the world press about the agreement between Faysal and Weiz-
mann and about the former’s letter to Frankfurter, but whenever
the Palestinians addressed questions to Faysal on this matter he
would vigorously deny that he had ever given his consent to
Zionist immigration to Palestine.’® So long as his regime existed,
the promise it held for Palestinians struggling against Zionism was
greater than any possible bitterness over this matter; they therefore
kept silent. Nevertheless, a British officer was able to state in August
1919: “In my opinion, Dr. Weizmann’s agreement with Emir Feisal
is not worth the paper it is written on or the energy wasted in the
conversation to make it. On the other hand, if it becomes sufficiently
known among the Arabs [speaking of the Palestinians], it will be
somewhat in the nature of a noose about Feisal’s neck, for he will
be regarded by the Arab population as a traitor.” Also Herbert
Samuel thought that “Faisal . . . has never set foot in Palestine’.1®

It seems that in spring of 1920 this matter became better known
in the community. At that time a Palestinian delegation asked for
an explanation from Faysal of this agreement (see note 15 above),
and at that time also ‘Izzat Darwaza appeared at the Syrian Con-
gress and spoke in fairly strongly-worded terms: *“Up until now
we have been silent, but in the future we will be unable to be silent
and will not agree to Palestine’s being sacrificed on the altar of
independence . . . The Government must deny the reports which
have spread of this matter and deliver specific instructions to its
emissaries to reject all the rumours connected with the Zionist
question . . . The Palestinians have been silent until now because
of the honour of the Syrian state; but wretched Palestine has been
devastated.”*?

And in fact, when Faysal’s regime collapsed the Palestinians no
longer hesitated to express their bitterness over this matter.?®
Nevertheless, Faysal’s image in general Arab and Palestinian
historiography has remained free from any Zionist stain and he is
seen as completely blameless in his actions for the Arab nationalist
cause.!®

In Palestine itself, news of the expected arrival of an international
(ultimately American) Commission of Inquiry was an important
factor in advancing and organizing the national movement. The first
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reports arrived in early April 1919 and caused a wave of meetings
and consultations with the purpose of presenting a united front
before the Commission.2°

The MCA distributed leaflets in the country, sent emissaries and
tried to get the population to sign petitions which would be pre-
sented to the Commission. These petitions demanded: 1) Absolute
independence for Syria within the boundaries of the Euphrates and
the Taurus in the north and east and the Mediterranean and the
Red Sea in the west and south; 2) Palestine was to be included in
this arrangement, but would preserve its independence in internal
affairs; its rulers would be chosen from the local inhabitants and
it would have an independent legislature; 3) Absolute opposition
to the National Home and to Zionist immigration, though with
recognition of the local Jews as inhabitants of the country possessing
equality in everything.?* This programme was based on the MCA'’s
position, which crystallized following the adoption of the resolution
favouring complete unity at the First Palestinian Congress. It pre-
served the principle of Palestinian autonomy and probably did not
satisfy the Pan-Arab associations.

Members of al-Muntada al-Adabi carried on a propaganda cam-
paign in favour of unity and absolute independence without foreign
protection, and were assisted in this by Sheikh ‘Abd al-Qadir al-
Muzaffar, the President of the Damascus al-Nadi al-‘Arabi, who
arrived from Damascus for this purpose.?? They also worked to-
gether with members of al-Nadi al-'Arabi to elect an extremist
leadership, composed of their members, for the MCA branch in
Jaffa, and to forestall the possibility of a pro-British appearance on
the part of the traditional élite of Jaffa.?? This élite, composed of
the rich men of the city who dealt in growing and marketing citrus,
had adopted a pro-British stance, and one may assume that this
position was based on their interest in safeguarding the citrus fruit
trade with Britain.

However, various factors worked against the creation of a front
united behind these demands. First of all Faysal himself was con-
vinced that there was no sense in continuing with this extremist
programme and that it was preferable to demand British protec-
tion.?* The extremists in Damascus, concentrated in al-Nadi al-
‘Arabi, opposed such a compromise, and a struggle therefore broke
out between Faysal and his followers on the one hand and the
members of al-Nadi on the other—a struggle which was also ex-
pressed by the bitterness of the extremists over the resolutions of
the First General Syrian Congress.?® In addition, there was in the
midst of the traditional Muslim élite of Damascus a strong pro-
French party which preferred French protection to any other and
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even to independence.?® It is very likely that through their ties with
Damascus those active in Palestine knew of these differences of
opinion, and that their positions were influenced by them.

The British Administration worked towards the creation of a
public opinion which would demand British protection over Pales-
tine, and thus also contributed to hindering the appearance of a
united front. It regarded with concern the growing demand for
unity with Syria and prohibited the distribution of the MCA
leaflets containing the draft of the demand. The authorities also
tried to influence the heads of the community to demand foreign
protection—inasmuch as the demand for independence without such
protection was opposed to what had been determined at the Peace
Conference and thus had no chance of being accepted. They were
also determined that anyone resorting to extremist agitation would
be arrested and prevented from influencing the population.?” The
working of the American Commission of Inquiry (the King-Crane
Commission), as described in Howard’s book, proves that the British
authorities did their job well. In many instances they were present
during the hearing of evidence; they were the organizers of meet-
ings with representatives of the population; and they took care to
create an anti-French and pro-British mood.?® The Jaffa Governor
even intervened in an internal struggle within the Jaffa MCA be-
tween the pro-British majority and the President of the Association,
Sheikh Raghib Abd Sa‘dd al-Dajani, who was a Pan-Arabist and
a member of al-Muntada al-Adabi. As a result of his intervention
the President was retired and the pro-British elements took over the
Association’s council.?®

The French spread propaganda for unity with Syria under their
aegis, with Britain’s obligation towards Zionism serving as one of
their main weapons against the idea of British protection. The effect
of their propaganda was apparently considerable, since with respect
to the idea of unity their aim coincided with that of the Pan-Syrians.
The Chief Administrator General Money could say: “I assert with-
out hesitation that in the present political mood, if the Zionist pro-
gramme is a necessary adjunct to a British Mandate, the people of
Palestine will have none of it; but will, if their wishes are consulted,
select in preference the United States or France as the Mandatory
Power, or as the Protecting Power of an Arab Administration.’’?°
It is likely that General Money exaggerated the effect of French
propaganda in order to motivate his government to renounce the
Zionist programme, as he suggested in his letter, but there is no
doubt that the combination of circumstances we have pointed out
greatly enhanced the attraction of the French propaganda.

This struggle of interests was expressed in the positions which
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were finally adopted and in the appearance of the Palestinians
before the King-Crane Commission. From the few sources we have
on this matter it appears that there was general agreement on one
point—the absolute rejection of Zionism. Many insisted that Pales-
tine be united with Syria, though the representatives of the Greek-
Orthodox community opposed this.3* On the other hand, only a
small minority maintained that united Syria be given full inde-
pendence without any foreign protection. Only the Jaffa branch
of al-Muntada al-Adabi insisted on this.*> However, those who
supported independence under any conditions were split in their
opinions as to which foreign protection was desirable. The Com-
mission reached the conclusion that most of the Muslims tended
to prefer an American mandate and certainly rejected a French
one; the Catholics wanted a French mandate while the Greek-
Orthodox wanted a British mandate.®? The Jaffa MCA, Muslims and
Christians, requested British protection, but among the Muslims of
Jaffa there were some who preferred a French mandate over all of
united Syria to its division between England and France.®*

It appears that in the final analysis two factors succeeded in
giving shape to the demands of the popular representatives: the
Pan-Syrians, in that the idea of unity with Syria became a popular
notion; and the British Administration, which reduced to a minimum
the demands for a French mandate. Aside from the Catholics, few
demanded such a mandate; the majority of the Greek-Orthodox
community and the Jaffa MCA?® demanded a British mandate, and
also the demand of most Muslims for an American mandate in the
end constituted a British victory, for the reason mentioned above.

It seems that had the British Administration not been active, the
voices favouring French protection would have been much more
numerous by virtue of the fact that the French agents had been
carrying on a vigorous propaganda campaign for Syrian unity and
against Zionism. In any case the fact remains that notwithstanding
the obstruction which the Pan-Arabists suffered, most of the
political population united behind the idea of unity with Syria.

This is not to say that the entire population supported this
demand. It has been shown that the strength of the Pan-Syrians
within this triangular struggle of forces (Pan-Arabists, British and
French) was significant, which undoubtedly reflected the attraction
of the idea of unity with a semi-independent Arab power in
Damascus, able to free the country from the danger of Zionism.
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THE SUPPORTERS OF UNITY AT THE PEAK OF THEIR POWER

The intensive activity of the nationalist associations abated con-
siderably at the end of the visit of the King-Crane Commission.
Probably attention was diverted to the continuation of the Com-
mission’s activity in Syria, after which everyone expected its
conclusions to be published immediately—which of course was not
the case. However, this period of calm was short-lived. In Sep-
tember 1919 the activities of the Pan-Arab associations in Palestine
resumed, along with the growing strength of these elements, who
were members of the al-Nadi al-* Arabi, in Damascus.

It seems that the testimony given before the King-Crane Com-
mission left a bitter impression on the Pan-Arabists and may well
have had a great influence upon the further development of the
nationalist movement during the period of the Military Administra-
tion.

We have seen that the members of the Jaffa MCA pleaded before
the Commission for British protection. It is also known that the
Christians in the Jerusalem MCA were agreeable to foreign pro-
tection, and the weight which the Christians carried in the Jerusalem
MCA was considerable. It is almost certain that this was also the
position of the Muslim heads of the MCA, who did not completely
accept the demand for unity and continued to be supporters of
Palestinian autonomy. It is reasonable to assume that the radical
Pan-Arabist circles were not happy with the situation in which
the Muslim spokesmen agreed in their testimony to foreign pro-
tection, for the most part American.

It is no accident, then, that the resurgence of nationalist activity
beginning in September 1919 was directed by al-Nadi al-‘Arabi,
al-Muntada al-Adabi and the Nablus MCA (which was more or
less similar in its composition to al-Nadi al-‘ Arabi there), without the
two central Muslim-Christian Associations of Jerusalem and Jaffa
taking part in it. This split was reflected first of all in the presenta-
tion of separate petitions of protest against Zionism, despite the
fact that both the MCA and the Pan-Arabists continued to oppose
it in its various manifestations. This was conspicuous in Jerusalem,
when protests were presented by al-Muntada al-Adabi on the one
hand and by the MCA on the other.! What is more, while the
protests of al-Nadi al-' Arabi and al-Muntada, the Nablus MCA and
the Muslim Association of Haifa continued to demand the unifica-
tion of “Southern Syria” with the other parts of Syria,? the peti-
tioners from the Jaffa MCA protested against Zionism but also
admitted that their interests were identical with those of Britain
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and that they aspired to a British protectorate. They explained this
by stating that their exports (citrus) were designated for Britain and
for Egypt, which was under British rule.®* The Jerusalem MCA did
not immediately go so far. For a short time after the visit of the
King-Crane Commission it continued to profess unity of Palestine
and Syria, but explicitly expressed its agreement to a mandate over
all of united Syria so long as the mandate would adopt an anti-
Zionist policy. On a second occasion they were content merely to
express their opposition to Zionism.*

A public expression of this split occurred on 27th November
1919, when a country-wide meeting of the nationalist associations
was convened in Haifa. This was the first attempt to unite all the
associations in a nation-wide network; but the participants, it
turned out, were al-Muntada al-Adabi from Jerusalem and Jaffa,
al-Nadi al-'Arabi from Jerusalem, Nablus and Tul-Karm, the
Tiberias MCA, the Muslim Association of Haifa and representatives
of a local association from Nazareth.®* The two main associations
of the MCA, Jerusalem and Jaffa, took no part in the meeting.
The meeting ended in the establishment of the “Supreme Com-
mittee of the Palestinian Associations” (AIl-Lajnah al-‘Ulya lil-
Jam'iyyat al-Filastiniyyah) and in the presentation of a protest note
from this body to the authorities. The document was distinguished
by its Pan-Syrian and anti-Zionist spirit of unity and in its demand
for the complete independence of united Syria without foreign
protection.®

This body quickly became the co-ordinating framework of the
Pan-Syrian unity associations. Its strength was concentrated in
three cities: Jerusalem, Nablus and Haifa. The Lajnah maintained
regular contact with the Palestinian party in Damascus, collected
money in Palestine for financing nationalist activity and in late
1919 even tried to enlist young Palestinians in Faysal’'s army,’
although this campaign failed owing to the opposition of the British
authorities.®

This organization marked the first stage in the attempt on the
part of the unity movement to attain its goals by forceful and even
violent methods. It is not by chance that one of the protests pre-
sented in December 1919 ended with the warning that the petitioners
were not responsible for what would happen if they were called
upon to defend Syria’s unity and resist the division necessary for
the establishment of the Jewish National Home.® It should be noted
that in this period, according even to Zionist sources, Arab enmity
towards Zionism was exacerbated and at the same time there was
a wave of political activity. It is interesting to note that, contrary
to the belief common in the Zionist camp, the Zionist Commission
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was of the opinion that the source of this intensified anti-Zionist
activity was ‘‘that the Arabs begin to understand that the British
Government are resolute in their determination to implement the
policy of the [Balfour] Declaration®.°

Developments in Damascus also contributed in an important
way to the wave of extreme nationalism in Palestine. During
December 1919 Faysal carried on negotiations with Clemenceau
towards agreement over French recognition of Faysal’s rule in
Syria, under French protection, and it seems that the distance be-
tween their positions was not great.’* The extremists in Damascus,
in the centre of which stood members of al-Fatah and al-Nadi al-
‘Arabi, opposed any compromise settlement with the French, and
due to their pressure the agreement was not ratified by the Syrians.1?

In order to present the Allies with a faiz accompli, the Syrian
Congress convened in March 1920 and decided upon the crowning
of Faysal as King of United Syria. This coronation naturally
aroused a wave of national fervour throughout Palestine. The British
military authorities were alarmed at the agreement between Faysal
and Clemenceau. They feared there was a plot on the part of
Faysal and the French and saw in the coronation a product of this
plot.*® They searched for a way to forestall such a possibility, “and
the Chief Administrator and his assistants began to consider
whether it was desirable to enlarge the area of British recognition
of Faysal as the ruler of an Arab state, so that it would include the
English provinces of Mesopotamia and Palestine”’. Major-General
Bols, the Chief Administrator of OETA(S), Lord Allenby, the
Commander-in-Chief of the Egyptian Expeditionary Force, and
Lord Milner, who arrived in Egypt at this time at the head of a
British Commission of Inquiry to explore the causes of the 1919
uprising, were in favour of this idea and recommended to Curzon
that he issue a declaration sympathetic to Arab aspirations in
Palestine and Iraq; Curzon was opposed to this.**

Notwithstanding Curzon’s opposition, throughout March 1920
Major-General Bols and Lord Allenby pressed for the issuing of
such a declaration, but to no effect. The moving spirit behind this
political manceuvre was Colonel Waters-Taylor, Major-General
Bols’ Chief of Staff. The British source does not clarify whether or
not practical conclusions were drawn from this aim and whether
the Palestinians knew about it. In any case, the fact that it was
seen fit to be mentioned in the context of determining the causes
of the 1920 disturbances in Jerusalem demands explanation. The
authors of the Palin Report were also prepared to assume that the
storm of excitement which took hold of the Palestinians in February-
April 1920, both before and after Faysal’s coronation, was probably
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on such a scale because some of them knew that the British military
authorities in Palestine were ready to recognize Faysal’s rule over
Palestine.® According to a Zionist Intelligence source, the Pales-
tinians did indeed know of this, since in late March 1920 al-Hajj
Amin al-Husayni returned from Damascus and reported to a meet-
ing of the heads of the associations in Jerusalem that ‘Britain is
not opposed to turning the country over to the Sharif”.2¢

Faysal’s coronation in Damascus and the suspicion of the heads
of the British Army in Palestine that the French were behind this
step were thus the background to the wave of protests and demon-
strations which hit the cities of Palestine in the months from
February to April 1920, and to the constantly recurring reports
of preparations for a general rebellion in the country, a rebellion
which was intended to achieve unity with Syria.

The first occasion on which discontent was expressed publicly
came on 27th February 1920 after Major-General Bols was com-
pelled to issue an official proclamation to the effect that the British
Government intended to execute the Balfour Declaration.!” The
reaction took the form of protest demonstrations (in Jerusalem about
1,500 participated; in Jaffa, around 2,000; and in Haifa, 250); the
closing-down of shops, and presentations of protests to the authori-
ties, which encompassed to a greater or lesser degree Jerusalem,
Jaffa, Haifa, Ramleh, and the villages near these urban centres.
The demonstrations had a conspicuously anti-Zionist and anti-
Jewish character. AI-Nadi al-‘Arabi and al-Muntada al-Adabi were
instrumental in organizing them, although the heads of the MCA
appeared before the British authorities as the representatives of the
community and deliverers of its petitions. It seems that this wave
of fervour also affected the MCA, and this organization joined the
action in a spirit of unity which it had been lacking for half a year.
A notable phenomenon was the friendly attitude of the staff of the
French Commissariat (Consulate) in Jerusalem towards the demon-
strators. The French Consul welcomed them with a warm and
friendly speech, and according to a Jewish source, the Secretary
of the French Consulate even helped organize the demonstrations;
it is certainly clear that French propaganda in favour of Syrian
unity was a contributory factor. It should be noted that the
demonstrations were quiet and orderly and without incident.®

The organization of these demonstrations revealed the degree to
which the nationalist associations in Palestine had advanced. For
the first time they showed an ability to organize a co-ordinated action
on a nation-wide scale in which all the associations took part. The
almost identical language of the protest notes strengthens this im-
pression. This occurrence of nation-wide demonstrations was re-
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peated on 8th March, this time with a more violent character; they
were accompanied by instances of attacks upon Jewish passers-by
and store-owners. The demonstrations and protest movement
embraced most of the urban centres in the central, northern and
southern areas of the country, with the exception of Acre. Again
the young associations were prominent among the organizers of
the demonstrations, the speakers and petitioners; they were aided
by the two heads of al-Nadi al-‘Arabi in Damascus, Salim ‘Abd
al-Rahmian al-Hajj Ibrahim and ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Muzaffar. On
this occasion they were joined by some of the MCA leaders and
the notables, including ‘Arif Pasha al-Dajani, President of the
Jerusalem MCA, members of the municipality and its head Miisa
Kazim al-Husayni, Isma‘il al-Husayni, and Ya‘qib Farrdj, the
leader of the Greek-Orthodox community in Jerusalem. Faydi
al-‘Alami, the head of the al-‘Alami family, and Réghib al-
Nashishibi—who were past delegates to the Ottoman Parliament,
and the latter had been a delegate to the General Syrian Congress
in July 1919—took no part in them.

The purpose of the demonstrations was to express popular
support for Faysal’s coronation as King of United Syria, and indeed
the demonstrations were characterized by slogans and speeches in
favour of Faysal’s reign, the demand for independence and the
rejection of Zionism.*®* The violent anti-Jewish tone (there were
calls to kill the Jews along with the popular slogan ‘‘Palestine is
our land and the Jews are our dogs”) greatly worried the Zionist
Commission and the Committee of Jerusalem Jews, which demanded
that the authorities prevent their recurrence. In particular they came
out against a speech by the Mayor of Jerusalem, where Jews were
in the majority, given in the presence of the demonstrators who
passed by the municipality building, and ‘“‘the Committee of
Jerusalem Jews states that the Jews of Jerusalem no longer con-
sider Mr. Miisda Kazim as there representative”.2® Apparently the
authorities were also slightly alarmed at the proportions the
demonstrations took on and at their violent character and on 11th
March 1920 prohibited their recurrence.?

These demonstrations created tension in the country. They
occurred immediately prior to the month of April, always a
potentially explosive time owing to the proximity of Muslim,
Christian and Jewish holidays. It was clear to the British authori-
ties that “‘there is evident determination on their part [the Arabs]
to support their words with actions”.?? Threats to use force to
prevent the realization of Zionism were made openly, though this
had happened before.?* Nonetheless, it seems that the authors of the
Palin Report were correct in stating that these threats did not
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necessarily constitute proof thaf there existed a plot to initiate
violent actions.?* Still, the fact that acts of violence were committed
in Jerusalem during the al-Nebi Miisd celebrations on 4th April
1920 requires that special attention be given the appraisals and
warnings delivered beforehand of the possible outbreak of violence.

Is it then possible to state that these disturbances?® constituted a
direct continuation of the series of demonstrations of February-
March and were indeed planned in advance, or was it that the
tension created in the months preceding the ‘al-Nebi Misa festivi-
ties provided a suitable background for the outbreak in a month
which was dangerous in itself?2¢ The conclusion of the Palin Com»~
mission was that “‘there is, however, no evidence of any definite
plan on the part of an organized body of rioters and the whole
affair has the appearance of spontaneity’’. Nonetheless, the authors
of the report were of the opinion that ‘“‘subsequent events, however,
do point to the conclusion that the determination had been come
to by the firebrands of the political agitators to take advantage of
any occasion which might offer to raise a disturbance and that
agents provocateurs were present at the pilgrimage with that in-
tention™ .2’

The Zionist view was that these disturbances were premeditated.
This was how Dr. Eder, Director of the Political Department of the
Zionist Commission, presented the matter in his testimony before
the Palin Commission, relying mainly-on Intelligence reports which
were collected by the “Information Office” of the Zionist Com-
mission.?® The picture gathered from these reports is of a plot
launched by members of al-Nadi al-‘Arabi, al-Muntada al-Adabi
and Jam'iyyat al-Ikha@ wa-al-‘Afaf, with the assistance of French
agents.?®

On the other hand there are other Intelligence reports, also
Zionist, which stated explicitly that two of the heads of these
associations, Jamil Bey al-Husayni and the Editor of Siriya al-
Janitbiyyah, ‘Arif al-‘Arif, were opposed to disturbances. Jamil
Bey al-Husayni asked the members of the associations “to preserve
order among the pilgrims and to take care that there would be no
disturbances and attacks upon Jews,”’®® while ‘Arif al-‘Arif stressed
in a meeting with members of al-Nadi and al-Muntada before the
al-Nebi Miisa celebrations that “if anything happens, clashes or
incitements to violence against the Jews, we will be lost and will
have ruined our future by our own actions”. In a community
meeting at his house he reiterated this position and demanded that
action should be taken to prevent conflicts from breaking out and
to prevent any mention of Zionism during the procession.’* These
reports agree on one point: the Pan-Arab associations had decided
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