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XIV. The limits to talk









249. Eltaher and Al-Jamia al-Arabiyya March 1931


The newspaper Al-Jamia al-Arabiyya reported on 15 March 19311961 that Palestinian intellectual and activist Mohamed Ali Eltaher1962, who had long been secretary of the Palestine Committee in Egypt1963, had sent a sharp statement “protesting the statements of the British Prime Minister” [the Black Letter, >246]; it was addressed to the Palestinians then in London, to Prime Minister MacDonald himself and to many English newspapers:


The statements of the (British) Minister at the Parliament regarding Palestine shook the East by surprise because the Prime Minister, following the same policy of his predecessors, has in his statements intentionally ignored the political rights of Palestine. The Balfour Declaration contradicts clearly the promises made to the Arab nation, and the letter of Mr. MacDonald that he will carry out this declaration is an implicit declaration that the promise made to the Arabs will not be respected. This is to disregard weak nations which don’t have flotillas and tank guns.


The newspaper went on to report the original dissatisfaction of the Zionists with the Passfield White Paper [>234], while at the same time confirming the Palestinians’ interpretation of British Palestine policy as de-revised by the Black Letter:


The Davar Newspaper has published a special issue last night which included an explanatory attachment of the text of the White Paper. We have learnt that this explanation was like music to the ears of Jews and that they hoped it would cancel the White Paper in essence. Jewish letters coming from London last night suggested that the letter sent by Mr. Ramsay MacDonald, the British Prime Minister, to Dr. Weizmann was handed over to the House of Commons at the request of Jewish [sic.] MP Mr. Kenworthy1964, considering it an official parliamentary document. … Weizmann said about the above-mentioned letter that it resumes cooperation between the Jewish Agency and the Mandate government. He said: ‘We are happy for this opportunity which was given to us so that we could discuss our issue with the government. We found ears that were willing to listen to us and we got clarifications regarding many major issues concerning British policies in Palestine which were shaken by the White Paper. Our struggle was not for having material gains but to achieve our rights and all we wish for was to have the mandate government to collaborate with Arabs and Jews to establish a policy in the future for the benefit of all for the progress and development of Palestine.’


But the White Paper/Black Letter incident was perhaps much ado about nothing:


The content of the explanatory statement revealed that a group of Zionists heavily criticized Dr. Weizmann, who accepted the statement which does not change much of the White Paper, because his duty was not to accept, but to cancel it [the White Paper]. In other words,


Arabs rejected the minimum Jewish demands stipulated in the explanatory statement and Jews themselves refuse the statement because it does not include any of the major Jewish demands. And now it becomes clear that the hope the English government had of having good results out of the explanatory statement and the possibility of understanding among Arabs and Jews, became all in vain. And at the same time, we see abject Palestine moaning because of its bad omen and the many shocks inflicted upon it.


The White Paper, anyway, had not actually shifted the Mandatory’s course.





1961 Al-Sifat and/or Al-Jamia al-Arabiyya, 15 March 1931, passages translated by Yousef M. Aljamal.


1962 See also Eltaher, current.


1963 Regan 2017, p 166.


1964 Hansard 1931, c751W.









250. Chancellor to Rothschild late April 1931


According to David Cronin, in late April


[High Commissioner] Chancellor was in Paris, where he met Edmond de Rothschild, a French banker who had funded some of the first Zionist colonies in Palestine. When de Rothschild urged that Arabs be forced to leave Palestine for Transjordan, Chancellor replied that such drastic measures were ‘out of the question’. … When de Rothschild spoke against the idea of having a legislative council in Palestine, he was assured [by Chancellor] that any such body would be subject to gerrymandering. … Chancellor’s record of the meeting reads: ‘He [de Rothschild] said that it would ruin the country to hand over the country to the Arabs. I told him that was not what was proposed. The Jewish and government members combined would be in a majority over the Arabs.’1965


Why was the British High Commissioner of Palestine meeting with a Frenchman in Paris in the first place? But Chancellor was not lying: in addition to having no power, no Legislative Council ever offered met the elementary, axiomatic criteria of wielding legislative power and treating each individual voter equally.


1931 [Judah Magnes arranges a meeting in London between Musa Alami and Malcolm MacDonald.]1966





1965 Cronin 2017, p 34; CO 733/203/9, pp 18-21, Note of Interview of Sir John Chancellor with Baron Edmond de Rothschild, in Paris, 5.5.31.


1966 Furlonge 1969, pp 97-98.









251. Another Chancellor LC late May & 15 August 1931


In late May 1931 High Commissioner Chancellor tried one last time to get the Colonial Office to commit to setting up a Legislative Council, albeit one denying the “Arabs” a majority of the seats [>250]; the CO realised that such a step would meet with fierce Zionist opposition, but since it would be bad form to ditch the vague White Paper commitment to a Council, it decided not to reject it or institute a commission of enquiry into the question, but to put it, as well as Chancellor, on the back burner; “it would be well not to be in too much hurry about taking the next step in regard to the Legislative Council”, wrote Williams, gaining Shuckburgh’s agreement; the High Commissioner was asked to draft still another concrete proposal.1967


Chancellor sent it to London on 15 August 1931, this time proposing 16 official members and 18 non-official members (13 elected by the populace, 5 appointed) and as usual with limits on what topics it could touch and with a High-Commissioner veto.1968 According to Porath, it would still most likely have “an under-representation of Moslems as against Jews and over-representation of Jews as against Christians”.1969 Chancellor was however set to step down on 1 November 1931, and on 24-26 August Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald would form a new Government, with Herbert Samuel as Home Secretary and Passfield replaced as Colonial Secretary by J.H. Thomas. Thomas in turn would be replaced by Philip Cunliffe-Lister on 5 November but would again serve briefly from 22 November 1935 – 22 May 1936, making way for arch-Zionist William Ormsby-Gore just as the Palestinian Revolt was getting underway in the wake of Parliament’s rejection of the last Legislative Council proposal ever to be made, that of winter 1935-36. [>283; >289; >290].





1967 CO 733/202/6, pp 5-6, O.G.R. William’s minute, 27 May 1931; Porath 1977, p 145.


1968 CO 733/202/6, pp 30-38; Porath 1977, p 145.


1969 Porath 1977, p 145.









252. Musa Kazem to Chancellor 29 June 1931


Musa Kazem al-Husseini, who had signed the ‘Report on the State of Palestine’ a decade earlier [>99], was now aged 78 and at the end of his tether, writing to the Palestine Government that


the British, who promised the Arabs independence in exchange for the Arabs’ share in World War I, caused the Arabs pain, grief and despair. They were saddened by the damages inflicted by the British in their country. Furthermore, the British act of arming the Zionists increased their resentment and discontent. They perceived the British as bringing in and preparing intruders to kill the Palestinian people. The British seemed unsatisfied with killing Palestinians politically, he added, their main concern seemed to be the ‘extermination of the Palestinians’.1970


This quotation seems accurate in light of the fact that starting in the early 1930s the Palestinians became more militant. Rational argument, put insistently for over a decade, had not worked; one had gotten some hope after the 1929 disturbances, in the form of the Shaw and Hope Simpson Commissions reports, and the relatively friendly line taken by High Commissioner Chancellor [>218; >220; >225; >233], but in the end only the Black Letter counted [>246]. British intelligence was now regularly being made aware of plans for revolutionary action not only in Palestine but in Syria and Lebanon, lists being drawn up of members or sympathisers with, for instance, ‘The Pan Islamic Arab Revolutionary Movement’.1971


31 July 1931 In response to a Zionist conference on armaments, Sheikh Sabri Abdeen of Hebron convenes a conference that calls for the training of officers and soldiers with experience from Ottoman times in order to provide a base for building Palestinian military capabilities. He is arrested by the British.





1970 Ayyad 1999, p 144; also Pappe 2010, pp 249ff.


1971 CO 733/204/2, pp 25-33, 20 May & 18 June 1931; Kayyali 1978, p 163.









253. Younger Palestinians known to British September 1931


At the time of Sidney Webb’s exit as Colonial Secretary on 24 August 1931 some British officials were detecting a growing and more confrontational opposition:


[T]he relations of the moderates, who so far have controlled the Arab Executive, with the extremists have long been obscure and equivocal; but there are now definite signs that the moderate element has been compelled to make some concessions to the extremists in order to maintain a perhaps precarious leadership.1972


During the spring and summer of 1931 the Colonial Office and Palestine Government were certainly very concerned about how to monitor and control the Palestinian press, with one R.A. Furness submitting a long proposal dated 16 June “on the organisation of the proposed Press Bureau”.1973


According to Kayyali, the moderates did compromise with the radicals:


These concessions included the Arab Executive’s refusal to accept the Government’s development scheme as it was based on the Mandate and the MacDonald Letter [>246] which was unanimously rejected by the Arabs [>247]. A Press campaign led to a strike against the arming of the Jewish Colonies by the Government. The Palestine Administration retaliated by suspending Arabic newspapers accused of incitement, by suppressing a strike in Nablus with troops assisting the Police and by breaking a taxi drivers’ strike in August. A number of activists were also arrested.1974


Many journalists came together in Yaffa on 18 September 1931 to protest against British “imperialism”, “Zionism”, “occupation” and specifically against “the administrative suspension of Arab newspapers and the various restrictions on freedom of the Press”; simultaneously, relatively young activists met in Nablus protesting “the arming of Jewish Colonies” and criticising the Palestinian leadership for not focusing on the basic issue of “independence within Arab unity”.1975


According to Ayyad, at a “General Arab Congress” held in Nablus that same day Jamal al-Husseini in his role as Secretary of the Executive Committee argued that in light of the strengthened British pro-Zionism proven by the Black Letter, the degrees of either hopeful or corrupt collaboration with the British during the previous thirteen years ought to be abandoned in favour of unconditional insistence on independence.1976 Strong support for this view of Jamal’s radical attitude can be found, inter alia, in his 1933 article in the journal Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science [>262], his remarks to the Permanent Mandates Commission in 1938 [>360] and his blunt, uncompromising statements at the St. James Palace meetings with Malcolm MacDonald in February and March 1939 [>387-397]. Musa Kazem was also fed up. [>252] Had such ‘notables’ ever actually ‘collaborated’ with the British?


Also at this 18 September “national meeting in Nablus” it was agreed to raise funds “to protect threatened lands” from Zionist purchase.1977 This stiffening of Palestinian opposition to the British would lead eventually to meetings in “early 1933” attended by the likes of Ragheb an-Nashashibi and Jamal’s cousin Amin al-Husseini and which vowed to end all collaboration.1978


As an aside concerning accusations of collaboration, an earlier case around the year 1921 is instructive or even typical – namely that of Khalil Totah, as related by Tibawi:


Educated at Columbia University and married to an American lady he was a Quaker and pacifist. As a civil servant he could not refuse Samuel’s invitation[s] to social functions at Government House, a flimsy evidence for accusing him of collaboration with the enemy. Eventually he was vindicated. He was the co-author of a textbook on the history of Palestine down to Samuel’s time. The two authors wrote on the last page of the book a statement of fact that the Arabs rejected Zionist policy, protested against it and demanded its change, and concluded that Samuel did his utmost to reconcile the Arabs to this policy but failed. Promptly the book was banned [by Samuel, who had just sent journalist Yusuf al-Isa into exile in Damascus], but as a civil servant Totah could not defend himself. He kept silent until he was a civil servant no longer and appeared before the Royal Commission [in 1936] as an Arab expert on education. He then complained of intolerance.1979


I don’t have the knowledge to judge whether, during the years prior to 1931, people like Khalil Totah [see also >179], or leaders from the ‘notables’ class who travelled politely to London, could have or should have behaved differently over against the British. Given the universal Palestinian desire for simple independence and rejection of Zionism, would an attitude of absolute non-cooperation have brought the Palestinians closer to effecting a reversal of British policy? The dilemma for thousands of Palestinians, many of them civil servants, was excruciating. [see also >302; >306; >308; >312]


18 September 1931 At the General Arab Congress, held in Nablus, Jamal Al-Husseini puts forward two suggested methods of resisting Zionist/British aims: either following the Egyptian model of negotiating with the British or the Indian one of embarking on a course of civil disobedience.





1972 Kayyali 1978, p 164, citing CO 733/204, O.G.R. Williams, ‘Arab Incitement’, 3 September 1931.


1973 CO 733/204/7, pp 52-116 & passim.


1974 Kayyali 1978, p 164, citing Kayyali 1968, pp 236-37 (= [in Arabic] ed. Kayyali Beirut 1968 Watha’iq al-Muqawam al-Falastiniyya ali’Arabiyya dida al-Ihtilal al-Baritani wa al-Sahyuniyya (Documents of the Palestinian Arab Resistance against British Occupation and Zionism).


1975 Kayyali 1978, pp 164-65, citing Kayyali 1968, pp 243-45; see CO 733/4, pp 59-64, ‘Jewish Colonies Defence Scheme’ and CO 733/14, pp 2-14, ‘Arming of the Jews in Palestine’ (written by Meinertzhagen).


1976 Ayyad 1999, p 143.


1977 Qumsiyeh 2011, p 71.


1978 Ayyad 1999, pp 144-45.


1979 Tibawi 1977, p 489.









254. Islamic Congress, National Charter 7-17 December 1931


Standing once again at square one, the Palestinians kept the level of political activity high and organised better. Political parties pursuing independence were being contemplated. [>259; >288] One large, visible event was the World (or General) Islamic Congress in Jerusalem, organised by Mufti Hajj Amin al-Husseini and attended by over 130 activists from 22 Moslem countries, including Abdulrahman Azzam of Egypt, later a main negotiator at the 1939 St. James talks [>391; >394-97; >400; >407], witness before the Anglo-American Committee [>438] and later head of the Arab League [>426; >440]1980; it elected both an executive committee of 25 members and an action committee with 7 members1981. It straightforwardly condemned Zionism and called for Moslem boycott of Jewish businesses in Palestine. It stopped short of the usual demands for self-determination only because (outgoing) High Commissioner Chancellor had allowed the Congress only on condition that it not deal explicitly with British policy.1982


This Congress was attended by many nationalist, rather than Islamist, former members of al-Fatat and al-‘Ahd (1908-18) [>4], and accordingly both Palestinian and broader Arab causes were addressed:


An Executive Committee, most of whose members were Palestinians, was elected mainly to propagate the ‘national charter’ and prepare the ground for a general conference comprising delegates from all Arab countries to devise the means and lay the plans for the implementation of the ‘national charter’ on a popular Pan-Arab level.1983


Further according to Kayyali, though, the British convinced Faisal of Iraq not to support the Congress and some wealthy Moslem donors not to support the proposed Islamic University of Jerusalem; all in all, in Kayyali’s opinion,


The Islamic Congress dealt a coupe de grace to the Arab Executive as it led to public mutual recriminations and denunciations between the Nashashibi and Husseini factions. The formation of the Arab Liberal Party (Hizb Al-Ahrar) constituted another step towards the disintegration of a largely ineffective political front.1984


Whatever Kayyali’s criteria for determining “ineffectiveness”, and whatever bad blood emerged among the powerless British subjects, it is worth remembering that nobody wavered from self-determination and its corollary, anti-Zionism.


In this situation the Istiqlal (Independence) Party soon formed [also >259]:


The new attitude towards the British was demonstrated in the country-wide celebrations on the anniversary of Saladin’s victory over the Crusaders at Hattin and in the anti-British speeches delivered on that occasion. Concurrently, the director of the Arab Executive office Subhi al-Khadra wrote a fiery article in al-Jami’a al-‘Arabiyya attributing the calamities of Palestine and the Arabs to British policies. Other articles by Darwaza in the same paper exhorted the Arabs to fight British policies, to unite in the face of growing dangers and to renew their drive to attain freedom and independence. This anti-British agitation was prelude to the emergence of the Arab Independence (Istiqlal) Party, of which Darwaza and al-Khadra were founding members. [see also >379] … In their first manifesto the Istiqlalists attributed the lamentable disarray in the ranks of the national movement to the egocentric and self-interested political notables who were subservient to the imperialist rulers. The party founders vowed to struggle against imperialism face-to-face and fight against Jewish immigration and land sales and to endeavour to achieve a parliamentary Arab government and work for the attainment of complete Arab unity.1985


The Istiqlal manifesto also contained one of the last calls for the goal of the unity of Greater Syria.1986


By mid-1932 political parties would form, taking over the function of mouthpieces, audible to the British, that had been fulfilled by the Moslem-Christian Associations [>29; >30; >44; >47; >67; >68; >75; >82; >95; >110; >149; >175-76; >189; >241; >243] and the Arab Executive Committees that had been elected by the seven Palestine Arab Congresses [>39; >82; >95; >110; >151; >164; >197].


Recall that already a decade earlier [>175], in opposition to the al-Husseini family and the Mufti’s Supreme Moslem Council the


moderate Palestine Arab National Party was founded in November 1923 at a meeting in Jerusalem. … Among those who attended were Aref Pasha Dajani, Sheikh Suleiman Taji al-Faruqi, Boulos Shehadeh, and Omar Saleh al-Barghuthi, as well as members of the Nashashibi family. … The party’s program differed little from the programme adhered to hitherto by the nationalist movement – an Arab Palestine, a representative government, and an end to Zionism.1987 [also >175; >176; >184; 193]


In line with its desire to stick with the British as far as possible this party would only belatedly come to support the rebellion starting in late 1935 and spring 1936.1988


According to H.A.R. Gibb, this conference was a reaction against Ramsay MacDonald’s ‘Black Letter’ of 13 February 1931 [>246] and its participants comprised an unprecedentedly broad range of Moslem religious and political positions from the entire Moslem world, despite the refusal of Turkey and Egypt to officially attend, despite opposition from the Mufti’s Palestinian enemies, and despite the High Commissioner’s prohibiting the Congress from raising “questions… affecting the internal or external affairs of friendly powers”.1989 Violating the Mandatory’s injunction, however, the Congress condemned not only Zionism but “French policy in Morocco, the anti-religious policy of the Soviet Government, and the activities of the Italian authorities in Libya”.1990


On 13 December 1931, just before the World Congress ended, a group of 50 Arabs, mostly Palestinians, met at Awni Abdul Hadi’s house and wrote an “Arab Covenant” swearing to uphold the unity and independence of the Arab nation and condemning “colonization… in all its forms and manifestations”; it also made the older call for general Arab independence, and many of the attendees were forming the Hizb Al-Istiqlal political party.1991 [see >256; >259; >288]





1980 Gibb 1934, citing inter alia ‘Filastin’ (Jaffa), 7-18 December 1931.


1981 Boyle 2001, pp 188-89.


1982 Either FO 141/489/6 [“reported missing, June 2016”] or FO 141/728/10 [?].


1983 Kayyali 1978, pp 166-68, citing Darwaza, pp 86-89.


1984 Kayyali 1978, pp 166-67.


1985 Kayyali 1978, p 167, citing Kayyali 1968, pp 261-65; also Mattar 1988, pp 61-66.


1986 Ayyad 1999, p 138.


1987 Wasserstein 1978, p 220; also Kayyali 1978, pp 121-22.


1988 Seikaly 1995, pp 187-93; Ayyad 1999, p 153.


1989 Gibb 1934, pp 100-03.


1990 Gibb 1934, p 103 note 1.


1991 Gibb 1934, p 107; see Gibb 1934, pp 99-109; also Kayyali 1978, pp 166-67, citing CO 733/215; Ayyad 1999, p 131; Qumsiyeh 2011, p 72.









255. Chancellor’s final memo 16 December 1931


Shortly after he left office on 1 November 1931, namely on 16 December, outgoing High Commissioner John Chancellor drafted his reaction1992 to the Jews’, Palestinians’ and Arabs’ criticism of the Passfield White Paper [>234]. In his cover letter to the Colonial Office he claimed correctly there were no significant differences between the Churchill White Paper of 1922 [>142], the Passfield White Paper of 1930 and MacDonald’s letter of 13 February 1931 [>246], which were all in fact “complementary”. (p 11) Thus the Zionist “storm of indignation which greeted the White Paper” had taken both him and HMG “by surprise”. (p 12)


I believe that the Jewish hostility to the White Paper was due… mainly to the fact that the White Paper made it clear that the social, political, and economic conditions of Palestine were such as to make it impossible for a Jewish National State to be established in Palestine within any period that can now be foreseen. (pp 12-13)


However, he continued, “when the Balfour Declaration was made, most Jews believed that it meant that Palestine would soon become a Jewish National State” although “attempts were resisted” to include the goal of a Jewish National State in the Mandate text. (pp 13 & 43) [>146; also >326]


The Arabs demanded, so Chancellor further, that immigration not exceed economic capacity to absorb immigrants and that displaced Arabs should have land to settle on. (p 36) On constitutional development,


Reference has already been made to the demands of Arab leaders for a constitution which would be incompatible with the mandatory obligations of His Majesty’s Government. It [should be], however, the considered opinion of H.M.G. that the time has now come when the important question of the establishment of a measure of self-government in Palestine must, in the interests of the community as a whole, be taken in hand without further delay. (p 24)


Chancellor was advising brand-new Colonial Secretary Philip Cunliffe-Lister to give up the “mandatory obligations” in favour of “self-government” by “the community as a whole”. Without “the establishment of a National Government” Arab discontent would not disappear. (p 41) Almost two years after his secret Memorandum to the Colonial Office, he was still upholding the pro-Palestinian line he had therein supported.1993 To repeat, not until the Malcolm MacDonald White Paper of 1939 would this counsel be heeded. [>386ff; >410]


early 1930s ‘In the early 1930s [Izz ed-Din Al] Qassam formed the Black Hand Gang, a secret association through which he trained cells in paramilitary combat, organized the


acquisition and distribution of arms, proselytized and forged political contacts. Initiates of the Black Hand Gang grew long, unkempt beards and their religious practices have been compared to those of ascetic Sufism.’1994


January 1932 The 1st Youth Congress convenes in Jaffa, headed by Issa Al-Bandak. It lays the basis for forming active committees on such subjects as national education, and adopts a nationalist charter rejecting colonization and calling for a unified effort by all Arab countries to achieve Arab independence. At the end of the convention a resolution is issued… launching the Arab Youth Congress as a political organization.





1992 CO 733/215/1, pp 10-44, all citations.


1993 CO 733/183/1, §40, 41, 49-55, >218.


1994 Ghandour 2010, pp 88-89.









256. Arab Youth Congress 4 January 1932


1932 would also see a Palestinian Youth Congress held in Yaffa which adopted a fresh ‘Arab National Charter’.1995 According to Ayyad, this Congress first met on 4 January 1932, chaired by Issa al-Bandak and attended by 200 of its 400 members; it took political resolutions for the unity of the Arab world and against colonialism in principle, and also formed a 38-member Executive Committee headed by Rasim al-Khalidi.1996 According to Lesch, the Congress was chaired by Wajib al-Dajani of Jaffa, and soon “came under the control of Yaqub al-Ghusayn and Edmond Rock”, both of whom would be arrested and sentenced after the Jaffa disturbances of October 1933 [>268].1997 I do not know if this is the same ‘Arab National Charter’ written at Awni Abdul Hadi’s house in Jerusalem on 13 December 1931 [>254] and am now seeking relevant documents.





1995 Kayyali 1978, p 168. For the text of the charter search CO 733/215/12 or /13, p 5, ‘Note on conversation with Professor Brodetsky’, 9 September 1932.


1996 Ayyad 1999, pp 136-37.


1997 Lesch 1979, p 106, citing Israel State Archives, Chief Secretary’s Papers, 6 December 1932, K/190/32.









257. Women’s Executive to PMC 28 January 1932


The Executive Committee of the Arab Women’s Congress addressed a memorandum to the Permanent Mandates Commission (PMC) in Geneva,1998 sending it through the High Commissioner, wherein they complained that the O’Donnell/Britain financial Commission report of 1931 was kept secret from the population (pp 39, 45) although it entailed the dismissal of many Arab civil servants and thereby weakened among other things the “tutelage” of the population on the way to self-government (pp 38-43). Within the civil services those Arabs still employed were moreover discriminated against. (pp 43-44) They deplored the “misery, eviction and various kinds of hardships” of the fallah, the increasing poverty of the rural population as a result of British policy (pp 45-50) and demanded an end to the Mandate-cum-Balfour Declaration:


We feel it incumbent upon us to give strong expression to the disappointment which is felt by the Arabs in general as a result of the policy adopted by His Majesty’s Government as a Mandatory over Palestine in depriving the population from their Constitutional and National Rights as an Independent Nation. Iraq, which is [was in 1920 intended to be] of the same category of Mandates as Palestine has enjoyed its national rights for years and is now being recognised as a member of the League of Nations. … [We take] this opportunity to confirm the various decisions and resolutions that were taken by the Palestine Arab Congresses and especially with regard to: (a) The Abrogation of the Balfour Declaration as being contradictory to the pledges given to the Arabs and prejudicial to their interests; (b) The abolition of the Mandate… (c) The establishment of a National Government responsible to an elected representative Council with a view to attaining its complete independence within an Arab Federation. The Executive Committee, in putting before the Permanent Mandates Commission this Memorandum which contains some of the grievances of the Arab Nation of Palestine ventures to hope that its observations will be given the consideration they deserve. [Signed] Wahide El Khalilly [and] Matiel E.T. Mogannam (pp 52-53)


The wording was similar to that of their appeal to High Commissioner Chancellor on 26 October 1929. [>210; also >269; >320; >356]


High Commissioner Arthur Wauchope, who had replaced Chancellor on 20 November 1931, in his “note” commenting on the women’s memorandum dwelt almost exclusively on their financial, administrative and educational grievances, devoting only one sentence to their political demands:


[concerning] The Rights of the Arabs to a National Government. His Majesty’s Government presumes that the Permanent Mandates Commission will not wish to consider the requests in this part of the petition, as being incompatible with the terms of the Mandate for Palestine. (p 37)


Again, since “the terms of the Mandate” had been written by His Majesty’s Government, Wauchope’s argument reduces to: ‘The PMC should not even consider this because we don’t want it to.’ The PMC of course did not need this advice, as it had routinely declined to consider petitions which shook the Mandate’s premises. [>178; >182-83; >191] The memorandum reached the London desk of Cosmo Parkinson – who had taken over as head of the Middle East Department on 1 August 1931 from John Shuckburgh and who in 1937 would become Permanent Under-Secretary for the Colonies – and after ample time for intra-office commentary it was duly forwarded to the PMC – five months later on 22 June 1932.


According to British officials, in commentaries as to the identity of this women’s political organisation approved by High Commissioner Wauchope, 150-200 women had attended the large congress back in late October 1929 [>210], and the Executive Committee then elected had nine members; upon registration with the District Commissioner’s Office the Society had stated its purposes:


The object of the Society is to promote the Arab Women’s affairs, socially and economically, and to endeavour for the education of the young women and to work in every legal way for the uplift of the dignity of the women and to put all the national goods and industry under a good demand and to promote the affairs of the country and to participate with every society in any work pertaining to the welfare of the country, economical, social and political. (pp 19, 25)


According to Susan Pedersen,


in 1932 the Commission refused – against precedent – to welcome even the aspiration of self-government expressed in a petition from the Palestine Arab Women’s Congress, on the grounds that the petitioners only ‘wished to have autonomous government so as to rid themselves, among other things, of the Balfour Declaration’…1999


I am not aware of any reply to the women either from the PMC or the Palestine Administration, and do not know what “precedents” Pedersen is referring to. On the evidence of the PMC’s rejection of the Palestine Arab Congress’s Petition #1 of 8/12 April 1925, where it held that


In view of the fact that in the first petition the very principle of the Palestine Mandate is contested, the Commission has decided not to take it into consideration,2000


this decision was fully with precedent.





1998 CO 733/221/9, pp 37-53, Executive Committee, First Palestine Arab Women Congress, Jerusalem, 28 January 1932, all citations; Kayyali 1978, p 168.


1999 Pedersen 2010, p 53.


2000 PMC 1925, p 219, also >182; >183; >191.









258. Legislative Council? 20 April 1932


The various proposals for a Legislative Council (LC) are important because British and Palestinian attitudes towards them were a barometer of Palestinian chances of getting eventual self-determination. They were never much different from the often-existing Advisory Council because the powers of both were extremely limited. [also >111-12; >133-137; >142; >150; >161; >193; >196; >251; >279; >283; >289; >290] It would take a separate book to tediously record the ins and outs of the bickering over the composition of the mooted LCs, and this entry roughly sketches only HMG’s strategy of delay in 1932. [also >247; >251; >255] In the end Britain never established any LC.


As of 1932 all three parties to LC discussions – the Palestinian leaders, the High Commissioner (HC), and the Colonial Office (CO) in London – were being or had been renewed: The Arab Executive Committee was losing power, Arthur Wauchope replaced John Chancellor as HC, and Philip Cunliffe-Lister replaced Sidney Webb (Passfield) as Colonial Secretary. On 23 March 1932 Wauchope laid out for Cunliffe-Lister the alternatives:2001


The first is to say that, in order to redeem our pledges [for “self-governing institutions”], the Government has decided on the establishment of a Legislative Council [and] that no opposition will deter the Government from forming a Legislative Council, partly by election, but, if necessary, by nomination. The second alternative is for me to say quietly to the leaders to whom I have spoken that the Government has given a pledge, and is determined to redeem it. But, before forming a Legislative Council, we consider that it is advisable to do three things for the good of the country and for the training of responsible people for responsible work…


These three things “for the good of the country” were appointing locals to the Agricultural Council, to Local Councils and to the Advisory Council. What he was sure of was that


to make any sort of offer of a Legislative Council now, and withdraw it on the ground that the Jews would not participate, would have a deplorable effect on all Arab leaders in the country. It would be much less injurious to the prestige of this Government to make no offer at present, rather than risk such an eventuality.


The new Colonial Secretary in a memo to the Cabinet of 5 April agreed: Wauchope’s second option should be adopted,


But we should be prepared to face the fact that, while the declared intention of His Majesty’s Government to establish a Legislative Council at a fitting time will stand, the High Commissioner’s proposal means definitely going back for the present on the statements made in 1930 in the White Paper and to the Permanent Mandates Commission last year.


Remember, this was fourteen years after Wilson promised self-determination [>20], thirteen years after writing into the Covenant the pledge to soon let the Palestinian people “stand alone” [>46], twelve years after drafting a Mandate which included the promise of “self-governing institutions” [>78; >85; >146], and ten years after the British refused to listen to the Palestinians’ cogent argument that their proposed LC was undemocratic [>133-37; >142; >150; >158]. These politicians were moreover saying with a straight face that more time was needed to “train” the Palestinians.


Since the Passfield White Paper, although it had never officially come into force, promised some self-government, the Colonial and Foreign Offices scrambled during 1932 to come up with some new Legislative Council formula, producing several papers on the history of such proposals, from Churchill in 1922 and from John Chancellor at various times, as well as their own ideas.2002 Wauchope agreed with Cunliffe-Lister on 26 March that


it is not for the good of the country to offer to establish a Legislative Council at present [and] inadvisable to make the offer now because 1/5th of the population (i.e. the Jews) will not participate… We made the promise 1½ years ago. I see no dishonesty in postponing its fulfilment for another 1½ years… I do not advocate enforcing the establishment of a Legislative Council now against strenuous Jewish opposition.2003


In the running were “cantonisation” and other parity-based proposals as well.2004


A six-member ‘Cabinet Committee’ decided on 13 April that unless “acceptable to both Jews and Arabs” no LC should be proposed – but maybe in “1½ years”.2005 Porath is correct that Wauchope and Cunliffe-Lister, “bowing to Jewish pressure”, put the topic at the bottom of their agenda, HMG writing on 20 April, as he notes, merely that “the Government favour the establishment of a Legislative Council as soon as the conditions permit”.2006 The conditions would never permit, because time was needed for Jews to become a majority and the Jewish side would until then settle for no less than parity, whatever the powers of the L.C. might be; yet such a 50/50 composition was prohibitively far from what the Palestinians would accept.2007 [see also >261]


Porath’s opinion that Jamal al-Husseini [>262] could nevertheless, in the fall of 1932, publicly (“without causing any uproar”) support the idea of a Legislative Council2008 is however misleading: in his 1932 article in a US-American journal Jamal very publicly opposed any Council which presupposed adherence to the Jewish national home:


To find themselves in a position to accept legally and execute actually the terms of the Balfour Declaration is a thing the Arabs of Palestine – Moslems and Christians – could not countenance.2009


It was only within this broader rejection that Jamal objected as well to the specific 1932 proposal:


With this restricted representation in this council of restricted powers, the Arabs of Palestine were far from being satisfied.2010


Jamal was stating the unwavering, unanimous Palestinian position. [>262]


2 August 1932 Awni Abdul Hadi founds the Palestinian Istiqlal (Independence) Party, the first regularly constituted Palestinian political party. … Its goals focus on the full independence of all Arab countries. … Among the members are Akram Zuaiter, Izzat Darwaza, Muin Al-Madi, Rashid Hajj Ibrahim and Subhi Al-Khadra. [also >263]
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259. Istiqlal Party Manifesto August 1932


Many Palestinians had apparently concluded that nothing more was to be gained by ethical or legal argument, or even appeal to an obvious British interest in not having to expend money, thought and lives controlling a population experiencing land loss, injustice and humiliation. Great Britain, fixated on the Jewish home/state, had become the enemy. Further evidence of this was the manifesto of the Istiqlal Party (Hizb al-Istiqlal al-Arabi), founded in 1932 [>254] by Awni Abdul Hadi and allies such as Akram Zuaiter, Izzat Darwaza, Muin Al-Madi, Rashid Hajj Ibrahim and Subhi Al-Khadra,2011 which not only contained the usual rejection of land sales and immigration, but re-emphasised total independence from Britain; in addition, in Kayyali’s words, they gave a


reply to a speech delivered by the High Commissioner [Wauchope] before the [Permanent] Mandates Commission in Geneva. In it they reiterated their rejection of the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate and exposed the basic aspects of the alliance between Zionism and British Imperialism. They alleged that one-third of the budget had to be allocated to defence and security expenses because of the Mandate’s attempt to build an alien national home against the will of the Palestinians. … Furthermore, the Mandatory Government had deliberately failed to live up to its duty towards the Arabs, ‘the legitimate owners of the country’, in the crucial fields of education, land legislation and immigration. … In September 1932, they [the Istiqlal Party] induced the Arab Executive to pass a resolution declaring that no Arab should serve on any Government Board or in any way cooperate with the Government.2012


While not abandoning the goals of a free Palestine free of Zionism, some Palestinians, including the Mufti and the Nashashibis, continued nevertheless to work with, and thus to some degree to cooperate with, the British.





2011 See also Lesch 1973, p 23.


2012 Kayyali 1978, pp 167-69, citing Kayyali (ed.) 1968, Watha ‘iq al-Muqawam al-Falastiniyya ali‘Arabiyya dida al-Ihtilal al-Baritani wa al-Sahyuniyya (Documents of the Palestinian Arab Resistance against British Occupation and Zionism), pp 261-65 & 284-98.









260. Arabs through a Briton’s eyes 1931-33


Zeina Ghandour reports on the contents of an ‘Arab Who’s Who’ compiled by Christopher Eastwood, a Private Secretary to High Commissioner Wauchope, revealing his impressions of 100 of the Palestinians with whom the British were over the years in ‘dialogue’:2013


Abderrahman Salim, a member of the Arab Executive (AE), is ‘a notorious agitator of the most unpleasant type’; Awni Abdul Hadi, the General Secretary of the Pan-Arab Istiqlal, is said to care only about ‘his own prestige, position and pocket’; Haj Shafi Abdul Hadi, who opposes the Grand Mufti, is ‘the biggest liar in the country’; George Antonius, whilst ‘the cleverest Arab in Palestine’, ‘like all Arabs has personal piques and jealousies and is quick to take offence’…; Izzat Darwaza, a member of the Istiqlal party, for his suggestion that Arabs ‘embrace the spirit and faith of Gandhi’, is branded an ‘extremist’; Hassan Dajani, a member of the Opposition which associated itself closely with the authorities, ‘has many of the qualities of a Jew: business capacity, self-assurance, bounce, a thin skin. But he also has the Arab gift for intrigue … said to smuggle drugs’; Yacoub Bey Ghussein, who formed the Youth Congress, and became a member of the AHC [Arab Higher Committee] is ‘a fat unpleasant creature’; Fahmi Bey Husseini, the Mayor of Gaza, is ‘fond of the ladies, even those of Tel Aviv’, ‘unscrupulous and immoral’ and yet, startlingly, it was judged ‘difficult to find in Gaza a better Mayor’; Jamal Husseini, the Grand Mufti’s nephew and protégé, is ‘rather slow witted, inclined to be pig-headed’; the bouncy Sheikh Muzaffar [Muzzafar], on whom the authorities kept a watchful eye from the earliest days of the Mandate for his energetic activism, is ‘a notorious agitator and firebrand’, ‘one of the most dangerous men in Palestine’, ‘a first class stump orator who in 5 minutes can make his audience do anything he wants’…; Suleiman Bey Toukan, a member of the Opposition, is ‘given to the methods of intrigue’; Omar Bittar, a member of the AE [Arab Executive] and President of the Jaffa Muslim Christian Association, is a ‘drunkard’ whose involvement in politics ‘does not improve their tone’; Haj Amin Husseini, President of the Supreme Muslim Council and Grand Mufti, who owed both positions to HMG, is ‘affable, courteous, dignified and close. A dangerous enemy and not a very trusty friend’.


Eastwood sent this to Frederick Downie at the Colonial Office, commenting:


I should say, however, that the opinions expressed are purely my own, that I have not shown it to the High Commissioner or the Chief Secretary. It has been prepared during the course of my two years here chiefly for my own guidance. … I can’t vouch that it is absolutely correct in every particular… but I don’t think there are many inaccuracies of fact.


3 October 1932 The British Mandate [sic.] in Iraq officially terminates. Iraq joins the League of Nations and is recognized as an independent sovereign state.
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261. Cunliffe-Lister on LC 3 November 1932


This entry shows how ridiculous the British colonial power was in handling the placatory warhorse of a Legislative Council sometime in the future. Colonial Secretary Cunliffe-Lister in a memorandum to the Cabinet dated 3 November 19322014 reported that despite efforts to get “Jews and Arabs” to co-operate, none would join the Advisory Council, but he made the claim that “Until recently… Sir Arthur Wauchope gained the increasing confidence of both parties, and… secured their co-operation on the [lower-ranking] advisory boards”; but now,


The Arab extremists have gained the upper hand in Arab counsels, and forced all members of the Arab executive to withdraw from the Boards… [T]he Arabs are becoming so suspicious, that it is necessary to reaffirm in Palestine our intentions of proceeding with the establishment of the Legislative Council. … [T]he wise and honest course is to state the position plainly [that] HMG have every intention of establishing such a Council.


There was a misunderstanding or rather lack of comprehension: The Palestinians did not want just any Legislative Council, so stating this intention without meeting the Palestinian conditions conveyed to HMG consistently for ten years could not work; it was an illusion to believe that offering a warmed-up version would do anything to reduce “suspicions” or weaken the “extremists”.


Of course both Wauchope and Cunliffe-Lister knew that


The Arabs have always maintained that they must have a clear majority and, in fact, govern the country. The Jews have lately raised a claim to parity. We are satisfied that neither of these is possible. The Arabs, of course, cannot be given the power to defeat the Mandate…


Whatever emerged, “HMG will see that they [Britain] have full and adequate representation on any Council”.


To extricate themselves now,


If both parties refused and rejected our proposals, we may find ourselves in a position in which we have done our best to fulfil our pledge [for ‘self-governing institutions’], but in which fulfilment is practically impossible. That may discharge us for the time being from our obligation and throw us back on continuing to govern the country as at present. But I think one thing is clear – we must not allow one party alone to prevent indefinitely the establishment of a Legislative Council by refusal to co-operate.


With this same quandry over whether to in effect give each side a veto in such matters HMG would wrestle in writing its 1939 White Paper, whose ambiguity on this issue of a veto for the Jewish minority would at that time mean ‘Arab’ refusal to embrace that White Paper. In any case now, so Cunliffe-Lister, HMG had “done their best”; their task was “impossible”; one side or the other was “preventing” and “refusing” co-operation; HMG was not to blame.
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262. Jamal Bey in Annals November 1932


The British intended to implement a Constitution and Legislative Council very similar to that proposed in 1922, prompting Jamal al-Husseini to argue against the current proposal in a November 1932 article in the US academic journal Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science.2015 It restated in detail the Palestinians’ reasons for rejecting the earlier version. First, the journal’s description of the author:


Jamal Bey Husseini is honorary secretary of the Arab Executive. He was formerly general secretary of the Palestine Arab Executive and of the Supreme Moslem Council. He was Assistant Governor of Nablus in 1919, was a member of the Arab delegation to London, and represented the Arabs of Palestine in England in 1930 [>222; >226]. (p 26)


Husseini began:


It has been announced in the [1930] Statement of Policy of the British Government with regard to Palestine [>234, Passfield White Paper] that the Palestinian Constitution will generally follow the lines of the Constitution of 1922 [>133ff], that has been duly rejected by the Arab inhabitants who form the overwhelming majority of the population. (p 22)


He criticised the Legislative Council contained in the draft constitution for having “restricted powers” and “restricted representation”; not only had it no teeth, but instead of proportional representation it had a built-in pro-Zionist majority of 13 out of 23 seats, because the eleven government officials on the Legislative Council, “all all of whom are Britishers, Christians, or Jews”, would be legally bound to uphold the Jewish-home part of the Mandate, something the holders of the two Jewish elected seats would do anyway. (pp 22-24) “His Majesty the King”, moreover, held legislative powers in important domains, and the High Commissioner could dissolve the Council at any time. (p 23) [also >255] (Wasserstein states correctly that “No British Cabinet would have sanctioned the establishment in Palestine of a government really representative of the Arab majority and possessing effective powers.”2016)


Jamal described the political system in Palestine in detail. The Colonial Secretary, the High Commissioner and an “Executive Council” with 3 British members hold virtually all the power in Palestine, unlike the limited Executives in Syria, Trans-Jordan and Iraq (which was just then even being admitted to the League of Nations); judicial power, as well, was in British hands. (pp 22-23)


He went on to more general grounds for rejection:


The inhabitants of Palestine have had long experience in the management of self-governing institutions. … During the Turkish régime the inhabitants of Palestine enjoyed wide measures of self-government. Palestinians, therefore, find in the proposed Constitution, with all its restrictions and deprivations in its different institutions, a very poor substitute for all that they possessed before they were ‘liberated’ by the great democratic nations of this world. … Syria and Iraq… are now enjoying much wider measures of self-government than this Constitution gives to Palestinians. … The Constitution of Palestine … was cooked and canned in London and dispatched to Palestine for consumption. (pp 26, 24)


Writing for a democratically-minded international English-speaking audience, he accused HMG:


It is obvious that the British Government evaded the usual procedure in laying down the Palestinian Constitution in order to give full protection to the Balfour Declaration, which would be very roughly handled and finally abrogated by a democratic government. The Secretary of State for the Colonies (Mr. Churchill) in 1922 stated that ‘the Balfour Declaration precludes, at this stage, the establishment of a National Democratic Government.’ (p 24) [>136]


The British were arguably even violating their own Balfour Declaration:


It may be argued… that if the creation of a democratic government in this age of democracy falls within the sphere of the meaning of the term ‘civil rights,’ then these rights must preclude the execution of the Balfour Declaration, which lays down the condition that ‘nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine.’ (pp 24-25) [>16]


The vagueness of “civil” rights makes Jamal’s interpretation as good as any other. Legalistically, as well:


In this combination [HMG ‘directs’ and the Mandatory Govt ‘executes’ all policy] the people of Palestine have no political existence other than that of a very low-grade colony. They are not the pupils to learn until ‘such time as they are able to stand alone,’ [>46] because they have no responsibility; and they are not the minors to gain experience, because according to this Constitution they are offered no real opportunities to do so. (p 25)


The entire stated rationale of the Mandates system, that is, was being ignored, and while Article 22 of the League of Nations Covenant “is based on the principle of self-determination”, the Balfour Declaration “is based on the old right of conquest.” (p 25) Participation in a Council in this context would be granting legitimacy to British-Zionist rule:


To find themselves in a position to accept legally and execute actually the terms of the Balfour Declaration is a thing the Arabs of Palestine – Moslems and Christians – could not countenance. … The Arabs will not agree to anything short of independence that will be realized sooner or later… (pp 24, 25)


Jamal’s prescient conclusion:


The two conflicting principles that are laid down in the preamble of this Constitution as well as the Mandate, are bound to make of Palestine a battlefield, real or political, until the policy based on one of these two principles is radically altered. (p 26)


In sum, the Arabs could only participate in the various British-proposed councils if this did not imply accepting the Mandate-cum-Balfour Declaration, something that was however deemed impossible, as described by Shira Robinson:


The central impediment to Palestinian state building during the interwar years was the Mandate’s recognition trap. The Arab Executive, for instance,… refused to participate in any forum that would signal consent to their inferior legal status or recognition of a regime that refused even to mention them by name.2017


The term “recognition trap” is apt if “recognition” is being used in the normative sense of ‘approval’ or ‘legitimisation’ – as opposed to merely recognising the fact that certain political power relations indeed do obtain.
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263. Awni Bey in Annals November 1932


In the same Special Issue of Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science in which appeared the article by Jamal al-Husseini covered in the previous entry, Awni Abdul Hadi presented an overview of the history of the Palestinian and broader Arab struggle for self-determination.2018 Born in 1889 in Nablus, Awni Abdul Hadi had experienced first-hand what he was writing about, as the journal’s description of the author indicated:


Awni Bey Abdul Hadi is president of the Jerusalem Bar Association; secretary to the Palestine Arab Executive; and ex-Minister of Foreign Affairs with King Faisal at Damascus. He represented the Arabs before the Shaw Commission [>220]; was Arab delegate to London in 1930 [>222; >226]; was the leader of the Arab Representatives before the Wailing Wall Commission sent to Jerusalem by the League of Nations [>245]; and was the Hejaz representative at the Versailles Conference [>10; >64; >386]. (p 21)


The article described late Ottoman times in the Arab Near East, reviewing for instance the Arab Congress in Paris in 1913, “with delegates from all parts of the Arab world” and “attended by Frenchmen who were eminent in public life, whose discussions were reported in the foremost journals in Europe and America”; these nationalist Arabs moreover had representation in Ottoman political bodies, from the Parliament on down, but that wasn’t enough: “What the Arabs desired was political independence and complete freedom from Turkish control.” (pp 12-13) [>1; >2; >4; >5; >6]


When after the outbreak of World War I efforts for independence were “redoubled”,


the Turks… dispatched the ‘butcher’ Jamal Pasha to Syria in order to nip the revolt in the bud and keep Arab lands within the Empire. He inaugurated his infamous regime as General of the Fourth Army Corps and dictator in Syria and Palestine by proclaiming martial law, by sending Arab leaders to the gallows set up for them in the public squares of Beirut and Damascus, and by deporting their families to the interior of Anatolia. (p 13) [>9]


Awni Bey would witness martial law, gallows and exile again in 1936-39 and 1948.


After an analysis of the McMahon-Hussein Correspondence, “that no British Cabinet of any party since the War has dared to publish” [>10; >400], and “the Sykes-Picot treaty, which excluded Palestine from the proposed Arab State and placed it under an international administration” [>12], he got to the Balfour Declaration, which contradicted the principles of self-determination laid out by President Wilson [>20], Article 22 of the Covenant [>46], and Article 94 of the Treaty of Sèvres [>92]. (pp 16-17)


As for the Mandate system itself, it was “a sort of legal guardianship,… the function of which is the carrying out of duties on behalf of a minor”:


There is nothing in the principle of the mandate to justify the political domination of one country over another. It is only a question of guidance and advice in matters of administration; and even that is of a temporary nature. … [T]he mandatory power is not supposed to do anything to jeopardize the national interest and aspirations of a mandated people. On the contrary, its main business is to develop and ensure national consciousness. (p 16)


He then ridiculed the notion propagated by Zionists such as Stoyanovsky who attempted to render the Jewish national home compatible with the stated purposes of the Mandate system by re-defining the term “communities” in the Mandate’s Preamble; for Stoyanovsky the Jewish “community” which Britain as Mandatory had to look after in Palestine included the “absent people”, or “virtual population” of all Jews worldwide “whose connection with Palestine has been internationally recognized”:


Thus, in [Stoyanovsky’s] opinion, the real aim of Article 2 of the Mandate [>146] is to make it possible for the Jews to return to their national home. And in case they did return and constitute the majority of the population, then the British Government would be obliged to enforce the terms of Article 22 [declaring Palestine “able to stand alone”]. (p 18)


According to Tibawi, already in April 1918 Qadi Raghib Dajani had pointed out to Weizmann and Ormsby-Gore that the Jews worldwide, whose claim to privileged treatment by the Mandatory was the felt sacredness of their historical connection to Palestine, were vastly outnumbered by both Christians and Moslems worldwide, to whom Palestine was equally sacred and meaningful historically.2019 [see also >45; >143]


Other Zionists, so Awni Bey, justified the Jewish national home within the Mandate system because it brought material prosperity to the locals, but


According to this curious logic we may well say that the bringing of Armenians to crowd out Syrians in Syria and Persians to jostle Iraqians in Iraq and thus make the former a national home for the Armenians and the latter a national home for the Persians is not inconsistent with Article 22 so long as Armenian and Persian immigration adds to the prosperity of those countries. (p 19)


Finally, after noting that Article 1 of the Palestine Mandate gives Britain absolute “power of legislation and administration” [>146] and showing that the High Commissioner in Palestine in fact wielded this power without consulting the inhabitants, (pp 19, 20)2020 Awni challenged the entire Mandate system:


Surely Paragraph 4 of Article 22 [>46] was never intended to deprive the Arabs of their rights in Palestine and to subject the country to the absolute authority of the mandated power, which is now Great Britain. It is said that such authority was granted to the mandated power by the Supreme Council of the Principal Allied Powers. But who gave those powers the right to dispose of Palestine as they pleased and turn it over to Great Britain? (p 20, emphasis added)


This was the deepest rhetorical question that a colonised Palestinian could ask.


24 February 1933 The Arab community of Manchester, England, sends 30 pounds in financial support for Palestinians wounded and the families of martyrs. … September The Arab community in Mexico sends 98 pounds, 18 shillings and 10p as financial support for the Palestinians.


1930s ‘By the 1930s, December 9, the anniversary of Britain’s ‘liberation’ of Jerusalem in 1917, was also declared a day of mourning.’2021
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XV. “This land, my sister, is a woman.”









264.* Unity & Non-Cooperation? 21-26 March 1933


The summary minutes of the Arab Executive Committee meeting of 21 March 1933, signed by Musa Kazem al-Husseini, comprise a brief history of the previous three years of interaction with the Mandatory, i.e. since the Shaw Commission report of 19 March 1930 [>220], and they record the need to hold a “bigger meeting” on 26 March in Yaffa.2022 According to the AEC the Shaw and Hope Simpson [>233] investigations as well as the experience on the spot of High Commissioner John Chancellor [>218; >240; >251; >255] had in fairly clear terms confirmed the justice of the Palestinian claims concerning politics, land and immigration; the report of Hope Simpson, the expert who “acquainted himself with great facts,… was in its entirety a comprehensive explanation [confirmation?]” of the Shaw group’s findings. The White Paper based on those two reports [>234] “implicitly, not candidly” showed determination to “stand in the face of” the revealed injustices; but “the Jews rose up” [in Britain] and were strong enough


that the British Government recoiled and yielded [>246]; and so, the report of Sir John Hope Simpson, the White Paper and other detailed reports submitted to this Government by heads of Departments were neglected.


In February 1933 the AEC representatives had met with Chancellor’s successor as High Commissioner, Arthur Wauchope, seeking from him signs of


a desire to do them justice or a tendency to remove such an oppression. They were, however, alarmed when they heard from him utterances denoting that he was determined to indulge in executing that policy [of the Black Letter] contrary to the recommendations of the Commission of Enquiry [Shaw] and the British experts [Hope Simpson]. Such a behaviour prompts those assembled to make it clear to Government and its Representative [Wauchope] that this country is fully aware of its intentions and realises the object of this policy which Government follows in order to pave the road for driving the nation away from its homeland for foreigners to supersede it, that [the country] will not expect any good from this Government and its oppression and that it will be looked upon as the true enemy whom it must get rid of through every legal means.


The leaders ended their 4-page summing-up by requesting those invited to the 26 March Assembly to


get ready for the serious acts which will be imposed by the resolutions of this assembly. The country calls its sons for action and sacrifice in these hard times. Anyone who disregards its call, is a deserter, and he [who] does not work with his nation, is not one of it.


Apparently the months of February-April 1933 were when the last drops of hope of changing British minds by argument ran out. Indeed, as Abdelaziz Ayyad records concerning one of the meetings preceding the visit to Wauchope:


In early 1933 a meeting was held and attended by both Amin Al-Husseini and Ragheb An-Nashashibi and others. The attendees demanded to abandon the policy of collaboration with the government altogether. The attendees also agreed that a delegation be sent to the British High Commissioner to ask the commissioner to put an end to Jewish immigration to Palestine and the sale of Palestinian land to Jewish hands. However, unlike previous calls, this one came as an ultimatum. … The British did not positively respond to the delegation’s demand.2023


Kayyali’s overview of these crucial couple of months:


The initiative of the Istiqlalists [>259] and the increase of Jewish immigration compelled the Arab Executive to invite a number of political leaders including those of the Istiqlal and the Youth Congress to an Assembly on 24 February 1933, under the presidency of Musa Kazem. Discouraged by Wauchope’s reply, the Arab leaders finally decided to call a general assembly on 26 March in Jaffa to lay down the basis of non-cooperation with the Government. … The Jaffa meeting was attended by five to six hundred persons, townsmen and villagers of all classes and parties, including the Arab Executive, Hajj Amin and most of the mayors of the principal towns of Palestine.2024


According to the 10-page British report of this large “general assembly” on 26 March 1933 in Yaffa2025 Jamal al-Husseini and Fakhri Nashashibi – who had after all been aidede-camp of Herbert Samuel in the early 1920s2026 – explained that the main business was discussion of “non-cooperation, Jewish immigration and sale of lands.” After


two minutes silence were observed for the Arab ‘martyrs’,… Abdel Ghani Sinan addressed the audience as slaves and not gentlemen, as they were not free and independent. He asked that Haj Amin el Husseini [head of Supreme Moslem Council] and Ragheb Bey Nashashibi [Mayor of Jerusalem] should commence this campaign by tendering their resignation from their respective posts.


Such resignations from Mandatory employment and the advisability of the many forms of non-cooperation were debated back and forth; voices of caution said that “certain of the officials were in need of their jobs”, and Salim Shihab el Din, for instance, said “that non payment of taxes was impracticable as Arab property would be offered by auction for sale and only the Jews could offer to lay hands on it.” There was consensus, though, on “boycott of English and Jewish products, and the refusal to attend public functions” as well as “non-payment of werko and tithes as affecting townsmen and villagers”.


Two speakers, including Ahmad al-Shukayri, thought that study of what Mahatma Gandhi was doing by way of non-cooperation at that time in India would help them decide exactly what to do.2027 Gandhi by the way also explicitly supported the Palestinian battle for liberation, writing


My sympathy [to the persecuted Jews] does not blind me to the requirements of justice. … Palestine belongs to the Arabs in the same sense that England belongs to the English or France to the French. It is wrong and inhuman to impose the Jews on the Arabs. What is going on in Palestine cannot be justified by any moral code of conduct.2028


Shukayri also “pointed out the inactivity of the leaders and their lack of sacrifice” and supported the call for Amin’s and Ragheb’s stepping down. Tumultuous scenes greeted Ragheb’s (by telephone) and Amin’s offers to resign if the Assembly so wished. “No taxation without representation” was seen as the basis for the political protest, and resignations would be effective against the Government “to paralyze its functions”. Jamal argued by contrast that those “at the head of national institutions and [those who] were elected by the nation” should by no means resign, but Hannah Asfour countered that resignation of “the Mukhtars and Municipal Council in Shefa Amer [had] forced Government to accede to their demands”. Awni Abdul Hadi, speaking for Istiqlal, “divided non-cooperation into political, social and economic, giving examples of each” and supported all three types.


“Yousef el Eisa (al-Issa) of Damascus” was then running the Damascus newspaper Alef Ba’ in partnership with his cousin Issa al-Issa, who ran Falastin in Yaffa.2029 He pointed out that they had already decided on non-cooperation back in 1923, but postponed it in hopes the British would by other means be moved to change policies, but as this hadn’t happened it was high time to “execute” it and thus “the assembly should notify Government that it has cut off its relations.” Sheihk Sabri Abdin spoke against those who sold land and proposed “that commissioners of lands should be boycotted and when they died they should not be prayed over or buried in Moslem cemeteries”, while Hashem Jayousi asked that land-sellers “be exposed” to the public so they could be “purged”. The report noted that many of “the Opposition” (the “anti-Mufti faction”) had stayed away from the afternoon session and that the Istiqlalists had largely stayed silent. The Husseini faction proposed an 8th Palestine Arab Congress, but the author of the British report deemed that unlikely, as the “breach between them and their opponents has greatly widened as a result of this assembly.” A modicum of unity would not reappear until April 1936. [>294ff] While the disunity was over tactics, not goals, it was still crippling political disunity.


The newspaper Jami’a Al Islamiya on 28 March printed the resolutions of this “Grand National Meeting”2030 which


– adopted “the principle of non-cooperation” including a boycott, not only of goods but of the “exchange of courteous relations with Government”,


– formed “a Committee of the members of the Office of the Arab Executive including a member representing each of the parties in the country” which would work out how to effect non-cooperation,


– pledged that “a Greater Committee of the National Fund” would work for the “rescue of lands” from sale, and


– held that “the weapons of the inhabitants against Jewish immigration should be complete boycott.”


A follow-up Manifesto from the Arab Executive dated 23 April 1933, which appeared in three Arab daily newspapers, rejoiced in the successful boycott of Colonial Secretary Cunliffe-Lister during his visit in April, which had been resolved at the Grand Yaffa Assembly in March, recalling that Cunliffe-Lister “declared… to open the door of immigration for the pariah Jews whom civilized Germany has cast out in punishment for what their hands have committed.” All of “the noble Arab nation individually, men and women, old and young, [should] encourage the Arab products [and] boycott foreign goods whether Jewish or British” so as not to put money into the hands of “usurpers who work for their destruction, scattering and eviction from the lands of their fathers and the Home of their forefathers.” It ended on a desperate note: “It should be borne in mind that the nation who has neither wealth nor economics cannot resist this sweeping tide which has suffocated it and blocked up the means of its living.”2031


Kayyali concluded from his study of these documents that “The lukewarm attitude of the leadership notwithstanding, the general Palestinian mood was becoming increasingly militant”.2032 John and Hadawi wrote that because the Palestine press was becoming more militant a new press ordinance was passed to protect “the public peace”, but was only weakly enforced;2033 as of 1936 a Press Ordinance enabled much stronger censorship.


15 April 1933 Arab women march to holy sites to protest Lord Allenby’s visit. Tarab Abdul Hadi speaks in the Church of the Holy Sepulcher and Matiyeh Mogannam in the Dome of the Rock Mosque, each warning that Jewish immigrants wish to displace the Arab population of Palestine.


7 July 1933 [The First Arab Exhibition, showing Palestinian and other Arab products in an effort to become independent of Zionist ones, is sabotaged, but not prevented, by the mandate government.]2034


22 August 1933 Germany signs the Haavara (transfer) Agreement with the Zionists, facilitating Jewish emigration from Germany to Palestine and giving the Zionists a monopoly over German-Palestinian trade.
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265. Police Commissioner Rice to HC 8 September 1933


The Palestine Government’s Criminal Investigation Department’s H.P. Rice gave a detailed account on 8 September 1933 of the political and economic grievances of the Palestinians:2035


The Arabs who have all this time hoped that the British would realise the justness of their cause, have become despondent. … Extreme Zionists such as the Revisionists [speak so that] the Arabs feel with British help the Jews are surely Judaizing the country, to set up on Arab ruins a Jewish Kingdom. … Politicians consider that should Jewish activity continue unhampered for a few years, the Arabs would be outnumbered and they would lose all fertile lands.


The Arabs moreover complained about “illegal immigration, illegal importation of arms, etc.” and “cannot forget the [Passfield] White Paper [or] the unfulfilled promises to the late King Hussein and, which is important, the non-establishment of the Legislative Council on account of Jewish opposition.” And of course “There is amongst the Arabs a genuine natural desire for independence.” As for the future, “The feeling which is being engendered into the minds of those now attaining manhood must be expected to find expression within the near future, although probably not within a year;…” It would indeed take another two-and-a-half years for the rebellion to start.


1933 ‘The new [education] ordinance [of 1933] empowered the director of education to dismiss teachers who “imparted teaching of seditious, disloyal, immoral or otherwise harmful character”.’2036


13 September 1933 ‘A very large Friday demonstration took place in Jerusalem which was unique in uniting all factions and classes in a more radical anti-British and anti-Zionist stance.’2037
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266.* Musa Alami to HC Wauchope September 1933


In September 1933 Musa Kazem al-Husseini, as President of the Arab Executive, “at the Moslem festival of Nebi Rubin made a violent speech against Jewish immigration.”2038 He was then well-on in age, and would die the following 26 March (1934), perhaps in connection with his physical maltreatment by British police the preceding October.2039 [>268] The absence of this unifying leader perhaps contributed to the formation of five or six separate political parties.2040 [>288] Elections for a new President (and a new Congress) were foreseen, the rules for which would grant suffrage to anybody paying a small fee rather than only people of property (as wished by the Nashashibi faction); but these elections never took place.2041 The fall of 1933 brought both polarisation and an attempt by Musa Alami to depolarise the Palestinian-British side of the political triangle.


As usual acting independently of political groupings, Alami tried to solve the Legislative Council conundrum.2042 A Cambridge-educated lawyer, he had for several years, with the backing of Herbert Samuel, Norman Bentwich, Leo Amery, Chief Justice Michael McDonnell and High Commissioner John Chancellor, held various Palestine Government positions. Joining the legal service in 1925, he became Junior Crown Counsel (or ‘Legal Advisor’) and, as of 1928, Assistant Solicitor, Acting Government Advocate and in 1934 Acting Solicitor General; he had become the main local Arab advisor of High Commissioner Wauchope, who promoted him to Private Secretary and Government Advocate.2043


One of Alami’s secret reports to Wauchope, dated September 1933 and 20 pages in length, bears the title ‘Present state of mind and feelings of the Arabs in Palestine’.2044


The British, through Wauchope, were thus well-informed, albeit from Musa Alami’s elite, nationalistic and democratic perspective, about the thinking and feeling of virtually all Palestinians. In similar fashion to the Arab Executive Committee’s 1921 ‘Report on the State of Palestine’ [>99], the report began by summoning fond memories of the love and trust of the Arabs for the British before their Anglo-Zionist policy: “The best attribute or quality the Arabs would give each other was to say: ‘he is an Englishman’.” (p 74) Rumours of the Balfour Declaration arrived only in late 1918 [sic.] and “they heard definitively of it” only in early 1919. (pp 74-75)


When the King-Crane Commission was in Syria later in 1919 the French had tried to buy pro-French testimony, arguing that as Mandatory they would have no Balfour Declaration to uphold, yet still, the Palestinians preferred a British Mandatory “because in the Military Administration of those days there were persons of the highest personal character who had won the respect of the Arabs and who made it clear to the Arabs that British sense of justice and fairness will prevail.” (p 75) Figures from those days included Chief Administrators Money, Watson and Bols, Generals Allenby, Congreve and Clayton, high officials such as Richmond, Deedes and Storrs, and investigators Palin and Haycraft. Wasif Jawhariyyeh saves special praise for Major J.E. Campbell, who had until his resignation in disagreement with British Black-Letter policy in 1931 been assistant to the governors of Jerusalem (including Storrs) and Jaffa.2045


British commitments to Zionism made at San Remo [>78] had “opened their eyes” and “they started to doubt the good faith of the British Government.” After Lloyd George’s Liberal regime, successive Conservative and Labour ones continued to disappoint. (p 75)


Until 1930… the antagonism of the Arabs was directed against the Zionists (not the Jews), and their leaders were convinced that if only the British Government were informed of the true facts of the case and if only the British public opinion were given an antidote against Zionist propaganda, then justice would take its course. (p 76)


Joyfully, they saw that the Palin, Haycraft, Shaw and Hope Simpson reports [>88: >122; >220; >233], as well as the Passfield White Paper of 1930 [>234], were much in their favour, but Ramsay MacDonald then in February 1931 wrote his Black Letter to Chaim Weizmann [>246];


From that day the bitterness of the Arabs was directed against the British. They were, contrary to what they believed before the war, a treacherous and unreliable people; opportunists who, having got everything out of you, would throw you away;… Had Britain not done the same thing with King Hussein?2046… What fools they were to have prayed for Britain to win the war; what fools they were to have helped as much as possible towards the defeat of the Turk! With the Turk they had shared the government of an immense Empire; they were practically autonomous in their internal affairs; their future was completely safe; all they wanted in their fight against the Turk was a free and separate Arab State. Today, with the British, not only have they lost hope of that, but their share in the Government is nonexistent; their future as a national entity is in definite danger;… (pp 76-78)


Now, “there are no Arabs who believe… in the justice and fairness of the British” and “The feeling is that pressure must be brought to bear upon Britain to change its policy either: (a) positively: by using force; or (b) negatively: by the Jews exasperating the British, or alternatively by Britain finding themselves in need of the Arab and the Moslem worlds.” (p 78)


The Palestine Government was hated, so Musa, just as strongly as His Majesty’s Government in London, as its officials “have Zionist tendencies be they Jews or Gentiles;… [and/ or] they are afraid of the Jews who might break their career for them; several such cases have happened before;…” (p 79) [>112; >124] As for Arab feelings towards Jews,


No one but the pre-war residents of Palestine can conceive the true friendship which existed then between the Moslems and the Jews. … There was no festival, no occasion of happiness or distress, at which the members of one community did not rush to the house of the other to share the fortune or misfortune of each other. Among the old families of both communities it was customary for mothers of one race to foster the babies of the other. … [E]verything was in common, [the Jews] had no political ambitions and motives, they were religious Jews. (p 80)2047


(During his student years Musa saw many of his Jewish friends from Jerusalem turn against him due to their Zionism.2048) In the period 1921-29


the Jews acquired more land and their numbers were increasing through immigration. The Arabs saw that such acquisition of land meant a permanent alienation of the most fertile lands and the creation of [a] class of landless people. They could foresee that if such sales were to continue indefinitely then all the Arabs would become landless. [>233] From a policy of continuous immigration they saw that they were in danger of being outnumbered and being forced to leave the country in which they have no land, no say in the Government and in which they were economically at a disadvantage. (p 81)


Land acquisition, immigration and the belief “that all the Jews, all their parties are aiming at one thing: the creation in Palestine of a Jewish State” meant that “the Arabs have no hope of a better understanding with the Jews”. (p 82) In sum,


Briefly: The Arabs believe that His Majesty’s Government is following a policy which is bound to end by completely destroying their national aspirations and by inflicting individual hardship on each and all of them to such an extent that the day will come when the Arab will have to either leave the country or accept the misfortune of remaining here to do menial service for the Jews. (p 83)


As for the ‘Growth of feeling of Arab Nationality’,


This feeling is growing daily. The interest of the Palestine Arab in politics, even the fellah in a distant and lonely village, is striking. There is at least one literate person in each village who reads the papers to the others; Palestine, Syrian and Egyptian papers are read with interest and discussed. The papers are frequently passed from village to village. [Among the Arab Youth the] feeling is not that if the British will go we will kill the Jews; the feeling is if the British go the Jews will be less arrogant and less grabbing and we will be able to live with them. … [W]inning over the younger generation [to the British] appears now to be getting more and more difficult. (p 84)


The British had moreover practiced divide-and-rule by trying to split the effendi and the fellah. As for ‘The Future’, “The future that I see, so long as the present policy is adhered to, is in black.”


[T]he different white papers of 1922 and 1930 as well as the reports of the British experts on land and immigration problems, were all turned down whenever their recommendations were favourable to the Arabs. This the Arabs say is proof of the subordination of His Majesty’s Government to the Jewish will. … The result is, in the Arab mind, that if the Jews can bring so much pressure to bear upon the British why cannot we do the same? It is true we have not the money of the Jews; but we have the Moslem and Arab worlds; and above all we risk to lose nothing because nationally and individually we are done for, and therefore why should we fear death? (pp 86-87)


Musa then went on to recall that having had no say in the Balfour Declaration the Arabs were not in any respect bound by it. He then listed the often-declaimed complaints about unwanted immigration, unfair economic treatment, land sales which destroy the peasant, and British lack of respect for democratic, majority rule. (pp 87-90) “The Legislative Council which was promised in 1930 is nothing compared to what constitutional changes the Arabs demand. What the Arabs want is a complete autonomous government for Palestine within an Arab Federation;…” (p 90)


The start of a remedy now would be HMG’s “declaring the National Home to be actually established and their obligations fulfilled”.2049 [also >222; >232; >242; >271; >327; >373; >392; >406; >450; >452] With its quarter of a million residents in Palestine, the JNH should be declared a done thing; Britain had done the job described in the Mandate text as “placing the country under such political, administrative and economic conditions as will secure the establishment of the Jewish national home” and fulfilled the Mandate’s various Articles’ demands for Jewish immigration, close settlement, etc. [>146] (In fact, the British during this time at least contemplated, using the concept of “crystallisation”, declaring the Jewish national home as established, as done and dusted.2050)


The next step after that was “to create the National Government contemplated by the Mandate and by the Covenant of the League.” Then:


Split that part of Palestine lying between Tel-Aviv and Athlit with a depth covering the Jewish colonies in that area, and establish there an independent Jewish Canton. The Jews may then bring any number of immigrants they like to that canton and may pass any legislation which they consider suits them best. Simultaneously with that establish a national Government all over Palestine. The Jews will then have the double benefit – of having their own independent canton without any Arabs; and of being represented in the remaining part of Palestine in proportion to their numbers. (pp 90-91)


Falling short of bi-nationalism or parity between the two groups, because the Jewish ‘nation’ would have national power only in relation to their proportion of the population, this proposed solution offered “independence” for Jews only within the “Jewish Canton”, and presumably precluded secession.


In closing he advised Wauchope to suspend immigration for a year, stop the “transfer of land from Arabs to Jews for a period of ten years”, and after all set up a Legislative Council election “in proportion to their numbers” but with considerable veto powers remaining with the High Commissioner. (p 92) Funds would thus be saved that are now spent on


“public security”, and Arabs could be hired for Government posts now closed to them, in “the spirit of the mandate… to train the people of the country towards self-government.” (p 93)


On 31 January 1934, a summary of ‘The Situation in Palestine’ was written for the Colonial Office (and presumably Cabinet) which stated concerning Musa Alami:2051


The High Commissioner [Wauchope] has the highest opinion of Musa’s integrity, and of his knowledge of the state of Arab opinion in Palestine, and, making due allowance for the rhetorical exaggerations and inaccuracies which it contains, the memorandum of September 1933 must be regarded as a reliable indication of the Arab view of the main issues. [to wit:] (a) The Arabs, who formerly trusted the British, now hate and distrust them. (b) The reason for this hate and distrust is the belief of the Arabs that the British are responsible for thwarting Arab national aspirations… in the interests of the Jewish National Home, the indefinite expansion of which is permitted by His Majesty’s Government to the detriment of the Arab population.


At this point it was probably Downie who wrote in the margin, “in spite of the findings of the Shaw Comm, Hope-Simpson and French”.


Continuing,


(c) The Jewish National Home is hated (1) because of its exclusiveness (non-employment of Arabs and inalienability of Jewish land), and (2) because of the irreligion and distasteful social ideals (Communism) of the modern Jewish settlers. (d) … The findings of the Hope Simpson and French Reports are quite clear, and His Majesty’s Government is now justified in declaring the Jewish National Home to be actually established and their obligations fulfilled.


Musa, so this report, doubted the ability of HMG to “ascertain what is the absorptive capacity of the country”, called for an end to “[t]ransfer of land from Arabs to Jews”, and demanded that a “Legislative council should be set up with complete powers of legislation and representing all Palestinians in proportion to their numbers”.


Musa’s proposals, including even veto powers for the High Commissioner, were not the clean break with Britain wished by many others [>264], but stopping immigration and land transfer and declaring the Jewish national home as now established would remove both practical and legal (Mandate-determined) barriers to self-determination. His analysis was most likely shared by Wauchope, but his advice was not heeded, and under pressure from Zionists in Britain he was soon demoted by Wauchope back to the legal department “on categorical orders from London”.2052 Nevertheless it would be in summer 1936 that Alami, with Wauchope’s approval, wrote the strongly pro-independence ‘Civil-Servant Memorial’ to try to solve the dilemma of the nationalistic Palestinians who still needed their jobs in the Palestine Government. [>306]


This was an example of an articulate and thorough paper from an Arab, but also relevant to our topic of the British-Palestinian dialogue is what Geoffrey Furlonge relates as Musa’s description, from close quarters, of material usually reaching Wauchope’s desk:


[Wauchope] soon realised that while the highly intelligent Jewish leaders were masters of the art of public relations and could be relied upon at any time to produce a clear, reasoned, and completely documented statement of their community’s case on any issue, no such statement would be forthcoming from the Arabs, who were not only relatively inarticulate but were always liable to spoil their case by exaggeration and wild accusations.2053


Public relations was not the Palestinians’ strong point, likely because they saw their case as unassailable.
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267. Various messages to the HC Sept/Oct 1933


A memorandum from activists in Nablus on 30 September 1933 “accused the Government of Palestine of working for the destruction of the Palestinian Arabs and their replacement by Jews…”2054 As the previous entry showed, Musa Alami, independent politician and brother-in-law of Jamal al-Husseini, working as High Commissioner Wauchope’s Private Secretary during most of 19332055, told Wauchope that the beef was with Britain, not with the Jews. Kayyali adds that on 6 November “Wauchope did not hesitate to inform [Colonial Secretary] Cunliffe-Lister that the disturbances of October 1933 [>268] were ‘anti-British and anti-Government in character. … No Jews were molested’.”2056 On 23 December Wauchope was able to summarise for Cunliffe-Lister the root problems:


The political hostility towards Government is due to three main causes: (i) The fear that as the years pass not only the lands but the Arab people of Palestine will be more and more dominated by the Jewish invaders. (ii) The growth of national feeling in Palestine and other Arab countries which causes any foreign rule to grow more and more distasteful. (iii) The action of political leaders who for their own political existence are bound to outvie each other in denunciation of a foreign government which supports the Balfour Declaration.2057


He saw that “failure to give some form of local self government at an early date will certainly increase and perpetuate the present mistrust.”2058


As for non-verbal ‘messages’, although forbidden by Wauchope, several thousand people, including many Christians, demonstrated in Jerusalem on 13 October, a day of general strike as well.2059 An article in al-Jamia al-Arabiyya on 17 October 1933 urged:


Kick this Zionism with your feet and stand face to face with Great Britain. … Zionism is nothing but a criminal enterprise encouraged by Britain and protected by its bayonets, aimed at oppressing the Arabs and bringing them under its control.2060


It was moreover nowhere doubted that Christians were no less anti-Zionist than Moslems.2061


The nature of Palestinian-British exchanges at the local level during this period, verbal and non-verbal, was well-described in the Police Journal, Vol. 7, Issue 3, which carried a quotation from The Times of 8 November:


On October 8 the Palestine Arab Executive Committee passed a resolution in favour of a general strike to take place on October 13… to protest against Jewish immigration and the sale of land to Jews. The officer administering the Government very properly warned the Executive, in the interests of public order, that any such demonstration would be prohibited. … Despite the Government’s prohibition, however, which had been publicly announced, a persistent attempt at a demonstration was made in Jerusalem which had to be dispersed by the police, who behaved with great judgment and forbearance. The Arab Executive then announced their intention of holding a similar political demonstration at Jaffa on October 27. On October 25 the High Commissioner… informed them that no political procession or demonstration would be allowed in Jaffa… Despite the High Commissioner’s prohibition the Arab Executive persisted in holding a demonstration at Jaffa. This took place about midday on October 27 and was followed later by disturbances in Haifa and Nablus.2062


Similar Arab intentions and British prohibitions had been played out in March 1933. [>264]


On 25 October 1933 His Excellency the High Commissioner and Chief Secretary Hathorn Hall “granted” an interview with Musa Kazem, Yacoub Farraj, Jamal al-Husseini, Awni Abdul Hadi and Mogannam Mogannam.2063 Wauchope’s message to them was that “I cannot allow a procession of a political character”, but that he was always ready “to receive Arab leaders and discuss any questions or any grievances”. (pp 44, 52) Musa Kazem’s message to Wauchope was that “you are anxious to maintain law and order, but there is something greater than this, the maintenance of the rights or interests of the people”. (p 45) No peace without justice, that is. He made his often-repeated statement that Britain had listened neither to the Palestinian people nor to its own investigative-commission reports (Palin, Haycraft, Shaw, Hope Simpson, French) over the last fifteen years. (p 46) To Wauchope’s face Jamal then said that “We believe that Sir Arthur Wauchope has torn up the Reports of these commissions. All these Reports have been thrown to the four winds…”; the leadership had urged peaceful protest, but the people wanted something stronger. He added that Jewish immigration had far exceeded the economic absorptive capacity of the country. (pp 48-49) To this Wauchope pleaded for understanding – his job of balancing HMG’s obligations was difficult and sure, he’d made mistakes; but “I do not wish to enter into any arguments about Government policy today…” (p 51) Musa said, “You tell us to do nothing, to wait as we have waited in the past, to wait to be slaughtered.” (p 52) There would not even be discussion.


On 28 October Wauchope received Musa Kazem, Mahmoud Dajani, Rashid Haj Ibrahim, Zaki Nuseibi, Dr. Freij and Dr. [Izzat] Tannous,2064 focussing on the logistics of the political demonstration and ending with Musa Kazem’s saying,


When I was in England a few years ago I asked the Secretary of State to grant us representative Government. I asked him: was Iraq more advanced than we were? and he said No, but that it was because of the Balfour Declaration that representative Government had been delayed. I replied that the Balfour Declaration consisted of two parts: the establishment of a Jewish National Home in Palestine and the proviso that the rights of the existing inhabitants should be respected. I would like to remind Your Excellency of the second part of this Declaration. (pp 62-63)


13 October 1933 Protest riots against Jewish immigration and British pro-Zionist policies break out in [Jerusalem]; dispersed by force, organizers decide to call for a similar protest two weeks later in Jaffa to be organized by the Youth Congress and Jaffa’s Moslem-Christian Association.


27 October 1933 In Jaffa, over 7,000 Palestinian demonstrators and several Syrian and Transjordania delegates protest Zionist immigration. During the ensuing clashes with British police, 12 demonstrators are killed, 78 wounded.


27 October / 2 November 1933 ‘Those who were regarded by the police as the organisers of the demonstration [in Jaffa on 27 October] were arrested… [A]ll of them were required to sign bail for good behaviour which they did, except for Abd al-Qadir al-Muzaffar [Muzzafar], who preferred six months imprisonment to signing bail. … The public reaction was furious and a strike and demonstrations were spontaneously held throughout the Arab parts of Palestine. …’2065
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268.* Yaffa massacre, other protests 13 Oct-3 Nov 1933


In addition to the street protests and strike of 13 October 1933 in Jerusalem, other public protests took place on 27 October in Yaffa, Haifa, Safad, Nazareth, Tulkarem and again Jerusalem, with Yaffa experiencing the most violent clashes, British forces killing up to 38 Palestinian protesters.2066 Accompanied by closure of shops, there was also sniping by Palestinians at the British (and at Jerusalem Mayor Ragheb al-Nashashibi’s house); the police kept crowds moving and in Ramallah, Bethlehem and Hebron “successfully discouraged” such demonstrations, as a report by Sergeant J.E.F. Campbell dated 7 November detailed.2067 The protesters demonstrated Moslem-Christian unity by visiting both the Haram and the Church of the Holy Sepulchre.2068


In Jaffa on 27 October, an 81-year-old demonstrator by the name of Musa Kazem al-Husseini was clubbed to the ground by police. The man had been Mayor of Jerusalem and the pre-eminent political leader in Palestine during the Mandate’s first twelve years. He was co-author and signee of the unsurpassed ‘Report on the State of Palestine’ [>99], given personally to Colonial Secretary Winston Churchill and High Commissioner Herbert Samuel on 27 or 28 March 1921. He died on 27 March 1934, and his funeral was the same day at Damascus Gate, Jerusalem. RIP.


The report2069 of the Murison-Trusted Commission of Enquiry “into the events immediately preceding the disturbances which took place in Palestine between the 13th October and the 3rd November, 1933” was dated 4 January 1934. It counted one policeman and 26 Arabs killed and 56 policemen and 187 Arabs wounded. In December 1933 High Commissioner Wauchope would write to Colonial Secretary Cunliffe-Lister that the Arabs were boycotting the Murison-Trusted Commission, but this new investigative group nevertheless looked into the disturbances in Jerusalem (13 October), Yaffa (27 October), Haifa (27 & 28 October), Nablus (27 October), and again Jerusalem (28 & 29 October). It exonerated the police and gave as background that the Arab Executive had on 8 October called for a general strike on 13 October and for


protest(s) against the policy of Government, the ground for which was prepared by a general feeling of apprehension amongst the Arabs engendered by the purchase of land by the Jews and by Jewish immigration.2070 … It is clear than an Arab crowd in Palestine is mercurial and excitable and when excited dangerous. These disturbances were aimed against the government and not against the Jews… In these circumstances, the police of all ranks are placed in a particularly difficult situation when disturbances occur in Palestine.


In Jerusalem


At about 12: 20 p.m. the people left the Mosque. The crowd was then estimated by one witness at between 6 and 7 thousand and according to him was in a somewhat excited condition and was chanting and shouting ‘Allah el Akbar’. Musa Kazim Pasha was in the crowd and a party of veiled women brought up the rear of the crowd.


In Jaffa “the date originally fixed for [the demonstration] was… altered to the 27th because the Jaffa Lawn Tennis Tournament was fixed for the 20th, and one of the leaders was much interested in the Tournament”. Two “volleys” of live fire were released into the Jaffa crowd. In Nablus, “crowds were parading the streets… and throwing stones”.


Britain did not react to these protests with a token suspension of immigration for Jewish workers – as it had in June 1930 [>234] – although the British understood immigration’s key, and visible, importance. Wauchope for instance telegrammed Cunliffe-Lister that in addition to the 25,000 Jewish immigrants for whom he had given permits for the year 1933, a further 12,000 “illicit immigrants” had come, and


the fact that so large a number of Jews had entered afforded the Arab leaders an excellent opportunity to make many believe that unlimited numbers of German Jews would swamp Palestine and that Jews would soon outnumber Arab population. It would be a mistake however to imagine that sole cause of riot was Jewish National Home immigration. A genuine national feeling is growing constantly more powerful in Palestine…2071


“Jewish National Home immigration” captured the political, even conquering nature of the immigration.


A bit later Cunliffe-Lister supported Wauchope’s position about the immigration word-for-word:


A genuine national feeling is growing constantly more powerful in Palestine and more bitter against British Government and moreover reflected in other parts of the Arab world. … [T]he Arab national feeling… is really the root of the trouble: all the information I had in Palestine goes to show that this is not limited to Arab leaders or to Arab townsfolk, but is pretty well general among the Arab population.2072


While the British could, if they wished, do something about immigration, for Cunliffe-Lister, in London, they had no recipe against “national feeling” – perhaps justifying their relative inactivity in the face of the growing “trouble”.


Colonial Office official Cosmo Parkinson, who had replaced John Shuckburgh as head of the Middle East Department on 1 August 1931, did however write to both Cunliffe-Lister and Wauchope saying he “did not see how the Government could go on bottling up for ever the expression of feeling on the part of Arabs”, and thus he would permit “demonstrations” but not “processions”, moreover in the interests of “freedom of speech”; Cunliffe-Lister however cared only whether prohibitions of either would catch criticism in Parliament – and since he thought not, hinted to Wauchope that he should prohibit all manifestations in the near future.2073 As the Colonial Office wrote, “Since the disturbances of last October the feeling in the country has become more bitter” and the locals, as announced by Musa Kazem al-Husseini and Ruhi Abdul Hadi, planned large demonstrations during the coming Bairam in January.2074 Of course the well-known, long-standing political goal was independence, and agitation for it would not soon abate. As Kayyali observes, “The disturbances revealed that the Arabs were disposed towards the use of violence to deflect the Mandatory from its policy, and that the real aim of the Palestinians was national independence.”2075


In the immediate aftermath of this unrest, a delegation went to see Wauchope personally. According to Tannous:


It was so pathetic to see Musa Kazem, that venerable old man, cry in rage, bitterly protesting the brutality and the inhumanity of the Government. I remember telling the High Commissioner, being one of the delegates, that no civilized Government would disperse peaceful demonstrations by bullets. The demonstrations were an expression of the Arab people’s feelings against the despotic laws promulgated in Palestine which had as a goal their displacement and their subjugation to a foreign people.2076


While Kayyali believed that one consequence of the militancy was that the British now leaned towards shelving “the question of a Legislative Council indefinitely”2077, Wauchope himself, writing to Cunliffe-Lister on 16 August 1934, confided that “there is no question but that a Legislative Council will be established2078”. Of course both Wauchope and Cunliffe-Lister, and according to the latter the entire Cabinet as of autumn 1934, “would… be glad if the Legislative Council never came into being”.2079





2066 Qumsiyeh 2011, p 73; Cronin 2017, p 36; also Zuaytir 1958, pp 82-83.


2067 CO 733/239/5, Part 3, pp 18-53; Kayyali 1978, pp 172-74.


2068 Boyle 2001, p 200.


2069 CO 733/346/8, pp 9-19 (= The Palestine Gazette No. 420, Wednesday, 7th February 1934) and CO 733/ 239/6, pp 10-52; also further un-footnoted citations; Kayyali 1978, p 174; also Porath 1977, p 45; Tannous 1988, p 168.


2070 Also Abboushi 1977, p 28.


2071 CO 733/239/5/Part 2, p 38, Wauchope to Cunliffe-Lister, 6 November 1933.


2072 CO 733/239/5/Part 3, p 8; Kayyali 1978, p 174.


2073 CO 733/239/7, pp 1-4.


2074 CO 733/257/11, pp 31-36.


2075 Kayyali 1978, p 174.


2076 Tannous 1988, p 170; also Sykes 1965, p 176 and Lesch 1979, pp 214-15.


2077 Kayyali 1978, p 175, citing CO 733/265, Wauchope to Cunliffe-Lister, 16 August 1934.
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269. Women’s protest and visit 27/30 October 1933


Some of the demonstrators in Jerusalem on 27 October 1933 were women, as a Palestine Government police report recorded: “A crowd of over a thousand persons rapidly gathered in front of the offices” where a women’s deputation had arrived, and “Madame Mogannam appeared on the balcony and made a speech, which has since been reported to have excited the crowd.”2080 HC Wauchope wrote to Colonial Secretary Cunliffe-Lister that


A new and disquieting feature of this demonstration was the prominent part taken by women of good family as well as others. … They did not hesitate to join in assaults on the Police and were conspicuous in urging their menfolk to further efforts.2081


A few days later, on 30 October 1933, Wauchope then received a “deputation of Arab Ladies”, namely (Palestine Government spellings) Mrs. Faiz Bey Haddad, Mrs. Dr. Hussein [Wahide El] Khalidi, Mrs. Taher Bey Husseini, Mrs. [Matul E.S.] Mogannam (Christian), Miss E. Abdulhadi, Mrs. N. Abdulhadi, Miss Sh. Duzdar, Miss Z. Shihabi, Miss M. Sakakini (Christian), Miss Z. Nashashibi and Miss J. Alami. The Arab Women’s Congress, with many of the same members, had similarly visited High Commissioner Chancellor in late October 1929 [>210; also >320; >356], had petitioned the Permanent Mandates Commission for Palestinian independence on 28 January 1932 [>257], and would for instance attend the large Arab Women’s Congress in Cairo on 15-18 October 1938 [>374].


The minutes of this reception2082 recorded that “These ladies were mostly members of the Arab Ladies Association with the addition of representatives of certain of the leading Arab families.” One lady recalled that


the traditions of Arab women especially the Moslems among them… would normally prevent them from calling on Your Excellency or any officer of Government. We did, however, make one such call in 1929 after the riots of that year. Now again we call upon Your Excellency…


They protested the “brutal murder” of “some of our men”, demanded the release from jail of “our menfolk” and warned that if this didn’t happen “demonstrations will continue and we will not be afraid to face the bullets of the Police.” In the usual nutshell: “Stop the sale of lands. Stop immigration. Then there will be peace. But we are not afraid of death. Our country is our own and we will always be prepared to die for it.” (pp 21-22)


The women were eyewitnesses in both Jerusalem and Yaffa to the fact that the demonstrators were peaceable and that the police fired first, sometimes fatally, “some sixty wounded and 7 killed”:


The proof is that not one policeman was touched. … We can assure Your Excellency that these atrocities have been entirely without justification. … [In Yaffa] the people decided to proceed from the Mosque to the offices of the Moslem-Christian Association and when they saw the ladies [from our group] on the balcony they greeted them. There and then the police fired. … [However] we did not come to ask for mercy but only to lodge a protest with Your Excellency. If we have any request to ask of you it would be that you should open the doors of the prison for us to go and join our men. … [But] it is the police who have committed murder. Should they not be put in jail? (pp 23-24)


More generally,


We are not concerned with economics only. We are concerned also with the moral well-being of the Arab people. We are afraid that the flow of Jewish immigrants and Jewish money will break down our traditions, traditions which are of long standing and highly valued by us. … We have lost the confidence that we once had in the British Government. The policy of the British Government has been disastrous for the Arabs. (pp 23-24)


To Wauchope personally:


Your Excellency says that you are the friend of the people and of the fellah. But Your Excellency should know what people have been saying. They say that you go about the country and you meet the fellah and give him ten shillings here and a pound there but you come back to your office and give decisions and issue proclamations and laws of such a kind that you take away with one hand what you give with the other. … In the past the Arabs have always been friendly to the British. Now our enemy is the British Government and no one else, because the British Government has been responsible for these events and their consequences. (pp 24-25)


Wauchope in reply:


Ladies, with great sorrow I have heard the strong expressions of feeling that you have thought right to make today. I cannot enter into arguments or discussions but it is my honest opinion that great misunderstandings exist. … It is just because I am a friend of the Arabs that I so deeply deplore the events of the last few days. As regards what happened at Jaffa: it is exactly because I feel that if I allowed processions the same results will occur as occurred at Jaffa that I feel it is my duty to prohibit processions. A procession may begin in good order but the bad elements will cause disorder before it ends. (pp 25-26)


His version of the demonstrations he had “vetoed” on 25 October was that “the bad elements” started the violence and it was “the police who were compelled to fire,… forced to fire.”2083 The actual content of his words was that he would not allow marches because he allowed his police to kill and wound marchers. To my knowledge, moreover, he did not explain to the Palestinian women why he was unable to “enter into arguments or discussions” – especially needed as there were “misunderstandings” to clear up.





2080 CO 733/239/5, Part 3, pp 33-34, Campbell to Chief Secretary, ‘Summary of Events in Jerusalem Districts 27th October, 4 November 1933’.


2081 CO 733/239/5, Part 1, p 32.


2082 CO 733/239/5, Part 2, pp 21-29, all quotations.
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270.* Al Muqattam to the British 2 November 1933


After the ‘disturbances’ of 27 October 1933 one Arab newspaper wrote on 2 November ‘A word to the British nation’:2084


The British nation is a highly cultured and civilized one. … It is distinguished by special characteristics and character which enabled it to establish an Empire upon the territories of which the sun never sets. The history of this nation is full of honourable deeds and great construction of which it has the right to boast. The English nation boasts of being the mother of the parliamentary regime, the castle of personal liberty, the supporter of justice and fair play and the strong adherent of intellectual development. It also boasts of being a helper to the weak and oppressed. And Palestine is a small country which was severed from the body of Syria for political purpose and handed over as a trust to this great nation to which we have given a short description. Now we ask this question: has this great nation really and truly sympathised with this small country and its inhabitants both of whom are trusts as far as she is concerned?


If so, went the reasoning, there would not have been the disturbances of 1929 or today.


[W]hat difference is there between [the Mandate] and the colonization based on iron and fire? Palestine is a small country like Ireland but despite this Ireland gave a great deal of trouble to Great Britain. … The original and essential wrong lies in the issue by Britain of the two contradicting promises at the time when she was aware of the contradiction and in the attempt to compromise between them, not by argument but by oppression and force of arms which is the worst kind of all arguments especially in this century when the principles of Britain herself have spread and are taken up by the people. The Palestinians are to-day judging Britain according to its own principles…


The quarrel was not with the Jews:


The Palestinians… have given a strong proof testifying to the fairness of their case and that is by restricting their struggle and directing it against the English only, avoiding the Jews, many of whom were misled by the Balfour Declaration to leave his own country to come and live in Palestine…


It was easy for Britain to put down a rebellion by force, but


what is necessary and essential for the maintenance of British reputation and British dignity is the facing of the Palestine problem with the spirit of justice [and] otherwise all [that] the English boast of will become meaningless and the Near East will have to prepare itself for a long and continuous struggle between its legal hopes and aspirations and [the] material force of the West. This is a word which we direct to the conscience of the British nation.


Several themes recur in this editorial: the initial friendship and respect for the British;


Palestine is part of Syria; the dual obligations were contradictory; Britain knew this; the conflict is Palestine-Britain, not Palestine-Jews; the West had only “material force”, not moral force; and Britain, judged by its own standards, must feel guilty and loses face. The editorial’s author was likely to have been its owner, George Antonius’s father-in-law Faris Nimr, whose own father had been killed in the Maronite-Druze civil war of 1860, whereupon the family fled first to Beirut then to Cairo.
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271. Wauchope to Cunliffe-Lister 3 & 23 December 1933


“Friend of the Arabs” [>269] High Commissioner Wauchope on 23 December 1933 again wrote to Colonial Secretary Cunliffe-Lister, saying that


if no change takes place, we must be prepared to face more serious disturbances… than anything that took place this autumn. Even so I remain confident we shall suppress any riots that may occur, but it seems to me possible that the number of killed and wounded on both sides may greatly exceed the casualties that occurred this year.2085


Which two “sides” he meant is not stated, but one, for sure, was the Palestinians. Thus the conscious, deliberate British argument for violent suppression, here expressed by its High Commissioner, was that, relying on its ‘obligation’ under the Mandate-cum-Balfour Declaration, the national home simply had to be established – even if the price to pay was a very high “number of killed and wounded”. Cunliffe-Lister, in passing, gave free hand to Wauchope on banning demonstrations:


I doubt if anyone here [in London] would criticise prohibition of demonstrations. If there were such criticism, I should have no difficulty in defending prohibition.2086


The logical question again arose as to when the establishment of the Jewish national home was fact. At what size of ‘home’, at what point in time, would the British have done what they had said they would do, namely put the Balfour-Declaration into effect as their main ‘duty’ as Mandatory?2087 [also e.g. >222; >242; >266] As the Mufti, Hajj Amin al-Husseini, on 3 December 1933 explained in talks with Wauchope:


The word ‘establishment’ means building, or construction; and therefore implies that an end will at one time be reached for such a construction. … His Majesty’s Government… must contemplate that the establishment of the Jewish National Home must of necessity come to an end at some stage or another. … The criterion in determining the end is the prejudice caused to the Arabs as a result of the continuous process of ‘establishment’. The Arabs now say we have reached this point and the Government says we have not.2088


Wauchope then went on to actually agree with the “educated Arabs” that the national home policy meant “replacing a landlord who employed the cultivators of the soil with a landlord who refuses all employment to Arabs”, a reduction overall in land Arabs could till, and increases in the number of “landless Arabs, and of unemployed Arabs”, writing: “These three evils exist.”2089 What can be inferred about Wauchope’s emotional state? He said clearly that he knew, but did he not care?


But on the larger issue raised by Hajj Amin he replied:


With regard to a declaration by His Majesty’s Government that a National Home has been established and that the process of building it up must now cease, he did not see the likelihood of HMG doing so at present, but he will certainly put forward the views of the Mufti on this matter to the Secretary of State.2090


And indeed some minutes in Colonial Office correspondence show that the question was being debated within the Government bureaucracy, if not the Cabinet: Was the Yishuv now big enough and strong enough to count as an established National Jewish Home? Downie for the Colonial Office, for instance, argued for the “crystallization” of the JNH, implying abandonment of the “economic absorptive capacity” criterion for immigration.2091 Williams and Parkinson noted that Downie was probably right, but that if HMG did “crystallise” the yishuv it would have consequences for both the Palestine Government’s tax revenue and the state of mind of Dr. Weizmann, who had just proposed an asyet unclear “cantonisation”.2092 (Yezid Sayigh describes the yishuv as the “state-in-the-making”.2093) Should the answer be that the JNH was now sufficiently built, continuing the whole exercise would be stripped of its legalistic justification and the Palestinians, given that the appeal to this internationally-enshrined ‘obligation’ was Britain’s rock-bottom, fall-back argument, would have an unanswerable case.


Wauchope was correctly conveying Palestinian views to Cunliffe-Lister:


It is also noteworthy and symptomatic of a new orientation of Arab nationalism in Palestine that the cries of the demonstrators were ‘Down with the English’ and ‘Down with the colonisers’. Arab feeling in Palestine is definitely becoming anti-British and anti-government. Without the British government, the Arabs think, they would have nothing to fear from the Jews.2094


1933 Immigration was rapidly increasing.2095


February [or 4 January] 1934 A special commission of inquiry reports on causes of the 1933 disturbances. [>268]
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272. Fadwa Tuqan after the Mandate


In light of High Commissioner Wauchope’s and Colonial Secretary Cunliffe-Lister’s taking the death of many of their subjects (and some of their own policemen and soldiers) into the bargain in fulfilment of the “sacred trust of civilization” undertaken by Britain on behalf of the League of Nations [>46; >271], the pain of the dead and their friends and relatives deserves more than an abstract set of numbers of “killed and wounded”.2096 Although written after 1948, this poem by Fadwa Tuqan,2097 born in Nablus in 1917 [also >229], could be about legions of resisting Palestinians, including those in the 1930s under the rule of Wauchope, the High Commissioner who had pledged to his superior in London to “suppress any riots” [see >271]:


Hamza


Hamza was just an ordinary man


like others in my hometown


who work only with their hands for bread.


When I met him the other day,


this land was wearing a cloak of mourning


in windless silence. And I felt defeated.


But Hamza-the-ordinary said:


‘My sister, our land has a throbbing heart,


it doesn’t cease to beat, and it endures


the unendurable. It keeps the secrets


of hills and wombs. This land sprouting


with spikes and palms is also the land


that gives birth to a freedom-fighter.


This land, my sister, is a woman.’


Days rolled by. I saw Hamza nowhere.


Yet I felt the belly of the land


was heaving in pain.


Hamza — sixty-five — weighs


heavy like a rock on his own back.


‘Burn, burn his house,’


a command screamed,


‘and tie his son in a cell.’


The military ruler of our town later explained:


it was necessary for law and order,


that is, for love and peace!


Armed soldiers gherraoed his house:


the serpent’s coil came full circle.


The bang at the door was but an order —


‘evacuate, damn it!’


And generous as they were with time, they could say:


‘in an hour, yes!’


Hamza opened the window.


Face to face with the sun blazing outside,


he cried: ‘in this house my children


and I will live and die


for Palestine.’


Hamza’s voice echoed clean


across the bleeding silence of the town.


An hour later, impeccably,


the house came crumbling down,


the rooms were blown to pieces in the sky,


and the bricks and the stones all burst forth,


burying dreams and memories of a lifetime


of labor, tears, and some happy moments.


Yesterday I saw Hamza


walking down a street in our town —


Hamza the ordinary man as he always was:


always secure in his determination.


According to Laila Parsons, in the summer of 1936 Fadwa “wrote one of her earliest poems”, one praising Commander Fawzi al-Qawuqji as he arrived in Palestine.2098 Samar Attar has written an analysis of the life and works of Fadwa Tuqan, focusing on her relationship with the British colonizer and including a chronology of the lives of her and her brother Ibrahim.2099 [>351] Addressing the love-hate attitude of many colonized to their colonizers, she looks as well into the works and dilemmas of Sahar Khalifah, Ghassan Kanafani and Emile Habibi with occasional quotations from Edward Said.2100
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273. Musa al-Alami & David Ben-Gurion March 1934


The next two entries (like several others, >24; >62; >64; >274; >278) are exceptions in that they concern the Arab-Palestinian/Jewish-Zionist side of the triangle.2101 The views of David Ben-Gurion, the most important Jewish-immigrant politician, were influential with the British. In such conversations the Palestinians apparently said nothing that contradicted their other statements. For more on these dialogues with Musa Alami, Awni Abdul Hadi, George Antonius, Hussein Khalidi, Izzat Tannous et al. see Ben Gurion (1968) and Caplan (1983 & 1986).


In his rendering of this dialogue with Musa al-Alami2102, who then worked directly under High Commissioner Wauchope in the Palestine Government [>266], Mahdi (not Awni) Abdulhadi first quoted David Ben-Gurion’s version of the conversation. He (Ben-Gurion) had heard of


a certain Arab, who had a reputation as a nationalist and a man not to be bought by money or by office, but who was not a Jew-hater either. The man was Musa Alami. … The prevailing assumption in the Zionist movement then was that we were bringing a blessing of the Arabs of the country… [However,] Musa Alami told me that he would prefer the land to remain poor and desolate even for another hundred years, until the Arabs themselves were capable of developing it and making it flower, and I felt that as a patriotic Arab he had every right to this view.


Alami had told him that


the best parts of the country were passing into Jewish hands,… the Jews had acquired the large [infrastructure] concessions, the national budget was expended on defense, for which the Arabs had no need, there was an abundance of high-salaried British officials – all for the sake of a Jewish national home; an Arab Palestine had no need for this officialdom.


Ben-Gurion then agreed with the standard Palestinian position that “the main difficulty was in the political field”, not issues like land and economics:


We wanted immigration unrestricted by political considerations; we did not wish to remain a minority. … Musa Alami [also] spoke with bitter mockery about the Legislative Council proposal. It was a mere deception. All the power would remain in the hands of the English. I asked him whether the Arabs would agree to parity. His answer, as I had expected, was absolutely negative. Why should they? he asked. Did the Arabs not constitute four-fifths of the country’s population?


Then Ben-Gurion


put to him the crucial question: ‘Is there any possibility at all of reaching an understanding with regard to the establishment of a Jewish State in Palestine, including Transjordan?’ He replied with a question. Why should the Arabs agree? I answered that in return we would agree to support the establishment [against the will of the French and British] of an Arab


Federation in the neighbouring countries… so that the Arabs in Palestine, even if they constituted a minority in that country, would not hold a minority position, since they would be linked with millions of Arabs in the neighbouring countries.


According to Ben-Gurion, Alami said “the proposal could be discussed…”


For his part, Musa Alami noted that the meeting took place at his home in Jerusalem, and that Moshe Shertok, an immigrant from Ukraine, was also present. In Musa’s version of the conversation, Shertok “opened the talk with a long discourse in familiarly soothing terms, in which he likened Palestine to ‘a crowded hall in which there is always room for more people…’” Ben-Gurion however “brushed Shertok aside” and, implying that it didn’t matter whether there was room in Palestine for both the natives and the immigrants, said that


The Jews had nowhere to go but Palestine, whereas the Arabs had at their disposal the broad and undeveloped lands of the Arab world. Musa [here referring to himself in the 3rd person] listened in silence, and when they had done contented himself with a reminder that he was a Government servant and not a politician, and [with] a reference to the numerous Zionist publications which betrayed both expansionist designs and hatred of the Arabs.


This meeting “marked the final stage in his [Musa’s] education on the nature and aims of Zionism”:


Despite all that he had seen and read during the previous ten years [since his graduation from Trinity Hall, Cambridge], he had remained, as he says, ‘incredibly naïve’ about the ultimate intentions of the Zionist2103, who had always been careful in their official pronouncements to keep their desiderata within the limits of the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate, i.e., a National Home in Palestine. But now he had heard these leaders, who were not reckoned extremists, making crystal clear that they were aiming at nothing less than the complete control of the country.


This idea of making conceptual space for the Jewish colony in the Near East by diluting its presence through the creation of a much larger Arab “federation” made repeated appearances during the Mandate.2104





2101 See Svirsky & Ben-Arie 2018, Ch. 2 & passim.


2102 Abdul Hadi 1997, pp 77-79, all quotations. See also Ben-Gurion 1968, Chs. 5, 8, 12, 15, 16, & 19.
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274. Awni Abdul Hadi, Ben-Gurion & Magnes 18 July 1934


Awni Abdul Hadi, after his education in Beirut, Istanbul and at the Sorbonne, had served under Faisal in Damascus, had been a leader of the Palestine Arab Congress and a member of the Delegation to London in 1930 [>222], and had co-founded the Istiqlal Party [>264; >288]. At this meeting Judah Magnes, President of the Hebrew University, introduced Abdul Hadi and Ben-Gurion [see also >333] and, as related by Mahdi Abdul Hadi,2105 the meeting began with Ben-Gurion’s remark that (Awni) Abdul Hadi, “speaking in broken English”, said that


Weizmann and others were always proclaiming goodwill towards the Arabs – where was this goodwill? … The settlement of the Jews undermines the existence of the Arabs. … They pay exaggerated prices for land… Who can resist the insane prices paid by the Jews? The English are helping to dispossess the Arabs [of] the land, contrary to the Mandate. … Both Dr. Magnes and I tried to prove to him that the settlement of the Jews was a blessing to the Arab fellahin … Awni disputed this. He maintained that in any case the land was being transferred to the Jews, and even though the Arabs might not need it at the moment they would require it in a generation or two, when their numbers would be greater.


Ben-Gurion continued:


We had been compelled to come and settle without the consent of the Arabs, and we would continue to do so in the future, but we would prefer to act on the basis of an understanding and mutual agreement. This was conceivable if the Arabs recognized our rights to return to our land… The central issue was: is it possible to reconcile the ultimate goals of the Jewish people and the Arab people? Our ultimate goal was the independence of the Jewish people in Palestine, on both sides of the Jordan, not as a minority…


Asking for Arab recognition of their “rights to return” echoed of course the tenet of the Churchill White Paper that Jews came to and were in Palestine “as of right and not on sufferance”. [>142] Come they must and would, that is, even though it would feel better if the Arabs would give some “understanding and mutual agreement”. Ben-Gurion was arguing both that their coming and settling was a “blessing” for Awni’s people and that, however that may be, it was anyway their “right”; in 1948 he would ‘argue’ more simply with brute force2106.


Ben-Gurion then perhaps missed Awni’s sarcasm when the latter


became enthusiastic… and said that if with our help the Arabs could achieve unity he would agree not to four million, but to five or six million, Jews in Palestine. He would go and shout in the streets, he would tell everyone he knew, in Palestine, in Syria, in Iraq, in Damascus and Baghdad: Let’s give the Jews as many [immigrants] as they want, as long as we achieve our unity. [He then] reverted to his mocking and sceptical tone…


Pledging to render “all possible assistance to the Arab people”,


Dr. Magnes framed the question as follows: Were the Arabs willing to sacrifice Palestine in order to attain the broader goals in the other Arab countries? I [Ben-Gurion] commented… that even politically [the Arabs] would not be dependent on us, even after we came to constitute a vast majority of the population…


In this conversation Ben-Gurion straightforwardly said that


Our end goal is the sovereignty of the Jewish people on the lands on both sides of the Jordan, not as a minority, but as a population of many millions.2107


But Awni Bey had knowingly “asked what guarantees the Arabs would obtain” of Jewish help in the broader Middle East; even if they wanted such a deal, could the Jews do it?


Abdul Hadi took immediate notes of this three-hour meeting. He knew Magnes [also >463] as a man


who was often making approaches to the Arabs on the pretext that he did not believe in the Zionist policy. … Ben-Gurion said: We recognise the right of the Arabs to remain on their lands, if they recognise our right to settle in Palestine. Here I was unable to listen to the lies he was telling. I interrupted him, saying: Palestine, Mr. Ben-Gurion, is an Arab country and not a Jewish country. The right of the Arabs to remain on their lands and in their country does not require your recognition. … As for the Palestinian Jews who have lived with the Arabs in peace, they enjoy the same rights as the Arabs enjoy, without discrimination.2108 As for the Balfour Declaration, a foreigner who did not rule (Palestine) issued it to a foreigner who was not entitled (to it).


Here two themes recur: The Arab Jews would have full individual rights [also >99; >217; >218], and settler-colonialism under the Zionist Mandate was unique in that the colonialists and settlers came from different places [also >182].


Ben-Gurion said frankly that should the Palestinians refuse to give in to the Zionist plan and “try to prevent it”, there would be a “tragedy and the shedding of innocent blood by both parties.” Abdul Hadi told him “fervently and in a severe tone”:


You speak, Mr. Ben-Gurion, about money, and about helping us with our independence and unity, in exchange for the Arabs conceding Palestine to the Jews on both West and East Banks (of the Jordan). I am talking about the homeland and its sanctity. The homeland is not sold for a price, and therefore it is not possible… for us to come together.


Just as for High Commissioner Wauchope [>271], for Ben-Gurion the Jewish national homestate was worth plenty of bloodshed, with the difference that Ben-Gurion acknowledged he was the aggressor.





2105 Abdul Hadi 1997, pp 79-81, all quotations.


2106 Shavit 2013, Ch. ‘Lydda, 1948’; = https://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2013/10/21/lydda-1948


2107 Ben-Gurion 1968, p 41 (my translation from the German edition); also p 44.


2108 See also FO 492/20, p 497.









275. Ahmad Samih al-Khalidi’s Compromise Proposal July 1934


The Principal of the Government Arab College, Ahmad Samih (Salih?) al-Khalidi, favoured a proposal2109 offering the Zionists and Great Britain a Jewish canton covering 250,000 hectares (2,500,000 dunums) of Palestine’s “best lands” to which Jewish immigration would be unlimited; Bethlehem and Nazareth would remain in an Arab canton, while Jerusalem, Hebron and Safad would be “neutral”. “The present proposals should not be taken as a temporary settlement, but as a final solution” and were justified on grounds of “peace and security”: “Jews and Arabs will enjoy forever the element of security which we cannot admit they now enjoy.” (Compare Musa Alami’s proposal, in his secret letter to Wauchope, for a “Jewish Canton” along the coast from Tel Aviv to just south of Haifa, which seems to be a smaller concession to the Jewish Zionists. [>266])


“Some transfer of property and population is bound to take place”, so al-Khalidi, resulting in “two independent and widely autonomous governments” replacing the Balfour Declaration and Mandate, with the later merging of “Trans-Jordan to the Arab canton under Amir Abdallah [to] compensate [the Arabs’] loss of what was lately their lands.” The cantons would become “members of the League of Nations”. Cosmo Parkinson while visiting Palestine discussed this plan over dinner with al-Khalidi,2110 perhaps in the presence of his wife Anbara.


A “central… Executive Council … with Arabs, Jews and British on it”, headed by Emir Abdallah, would take care of “Religious sites, the Supreme and Mixed Courts, Posts and Telegraphs, Customs, Railways, Currency and Defence in both cantons”, all other powers being cantonal. Finally, al-Khalidi explained the advantages for Great Britain, whose “prestige… will be immensely enhanced”, and for the Jews, who will “take into consideration that the friendship of the Arabs… is far better than relying on force.” Perhaps this was the earliest effort to conceptualise bi-national/federal and unity-with-Jordan solutions, as opposed to either strict partition or representative democracy in Palestine as a unit.2111 That said, the partition schemes proposed by the Peel Commission in 1937 [>336] or recommended by the UN General Assembly in 1947 [>481], including as they would various forms of “economic union”, were not all that different from al-Khalidi’s scheme.





2109 Abdul Hadi 1997, pp 81-83, all quotations. Abdul Hadi writes ‘Salih’ instead of ‘Samih’.


2110 Sinanoglou 2019, p 52.


2111 See Hattis 1970 on Jewish-Zionist bi-national proposals.









276. Downie to Wauchope and CO August 1934


Zionist writer Susan Hattis quotes a message from Mr. Downie, who worked at the Colonial Office, to his superiors as well as the High Commissioner:


Irrespective of the numbers of the Jewish and non Jewish communities His Majesty’s Government have undertaken obligations to both sections, which have been declared to be of equal weight. [>234] Apart from this consideration, it can hardly be disputed that the deficiency in mere numbers of the Jewish population is at least counter-balanced by their superior resources, enterprise and ability. By its very definition, the Jewish National Home can never merge itself with the non Jewish population and, if it survives and develops, will always retain its own social organisation and outlook.2112


Aside from its philo-semitic racism, this small message is interesting as evidence that solutions involving separation of the two “communities”, rather than their reconciliation and political unity, were coming into vogue.





2112 Hattis 1970, p 108.









277. Hajj Amin to Wauchope 20 August 1934


According to Porath, since late 1933 it was known that Wauchope favoured a Legislative Council (LC) with only 4 Government-official members, 11 elected non-official members (7 Moslems, 3 Jews and 1 Christian), and 3 appointed non-official members (religion not specified). Though its legislative power would be weak in comparison to that of the High Commissioner, the percentage of non-Jewish indigenous members would be considerably greater than in the LCs proposed by Churchill and Samuel in 1922 [>133] or by Chancellor in 1930-31 [>225; >228; >231; 251]. The Cabinet on 11 April 1934 gave Wauchope the green light to finalise such a plan, which had been discussed at length by the whole team (Shuckburgh, Parkinson, Williams, Downie, Wilson, and of course Wauchope, but… no Arabs) and had Colonial Secretary Cunliffe-Lister’s general approval.2113


Whatever the exact numbers of his previous LC proposals, on 20 August 1934 His Excellency Wauchope received Hajj Amin Eff. al-Husseini2114 and told him that in light of the Mufti’s and “the Arab community’s” opposition he’d decided to “decrease the number of official members” (evidently to 4). His Eminence the Mufti answered that he appreciated the consideration given to his views, but that “the Arabs, however, looked forward towards a Parliament with full powers and not to a Legislative Council with limited powers.” Wauchope gave the usual reply that the Arabs were still inexperienced and that anyway, the land sales and immigration which followed from the Balfour Declaration “could not come within the powers of a Legislative Council.”


Wauchope then changed the subject away from the powerlessness of the mooted LC, asking whether the Mufti preferred a nominated or elected LC, with the Mufti answering that he “preferred direct election” to either indirect election or nomination; “rightly or wrongly, nominated members would be looked on as members subservient to Government influence.” Wauchope said that the LC would number about 28 members and “there should be no official majority.”


Around this time, Wauchope wrote privately to Cunliffe-Lister in favour of the immediate creation of the LC, as anything else would be a “breach of faith”; his


unofficial discussions with various notables in Palestine… have proceeded on the assumption that [in] the Legislative Council… subject to the necessity for special arrangements in order to secure the rights of minorities, the numbers of Moslem, Jewish and Christian elected members shall be roughly proportionate to the numbers of the respective communities in the country. … [I]t will also be necessary to temper the elective principle by nominating a certain number of non-official members.


He added, “On the whole I prefer direct elections” and “The numbers should… not be limited to 22 as previously proposed [and] I prefer something in the neighbourhood of 30”.


Despite the danger that a “perfectly free election, uninfluenced by Government, would almost certainly lead to the election of a number of irresponsible extremists,… my present view is that the greater proportion of the members should be elected” – proportionate to the size of the three main “communities”.


Wauchope’s words here are astounding: within the Colonial Office he was propounding elections based on proportional representation, something in accordance with rudimentary democratic principles which had been demanded ad infinitum by the Palestinians but hitherto rejected by all British Governments because it would have meant the death of Zionism. This had always been true, ever since the mandate text was drafted, as captured in general terms by historian of partition Penny Sinanoglou:


If Britain were to develop self-government for the entire country, as directed by the mandate, the nascent Jewish nation home would almost certainly [sic.] be destroyed.


To be sure, this LC, the best to date, would have only limited powers, a considerable number of Government-delegated members and Government veto power. A year and a half later Palestine started to blow up in Wauchope’s face, and perhaps it was because he felt this coming – by means of his close dialogue with locals and in particular his close relationship with Musa al-Alami [>266; >306] – that he went so far in the direction of a normal democracy for Palestine.


One detail of Wauchope’s proposal was that all resident Jews who accepted Palestinian citizenship could vote and be elected; however the official Jewish position, so Wauchope, was for


‘parity’, which means equality of numbers for the Arab and Jewish communities. Since the promises of the Mandate were given to the ‘Jewish People’, not to the Jewish population of Palestine, they claim that the Jews of the Diaspora should be brought into the calculation of proportions. In my view the grant of equal representation to two Palestinian communities, one of which is approximately three times as large as the other, cannot be justified on grounds either of justice, of custom, or even of expediency.2115


I wonder whether Wauchope had denounced parity so clearly in his talks with Amin or Musa. In addition, the requirement of Palestinian citizenship was significant, because a large percentage of the immigrants had not applied for it.


To Colonial Secretary Cunliffe-Lister Wauchope offered, as an example only, that


the number of elected members [should be] 17 Moslems, 3 Arab Christians and 6 Jews [and] the country should be divided into 17 (‘territorial, not communal’) constituencies where a majority of the population is Arab Moslem, 3 constituencies where a majority is Arab Christian, and 6 constituencies where a majority is Jewish.2116


Why, then, did Wauchope also tell Cunliffe-Lister that even without parity, i.e. with a non-Jewish majority, “no real danger will be caused to the National Home by such a constitutional change as here proposed”?2117 The answer could only lie in the limited remit of the LC and the power of the High Commissioner, the Cabinet, or, if needed, the King himself, to override any really anti-Zionist, pro-independence acts of the LC. In the event, the “proposed constitutional change” was not made, and only a few municipal elections were allowed.2118 On 6 December 1934 Cunliffe-Lister would approve a 29-member body which also fell short of proportional representation.2119 [>279]





2113 CO 733/257/12, Part 2, pp 34, 38-39; CO 733/235/5, pp 34-36 & passim; Porath 1977, p 149, also citing CO 733/235/17305 [= CO 733/235/5] of 22 April 1934.


2114 CO 733/265/1, pp 77-81, 84-88, 128, 131, 144, all citations.


2115 CO 733/265/1, p 89.


2116 CO 733/265/1, p 132.


2117 CO 733/265/1, p 89; also pp 89-101.


2118 Kayyali 1978, p 177, citing CO 733/265, Wauchope to Cunliffe-Lister, Enclosure A, 25 August 1934.


2119 CO 733/293/6, p 50.









278. Al-Jabiri & Arslan to Ben-Gurion 23 September 1934


Two members of the Syro-Palestine Committee who worked together in Geneva, Ihsan al-Jabiri and Amir Shakib Arslan, met after some hesitation with Ben-Gurion to “learn the real aim of Zionism from an authorised source.”2120 [also >273; >274] Their own anti-Zionist views were those repeatedly expressed to the British by Palestinians and their Arab friends.


In Al-Jabiri’s version, Ben-Gurion told them that “a Jewish State” in Palestine and Transjordan with six to eight million Jews was inevitable, but that “Arabs who did not wish to emigrate from their country would be free to remain and their land would not be stolen from them”. He wondered what the Palestinians would accept as compensation. Ihsan al-Jabiri and Amir Shakib Arslan responded:


We felt it our duty to ask him whether he was talking seriously, for we could not keep from smiling when we heard such nonsense. … [Y]ou are proposing to us the evacuation of a country… in return for some vague political assistance and economic aid of which these Arab countries have no urgent need. … Indeed, very little is being offered in return for driving a million and a half Arabs to abandon their birthplace, the holy land of their fathers, and wander into the desert, in return for the Arab nation of twenty million souls accepting this humiliation of countersigning the evacuation of the land, every grain of which is saturated with the blood of their fathers, and which is so holy from the religious aspect.


Because “such grandiose and impudent ideas” would not attain the consent of Zionism’s adversaries, Ben-Gurion should


continue with reliance on British bayonets, and to create the Jewish Kingdom, but at least he should not contemplate an agreement with the Arabs, an agreement that the English and the Jews do not cease talking about in order to deceive the world public in continuing this fantastic conversation. … [But] Mr. Ben-Gurion had good reason for his boldness in making such childish and illogical proposals, for the tremendous backing of the British Government [and] the inaction of the Arab forces in the face of the growing dangers and the assaults of the Jewish enterprise have made it possible for the Zionist representatives to take up the most daring notions.


Talk of Zionist-Arab “agreement” was a further British public-relations “deception”.


Ben-Gurion’s version related that the “talk in Arslan’s home lasted until one in the morning. I went over the main points I had discussed with Musa Alami.” [>273]


Arslan immediately adopted an extreme position. Without a promise from us that the Arabs in Palestine would remain a majority he was not prepared for any negotiations. As to our assistance in achieving the unity of the Arab countries outside Palestine – unity of that kind was nothing but a dream. Before that came about, a hundred or who knew how many years would pass. Meanwhile, the Jews would be the majority in Palestine while the Arabs would become an insignificant factor. … England wanted a Jewish community in Palestine in order to make it easier for her to dominate the Arabs, but she had no interest in creating a Jewish Palestine. Even if such a Palestine should be created, the Arabs would never acquiesce. … He [Arslan] asked me, by the way, whether the English agreed to our settling in Transjordan. I said that the exclusion of Transjordan from the Jewish national home was temporary and had been introduced a few years after the Balfour Declaration, which applied to all Erez Israel, eastern as well as western. [>98]


In Arslan’s version:


The danger to Palestine has become a settled issue. The Jews, in the past, had concealed a little bit, but now they have made it clear and disclosed that they are coming to Palestine, five or six million souls, whether we agree or refuse. England herself, if she wanted to stop this thing, doesn’t have the power to do so. … Indeed, the question of the existence of the majority of the country did arise: the Jews (Ben-Gurion explained) would indisputably become (the majority).


Zionist confidence was undoubtedly boosted by the fact that legal immigration had recently increased from on average 11,885 per year in 1929, 1930 and 1931 to on average 54,340 in 1932, 1933 and 1934. [>Appendices 7 & 8] (So “England” did “have the power” to “stop this thing” – and to start it and keep it going.)


After telling Ben-Gurion that the Arabs would have to “reach (a stage of) idiocy” to believe that in return for a Jewish Palestine the Jews “would expel France from Syria, Morocco, Tunisia and Algeria”, Arslan ended his minutes thus:


I’m telling you this not out of consideration of the import of the proposals which the Zionist leader put forth, but because they are a reflection of the degree of impertinence which these groups have reached this year, especially while the Arabs of Palestine are concerned only with municipal elections and nonsense… Our misfortune with the Jews is not as (bad as) our misfortune with ourselves…


The accounts by all three men have in common an insistence that their own group have a majority in Palestine.


autumn 1934 ‘[The Arab] Executive Committee came out with a formal letter to the High Commissioner in which they gave it as their opinion that the safeguards for Arab rights enshrined in the Mandate had broken down…’2121


2 December 1934 The establishment of the National Defence Party (Al-Hizb Ad-Difaa Al-Watani) in the Apollo Cinema Hall is chaired by Ragheb Nashashibi, and attended by over 600, including members Sheikh Asad Shuqeiri, Hasan Sidqi Ad-Dajani, Abdul Rahman At-Taji Al-Faruqi, and Issa Al-Issa. [>288]


1934-35 [As Zionists bought more and more land,] ‘The British execution offices started to employ British armed police in enforcing orders to eviction, and in one of these cases in 1934-35 a peasant of Arab Zbeidat was killed by British police during the eviction operation. The martyr was Sa’ad Mohammad Ati-Ahmad of Hartiyeh village…’2122





2120 Abdul Hadi 1997, pp 83-85; also Seikaly 1995, pp 153 ff.


2121 Furlonge 1969, p 104.


2122 Nakhleh 1991, p 939.









279. 29-member Legislative Council 6 December 1934


Colonial Secretary Cunliffe-Lister on 6 December 1934 approved a Legislative Council with 29 seats with the usual severely limited competence.2123 It was almost identical to the one that would be proposed officially by High Commissioner Wauchope on 21 December 19352124 [>283; also >277] and would be the basis of bickering for the next 15 months, up until HMG let the idea die at the end of March 1936 after it failed to get support in Parliament [>289; >290]. Its foreseen composition, agreed after several months of writing and re-writing throughout autumn 19342125:


– the High Commissioner


– 5 other (appointed) ‘official’ members (British officials of the Palestine Government);


– 23 ‘non-official’ members from the populace:


– 12 elected members – 8 Moslems, 3 Jews, 1 Christian


– 11 appointed members – 5 Jews, 2 Moslems, 1 Bedouin, 2 Christians, 1 “commercial”


Colonial Secretary Cunliffe-Lister and the Cabinet were less than lukewarm about the whole idea, as the former wrote to “My dear Arthur [Wauchope]”:


I explained to the Cabinet very confidentially your own view and mine that we should on the whole be glad if the Legislative Council never came into being. As you know, the Cabinet have already agreed that we are bound to go forward with our negotiations and ultimately to make our proposals. Equally, they fully appreciated our point of view and, I think, share our unexpressed desire.2126


Consciously or subconsciously, HMG since winter 1922 [>132ff] had presented to the Palestinians only what they certainly would reject as unjust.


In computing the percentages, in order to judge how far this was from proportional representation, let’s not forget that the Palestinian position had always been that the Mandate was illegitimate, whatever LCs it proposed; and even if Moslem and Christian representation were proportionate to its 76% of the population (e.g. in 1934), the LC would not fulfil their demand that it have real legislative powers; and it would violate the principle that thank you, the indigenous people could very well construct their own Parliament.


Doing the maths nevertheless: the ‘non-Jews’ would have 61% (not 76%) of the seats of the 23 non-official members and 48% (not 76%) of the 29 total members. This is a slight improvement over the LC proposed by Churchill and Samuel in 1922 [>133]. But the 5 or 6 appointed non-Jewish non-official members would certainly be ‘moderates’ or collaborators. Also, roughly half the Jewish inhabitants counted were not even Palestinian citizens. The proposal a year later, of 21 December 1935, would have one fewer elected Jewish (4) and one more appointed “commercial” (2) member, but common to both was near-balance of the Palestinian and pro-Zionist sides, i.e. parity, not between non-Jews and Jews but anti-Zionists and Zionists.


1935 ‘In 1935,… Jewish capital controlled 90% of the concessions granted by the British mandatory government, which accounted for a total investment of PL 5,789,000 and provided labour for 2,619 workers. An official census in 1937 indicated that an average Jewish worker received 145% more in wages than his Palestinian Arab counterpart…’2127


15 January 1935 [Mosul-Haifa oil pipeline opens.]





2123 CO 733/293/6, p 50; also Jewish Telegraphic Agency, 13 November 1934, https://www.jta.org/1934/11/ 13/archive/the-legislative-council


2124 CO 733/293/3, p 33.


2125 CO 733/265/2, pp 2-132.


2126 CO 733/262/2, p 19, 6 December 1934; Porath 1977, p 150.


2127 Kanafani 1972, p 13.









280. Cust and Wauchope: cantons 18 January 1935


Both Susan Hattis and Penny Sinanoglou discuss the plan for cantons extending across the Jordan put forward to the Colonial Office by a former employee of the Palestine government, Archer Cust, on 18 January 1935.2128 Roughly, it foresaw a Jewish canton from Tel Aviv up the coastal plain to beyond Haifa, then south-easterly to Beisan, then north to the Huleh Basin, with room for new Jewish areas in the Negev if enough water became available. The rest would be Arab or mixed, with some (international, British, Jewish?) enclaves. [see also >266; >275] Each canton – the whole scheme being compared to the Swiss Federation (inaccurately, for the Swiss constitution makes no mention whatsoever of ethnic or religious groups2129) – would presumably independently decide immigration policy. In Cust’s opinion,


An evolution such as has been sketched… could hardly fail to be acceptable to the Arabs. Feeling at last secure that they would not be exposed any more to the danger of being bought out of the remainder of their country, it should be possible to prevail upon them to accept the fact, on which there can be no going back, of the Jewish National Home…


The scheme seems to have proposed freezing the extent of Jewish land possession, but at the same time ensuring the national home’s living in peace and security with its neighbour on the “remainder of” its country. Like a Mafia ‘protection’ racket, the logic was to turn over what you didn’t need for bare survival so as to be allowed to keep the “remainder”.


Cust would later, in late June 1936, meet in London with Jamal al-Husseini, Shibly Jamal, Izzat Tannous and Emil Ghoury to discuss his plan, which had found some sympathy within the Colonial Office, but the minutes of the meeting say “It is not clear whether any of the four Arabs are likely to report the matter to the Arab Supreme [sic.] Committee”.2130 During these years there would be ongoing debates over partition as opposed to cantonization2131, and on 25 September 1935 in Jerusalem, for instance, at a meeting of the ‘Executive Council’ (a British, Palestine-Government body), Wauchope “envisaged the division of Palestine into an Arab, a Jewish and a mixed canton with enclaves for Haifa and for Jerusalem-Bethlehem” – with the minutes noting that concerning “a federation of cantons”


in Palestine the problem was one of breaking up a single whole into cantonal parts on the basis of an arbitrary and largely theoretical principle of dissection. The present plan [foresaw] the confines of the cantons being to a great extent determined by existing aggregates of Jewish land holdings. … In purely Arab or purely Jewish cantons there might be an elected assembly of some kind. … The question of immigration was next discussed from the point of view of the possibility of or justification for restricting Jewish immigration into exclusively Jewish cantons.2132


Yes, in contrast to Palestine the Swiss cantons, for instance, had been polities before their federation. Cust had written an article in the journal The Near East and India in which he gave the philosophy behind his proposals, which he sent to Wauchope, who sent it on to Cosmo Parkinson and even to John Chancellor, under the title ‘The Future of Palestine’.2133 Reading for connoisseurs only.


Somewhat later, pinpointing the general problem of ethno-religious cantons, a memo dated 28 October 1936 would remark that


Wherever the boundary [of the Jewish canton] is drawn, a considerable percentage of its area will be Arab land… the result will be that a very large number of Arabs, whose villages fell within the boundaries of the Jewish canton, will be placed under the government of the Jews in respect of the matters which affect most nearly their daily lives…2134


Only the tiniest of possible Jewish cantons – perhaps Tel Aviv only – would not have large Arab minorities. If we fast-forward to UN General Assembly Resolution 181 of 29 November 1947 [>481] we see that within the boundaries recommended therein for the Jewish ‘State’ (not ‘canton’) the “consierable percentage” was even a very slight Arab majority!


25 January 1935 In Jerusalem, an all-Palestine Islamic meeting is held, called for by the Mufti and attended by Muslim dignitaries, who, at the end, issue a fatwa, prohibiting the sale of land to Jews and condemning land dealers as renouncers of Islam.


6 February 1935 A High Court ruling orders the removal of Bedouin from land on which they have settled. During the violent eviction by police, one Bedouin is killed.


27 March 1935 The formative conference for Al-Arabi (the Arab Party) takes place in Jerusalem; among the founders are Jamal Al-Husseini,… Alfred Rock, Farid Anabtawi, Ibrahim Darwish, Sheikh Mohammed Ali Al-Jabari, and Yousef Dia Ad-Dajani. [>288]





2128 CO 733/283/12, pp 42-62; Hattis 1970, pp 126-30; Sinanoglou 2019, pp 53-58; also Parsons 2020, p 11.


2129 See PDF at https://www.admin.ch/opc/en/classified-compilation/


2130 CO 733/302/9; also Lesch 1979, p 172.


2131 Sinanoglou 2019, Ch. 2 & passim.


2132 Hattis 1970, pp 129-31, quoting CO 733/302/75288 [new file number CO 733/283/12, ‘Suggested division of Palestine into Jewish and Arab cantons, 1935 Jan 18-1935 Dec 12’ and CO 733/302/9, ‘Cantonisation of Palestine: proposals, 1936 Feb.-Nov.’ and CO 733/813/32 [?]].


2133 CO 733/283/12, pp 16-17, 42-62.


2134 Hattis 1970, pp 131-32, quoting CO 733/302/75288, p 8.









281. Nashashibi to HC 14 May 1935


Ragheb Nashashibi, leader of the Defense Party [>288], appealed to High Commissioner Wauchope in a statement dated 14 May 1935 to respect the basic Arab demands.2135 He aired and updated the well-known grievances concerning land sales, immigration, and the still-lacking Legislative Council (p 20), gave a detailed review of Hope Simpson’s treatise on the land problem and Land Transfer Ordinances, including information on the eviction of cultivators (pp 21-27), laid out the injustice of unwanted immigration (pp 27-32), expressed the fear “within ten years, if not before, of a Jewish majority in the country”, and pleaded for self-government (praising the Turkish constitution of 1908) (pp 32-36). He concluded:


If… Government fails to restrict the sale of land in such a manner as will retain to the Arabs the remaining land now available or to stop immigration which is beyond the economic capacity of the country and continues to administer the country under the present direct rule on the lines of the lowest grade of colonies, the Arab people will be justified in entertaining the belief that the policy of the government has as its object the extermination of the Arab people in the country.


Some Arabs will then become dangerous, and his party “will adopt every possible political means” to “protect their country” from Zionism. (p 37) Lesch reports that the Nashashibi-dominated National Defence Party had already in January 1935 petitioned the HC emphasising that the “inalienability clauses” in leases with Zionist-agencies meant the Arabs were losing “their country” permanently2136, recalling John Hope Simpson’s observation that such clauses amounted to an “extraterritorialisation” of part of Palestine2137.


23 June 1935 Hussein Fakhri Khalidi founds the Reform Party (Hizb Al-Islah) in Jerusalem. [>288]





2135 CO 733/278/13, Part 1, pp 19-37, all citations.


2136 Lesch 1979, p 72.


2137 Hope Simpson 1930, pp 54-55, >233.









282. Amin, Jamal and Farraj to Wauchope July 1935
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