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This study examines British policy in Palestine in
the perspective of the larger history of the Middle East
in which the years between 1917 and 1925 mark a transition
from the classical pattern of imperial interaction known
as the Eastern Question. Despite the profound alterations
in the power structure of international politics that took
place in this period; British policy in regard to Palestine
and the Middle East was formulated with much the same
objectives and for the same reasons that had held sway
for almost a century. The major focus of this study is
in Palestine; rather than in the centers of power outside
the Middle East. Sir Gilbert Falkingham Clayton; the
Director of Military Intelligence in Cairo is singled out
as the chief personage of this study. Through his eyes
and from his position the development of British policy in
Palestine is examined.

The study is primarily based on the unpublished files

of the British Government. Use has also been made of
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various private collections in England. The most important
for this study were the letters and papers of Sir Gilbert
Clayton at Durham University.

When the Allies captured Jerusalem in December 1917,
Clayton became chief administrator of Palestine, as well
as chief political adviser to the military in the Middle
East. From then until July 1919, he was intimately in-
volved in the struggle to establish a meaning for the
Balfour Declaration within a context of the birth of Arab
nationalism and the unwillingness of the British Govern-
ment to act until forced. From the start the desires of
the Palestinian Arabs were never considered of any
importance. The British feared only that their growing
hostility to Zionism might spread beyond Palestine to up-
set the British Middle Eastern position. Therefore, the
British sponsored attempts toward a Zionist-Sharifyan
alliance which would balance Zionist financial assistance
for an Arab state in Syria in exchange for a free hand for
the Jews in Palestine. The British did not expect that
either party to this projected alliance would be free from
British control.

The Peace Conference diluted British control of the
Zionist movement; leaving the government eventually with
no alternative but to take the mandate at San Remo. By

so doing the British were able to re-establish restraint
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over the Zionists. From then until Clayton retired as
Chief Secretary of the Palestine Government in April 1925,
the British followed a cynical policy of 'divide and rule';
encouraging the Zionists to display economic energy in
developing Palestine, while trying to obviate Arab objec-
tions with a series of palliative measures. At no time
did the British Government intend to promote the foundation
of a Jewish state in Palestine. Some British officials
were prepared to view this eventuality with equanimity and
even with anticipation; but their primary use of Zionism
was to provide a permanent excuse to maintain an official
British position in Palestine, Strategically, British
policy was based on considerations which had been familiar
to the government ever since the opening of the Suez Canal.
Protecting the routes to India remained as powerful an
obsession as it had been in 1882 when the British occupied
Egypt.

During this time the Zionists were content to exploit
this obsession and take every advantage offered. They made
no determined effort to come to terms with the Palestinians;
aiming from the first at complete sovereignty. The Pales-
tinian Arabs; on the other hand; divided and weak, without
financial or political aid, and with no international
support, were never able to cause British policy to shift

significantly until too 1late.
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Thus, the British drive for security meant that the
Middle East was reconstructed from the debris of the
Ottoman empire without regard for the conditions existing
in that area. In time the results have been that the
Eastern Question survived the dissolution of the universal

Ottoman state to reappear in our own time in a new, but

unquestionably similar, form.
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CHAPTER I
THE EASTERN QUESTION AND SIR GILBERT CLAYTON

The story of the development of British policy in
Palestine from 1917 to 1925 is not easily told. It is
built up from parts of other complex stories, each with
its own wealth of detail and problems of interpretation.
This story has its own justification, however, since it
took place at that critical juncture in the path of
history when the Ottoman empire was undergoing the process
of final partition among other, more viable, empires.
Since the completion of that partition, there has
emerged a pattern of events bearing a close resemblance
to certain late eighteenth and nineteenth century
patterns of imperial interaction involving the Middle
East. This older pattern has been known under the
general title of the Eastern Question, while the newer
configuration has yet to attract a name fully descriptive
of its wide implications.

The object of this study is to examine British
policy in Palestine in the perspective of the larger
history of the Middle East in which the years between

1917 and 1925 mark a transition from the old pattern to



the new. In order to set the stage for such a study, it
will be necessary, for introductory purposes, to outline
briefly the development of the Eastern Question from its
beginnings, to analyze its dominant characteristics
over the years, and then to prepare to deal with British
policy in Palestine from 1917 to 1925 as the narrowing
connection between the wider problem of the classical
Eastern Question and what may provisionally be called
the 'New Eastern Question.' Although this will be
primarily a study of the making and carrying out of
British imperial and colonial policy, the major focus of
attention will be in Palestine, the geographical meeting
place for movements of far broader significance, rather
than in the centers of power outside the Middle East.
The Arabs and Zionists and their respective connections
with Palestine prior to 1917, will be briefly treated;
and finally, the chief personage of this study will be
introduced, Sir Gilbert Falkingham Clayton, through whose
eyes and from whose position will be viewed the develop-
ment of British policy in Palestine.

The Eastern Question, usually thought of as a nine-
teenth century problem in diplomacy, had roots that
stretch back at least as far as the sixteenth century.
At the height of its power early in that century, the
Ottoman empire, possibly even superior then to the West

in social and military organization and boasting of the



world's greatest and wealthiest cities, posed for
Western Europe the problem of resisting the Turkish
thrust at the heart of the continent. Eventually the
West succeeded in turning back the feared Ottoman armies
from the gates of Vienna. The real cause of the ensuing
long Ottoman decline, however, has less to do with
European deeds of arms than it did with the gradual
internal breakdown of the Ottoman state and the simul-
taneous eclipse of the empire's role in world trade.

The critical point in the fortunes of the empire was
reached in 1498, when the flank of the entire Muslim
world was turned by the opening of direct sea communica-
tions between Europe and the rest of the world. The
Ottoman middleman never recovered.

Prior to 1500 the flow of long-distance
commerce had strengthened the entire fabric
of Middle Eastern civilization: govern-
ments derived revenue from taxing this
commerce, the merchant community derived
profit from distributing it, and artisans
derived a living from processing it. But
these groups, the area's cities, and the
economy of the region in general suffered
increasingly after 1500 as the flow of
trade passing through the Middle East was
choked off. By 1800 only a fluctuating,
slackening regional trade was left.
Artisans in cities like Cairo were rele-
gated to serving a regional market after
Middle Eastern goods lost their old

place in world trade. Moreover, some



old technological skills disappeared
between 1500 and 1800.l

A further assault on Ottoman trade and internal
control also had its beginnings in the sixteenth century.
Venice in 1521 and, more importantly, France in 1536,
obtained from the Sultan commercial concessions, in-
cluding privileges of judicial extraterritoriality.2
These so-called Capitulations, freely given at first,
later became wedges of international controversy as
European governments queued up to gain commercial favors
at the expense of rivals and the Ottoman state. In time
Western states used these concessions for purposes of
protecting minority populations from the repressive hand
of the Ottoman rulers, creating, in effect, states
within the state.

Throughout the seventeenth and early eighteenth
centuries the Ottoman empire complacently continued to
lose momentum. Centralized administration disintegrated;
provincial and local chieftans all over the Middle East
gained the allegiance of various groups in a splintering

society. The military mirrored this decline of Middle

lRobert G. Landen, ed., The Emergence of the Modern
Middle East: Selected Readings, (New York: Van Nos-
trand Reinhold Company, 1970;, Pe L.

2George E. Kirk, A Short History of the Middle East
from the Rise of Islam to Modern Times, (6th Rev. ed.;
New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1960), p. 65.




Eastern society. The army had, since the days of Sulay-
man the Magnificent in the mid~sixteenth century, become
unreliable, more interested in the securing of careers
by hereditary right and in trade and business than in
fighting. The navy was also in a state of advanced
decay.

Despite this picture of general malaise, the empire
lost little territory or international respect until the
overwhelming defeats inflicted by Russia between 1768 and
1774. At this point, Ottoman weakness, demonstrated
beyond any realistic hope of recovery, proved to be the
precise factor which allowed it to survive another 150
years. The delicacy of the balance of power in Europe
demanded that the European states decide in concert the
fate of Ottoman territory, and the solidarity necessary
for that decision was not forthcoming until after that
balance had been shattered in the First World War. 1In
effect then, how to maintain the balance of power while
disposing of Turkish territories "when the palsied hand
of the sultan could no longer hold the reins of power"

was the Eastern Question.

3Halford L. Hoskins, The Middle East: A Problem
Area in World Politics, iNew York: Macmillan Company,
1954), p. 10.
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From time to time the Powers, aided and sometimes
impelled by insurrections within the empire, were able
to agree on minor partitions of the empire's European
territory. Through these 'salami slicing' tactics, the
Turks were eased out of Europe almost entirely, and the
Balkan nationalities were freed for further intrigue and
aggression against each other, against the parent body,
and against the controlling European powers. These
adjustments in the Eastern Question only postponed
solution, and, in fact, made each succeeding crisis
during the nineteenth century that much more potentially
explosive.

Conventionally speaking, the 'Question!' reached
solution with the post-World War I partition of the Otto-
man empire. In April 1920 at San Remo the British and
French marked out the boundaries of the states of the
modern Middle East, and in 1923 the Treaty of Lausanne
put the seal of legality on the destruction of the Ottoman
empire.

In 1923, therefore, it seemed that the Eastern
Question as traditionally formulated would disturb the
peace of Europe no longer. It was agreed that the
'Question' was solved. Even today, the standard work on
the classical diplomatic problem is M. S. Anderson's

The Eastern Question 1774-1923: A Study in Internétiong;




Relations. For many purposes this chronological
limitation has been considered adequate. For others,

it will become apparent, the question must be con-
sidered to be broader than one relating only to the
political entity of the historical empire. For instance,
J. C. Hurewitz, writing in 1953, characterized the period
after 1923 as proceeding from the "ghost of the old
Eastern Question" after improper interment in 1923 to

the "'new look' of the old Eastern Question" after l9l+7.5
Elie Kedourie has described the demise of the classical
Eastern Question as taking place in 1955, when the Baghdad
Pact marked the transition to a new and more dangerous
question.6 Yet another writer, Jon Kimche, journalist,
editor, and author of several books on the Middle East,
has recognized that the Eastern Question, in its varying
national interpretations, has survived to the present

day, although in an altered historical context. Curiously,

hM. S. Anderson, The Eastern Question 1774-1923: A
Study in International Relations, (London: Macmillan and
New York: St. Martin's Press, 1966).

5J. C. Hurewitz, Middle East Dilemmas, (New York:
Harper and Brothers, for the Council on Foreign Relations,
1953), p. ix.

6Elie Kedourie, "Britain, France, and the Last Phase
of the Eastern Question," in J. C. Hurewitz, ed., Soviet-
American Rivalry in the Middle East, (New York, Frederick
A, Praeger, 1959), pp. 189-97.




Kimche has added the Chinese and Egyptians to the Russians
and Americans in the Great Power contest for control of
key political and strategic positions in the Middle East.7
In the face of this rather bewildering absence of
scholarly consensus on such a long-lasting and intractable
diplomatic problem, it is instructive to turn to the older

and still valuable standard work of J. A. R. Marriott.

His book, The Eastern Question: An Historical Study in

European Diplomacy, was concerned primarily with the nine-
teenth century aspect of an age old problem. For him, the
"primary and most essential factor in the problem is then,
the presence, embedded in the living flesh of Europe, of

8 But he

an alien substance . . . . the Ottoman Turk."
also viewed the problem in a vastly broadened historical
context. "From time immemorial,™ he wrote, "Europe has
been confronted with an 'Eastern Question'. In its essence
the problem is unchanging . . . . But although one in
essence, the problem has assumed different aspects at
different periods."9 More specifically, he wrote in a

third epilogue in 1939 that the problem's modern phase had

"evidently closed with the transference of the Turkish

7Jon Kimche, The Second Arab Awakening: The Middle
East 1914-1970, (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston,
1970, pp. 13-14.

8J. A. R. Marriott, The Eastern Question: An Histori-

cal Study in European Diplomac (4th ed.; Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1940 ,’p. 3. ’

9Ibid., p. 1.




capital from Istanbul to Angora . . . ." and, he added,
"Other factors in that problem . . . still obstinately
await solution."lo Whether or not Marriott's entire
argument, with its focus on the Balkans, is accepted, it
is clear that the one point on which these various
historians have agreed is that the Eastern Question has
existed and still exists quite apart from a Turkish state.
However, it is also clear that the term 'Eastern
Question! is excessively vague and that an analytical
statement of the essential characteristics of its modern
phase may bring some reward.

In its most abstract form, then, the Eastern Question
may be said to have sprung from an historical situation
in which powerful states confronted, and accommodated,
each other in relation to a disintegrating imperial
structure which was rapidly losing relative power over an
area of growing strategic and economic importance.
Throughout the nineteenth century the multi-national,
culturally retrograde Ottoman empire was beset from within
by the clamors of rising nationalities, and from without
by the more ambitious and puissant of the Great Powers.

Today that ramshackle empire is gone--though Pan-

Arabism is a kind of shadowy successor. At any rate, the

101vid., p. 577.
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Middle East as it emerged from the debris of Ottoman rule
has not recovered the power necessary to restore within
the world community the influence and initiative it last
possessed in the seventeenth century. The nationalities
which had once found a common target in the Ottoman over-
lord, when they were not vying with each other, have since
been freer to range themselves against one another. They
have found nationalism only a partial and imperfect
solution. In addition to pronounced internal weakness and
the want of a new indigenous leadership, the area has re-
tained a certain strategic importance for the Powers.
These facts have given the contending factions in the Middle
East the opportunity to seek champions from outside the
region. They have also provided the opportunity for the
Powers to seek client classes and nationalities within the
region.

Thus the underlying realities of the Eastern Question
have survived to the present day, though veiled and en-
dowed with a new shape. As the o0ld Eastern Question lost
its identification with Turkey in 1923 through the legal
extinction of the state of Sultans, so it gained a new life
with the legal creation of a new political state in the
Middle East in 1947-48. Since that time the Arab-Israeli
conflict has played a central role in the development of

the 'New Eastern Question.!
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During this long decline of the Ottoman empire, the

Western assault had gradually become all-encompassing
and by 1914 had not only penetrated the empire economi-
cally and divided it into spheres of influence, but had
infected it fatally with the germs of nationalism, self-
doubt, and an overwhelming sense of intellectual and
material weakness. However, it was only with the war that
the empire was turned fully over to the West. The Germans
intruded as allies and the British as enemies. Turks,
Greeks, Arabs, Jews, Armenians, Circassians became pawns
in a Western game; their homes destroyed, their societies
shattered, their populations decimated. After the war,
these nationalities lacked even the protecting facade of
the defunct empire.

Every territory situated outside /the

European/ world was considered empty--

not of inhabitants of course, but con-

stituting a kind of cultural vacuum,

and therefore suitable for colonization.

And in fact the European nations were

able to impose their will in most

parts of the world without too much

difficulty.qy
In the midst of this apparent military and political defeat,

the Turkish nation was reborn out of the decay and death

of the Ottoman empire in successful revolt against the

llMaxime Rodinson, Israel and the Arabs, (Baltimore,
Maryland: Penguin Books, Inc., 1968), p. 1lk.
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West.12 The Arabs, less fortunate in geography and
political experience, failed in their attempts to reject
imperialism and colonial control. From resentment, war
fatigue, and humiliation they formed their own national-
ism,

Some writers, the Arab historian George Antonius
notably, have dated the beginning of Arab nationalism to
the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.13
It is true that some signs of an Eastern renaissance in
parts of the Ottoman empire were observable at this time,
but these early efforts all proved abortive so far as the
Arabs were concerned. These stirrings were all short-
lived, lacking a comprehensive doctrine and having no
clear causal links with later nationalist developments.

Sylvia Haim has been able to establish that Arab national-

ism was

12For a discussion of Ottoman-West European relations,
see Arnold J. Toynbee The Western Question in Greece and
Turkey: A Study in the Contact of Civilizations, (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1922).

13George Antonius, The Arab Awakening: The Story
of the Arab National Movement (New York: Capricorn
Books, 1965), first publlshed in 1938. Antonius was a
Lebanese Christian who served the Government of Palestine
early in the Mandate. He also had a close relationship
with Sir Gilbert Clayton, accompanying him on several of
his diplomatic missions.
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hardly known before the beginning of
the twentieth century, and that it was
only after the first World War (that
is, after the setting up of Irag,
Palestine, Syria, and the Lebanon as
mandated territories under British

and French rule) that a comprehensive
doctrine of Arab nationhood was
elaborated.lh

Arab nationalism, conceived in repression and re-

action,

had to build its experience from the most unprom-

ising material in cheerless and uncongenial times.

Bernard Lewis has realistically caught the characteristic

spirit of the post-1918 Arab reaction and adaptation to

the West,

Deprived of their old religious and
dynastic loyalties, living in artifi-
cial political units created by the
conquerors, subject to the rule of
alien and infidel masters, the Arabs
could find little satisfaction in
patriotism, and showed little interest
in liberalism or socialism, of the
kind that flourished in India and
south-east Asia. Instead they turned
to an ethnic nationalism of central
European type, which in the nineteen-
thirties drew new inspiration from
the central European fountain-head.15

The Jewish experience was quite different. The Jews,

while able to trace a continuous though tenuous existence

Antholo

lhksylvia G. Haim, ed., Arab Nationalism: An

, (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of

California Press, 1964), p. 3.

15Bernard Lewis, The Middle East and the Vest,
(Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press, 1964),

Poe 87.
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in Palestine throughout the centuries of the Diaspora,
joined the Arabs and the British as meaningful elements
in a Middle East settlement relatively late in the World
War.16 They made their impact then, not as indigenous
inhabitants of Palestine, for the most part, but as
Zionists, nineteenth century products of unemancipated,
unassimilated Jewish communities of central and eastern
1

Europe. 7 According to Ben Halpern, Zionism

appeared as a criticism of the solution

of the Jewish problem based on civic

emancipation alone; and it was an effort

to reestablish continuity with those

traditional conceptions of the nature

and goal of Jewish history that had

been discarded by Jewish disciples of
the Enlightenment.18

Zionism was a European movement led by European
thinkers and writers. In 1896, Theodor Herzl, an

Austrian journalist, wrote the seminal Der Judenstaat, in

which he advanced the idea of a practical solution of the
Jewish problem by colonizing Palestine or Argentina with
the recognition of the international community. In

August 1897, he took his ideas to Basle, Switzerland,

16See James Parkes, A History of Palestine from
AD 135 to 1948, (New York: Oxford University Press,

19497,

17Lewis Middle East and the West, p. 90.

18gen Halpern, The Idea of the Jewish State,
(2nd. ed.; Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University
Press, 19&9), Pe L.
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where he had succeeded in convening the First Zionist
Congress. Out of this meeting came the VWorld Zionist
Organization and the famous Basle Program. The program
declared:

The aim of Zionism is to create for
the Jewish people a home in Palestine
secured by public law. The Congress
contemplates the following means to
the attainment of this end:

1. The promotion, on suitable lines,
of the colonization of Palestine by
Jewish agricultural and industrial
workers.

2. The organization and binding
together of the whole of Jewry by means
of appropriate institutions, local and
international, in accordance with the
laws of each country.

3. The strengthening and fostering
of Jewish national sentiment and cons-
ciousness.

L. Preparatory steps towards obtain-
ing Government consent, where necessary,
to the attainment of the aim of
Zionism.19

In 1917, through the British Government, the Zionists
succeeded in implementing part of this program by gaining
international recognition to certain vague rights in
Palestine. The Balfour Declaration was hailed with joy

around the world as the Magna Charta of Jewish liberation.

The Zionist Jews could now claim their inheritance in

Palestine with the confidence of high expectations.

195. c. Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Near and Middle
East: A Documentary Record: 1535-1914, Vol. I.
(Princeton: D. Van Nostrand Company, Inc., 19563,

Pe 2090
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The above sketch of the two nationalistic movements
points up the extreme differences in origin, history,
and spirit between them and serves to illustrate how
important it is to understand their driving forces. How-
ever, the elements of future development--Arab, Zionist,
and British--are brought together effectively only in
1917, by the British military conquest of southern Pales-
tine. The years immediately thereafter witnessed the
transformation of the modern Middle East from the body of
the Ottoman empire. They also saw the forging together
of the converging movements of Arab and Jewish nationalisms
and imperial necessity into the tiny geographical area of
Palestine and its Oriental surroundings. And, it was
also in these years that the Eastern Question made a transi-
tion from the problem that haunted the nineteenth century
to the one that troubles the latter part of the twentieth.

To support and explore this contention, it will be
useful to examine closely the career of Sir Gilbert
Clayton and his relationship with Palestine. Most studies
of British policy in Palestine to date have tended to con-
centrate on issues discussed, examined, and executed in
London, Paris, and, less often, in Cairo. Attention has
been given to Britain, France, and the Zionists in relation
to the so-called Arab question of the Hijaz and Syria,

but little work has been done on the evolution of events

as viewed from Palestine. Many British officials who
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served in, or whose work related to, Palestine have
written from their special points of view. But, until
recently, these works, while invaluable on the whole,
remained inadequate in many particulars. Then the
British Government, by altering its 50-year rule to one
of 30 years, threw open the records of the entire period
of its Middle East involvement to 1941. Thus, the
relevant Foreign and Colonial Office material, coupled
with the private papers of important individuals, has
made it possible to reevaluate British policy in Palestine
on less speculative and more solid ground.

In July 1963, for example, the papers of Sir Gilbert
Falkingham Clayton, covering the years 1908-1929, were
presented by Lady Clayton to the Sudan Archive of the
School of Oriental Studies at Durham University. Sir
Gilbert had had a distinguished career in the forefront
of Middle East affairs from his earliest appointment as
a lieutenant of the Royal Artillery in the Omdurman
campaign in the Sudan in 1898 until his death in Baghdad
in 1929, shortly after his appointment there as High
Commissioner of Iraq. His untimely death at the early
age of 54, not only meant the removal of a moderate voice
from the councils of British policy, but also made him
one of the few important officials involved with the

Arabs, Palestine, and Zionism who did not leave his own
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record of accomplishments, views, and criticisms. Robert

0. Collins, editor of An Arabian Diary, Clayton's personal

account of his negotiations with Ibn Saud and the Iman
Yahya in the Arabian Peninsula in 1926, has expressed the
opinion that "no history of Britain in the Moddle East or
the national questions in Egypt, Palestine, Arabia, or
Iraq can be adequately studied without reference to the
Clayton Papers."20

When war broke out in 1914, Clayton was already
deeply experienced in Arab affairs and administration,
which he had gained in six years as private secretary to
Sir Reginald Wingate, the Sirdar of the Egyptian Army
and Governor-General of the Sudan. He had just taken over
in Cairo the dual post of Sudan Agentzl and Director of
Intelligence for the Egyptian Army, "one of the most impor-

tant, demanding and influential posts in the British

20 Gilbert F. Clayton, An Arabian Diary, introi and
ed. by Robert O. Collins (Berkeley and Los Angeles:
University of California Press, 1969), p. viii. Collins
is professor of history and director of the center for
the study of developing nations at the University of
California, Santa Barbara, and is the author of several
books on African and imperial history. I am deeply in
Professor Collins' debt for the pioneer work he has .done
on Clayton's life and character.

21ps Sudan Agent, Clayton acted as liaison between
Egyptian High Commissioner, Lord Kitchener, and the
authorities in the Sudan.
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Middle East."? In February 1916 Clayton created the
famous Arab Bureau as a branch of the Department of
Military Intelligence. D. G. Hogarth, an archeologist
and a Commander in the Royal Naval Volunteer Reserve,
acted as the Bureau's immediate director. The Bureau's
roster included such well-known names as T. E. Lawrence,
Ronald Storrs, Kinahan Cornwallis, Stewart Symes, Alan
Dawnay, and Col. S. N. Newcombe.

In 1916, Clayton was promoted to the rank of Briga-
dier General and in June 1917 General E. H. H. Allenby
offered him the position of Chief Political Officer (CPO)
to the Egyptian Expeditionary Force (EEF), which was at
the point of setting out to capture Jerusalem by Christmas.
Clayton was Chief Administrator of occupied Palestine
from December 1917 to April 1918, when he relinquished the
post to Sir Arthur Money. He continued as CPO until mid-
1919, when he followed Allenby to Egypt to serve in the
crucial post of adviser to the Egyptian Ministry of the
Interior.23

In 1922, he succeeded Sir Wyndham Deedes as Chief
Secretary of the Government of Palestine and negotiated,

on behalf of the Colonial Office, an agreement between

221hid., p. 5k.
231bid., p. 71.
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Trans-Jordan, then part of the Palestine Mandate, and the

British Government. On retiring as Chief Secretary in
1925, he became Special Envoy to Ibn Saud. In 1929, he
was appointed High Commissioner to Iraq, where he died a
few months later.

This man--soldier, intelligence officer, administra-
tor, and diplomat--was known to contemporaries to be
careful, dispassionate, impartial, and thoughtful. He
had a rare ability to operate effectively with both Arabs
and Zionists, to be identified closely with the Arab move-
ment and at the same time acceptable to the Zionist
Organization.

It is through his position and his eyes that the
development of British policy in Palestine in the years
1917 to 1925 will be observed. He himself may not have
played the most important role in that development, but
all official policy formulated in London, or elsewhere,
had to pass through his hands before it could be trans-
lated into action in Palestine. His personality, views,
and activities are of importance, since he was the connec-
ting link for several of these years between the British
Government in London and the people of Palestine.
Whether dealing directly with Palestinian, Sudanese,
Syrian, or Egyptian affairs, he always directed his
efforts toward making Britain's base in the Middle East

more secure. Though a sensitive man, responsive to the
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needs of those he came in contact with, and sympathetic
to the aspirations of the people of the Middle East, he
remained a rational, highly motivated, hard working

civil servant. Wherever he served, he maintained a clear
loyalty to his government and its policy and to the
strategic needs of imperial Britain.

Sir Gilbert, while welcoming both the potential and
immediate value of the Balfour Declaration, steadfastly
advised caution in its advancement, in particular when
discussing the subject with his political overseer, Sir
Mark Sykes. He saw clearly the possibilities of making
the Balfour Declaration work productively for British and
Jewish interests, and equally clearly, he foresaw the
dangers of the British Government's losing control as the
Zionists increasingly took the initiative from a Foreign
Office only too willing to delegate responsibility to an
able client class.

In these crucial, formative years for Palestine from
1917 to 1925, Clayton influenced, and was naturally
affected by, many of the contemporaneous issues of policy.
He was a key figure in the debate over the nature of the
British relationship to the Middle East--the struggle
between what may be called the A. T. Wilson and T. E.
Lawrence schools of thought, and between the Anglo-

Egyptians and the Anglo-Indians.
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He had roles to play in the issues of Anglo-French
tension over the Middle East, postwar economic develop-
ment and demobilization. He was concerned about the rise
of militant Turkish nationalism, and the security of the
Suez Canal, the Persian Gulf, and Britain's communications
with India. And he had to deal with powerful groups, such
as the Zionists and the Arabs, over which he had little or
no direct control.

Broadly speaking, many of these issues impinged on
policy in Palestine and their successors have analogs
today--the nature of Great Power relationship to Middle
East countries and to each other, strategic security,
supply of scarce resources, fears of local militancy, and
Arab aspirations and Zionist power.

The history of British policy in Palestine from 1917
to 1925 will, then, be studied, so far as possible, from
the vantage point of Sir Gilbert Clayton, as a highly
placed official actually in the field. The study will
begin with 1917, when the British Government developed its
Zionist and Arab policies preparatory to the drive toward
occupying the lands of the eastern Mediterranean. The
complex interplay and development of forces and events
after 1917 will be examined as political options were
opening and closing while the Balfour Declaration, as an

instrument of British policy, moved from brilliant success
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toward incipient failure. This Declaration, the result of
intensive negotiation in London between Zionists and their
supporters and the British Government, will be examined
in terms of its meaning and its impact on the Government's
Arab policy from the date of issuance to the mid-1920's,
The focus will be in Palestine and on the nature and
development of the various interpretations placed on this
ambiguously worded document by enthusiasts, skeptics, and
administrators seeking to use it as a guideline for action.
A study of this nature, moreover, should develop
answers to some of the more controversial aquestions arising
from the early history of the Palestine mandate. For
instance, was the Declaration as decisive as its supporters
asserted it to be? Was it a limited promise or an open-
ended commitment? How far was it in conflict with promises
made to the Arabs, if it was at all? When did the British
lose their flexibility over their Zionist policy, if they
did? Was the Balfour Declaration indeed the high point of
Jewish hopes, which in the light of administrative and
political difficulties was then slowly eroded? Or was it
rather the ultimate in British duplicity toward a faithful
wartime ally? Or will there emerge yet another explana-
tion? In terms of British policy, how did the Arabs and
Zionists approach each other during this period? Was there

ever a chance for the British policy of a Jewish 'national
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home! to reach fulfillment peacefully? Or was it doomed
from the start to end in violence? \lere British officials
in Palestine really anti-Semitic in attitude, or were
they merely misunderstood civil servants in a difficult
and trying job?

Finally, this chronological investigation of British
policy, treated within the general framework of the be-
ginnings of a 'New Eastern Question,' is intended to throw
light on the continuous relationship of the Middle East
and the world powers. It is also expected to illuminate
the workings of the British Foreign and Colonial Offices
in the Middle East at this time, to identify the makers
of Zionist and Arab policy, and to determine the relative
influence and perspicacity of the men in the field and

their superiors in Whitehall.



CHAPTER II
GREAT BRITAIN AND PALESTINE IN THE WAR,
1914-1917: GROPING FOR SOLUTION

British policy in regard to Palestine in the war
years preceding 1917 was never formulated with any
precision, despite the agreement with the French in 1916
to internationalize its administration and despite ex-
changes of letters with the Arabs in 1915 and 1916 over
the future of Arab territory. Many individuals, offices,
and departments had concrete ideas and plans for
Palestine's future, but the final working out of these
ideas and plans, it was generally recognized, had to be
left until the larger questions arising from the war
were settled. At no time was it possible to say that
British policy was monolithic in its approach to Pales-
tine. Mark Sykes, the member of Lloyd George's "garden
suburb™ who was responsible for the Middle East from
1916 until his death in 1919, counted at one time eighteen
authorities both in London and abroad which had to be
consulted before a move involving the Middle East could
be made. The Sharif Husayn, a British ally whose role

in the fighting against the Ottoman empire was a subject

25
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of controversy within the British Government, noted once
that he saw not one government, but five.

This uncertainty, vagueness, and lack of coordination
was not, of course, unlimited. By 1917, as a result of
the wartime need to deal with Russian, French, and Arab
claims for territory in the Middle East, the British had
been forced into a delineation of interests that was a
good deal firmer than they really wanted. For over a
century, British policy toward the Eastern Question had
been governed by the overriding need to guard the
approaches to India through "keeping the Ottoman Empire
whole, and using Turkish Arabia, Persia and Afghanistan
as a glacis which Britain did not want to occupy, but
could not afford to see occupied by an enemy."2 When
the Ottoman empire drifted into hostilities against the
Entente powers in late October 1914, the British had to
reappraise traditional policy. Their reaction was imme-
diate in terms of tactics, but it took much longer for
a new strategic policy to emerge. Two days before
Britain declared war on Turkey, on 3 November 1914,

Kuwait's independence from the Ottoman empire was

1E1izabeth Monroe, Britain's Moment in the Middle
East, 1914-1956, (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press,
1963), p. 36.

2Tbid., p. 2k.
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recognized. On 5 November, Cyprus was formally annexed
and on 18 December, a protectorate established over
Egypt. Militarily, Britain reacted even more swiftly.
Egypt was reinforced, the Dardanelles forts were bom-
barded, and an expeditionary force in the Persian Gulf
landed in southern Mesopotamia.

Despite this evident departure from a 'policy of
conservation,!' due to the fundamental change in the
British-Ottoman relationship, British policy continued
to be guided by the principle of denying territory to
powers capable of threatening communications with India.>3
Constantinople was no longer thought vital to British
interests. Hence, if the Russians desired it, it was
expendable. Egypt, which had acquired the Ottoman capi-
tal's former importance in British eyes, was signifi-
cantly not annexed into the empire, though that had been
the first impulse of the Foreign Office, but merely in-
cluded under Britain's protection. Because of a division
of opinion between the Indian Government, on the one
hand, and Lord Kitchener and the Arabists of Cairo and
Khartoum, on the other, even Mesopotamia remained an un-

decided question so far as eventual territorial

3Jukka Nevakivi, Britain, France and the Arab Middle
East, 1914-1920, (London: Athlone Press, 1969), pp. 13-
L.
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acquisition went. Palestine was wanted, not for itself,
but for the security of the head of the Persian Gulf and
to deny France proximity to Egypt and a border with

I

Arabia. Since the Entente powers were not prepared at
any time during the war to permit any one power control
of Palestine, except for a British base in Haifa, they
were all reconciled to internationalizing its administra-
tion, in effect leaving it a buffer zone. In fact the
only conclusion to come from war committee meetings in
farch 1915 was that the government's first desiderata
should be to preserve a Muslim political entity and to
maintain the security of the Arabian Holy Places.5

In reluctant pursuit of its policy of security for
its own interests in the southern portion of the Ottoman
empire, the British Government prior to 1917 entered into
two major understandings with their French and Arab
allies. The first, the Husayn-McMahon correspondence,
arose from a British desire to exploit Arab dissatisfac-
tion with Turkish rule. The second, the Sykes-Picot
Agreement of May 1916, resulted from an intense French
diplomatic campaign to arrive at an early definition of

war aims.

bparon s. Klieman, "Britain's war aims in the Middle
East in 1915," in Journal of Contemporary Eistory 3,
No. 3 (J1 1968).

5Nevakivi, Britain, France, pp. 17-18.
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In February and April of 1914, Abdallah, the second
son of Sharif Husayn of Mecca, had approached Lord
Kitchener, British Agent and Consul General in Cairo,
and Ronald Storrs, his Oriental Secretary, about a modest
supply of arms for the Sharif to use for defense against
the Turks. He had, of course, been politely refused,
but the visit was momentous, nevertheless. In September,
Storrs, after seeking and obtaining the approval of
Captain Gilbert F. Clayton, then Sudan Agent and Director
of Intelligence of the Egyptian Army, reminded Kitchener
in a private letter of the encounter with Abdallah.
Kitchener, now Secretary of State for War in London, had
long cherished the idea of an Arab kingdom under British
auspices, and he fell in with the suggestion by issuing
an immediate order for Storrs to send a "secret and care-
fully chosen messenger" to Abdallah to sound out the
attitude of the Arabs toward an alliance with Great
Britain should the Sultan be forced into the war.6

Subsequent negotiations were protracted, formal views
being exchanged over an eight-month period (July 1915 to
10 March 1916). In his initial letter, on 14 July 1915,
Sharif Husayn spelled out the Arab position to Sir Henry

McMahon, the first British High Commissioner for Egypt.

6Ronald Storrs, Orientations, (London: Ivor Nichol-
son & Watson, Ltd., 1937), pp. 142-43, 172-73.
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The letter, based on the so-called Damascus Protocol
drawn up by Arab nationalist groups in Syria, required
that England "acknowledge the independence of the Arab
countries™ within certain specified boundaries, as reward
for an Arab revolt on the side of the Entente.’/ Months
later, on 24 October 1915, after the Foreign Office had
begged him at the urgent request of Sir Ian Hamilton at
Gallipoli to take immediate steps to split the Arabs
from the Turks for military reasons, McMahon replied to
Husayn.8 Aware of simultaneous negotiations with the
French and of the need for caution, he adopted a policy

9

of deliberate vagueness. He wrote Husayn that, subject
to three reservations, "Great Britain is prepared to
recognize and support the independence of the Arabs in

all the regions within the limits demanded by the Sharif

7DNME, p. l4. For the complete Husayn-Mcllahon
correspondence, see Antonius, Arab Awakening, pp. 413-

L27.

8Sir Henry Mcliahon's account of the origin of serious
British effort toward Arab revolt, in Wingate Papers,
Sudan Archive, School of Oriental Studies, Durham
University, citation undated; in Elie Kedourie, "Cairo
and Khartoum on the Arab Question, 1915-1918," in
Chatham House Version and Other Middle-Eastern Studies,
(London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1970), p. l4.

9Monroe, Britain's Moment, pp. 31-32. Also, see
Kedourie, "Cairo and Khartoum on the Arab Question,"
in Chatham House Version, pp. 21-24.
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of Mecca."10 Among these controversial reservations were
two which affected the later treatment of Palestine.

The first excluded the "portions of Syria lying to the
west of the districts of Damascus, Homs, Hama and Aleppo"
on the grounds that they were not purely Arab; and the
second excluded those regions where Britain's freedom to
act alone was limited by the "interests of her ally,
France."

There is a large literature on the question of
whether or not Palestine was included in McMahon's
limitation of Arab independence.ll McMahon and Clayton
always maintained in later years that the Sharif under-
stood and initially accepted that Palestine's future had

not yet been determined.12 Unfortunately, these official

10nmeE, p. 15.

11For the most balanced account, see Monroe,
Britain's Moment, chap. 1; for other useful, general
versions, see Antonius, Arab Awakening, chaps. 7-12;
Zeine N. Neine, The Struggle for Arab Independence:
Western Diplomacy and the Rise and Fall of Faisal's
Kingdom in Syria, (Beirut: Khayat's, 1960), chap. 1;
Paul L. Hanna, British Policy in Palestine, (Washington,
D. C.: American Council on Public Affairs, 1942),
chap. 2; and P. M. Holt, Egypt and the Fertile Crescent,
151 -1222, (London: Longmans Green and Co. Ltd., 19606),
PPe. =03S.

12McMahon's statement (23 July 1937) and Clayton's
(12 April 1923) are printed in Herbert Samuel, Memoirs,
(London: Cresset Press, 1945), pp. 172-73. In March
1622, McMahon wrote a letter to the Colonial Office,
at the request of Sir John Shuckburgh, for use in discus-
sions with a Palestine Arab delegation in which he
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explanations came long enough after the event as to cast
considerable doubt on their complete veracity, and the
controversy has continued to grow. Currently the weight
of evidence clearly supports the British contention that
Palestine was not promised to the Arabs in 1915. 1In the
first place, in March 1916, British Foreign Secretary

Sir Edward Grey proposed to the French and Russian Govern-
ments that the allies offer the Jews "an arrangement in
regard to Palestine completely satisfactory to Jewish
aspirations,™ a firm indication, even though the proposal

came to nothing, that the secretary considered Palestine

expressed himself emphatically. He explained that he had
restricted specific mention of towns to places in Syria
which the Arabs considered vital and that at the time he
could think of no place "of sufficient importance for
purposes of definition further South."™ He had rejected
mention of the Jordan, he said, because of the possible
desirability of finding "some more suitable frontier
line east of the Jordan and between that river and the
Hejaz Railway."™ He added that he had "no recollection
of ever hearing anything from the Sherif of Mecca, by
letter or message, to make me suppose that he did not
also understand Palestine to be excluded from independent
Arabia."™ It seems peculiar that McMahon rests his

claims on the British reservation regarding areas which
"cannot be said to be purely Arab," in the words of his
original letter, instead of using the apparently stronger
historical argument of French interest in Palestine.

It may be, since by 1922 it was obvious that the French
had given up their interests in Palestine, that McMahon
felt compelled to rely on a strained interpretation of
his original letter. McMahon's letter prlnted in Aaron
S. Klieman, Foundations of British Policy in the Arab
World: The Cairo Conference of 1921, (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins Press, 1970), pp. 228-29n.
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excluded from McMahon's promise.13 Secondly, the de Bunsen
committee, named after its chairman, Sir Maurice de Bunsen,
appointed in April to study British war aims in the Middle
East, recommended in June that Palestine should be the
subject of M"special negotiations, in which both belligerents
and neutrals are alike interested."lh Thus, the committee
fully recognized that Britain was not free to act on Pales-
tine without consulting French and Russian interests, and

in the circumstances, a promise of Palestine to the Arabs
would not have been contemplated. Thirdly, Lord Kitchener,
a staunch supporter of the idea of an Arab Caliphate under
Husayn and with British backing, failed to point out to

the British Government that the Sykes-Picot Agreement of
May 1916 might be in contradiction to the pledges given
Husayn. The least this indicates is that British promises
regarding the Middle East were considered of secondary
importance, tentative or speculative, and open to improvisa-
tion. Fourthly, and most conclusively, in April 1918,
almost two years after the beginning of the Arab uprising,
events in Europe caused the British to withdraw elements

from east of the Jordan in order to send reinforcements to

13Leona_rd Stein, The Balfour Declaration, (London:
Valentine, Mitchell & Co. Ltd., I961J, pp. 218-232.

1l""Report of the Committee on Asiatic Turkey,"

June 1915, g. 26; Cab. 42/3, cited in Nevakivi, Britain,
France, p. <2.
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the Western front. Clayton, at the time Allenby's Chief
Political Officer, wrote Mark Sykes that he expected no
difficulty with Faysal out on the right wing of the
15

British Army regarding the pullback of troops. He
pointed out that the Arab leader had "always been apprehen-
sive of our operating east of the Jordan in case it should
lead to permanent occupation." Clayton continued
significantly,

He will, therefore, regard our with-

drawal as a loyal consequence of the

policy which we have always laid down

in our dealings with him, e.g. that

we regard the country east of the

Jordan as his sphere so far as he is

able to make good in it.
This unsolicited statement, from the man who was "in daily
touch with Sir Henry McMahon throughout the negotiations
with King Hussein, and made the preliminary drafts of all
the letters," goes a long way toward buttressing the claim
he, Clayton, made in 1923 at Sir Herbert Samuel's request
that McMahon never intended that "Palestine should be
included in the general pledge given the Sherif" Husayn.16

No matter which way the evidence points, however

and there is more of an inferential nature that could

’ ) L] )

16Samuel, Memoirs, p. 173. See Kedourie, "Cairo
and Khartoum on the Arab Question,™ in Chatham House
Version, pp. 21-25, for further evidence and discussion
of British policy in 1915 and 1916.
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be added, Palestine was not specifically mentioned by
either Husayn or Mcllahon. As Elizabeth lMonroe has said,
"jt is galling to think how easily MclMahon could have
devised some form of words intimating to the Sharif that
several faiths held that land in reverence, and that

there must be multilateral agreement about it."l7 Even

if Palestine's position were clear to the Sharifians, and
the British legal stand on firm ground, though murkily
obscured, it remains to be demonstrated that the people

of Palestine drew any other inference but that they were
to be included in independent Arabia.18 Especially since
such an authority on the East as Lord Curzon could declare
without contradiction in a meeting of the Eastern
Committee in the presence of several other foreign policy
experts that, "If we deal with our commitments, there is
first the general pledge to Hussein in October 1915, under
which Palestine was included in the areas as to which
Great Britain pledged itself that they should be Arab and

independent in the future."19 The argument regarding 1915

17Monroe, Britain's Moment, p. 34.

18The Arab world was well aware of the terms of
Britain's pledges, even though they remained unpublished
officially until 1939 (Great Britains Parliamentary

Papers, 1939, Misc. No. 3, Cmd. 5957 Antonius, Arab
Awakening, p. 180.

19Eastern Committee, 5 December 1918, Llst minute
(secret), p. 16.; Cab. 27/24. Foreign Secretary A. J.
Balfour was one of those present.
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is a very subtle one, and the ambiguity of Britain's
attitude toward Palestine did not decrease as the war
progressed.20

Britain's other major commitment was the full-scale
partition of Asiatic Turkey among Britain, France, and
Russia. Talks which were begun in October 1915 and
reached agreement in May 1916 were conducted principally
by Mark Sykes, an amateur orientalist used by Kitchener
as adviser on eastern affairs, for the British, and
Francois Georges-Picot, a career diplomat, for the
French.21 Under the Sykes-Picot Agreement, as it came

to be known, the British committed themselves to the

complete breakup of the Ottoman empire as the best

20The situation became much more subtle when at the
end of the war, Britain appeared to have the power to
dispose of Palestine as it wished, in which case, the
Arab argument is, Palestine should have reverted to the
area of Arab independence; see Antonius, Arab Awakening,
p. 179. In fact, Britain was able to gain its way over
Palestine only by using Zionism as a lever to force the
French to give up their claims to the Holy Land. The
Anglo-French Entente could stand, barely, the strain of
fulfilling Zionism, whereas satisfying Arab aspirations
might not have made the French reconcilable to the loss
of their traditional goal.

21The best account of the making of the Agreement is
found in Nevakivi, Britain, France, chap. 2. For a
brilliant defense of the arrangement as a "workman-like
device of reconciliation," (p. 42), see Elie Kedourie,
England and the Middle East: The Destruction of the
Ottg?an Empire, 1914-1921, (London: Bowes & Bowes,
1956).
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solution of the Eastern Question. Aside from the con-
sideration of Allied interests, the British, in Mark
Sykes words, wanted to see a "permanent Anglo-French
Entente . . . which will render Pan-Islamism innocuous
and protect India and Africa from the Turco-German
combine, which I believe may well survive the Hohen-
zollerns."22 At the time, the British were also in favor
of an "independent Arab State or a Confederation of

Arab States" in the areas not specifically reserved for
French or British "direct or indirect administration or
control,™ namely southern Mesopotamia and western
Syria.23 Given the climate of ideas at the time, this
interpretation of independence for the Arabs, particularly
considering the vagueness of the wording, was not in-
compatible with the imperialist need to protect far-flung
dominions in India by the division of the intervening
landmass of the Middle East into zones of influence or
control. Elizabeth Monroe is right to remind us that
1916 was the last year of an old familiar world of

intact empires, letters from Nicky to Georgie, secret

221Memo on Asia Minor Agreement (S-P)," by Sir
Mark Sykes, 1L August 1917; F.0. 371/3059, 159558/159558
Although these words were wrltten in 1917, they repre-
sent fairly Sykes' thoughts of a year earlier.

23The text of the Anglo-French Agreement of 1916
is reproduced in DBFP, pp. 245-47.
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agreements secretly arrived at, and treatment of whole
populations as chattels."% In such a world, conflicts
between the lMcMahon promises and the Sykes-Picot articles,
or even between the spirit of the two documents, must
have seemed to be of secondary importance and capable

of reasonable adjustment.

The Agreement was achieved only after months of hard
negotiation. So far as Palestine was concerned, its case
was bitterly contested, the French continuing until long
after the war to press the British for concessions regard-
ing political and religious rights and regarding the
borders of the mandated area. The Russians also pressed
their considerable interest in the holy Land. However,
there was no ambiguity about the status of Palestine in
the Agreement. Article 3 provided

That in the brown area /Palestine/ there
shall be established an international
administration, the form of which is to
be decided upon after consultation with
Russia, and subsequently in consultation

with the other Allies, and the representa-

tives of the Shereef of Mecca.25

In addition, Great Britain was accorded the ports of
Haifa and Acre as well as the "right to build, administer,

and be sole owner of a railway™ connecting Haifa to

2l‘Monroe Britain's lMoment, p. 35.
b )

25See note 23.
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Baghdad, thus giving a minimum amount of security for the
Suez Canal and communications with the Persian Gulf.

By late 1916, Britain had secured its basic interests
in Palestine; it had acouired a base and denied adminis-
trative and political control to any other single power.
Events, however, were moving swiftly. During the revolu-
tionary year of 1917, Britain's initial attempts to solve
the Eastern Question were quickly rendered meaningless
and even dangerously out of date, and the Palestine
cuestion reached a new and more central position in
British thinking.

The motivating force behind the dynamic changes in
British policy in 1917 was supplied by Britain's new
Prime Minister, David Lloyd George. Within a few days of
his taking power in December 1916, preparations were begun
for stepping up military activity in the Middle East,
and for obtaining the support of Jewish world opinion for
an Allied victory.

Agitation for the British Government to adopt a
Zionist policy had begun early in the war when Herbert
Samuel, then president of the Local Government Board,
suggested to the foreign secretary that "the opportunity
might arise™ in the course of a war with the Ottoman
empire "for the fulfillment of the ancient aspiration of

the Jewish people and the restoration in Palestine of a
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Jewish State."26 Sir Edward Grey confessed his sympathy
with the idea and said that he would do what he could if
_7

an opportunity arose. Lloyd George was also approached
on the subject by Samuel, who reported that he "was very
keen to see a Jewish state established there." Little
came officially of these early expressions of interest
largely because of Prime Minister H. H. Asquith's lack

of sympathy with the Zionist ideal.28 However, a number
of influential men in government service had become con-
verted to Zionism by 1917. Of particular importance were
the outstanding and forceful personalities of Lord Robert
Cecil, General Smuts, and Lord Milner. Also of importance
were several men--Philip Kerr, L. S. Amery, William
Ormsby-Gore, and the famous Mark Sykes--who were to be
included in Lloyd George's "garden suburb,™ where they
were "well-placed for putting the Zionist aim back on to
the Cabinet agenda whenever the overwhelming pressure of

29

war business crowded it out."

26Samuel, Memoirs, pp. 140-42.
273ee above, p. 32.

28Earl of Oxford and Asquith, Memories and Reflec-
tions, vol. II, (London: Cassell & Co., 19287, p. 59.
Samuel had also circulated memos on the "Future of
Palestine™ to the Cabinet, where they had served the
purpose of acaquainting that body with Zionist views.

29honroe, Britain's lMoment, p. 39.
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It is unlikely that Zionism would have made the
strides it did during 1917 were it not for the personali-
ties involved. Chaim Weizman, a Russian-born Jew, whose
unalterable aim was a Jewish home in Palestine under
British auspices, had a peculiarly hypnotic effect upon
a number of high-ranking British officials. Leonard
Stein, a former aide of Weizmann's, in his definitive
study of the Balfour Declaration, describes him thus:

/He was/ not only a dexterous and re-
sourceful advocate--flexible, sure-
footed, highly sensitive to atmosphere,
and with an unerring instinct for
timing; he possessed in a high degree
the power to kindle the imagination
and to impart to others some of his
own mystical faith in the destiny of

his people and the significance of its

ival.
surviva 30

Sir Charles Webster, a junior officer on the British General
Staff during the war and a diplomatic historian of note,
admired Weizmann's diplomatic skill in appealing not only
to British strategic and political interests, but also in
reinforcing each official's romantic and mystical tenden-
cies. In a memorable passage Webster tells us how
Weizmann

adapted his arguments to the special

circumstances of each statesman. To

the British and Americans he could use

biblical language and awake a deep

emotional undertone; to other national-
ities he more often talked in terms of

3CLeonard Stein, The Balfour Declaration, (London:
Valentine Mitchell, 1961), p. 126.
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interest. Mr. Lloyd George was told
that Palestine was a little mountain-
ous country not unlike Wales; with
Lord Balfour the philosophical back-
ground of Zionism could be surveyed;
for Lord Cecil the problem was

placed in the setting of a new world
organization; while to Lord Milner
the extension of imperial power
could be vividly protrayed. To me

« « o he brought from many sources
all the evidence that could be ob-
tained of the importance of a Jewish
National Home to the strategical
position of the British Empire, but
he always indicated by a hundred
shades and inflexions of the voice
that he believed that I could also
appreciate better than my superiors
other more subtle and recondite
arguments. The skillful presentation
of facts would, however, have been
useless, unless he had convinced all
with whom he came into contact of the
probity of his conduct and the
reality of his trust in the will and
strength of Britain.31

Lloyd George, already a most persistent easterner, now bent
on acquiring a British Palestine and on using Jewish
international power, pressed for an active military pro-
gram in the east to break the stalemate. Although
impressed with the Prime Minister's desire for a winter
offensive, General Sir Archibald Murray, commander-in-
chief of the Egyptain Expeditionary Force (EEF), timidly
postponed an attack on Gaza, the gateway to Palestine,

until 26 March 1917. Though the assault was a disastrous

31charles Webster, The Art and Practice of Diplomacy,
(London: Chatto and Windus, 1961), pp. 5-6.
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failure, the War Cabinet gained the impression of success
around the corner. On 2 April the Cabinet approved a
resolute forward policy in Palestine designed to sweep

the Turks out of southern Palestine and take Jerusalem.

On the third of April, as he was about to leave for

Egypt to become the head of the political mission attached
to Murray's force, lark Sykes received his instructions
from Lloyd George and Lord Curzon, then lord president of
the council. They stressed the "importance of not pre-
judicing the Zionist movement and the possibility of its
development under British auspices."32 Sykes was specifi-
cally enjoined by the Prime Minister from entering into
any political pledges to the Arabs, "and particularly none
in regard to Palestine."™ Any problems they expected
would come from the French, not the Arabs, who "probably
realized that there was no prospect of their being allowed
any control over Palestine." With the Arabs out of the

33

running in Palestine, military possession by a British

army could be decisive so far as the French were

3%yar Cabinet notes, 3 April 1917; Cab. 24/9.

33Article 8 of Sykes instructions read: "With regard
to the BROWN area /internationally administered Palestine
under the Sykes-Picot Agreemen§7, no political negotia-
tions shall be directly entered into with native elements
in this area until it is actually occupied™; Ibid.
Meaning that the British were determined to keep a free
hand in the disposal of Palestine and its "native ele-
ments,"
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concerned, and if that were not sufficient, perhaps the
addition of a moral factor--Jewish opinion throughout the
world--would impress the French.

Despite Murray's second failure at Gaza late in April,
the War Cabinet, on 23 April, decided to adhere to an
offensive policy in Palestine. The Russian revolution in
March and the evaporation of the Russian army, the failure
of the Nivelle offensive in France, and the fear of a re-
newed Turkish drive on Baghdad combined to provide cogent
military reasons for an increased effort on the Palestine
front. The British still had a strong army on the front,
and it was felt that an impressive victory in Palestine
and the conocuest of Jerusalem would give a badly needed
lift to the morale of the British public. In Leonard
Stein's opinion, the spring of 1917 was thus the turning-
point for the Zionists. The impending British invasion of
Palestine combined with the decline of power in Russia

was beginning to be reflected in sharpened
competition between Great Britain and
France for eventual predominance in Pales-
tine. It is at this point that the
British Government can be perceived moving
forward from a friendly interest in Zion-
ism and semi-official encouragement to

something not yet amounting to a commit-
ment but not far removed from it.

34

Stein, Balfour Declaration, p. 336.
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Also in the spring, on 19 April 1917, the Treaty of
Saint-Jean de Maurienne was being concluded by Great
Britain, France, and Italy; its provisions called for an
international administration for Palestine, in confirmation

35

of the 1916 Agreement. At the same time the uncertain-
ties over Russia in 1917 led to an official review of the
1916 Agreement; on 12 April a Committee on Territorial
Terms of Peace was set up under the chairmanship of Lord
Curzon. The committee concluded on 28 April that the
Agreement had to be modified so that Palestine and
‘esopotamia would be included in the definite and exclu-
sive control of Great Britain.36 British policy seemed
to have lost its cohesion and consistency as far as
Palestine was concerned. The mercurial British Prime
Minister had indeed broken the logjam in the east, but he
had also created conflicting lines of policy.

The 1916 Agreement continued to hold official sway,
while attempts to subvert it came from all sides. 1In

July, Commander D. G. Hogarth, director of the Arab Bureau

under Clayton, wrote to London urging its revision in

35DNME, pp. 23-25. The Treaty was never brought into
force because the Russians failed to ratify it.

36"Report of the Committee on Terms of Peace,"
Imperial War Cabinet, 28 April 1917; Cab. 21/71, cited
in Nevakivi, Britain, France, pp. 46-47.
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favor of strengthening Britain's position in Palestine
and Arabia.37 One month later, on 14 August, Sykes, now
wholly caught up by his Zionist zeal, proposed to scrap
the whole Agreement and "get Great Britain appointed
trustee of the powers for the administration of Pales-

38

tine." The Anglo-French Entente was still the corner-
stone of his scheme, but it was to be married to an
alliance of Jews, Arabs, and Armenians. The French,
alerted by Sykes on 6 April 1917 to British ambitions for
a protectorate in Palestine, were of the opinion that
London considered the 1916 Agreement dead.39 The Agree-
ment however clung tenaciously to life until the armistice
with Turkey, and even afterward.

The road to the Balfour Declaration had been cleared
with surprising speed in the spring of 1917. The Sykes-
Picot Agreement and the promises to the Arabs were of
small importance in view of a fast-changing international
picture and the new administration in London. On 25 April
1917, Lord Robert Cecil told Weizmann that if the Zionists
were to ask for a British Palestine, it would strengthen
Britain's hand in future negotiations. On 18 July, the

Zionists submitted to the government a draft declaration

37see Nevakivi, Britain, France, p. 48.

38See note 23,

39Nevakivi, Britain, France, p. 52.
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of British sympathy for Zionist aspirations.hO After
much official discussion, at times very heated, and after
several succeeding drafts, the British Government gave
the Zionists their promise in the form of a letter from
Foreign Secretary Balfour to Lord Rothschild. The state-
ment authorized by the Cabinet amounted to only one
ambiguous and vague sentence:
His Majesty's Government view with favour

the establishment in Palestine of a national

home for the Jewish people, and will use

their best endeavours to facilitate the

achievement of this object, it being clearly

understood that nothing shall be done which

may prejudice the civil and religious

rights of existing non-Jewish communities

in Palestine, or the rights and political
status enjoyed by Jews in any other

coun’c,ry.hl

The intent of the Cabinet was clear; it looked forward
to the emergence of a Jewish state, but definitely did not
promise to take on the responsibilities for bringing it
about. Balfour, on 31 October 1917, the day the Declara-
tion was approved, addressed himself in a meeting of the
Cabinet to the problem of the unfamiliar term, 'national
home.' He said he understood it to mean

some form of British, American, or other
protectorate, under which full facilities

would be given to the Jews to work out
their own salvation and to build up, by

LoFor the various drafts, see Stein, Balfour
Declaration, p. 664.

Mpme, p. 26.
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means of education, agriculture, and
industry, a real centre of national
culture and focus of national life.
It did not necessarily involve the
early establishment of an independent
Jewish state, which was a matter for
gradual development in accordance
with the ordinary laws of political
evolution.hz

Personally, Balfour hoped the Jews would establish a state,
he confided to Colonel Richard Meinertzhagen in February
1918, adding, "It is up to them now; we have given them

their great oppor‘tunity."LP3

On the other hand, Balfour
was not ready to predict where this opportunity would lead.
According to Lord Hankey, Balfour thought the Jewish
national home "might turn out to be anything from a
religious and cultural centre, a kind of Jewish Vatican,
to a Jewish State; time alone would show."MP

In later years, Lloyd George explained that the Jews,
because of their genius, resourcefulness, tenacity, and
wealth, were being given the chance to redeem Palestine

from the wilderness. In an echo of mid-Victorian British

imperialism, he characterized the Balfour Declaration as

AZWar Cabinet meeting, 31 October 1917. Cab. 23/4,

261(12).

43From Meinertzhagen's diary entry for 7 February
1918. Richard Meinertzhagen, Middle East Diary 1917-1956,
(London: Cresset Press, 1959), p. 9.

bhoonversation between Lord Hankey and Leonard Stein,
recorded by Stein. Stein, Balfour Declaration, p. 555.
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"not an expropriating but an enabling clause. It is only
a charter of equality for the Jews."l*5

Thus, the British Cabinet looked with varying degrees
of anticipation to a Jewish state in the eastern Medi-
terranean and had promised vaguely to view such an estab-
lishment with favor. Exactly how far did this promise
go? In February 1918 Balfour, summarized British wartime
obligations to the Jews in one sentence: "We are bound
only by the limited assurances given to Lord Rothschild

in Mr. Balfour's letter'."LP6

Later in the year, as we
shall see, it became apparent that several in the Cabinet,
including Lloyd George, were assuming that a great deal
of freedom was still theirs in finding a solution to the
Palestine question. These assumptions were probably
fostered by the set of circumstances which were the
immediate occasion of the Balfour Declaration.

The Cabinet was much less concerned in October 1917
about using the Zionists as a makeweight to French claims
to an area flanking the Suez Canal, than they were about

L7

Zionist power in the rest of the world. In a Foreign

Office memorandum on 24 October, Sir Ronald Graham urged

hsDavid Lloyd George, Is it Peace? (London: Hodder
and Stoughton, 1923), p. 251.

hé"Synopsis of our obligations to our Allies and
others,™" by A. J. Balfour, February 1918; Cab. 24/L5.

h7Stein, Balfour Declaration, p. 549.




50

a swift decision by the government on the Zionist movement,
on the overoptimistic grounds that a Zionist Declaration
could switch Russian Jews from an anti-ally position to

one powerfully in Britain's favor‘.l+8

Balfour, also, rested
his argument for the Declaration on its propaganda value
in Russia and America, rather than dwelling on long-range
possibilities regarding the British or Zionist position
in the Middle East.%? And, finally, the Cabinet was moved
to urgent action because of the mistaken belief that the
Germans were on the brink of making a strong play for
Zionist sympathies.50

In these circumstances the Declaration was a political
document, not a legal one. The Zionists and the British
wanted the Declaration for different reasons, and although
they understood each other's aims and the reasons for a
studied vagueness in the wording of the document, they had
come to no agreed interpretation. For the British; what-
ever individual hopes and beliefs might be, the Declara-
tion amounted to 'limited assurances,' while to the

Zionists it was the legal fulfilment of the Basle Program

of 1897, of "a home in Palestine secured by public law."

hSSir Ronald Graham was head of the Foreign Office's
Eastern Department., 24 October 1917; F. 0. 371/3054,
207495/84173.

thee note 4O0.

5OStein, Balfour Declaration, pp. 533-42, 550.
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Only Lord Curzon, in the Cabinet, recognized the
possible dangers in the lack of practical thought re-
garding the nature of the obligation the government was
assuming; the chances of its successful realization, and
the wisdom of using language that suggested so much where
there was so much confusion of interpretation.5l Only
he questioned what was to become of Palestine's existing
inhabitants. Curzon's lack of success in persuading the
Cabinet to give closer study to his serious objections,
suggests that the Cabinet, stampeded by events, was relying
on the course of time to indicate the direction of policy,
that it was meeting a crisis with limited action and would
react in the future as needs arose. There is also the
suggestion; implied by Curzon's failure to press his
arguments and the failure of the Cabinet to meet them,
that the Cabinet was in tacit agreement with him that
Zionist chances of realizing the "national home" ideal
were slim and at best in the distant future, and that in
view of this, a collision with the indigenous inhabitants
was unlikely and scarcely worth considering.

In late October, Allenby began his Palestine campaign,

took Beersheba on the 31st, captured Gaza, and then rolled

51"The Future of Palestlne " by Lord Curzon, 26 October
1917, (secret); F.0. 371/3083. 307L07/143082. Also, see
War Cabinet meeting, L October 1917; Cab. 23/&, 24,5 (18).
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up the coastal plain. On the 1lth of December 1917, he
entered liberated Jerusalem. The time of groping for
solution from afar was at an end; it was now necessary
to grapple with real military, political, and human prob-
lems at first hand. The flexibility the British had
managed to retain since 1914 was about to meet the harsh
realities of occupation needs.

The possibilities were enormous. Only one positive
fact was certain, and that was that Great Britain was
going to have the major voice in the disposal of Palestine.
Negatively speaking, there was no chance whatsoever of
French control and none for a combination of French and
British. Outright British control was a possible solution,
but not as likely as some form of international administra-
tion, or Turkish or Arab administration under British

supervision.52 In any case, it was understood that the

52The extent of flexibility in British policy is well
illustrated in Lord Robert Cecil's report of a conversa-
tion with U. S. Ambassador Page on 20 December 1917. Cecil
explained that the government'!s Zionist policy amounted to
allowing full facilities for Jewish immigration to Pales-
tine and for their establishment there. Details had not
been worked out, but it had been agreed with the French
that Palestine would be internationalized. Cecil professed
himself personally in favor of putting it under American
protection, or failing that, he saw "no insuperable ob-
Jjection to leaving the country under the Turkish Flag pro-
vided real securities for its inhabitants were obtained.
e « «" On the 27th, Balfour, for whom Cecil had been
sitting in, signed the report without comment and had it
sent to the British ambassador in Washington. F.0. 371/
3061, 234467/214354.
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Zionists, as a reliable client class, would be protected
in some undefined manner best left to the future and
Jewish enterprise. The British speculatively considered
the Americans in an imperial role in the Middle East, but
never pursued the idea much beyond the wishful stage. In
all, the British had in November 1917 good reason to be-

lieve that their future in Palestine was free from

mortgage.



CHAPTER III
THE INVASION OF PALESTINE, 1917:
COMING TO GRIPS

The sources for British policy in the Middle East,
apart from the seat of government in London, were the two
great centers of British power bracketing the area, the
Government of India at Delhi, and the British Agency at
Cairo. Each of these widely separated capitals developed
policies adapted to its special geographical and politi-
cal needs and over a period of time built up vested
interests in its particular method of dealing with the
peoples of the Middle East. The differences between the
two were deepened by the Great Syrian desert, cutting
north to south across the liiddle East from the Taurus
Mountains of Anatolia to the Arabian Peninsula, conven-
iently dividing the Arab provinces of the Ottoman empire
into two distinct regions. The western one, from Syria
to the Yemen, fell under the direction of Cairo; while
the eastern, from Kurdistan through Mesopotamia, Kuwait,
the Persian Gulf, and Aden looked to Delhi. Thus, the
Anglo-Indians and the Anglo-Egyptians had their respective

pL
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spheres of influence in which they could carry out opera-
tions virtually without reference to each other.

The Anglo-Indian approach to the Middle East rested
on a firm foundation of tradition. The vital British
routes to India had been secured and maintained through
the years by means of layered historic and diplomatic
ties with countless small and large shaykhdoms, fiefdoms,
and sultanates ranging from the borders of India through
Afghanistan, Persia, the Persian Gulf, the Arabian
Peninsula and Aden. Policed and controlled by a small
but dedicated band of political officers, these areas
wvere free to administer their own internal affairs so long
as they enjoyed good relations with the British, rejected
foreign encroachment; and served as the quiescent occu-
pants of the strategic routes of communication to India.

Cairo had other preoccupations. Less sensitive to
the Russian and German spectres threatening the overland
route to the Persian Gulf and India and more conscious of
the reasons behind an Egyptian-Sudanese base--the guarding
of the Suez all-water route to the East--the Anglo-
Egyptians were concerned with extending control along the
coasts of the eastern Mediterranean and the Red Sea.
Holding this divergent view and lacking a patchwork of
Arabian relationships to maintain and defend; Cairo in

1914 was more open than Delhi to the establishment of a
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vigorous and aggressive policy toward the disaffected
elements of the Ottoman empire. The Indian Government,
indeed; never ceased to consider the encouraging of
Arab nationalist hopes and the organizing of native
energies as anything other than sentimental folly.

In times of peace these differences had their util-
ity. In war; each policy hampered the application of the
other. Despite numerous attempts to harmonize and co-
ordinate Middle Eastern policies, including the formation
of interdepartmental committees in London, progress in
this direction was uncertain and halting. Not until
1921, on the demand of Winston Churchill as incoming
Colonial Secretary, were the territories of the Arab
IMiddle East united under one policy-making body.

One historian has suggested that the story of con-
flicting policies might have come to an early end had
Gilbert Clayton in the spring of 1917 taken A. T. Wilson's
place in Mesopotamia (the Government of India directed
the Expeditionary Force there) as political officer under

Sir Percy Cox, as had been intended.l Doubtless such a

l5ohn Marlowe, lLate Victorian: The Life of Sir
Arnold Talbot Wilson, (London: Cresset Press, 1967),
p. 11l4. According to Ronald Storrs, Cox was looking for
a successor and Wilson heartily concurred with the
choice of Clayton as Cox's nominal deputy. Cox was
tired and frustrated and thought he would do well to
resign and "let Clayton begin with a clear slate."
However, Clayton turned the offer down early in May
1917. Storrs, QOrientations, pp. 247, 255.

———— — — = ———
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substitution of personalities would not have been without
effect and some greater degree of harmony between the
two points of view might have resulted. If one man could
have brought the policies of the two centers of power
into alignment, Clayton would certainly have come the
closest to having the requisite characteristics. But
surely the perspectives from Cairo and Delhi, determined
as they were by history and geography, must be held to
have been of a fundamental nature, not susceptible to
significant alteration by one man, especially one in a
subordinate position. The fact is that Egyptian and
Indian interests could not be aligned, even though the
two countries were united under the same crown.

A forward Arab policy for the British was not a
foregone conclusion in 1914. In retrospect, the drama
of the Arab revolt has distorted the total picture of
Britain's tentative search for a viable alternative to
its traditional policy. Only gradually, largely in re-
action to events; opportunities, and chance, did an Arab
policy emerge. Early British military efforts; at the
Dardanelles and in Mesopotamia, proved failures; Churchill
and the armchair strategists of London; on the one hand;
and the Government of India, on the other, were discred-
iteds A military solution to the Eastern Question having

eluded the armed forces of the Entente, it was left by
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default to Cairo to formulate and direct a political
solution.

As was mentioned above, it is difficult to overstate
the importance of Clayton as a central figure in the
development of British policy toward the Arab Middle
East. The war had thrust the holder of the responsible
but relatively obscure position of director of Egyptian
Military Intelligence; Captain Gilbert Clayton, into
sudden prominence. Through his work in an expanded
intelligence department; his recruitment of talented,
articulate, and experienced men for the nascent Arab
Bureau, and his wide correspondence with men in the Middle
East and in London, he built his post into one of the most
influential in the British Middle East and became a chief
spokesman for the Anglo-Egyptian school of thought. He
knew, from his years of experience and his wide range of
contacts in the Middle East; the immense importance of
Arabia in a war with the Turks; and he set out purposefully
to separate the two nations.

His tasks at the outset of war were many. He had to
convert his small Sudan Office, in which he supervised
intelligence operations in the Sudan, into the 'I' Branch
of the General Staff of the Egyptian Army and maintain
close relations between the Army and the Egyptian and

Sudanese Governments, the British Agency, and Allied and
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friendly diplomats, the Suez Canal Company, and the staff
of the Naval Commander-in-Chief. He also had to establish
personal contacts with prominent Middle Eastern notables,
and to build up a system of military, geographical, and
political intelligence. He responded to the challenge of
his position, becoming a father-figure to vhom practically
everyone went for balanced advice.

T. E. Lawrence; the most celebrated member of the
Arab Bureau in later years, has drawn a favorable portrait
of the man who discovered him and made brilliant use of
his unorthodox talents.

We were not many; /he said,/ and nearly all
of us rallied round Clayton . . . . Clayton
made the perfect leader for such a band of
wild men as we were. He was calm, detached,
clear-sighted, of unconscious courage in
assuming responsibility. He gave an open
run to his subordinates. His own views were
general, like his knowledge; and he worked
by influence rather than by loud direction.
It was not easy to descry his influence.

He was like water, or permeating oil,
creeping silently and insistently through
everything. It was not possible to say
where Clayton was and was not, and how much
really belonged to him. He never visibly
led; but his ideas were abreast of those
who did: he impressed men by his sobriety,
and by a certain cuiet and stately modera-
tion of hope. In practical matters he was
loose, irregular, untidy, a man with whom
independent men could bear.2

2Thomas Edward Lawrence, Seven Pillars of Wisdom:
A Triumph, (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, Doran &
Company, Inc., 1935), p. 57.
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Clayton had a tremendous capacity for work. He
needed it, since he seemed perpetually to be short-
staffed. And yet, as one who knew him from the begin-
ning of the war once said, "the files never barricaded
him against the wor-ld.“3 He was a very patient listener,
this anonymous observer went on, "/f/or he understood
the East; he knew that for an Intelligence officer 'haste
is from the devil,! and he never failed in courtesy as
he never failed in understanding.”

Clayton's character made a deep impression on the
men he worked with. One of his associates, H. Charles
Woods, emphasized Clayton's freedom from "official pre-
judices™ and his forthrightness in dealing with diffi-
cult questions. "He was extremely modest and quiet;"
Woods added, "he knew whom he could trust; and he was
not afraid to express his opinion. In fact, he was a far
bigger man than appeared at first sight."h Another
colleague has recalled that the picture that was clearest
in his mind was "from the early days of the War: the
Director of Intelligence at his desk listening, always

listening impassively, and watching with those ocuiet,

3Anonymous correspondent to The Times (London),
12 September 1929, p. 1li4.

by, charles Woods letter to The Near East and India,
26 September 1929, p. 335.
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vigilant eyes that seemed to be looking into your mind.™
The same writer noted that "again and again one could
find him listening patiently to the news--often prolix--
or the appreciations--often fantastic--of the situation
brought by a refugee from Turkey, an old Sheikh from the
Libyan desert, or a travelled merchant from a Red Sea
port."5

Perhaps the best indication of his superb personal
skills was in his handling of the always individualistic
and at times difficult members of the Arab Bureau, who
worked, as Robert C. Collins, Clayton's editor, put it,
"/b5/ehind the shield of Clayton's leadership."6 Imagi-
native, articulate; and impulsive men required a man with
the gifts to orchestrate their abilities. According to
our anonymous observer;

He was a delightful chief: quiet, never
fussy, never despondent in the blackest days,
afraid of no responsibility, and ready to
accept any suggestion from subordinates
which his instinctive good sense approved.

He was an admirable judge of men, for he

had never allowed military formalism to
blunt his appreciation of values.7

5Anonymous correspondent to The Times (London),
12 September 1929, p. 1li.

6Clayton, Arabian Diary, p. 64.

7Anonymous correspondent to The Times (London),
12 September 1929, p. 1.
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Wyndham Deedes, a member of the Arab Bureau who eventually
achieved the rank of Brigadier General and who served
later as the first Civil Secretary of the Government of
Palestine, thought Clayton an "ideal 'chief', letting
his subordinates have a free hand, taking the respongi-
bility for mistakes and giving them the credit for
success." For Deedes, Clayton's most outstanding quali-
ties were his "wisdom and imperturbability.”™ Throughout
Clayton's career in the troubled Middle East,

he was ever the same, cool and collected, and

he had the capacity of communicating his calm

to others. His wisdom was based on a pro-

found knowledge of men and affairs in the

East. Not a great talker, he was a tireless

listener to the endless irrelevancies in

which the Easterner delights to indulge. He

had a singular understanding of the native

mind, and was always on the side of a

tliberal? policy.8

The balance and sense of perspective cultivated by

Clayton enabled him to play his many parts with deceptive
ease. "Although seemingly casual, and even lazy," B. H.
Liddell Hart has noted, "he had a knack of keeping touch
with all relevant matters, together with a capacity to

smile at troubles that often helped to allay them."9

Clayton's espousal of the unorthodox and flexible often

881r Wyndham-Deedes, letter to The Times (London),
13 September 1929, p. 1l4.

IBasil Henry Liddell Hart, Colonel Lawrence: The
Man6§ehind the Legend, (New Yrok: Halcyon House, 1934),
p. 67
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created friction with the more staid members of the Head-
guarters staff, but Clayton never faltered in giving
understanding and support to the men of his 'machine.’
Liddell Hart stressed the value of his sense of humor,
which "was of no less value in dealing with his variegated
subordinates than in composing the differences between
superiors, and which was especially called on to protect
one of the former /T. E. Lawrence; in this case/ from the
frequent wrath of senior officers whose sense of dignity
had cuenched their sense of humor.™

Clayton's activity against the Turks had begun, as
related in the previous chapter, even before the formal
opening of hostilities when Ronald Storrs went to him for
support for the idea of taking advantage of Arab unrest.

I had recourse {(like so many of my betters
after me) to the calm, friendly wisdom of
Captain G. H. /sic/ Clayton, the 'Bertie!
of Khartum, of Cairo, of Palestine and
Mesopotamia. His balanced advice could
no more be hustled by a crisis than could
his beautiful deliberate handwriting:

his character as an officer and a man was,
when he left Jerusalem, to be well summed
up by Sir Herbert Samuel in the last
watchword of Marcus Aurelius, Aequanimi-
tas « « « « the time and the place and
the keys of the necessary knowledge add-
ing to his natural abilities that ele=-
ment of fortune without which none can
achieve. Bertie approved my thesis.
Further, he actively condoned my pro-
posed irregularity of urging it upon

Lord Kitchener in a private letter;

which I accordingly dispatched.lo

lOStorrs, Orientations, pp. 172-73.
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Almost two years elapsed before the efforts of Clayton
and the highly placed officials who supported him--High
Commissioner McMahon, Sir Reginald Wingate of the Sudan,
and Sir John Maxwell, General Officer Commanding in
Egypt--bore fruit. One member of the Arab Bureau pro-
claimed the outbreak of open rebellion in the Hijaz in

11 MclMahon was

June 1916 a great triumph for Clayton.
generous in his praise of Clayton; acknowledging his
familiarity of country and people, his cquiet firmness and
steady good nature; but in particular emphasizing Clayton's
value in the "collection, formation, and supervision of

the 'Arab bureau,! in my negotiations with the Arabs and

in the subsequent incidents of the Arab reVolt."12

Much
has been obscured in the history of the Arab revolt;
perhaps nothing as much as the vital part Clayton played
while others were securing glory. "The credit for his
work has been claimed by some, and assigned, by the unin-
formed; to others;" McMahon explained. "Such must ever

be the lot of loyal and unself-seeking men like Sir Gilbert
Clayton."

11lj0hn Presland, Deedes Bey: A Study of Sir Wyndham
Deedes, 1883-1923, (London: Macmillan & Co. Ltd., 1942],
p. 263. John Presland is a pseudonym for lMrs. Gladys
Bendit.,

1253 Henry McMahon, letter to The Times (London),
17 September 1929, p. 17.
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To men like Clayton and Wingate in the lMiddle East
and Kitchener in London, the Arab revolt was not merely
a wartime development to be exploited and then discarded,
but a positive instrument of great potential worth to the
British empire. Any danger in a scheme for a pan-Arab
union or confederation backed by Great Britain would be
adequately provided for, wrote Wingate in November 1915.

If the embryonic Arab state comes to
nothing, all our promises vanish and
we are absolved from them--if the Arab
state becomes a reality, we have quite
sufficient safeguards to control it
and although eventually it might act
towards its 'Allied!' creators as Bul-
garia has acted towards Russia--1
think it is in our power to erect such
barriers as would effectively prevent

its becoming the menace which the
Indian Government appears to fear.13

Clayton agreed with Wingate's argument, ridiculing India's
fear of a strong and united Arab state on the road to
India as a fantasy dreamt up in ignorance of the Arabs or
Arabia.llF Their assumption throughout the revolt was that
the Arab state would need considerable support for years
to come from its British creators and that they could avoid

producing a 'Frankenstein' or even a Bulgaria. A grateful

13Wingate to Clayton (letter), 15 November 1915,
Wingate Papers, 135/5. Cited in Kedourie, "Cairo and
Kha rtou.m 9 n ppo 18-19 )

ll"’Clayton to Wingate (letter), 6 January 1916.
Wingate Papers. Quoted in Briton Cooper Busch, Britain,
India and the Arabs, 1914-1921, (Berkeley: Unlver51ty
of California Press, 1971), p. 91.
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Arab state would perform the task of the old Ottoman
Empire, holding the reins of government over an unruly
people and denying other powers proximity to the path
to India.

As a policy of gaining the active assistance of the
Arabs in the British war effort gathered momentum, the
need was felt for a central organization for the compila-
tion and dissemination of information and advice. On
Asquith's order, an interdepartmental conference in London
in 1916, in which the Foreign, War, and India Offices
were represented, established the Arab Bureau. From
February 1916 to the end of 1920 it operated as a Foreign
Office institution. Its functions were to coordinate
British political activity in the Middle East, to keep
the various government offices informed of enemy policy,
and secondarily, to supervise propaganda in favor of
Britain and the Allies among non-Indian Muslims "without
clashing with the susceptibilities of Indian Moslems and
the Entente Powers."l? In the Middle East the bureau
was also regarded as a means of spreading the unconven-

tional ideas of the bureau and its mentors to the

l5"Memorandum on the Arab Bureau, its Purposes and
Services," by W. J. Childs, Foreign Office, 19 April 1923.
F.0. 406/51, No. 26, pp. 66-67.
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Committee for Imperial Defence in London and the Govern-
ment of India at Delhi.16
Clayton's influence continued to mount during 1916.

In April, at the age of L1, he was promoted to the rank
of Brigadier-General and awarded by the French the order
of Officier de la Legion d'Honneur.17 On a visit to
London in the summer, he left the authorities there
favorably impressed with the Arab movement and with him-
self. While there, he reported to Wingate on 7 August,
he had delivered the burden of the message he had been
presenting in Cairo.

Do not forget that Germany would sacrifice

much (indeed almost anything) to keep her

hold on Turkey--Berlin to Baghdad, Basra,

Persia, Afghanistan, India, is the key-

note of German Welt-Politik . . . Granted

the above, our Arab policy is one of the

bid cards--if not the biggest in our hand

and our main weapon against the habitual
Moslem sympathy for the Turk.18

By this time, military operations against the Turks
in the Hijaz had expanded, and toward the end of the year,
Clayton was appointed to the General Staff, in charge of

the Hijaz. His chief in this matter was Wingate, still

16Clayton, Arabian Diary, p. 63.
171vid., p. 65.

18Clayton to Wingate (letter), 7 August 1916, Clayton
Papgrs, 139/5. Cited in Kedourie, "Cairo and Khartoum,"
Pe 50
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in the Sudan but soon to be moved to Cairo, but it was

Clayton who was running the show.19

Wwhen the Arabs,
rallied by Lawrence, had consolidated themselves in the
western Peninsula, and the British, impelled by Lloyd
George, prepared to take the offensive in Palestine,
Clayton was the logical choice to accompany the army
north., Fe was ideally situated to maintain liaison with
the Arabs on the army's right flank, to advise the army
on political matters affecting the area, and to serve as
the British representative to the Anglo-French political
mission in the liddle East.

Earlier, in April 1917, Sykes and Georges Ficot had
traveled to the liiddle East to pioneer the setting up of
the political mission; which had been decided on with the
French back in the last days of December 1916.20 The
mission was to begin operating when the Egyptian Expedi-
tionary Force (EEF) entered Palestine. The upsetting of

the timetable due to Murray's second failure before Gaza

gave Clayton his opportunity to take Sykes's place

191¢. col. Cyril Wilson to Clayton (letters), January
1917, 20 March 1917, Clayton Papers. Quoted in Clayton,
Arabian Diary, p. 68. Wilson was Wingate's representative
in Jiddah.

2O0n 28 December 1916, according to the War Cabinet
Notes of a conference at 10 Downing Street, (secret),
3 April 1917. Cab. 24/9 (G.T. 372), pp. 306-310.
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alongside Picob when the projected fall offensive was to
begin. In June, General Edmund H. H. Allenby learned, to
his initial dismay, that he was being relieved of his
command of the Third Army in France and that he was ex-
pected to present Jerusalem to the British nation as a
Christmas gift.zl According to Robert Collins, Allenby
offered Clayton the post of political officer because he
required an officer with "knowledge; experience, and the
ability to reconcile the manifold conflicts of a land
where Muslim; Jew, and Christian combined their deep
spiritual interests with suspicion, if not hostility,

=2 Vhether or not the offer

toward their religious rivals."
was in Allenby's power is ocuestionable, for we find Sykes
promising Clayton in July that he would get him established
as Chief Political Officer (CPO) as soon as he could.<3
From the uninhibited correspondence carried on by Sykes

and Clayton; it seemed that the two had discovered a bond
of sympathy and thought that would serve British policy

well in the days ahead.

21Wavell, Viscount, Allenby, Soldier and Statesman,
(London: George G. Harrap & Co. Ltd., 1946), pp. 154=55.

22Clayton, Arabian Diary, pp. 68-69; from Collins'
Introduction.

23Sykes to Clayton (letter), 22 July 1917. Sykes
Papers, Oxford University.






70

Clayton's position vith the EEF was a powerful one.
As the Foreign Office link with the army, he was to
"always be consulted in the first instance where matters
of policy were involved.zl+ And, Lee Stack, Acting Gover-
nor-General of the Sudan and Sirdar of the Egyptian Army,
1917-1919, pointed out that his work in Palestine would

be M"imperially more important than what you would be doing

25

for the Soudan in Egypt." His instructions were those

given to Sykes in April by the Prime Minister and Lord
Curzon, to keep a free hand in Palestine until it was
actually occupied.26 In July, Sykes added his colorful

advice.

For policy there is only one possible
policy, the Entente first and last, and
the Arab nation the child of the Entente.
Get your Englishmen to stand up to the
Arabs on this and never let them accept
flattery of the 'you very good man, him
very bad man' kind . . . . Ten years
tutelage under the Entente and the Arabs
will be a nation. Complete independence
means Persia, poverty, and chaos.27

2larark Sykes in War Cabinet meeting, 17 August 1917.
Cab. 23/3, 217 (17). The Cabinet's discussion was in
response to a telegram from Allenby reouesting to be
"clearly informed as to the policy of His Majesty's
Government in regard to Palestine,"

25Lee Stack to Clayton, 31 December 1917. Clayton
Papers. Cited in Clayton, Arabian Diary, p. 69. lMaj.=-
Gen. Sir Lee Stack, KBE, 1918.

26yar-Cabinet Notes, 3 April 1917. Cab. 24/9
(GoTo 372)’ ppo 306‘310.

27sykes to Clayton (letter), 22 July 1917. Sykes
Papers.
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Clayton, certainly, was in complete agreement with
Sykes!' advice and with his instructions. His attitude
clearly was that the Ottoman empire must be broken and
replaced by firm British control. His position may be
summed up as recognizing the Suez Canal as the "vital
cord of our Empire;" and Egypt as the "keystone of our
whole Near Eastern fabric."28 Beyond the Egyptian bastion
was the Arab world; and, as he had said a year earlier,
"our Arab policy is one of the big cards--if not the
biggest in our hand and our main weapon . . . ."

Elie Kedourie has accused Clayton, and others of like
mind, of sentimentalism in his approach to the Arab world,
faulting him for assuming that nationalism of any stripe
was bound to be liberal, wholesome, and advantageous. For
Kedourie; Clayton's espousal of (in Clayton's words) "a
general recognition of their /Arab/ aspirations by England
and the promise of a fair measure of self-government in
the various countries concerned under the guidance and with

the help and support of England,"29 was the kind of

28

"Note by Brigadier-General Clayton on the Future
Political Status of Egypt,"™ Appendix to Chapter XVII in
Lord Lloyd, Egypt Since Cromer, Vol. 1, (London: MNMac-
millan and Co. Ltd., 1933), pp. 262-63.

29Clayton to Wingate (letter), 9 October 1915.
Clayton Papers 135/4L. Cited in Kedourie, "Cairo and
Khartoum," p. 19. The article contains Kedourie's
argument regarding the strength of the on-the-spot
officials.
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Arabophile thinking that later led to the complete
destruction of Great Britain's position in the Middle
East.

But, what was the alternative to the 'liberal imperi-
alist! infection that caused this calamity? In Kedourie's
opinion, the Sykes-Picot Agreement of 1916 had held the
promise of being the cornerstone of the British empire's
future position in the Middle East. However, the offi-
cials of Cairo and Khartoum, motivated by sentimental or
utilitarian Arabophilia, had worked persistently out of
mistaken assumptions toward revising this "workman-like

30

device of reconciliation.” Had they held firm, told the
natives what to expect, and not excited ambitions that
could not be fulfilled, then this unfairly maligned
Agreement would not have had to be put aside. It was a
matter of will, and "the will to impose an order . . .

was not manifest. ."31

This alternative, of resolute
imperialism and responsibility, was doomed late in the
war, according to Kedourie, because of the weakness of

"English statesmen /who/ allowed themselves to believe

30g1ie Kedourie, England and the Middle East: The
Destruction of the Ottoman Empire 1914-1921, (London:
Bowes & Bowes, 1956]), p. L2.

311bid., p. 66.
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that to satisfy the lust for power of discontented and
ambitious men was virtuous and excellent."32

Perhaps. But is a policy leading to a "fair measure
of self-government" any more sentimental than a cherished
regard for a vanished empire? 1Is it really possible to
argue that England and Europe could have remained politi-
cally powerful had they kept their resolution? This is to
ascribe to men more control over their own fate and that
of nations than is reasonable or possible. Clayton, it
must be remembered, while not above criticism, was working
within a very narrowly circumscribed framework. This
"politic and well-informed™ British official, as Kedourie
acknowledged Clayton to be,33 confronted a multiplicity
of harsh realities that left no viable alternative to some
shade of gradual approach toward self-government. The
Middle East was scarcely unicue in this respect; the trend
was worldwide. Events rendered the Agreement of 1916
obsolete by 1917, thus illustrating Professor Barraclouzh's
statement that "ultimately nationalism was a response : .

not to policies but to facts."Bh

321pid., p. 213.
33Kedourie, "Cairo and Khartoum," p. 28.
3Z’Geoff‘rey Barraclough, An Introduction to Contemporary

History, (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1907; first published
iﬁ‘i?B%ﬁ, p. 169. ’ ’
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In August 1917, Clayton first gave evidence of un-
easiness about the effect of Zionism on the Arab movement.
He asked Sykes for definite information on a line of
policy to follow, a plea that was to become a refrain.

He advised against issuing a pronouncement on the Jewish
question, arguing that it would prove divisive, vitiating
the war effort.

It will not help matters if the Arabs--

already somewhat distracted between pro-

Sherifians and those who fear lMeccan

domination, as also between pro-French

and anti-French--are given yet another

bone of contention in the shape of Zion-

ism in Palestine as against the interests

of the moslems resident there. The

more politics can be kept in the back-

ground, the more likely are the Arabs

to concentrate on the expulsion of the

Turks from Syria, which, if successful,

will do more than anything to promote
Arab unity and national feeling.35

This rather mild warning failed to take effect; His
Majesty's Government neither sought, nor took interest in,
the views of Zionism held by its officials in the Middle
East,

The pronouncement, the Balfour Declaration, when it
was issued in November, cleared up little of the confusion
its prospect had caused. The officials on the spot, who
had not been consulted, were not comforted by the vagueness

of the policy they were presumably to follow. They had no

35Clayton to Sykes (letter), 20 August 1917. Sykes
Papers.
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insight into the minds of the fabinet members, no instruc-
tions as to how much weight to assign to the various
ambiguities of the Declaration, and no certainty of back-
ing for any specific measures they might carry out. Under
these circumstances, it is hardly surprising that their

instinct was to hold fast to the status cuo, plead military

necessity, and wait for guidance.

Cn 28 November, after the publication of the Declara-
tion, Clayton renewed his warning in a telegram to Sykes.
He reported that the Declaration had made a profound
impression on both Muslims and Christians, who viewed with
dismay the prospect of "seeing Palestine, and eventually
Syria, in /the/ hands of Jews, whose superior intelligence
and commercial abilities /are/ feared by all alike."3®
Sykes may have been disturbed by the message this time,
for a few days later he passed the warning on to the
Zionists, cautioning them of the need "to look through Arab
glasses."37

Allenby's rout of the Turks at Gaza and Beersheba late

in October and his pursuit of them eventually encompassed

6

3 Clayton to Sykes, 28 November 1917. Sykes Papers,
in the possession of Sir Richard Sykes, Bart., at Sled-
merg, Yorkshire. Quoted in Stein, Balfour Declaration,
Pe 290

37Shane Leslie, Mark Sykes: Fis Life and Letters,
(London: Cassell and Co. Ltd., 1923), p. 272. He spoke
at Manchester on 7 December 1917.
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the liberation of Jerusalem on 9 December. Ronald Storrs,
shortly to be Governor of Jerusalem for several years,
has described the reception which British troops met with
when they entered the city.

They were indeed welcomed by the inhabi-

tants, in something near an ecstasy of

hope and joy. For these were the days

when the trace of a great fear was yet

in men's eyes, and the gulp of relief

still at their throats: When for friend-

ship with the Allies, true or suspected,

whole families of Christians had been

exiled, at an hour's notice, into the

interior of Asia Minor, a Moslem Kadi

hanged at the Jaffa Gate, and a young

Jewish girl tortured to suicide.38

On the 11lth, Allenby entered the city officially,

accompanied by his staff and including Clayton, Picot, and
Lawrence. Clayton described the entry as taking place
"to the accompaniment of lively artillery and musketry
fire within 3 or 4 miles."39 In seven languages, Allenby
had martial law proclaimed, promising the population that
it could pursue its lawful business and that the Holy
Places of all religions would be maintained and pro-
tected.ho This proclamation, drafted by Mark Sykes,

established the status ocuo as a doctrine, which proved

38

Storrs, QOrientations, p. 336.

39Clayton to Sykes (letter), 15 December 1917.
Clayton Papers.

LOnproclamation of Martial Lew in Jerusalem,"
11 December 1917. F.0. 371/3061, 236700/214354.
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"a strong tower of defense against the encroachments from

all c:‘l,xarters."lPl

Clayton wrote to Sykes that the situa-
tion pointed to an "avoidance, for the present, of all
possible commitments both political and administrative.
The less we tie our own hands and compromise the local
population at this juncture the be‘c,tc-nr'."l'2
A military administration was set up, called the
Occupied Enemy Territory Administration (OETA), in which
Palestine was qualified with an (S) for south. Later,
after Syria was conquered, there was added an CETA (West)
administered by the French, and an CETA (East) run by the
Arabs. Clayton was appointed Chief Administrative Officer
of OETA(S). To Storrs, whose admiration for Clayton was
unbounded; it seemed that no problem was insoluable under
Clayton's "unruffled equanimity and sympathy."l’3
And there were many problems. The resumption of

normal life had to be arranged and an orderly administra-
tive machinery recreated.

But the Turk, when he struck his flag and

the Camp in which he had bivouacked rather

than settled for four hundred years,

carried with him in his retreat money,

records, registers, drugs and surgical
instruments, much furniture, all food--

hlStorrs, Orientations, p. 348.

thlayton to Sykes, 15 December 1917. Clayton Papers.
hBStorrs, Orientations, p. 342.
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and, generally, everything that could be
of the smallest use to the City or to its
liberators. . . . « Throughout those early
days in Jerusalem my chief, my nightmare
anxiety, was the scarcity of food
amounting almost to famine. One morning
early in January I became aware of a
crying and a screaming beneath my office
window. I looked out on a crowd of
veiled Arab women, some of whom tore
their garments apart to reveal the bones
almost piercing their skin. And the
sight in the hospital of the children's
limbs swollen with emptiness was not
good; nor was the dread lest we should
have delivered Jerusalem only to starve
her to death.hh

The sensitive and erudite Storrs continued his cata-
logue of problems facing the administration and the
decimated population of Jerusalem. FHe worried that the
"foul state™ of conditions left by the Turks put the city
'in danger of typhus and cerebrospinal meningitis epide=-
mics. Into March 1918 "fear of pestilence™ necessitated
a public order reocuiring that old clothing and mattresses
be disinfected before sale. Transportation was precarious
and slow, the roads almost impassable and the rail lines
torn up. Stores were empty. Wwhen the sun set, the city
went to bed, for few could afford lamps. "The fellah was
a shivering bundle of rags," and noisome beggars swarmed,
assaulting the senses on all sides. The malodorous

prison and its miserable inmates called for sympathy, as

bhrpig., p. 336,
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did the thousands of refugees that had to be cared for.
Storrs at one point began to prepare a list of the un-
employed, but abandoned it when he found that it contained
nearly 90 percent of the population.l*5 Deedes, Clayton's
assistant administrator, wrote to his mother comparing

the British in Palestine to a fanciful Japanese occupation
of an English county. In such a situation, how were they
to gather the reins of government? "Currency, taxation of
all sorts, trade, commerce, municipal affairs, relief,
justice, police, gendarmerie, finance and as many other
cuestions as you like to add. Hence," Deedes explained,
"my excuse for not writing!"h6 For the military adminis-
trators of this stricken country, the larger problems of
Zionism and French and Italian ambitions had to be thrust
into the background until those more immediate could be
sorted out.

The Zionists were fully aware of the importance of
consolidating their claim to Palestine. In a letter to
the Foreign Office, Weizmann marshalled his reasons for
sending a commission to Palestine as soon as possible.

The first was that it would clearly indicate to the Jews

that the Balfour Declaration was being followed up, thus

A5Storrs, Orientations, pp. 338-45.

héPresland, Deedes Bey, pp. 280-81.




81

heightening the propaganda effect, "especially in
Rmssia."l"7 The second was to expedite relief work in
Palestine. And the third was to take the opportunity
of arranging complicated questions with both Arabs and
French before difficulties became insurmountable.

Through Sykes, the Zionists pressed for permission
to announce in the press that they were sending a commis-
sion to Palestine to assist the military authorities with
problems connected with Jewish settlements and to devote

L8

attention to the aquestion of relief. Clayton, however,
objected strongly both to the sending of a commission and
to press announcements concerning it.h9 A few days later,
he rejected Sykes' suggestion that an invitation to
Faysal to visit Jerusalem might produce a useful political

effect.so

In both cases he argued that such intrusions
would be unwarranted complications of the local political

situation.,.

h7Weizmann to Sir Ronald Graham (letter), 17 December
1917. F.0. 371/3054, 239129/84173.

4811 December 1917. F.0. 371/305L, 235200/84173.
4914 December 1917. F.0. 371/305L, 23738L/84173.
>0sykes to Clayton, 11 December 1917. F.0. 371/3061,

235199/21435L. Clayton Sykes, 1.4 December 1917. F.0. 371/
3061, 237239/214354.
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Sykes had earlier attempted to allay Clayton's fears
by reminding him that the second clause of the Balfour
Declaration safeguarded Arab interests and by informing
him of the firm intention of the Zionists to pay scrupulous
attention to Arab rights and interests in land matters.

He pushed his scheme for an Arab-Jewish-Armenian entente52
with spirit, enjoining Clayton to impress on the Arabs
the far-sightedness of the Armenians in their absolute
determination to stick to the Zionists.

This project of Sykes', a vision of contradictory
interests combining into a strengthened harmony, was the
stuff of dreams. Sykes, a fascinating and attractive
character, had charmed his way into influence--a caricaturist
of humor, a wanderer through the East, and a religious
romantic--his eclectic mind bubbling with ideas, never
systematic, helping to hasten the Middle East into aroused
modernity. A true free spirit, he turned to seriousness
too late and died young in February 1919, leaving a tangled
legacy of infant nationalities struggling without the

reconciling touch of their idealistic mentor. Nevakivi

5J'Sykes to Clayton, 12 December 1917. Clayton Papers
(copy of F.0. telegram 1181).

5280metime during 1917 Sykes had conceived the idea
of an Arab-Jewish-Armenian ring of buffer states across
the Middle East, with each nation contributing its peculiar
genius and all serving British interests. Sykes to Lord
Robert Cecil (letter), 13 October 1917. Printed in
Leslie, Mark Sykes, pp. 272-75.




had the measure of him when he said, "The trouble with
Sykes indeed was that he wanted everything at the same
time."53

Clayton, a realist and administrator, careful and
thorough, was everything Sykes was not. Le saw the advan-
tages that could accrue to Sykes' combination and agreed
to try to bring it off, but he thought there was no real
chance of success even if it were done slowly and cau-
tiously. He explained in a long letter to Sykes,in whiéh
he mustered his criticisms of Zionism, that it was a matter
of undoing in a few weeks the traditional sentiment of
cem:ur'ies.SLP The future, he thought, was shrouded from
view and that as a conseaquence an opportunist policy should

be followed. In the foreground were the immediate objec-

tives of winning the war and stopping Drang nach Csten for

all time; the restructuring of the Middle East would be
more difficult and to force matters now would not be wise.
In addition to traditional antipathies, Clayton pointed

out to Sykes the shortcomings of a program of arriving at

53Nevakivi, Britain, France, p. 51. Sir Stewart Symes,
a member of the Arab Bureau and later Governor-General of
the Sudan, told in his autobiography of the time Sykes
visited the east "complete with quip and caricature, . . .

ollowed /by/ George (the late Lord) Lloyd, anxious

'lest Mark in a gust of mirth should let slip a British
interest'." Stewart Symes, Tour of Duty, (London:
Collins, 1946), p. 33.

5l"Cla\yton to Sykes (letter), 15 December 1917. Clayton
Papers.,
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an Arab-Jewish entente through public declarations and
committees. Basically, it was a matter of the Arab not
believing ™that the Jew with whom he had to do will act
up to the high-flown sentiments which may be expressed at
Committee meetings." He seriously ocuestioned whether the
value of Zionist power in international matters was worth
putting at risk the British stake in the Middle East.

I am not fully aware of the weight which

Zionists carry, especially in America and

Russia, and of the consequent necessity

of giving them everything for which they

ask, but I must point out that, by push-

ing them as hard as we appear to be do-

ing, we are risking the possibility of

Arab unity becoming something like an

accomplished fact and being ranged against

us.
Perhaps he could have stated his objection with greater
forcefulness, but his foresight was, nevertheless, soundly
based and carefully presented.55

The caution Clayton then expressed to Sykes over the

possibility of alienating sentiment in Christian countries
by a "wholesale pro-Zionist policy™ is, on the other hand,

a gross misreading of the climate of opinion in the Vest,

5I)-Il.ccordin,g; to Elizabeth Monroe, Clayton showed less
prescience than did the American observer William Yale.
"Clayton expressed misgiving," she said, "but, being by
nature both moderate and detached, and by profession an
intelligence officer, he couched his reports as informa-
tion, and not as warnings." DMonroe, Britain's Moment,

p. L4L5.
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and in particular of the Bible readers of the British
56

Government. Lloyd George, Ealfour, Smuts, and Sykes
were all very much aware of the historic Jewish connection
with the land of Palestine and were all eager to see the
connection renewed, so long as it did not actually inter-
fere with British interests.

Finally, and indirectly, Clayton alerted Sykes to a
situation which he feared might add another complication
and modify the intelligence picture of the Middle East.

He referred to indications that the severe depths into
which the prestige of Islam had fallen, due to Ottoman
reverses, the fall of Jerusalem, and the weakness of the
temporal head of Islam, had produced a reaction of a mili-
tant revivalist nature in Central Arabia. As yet the
strength of the movement could not be estimated with
accuracy, but it was engaging the serious attention of

the Arab Bureau in Cairo. Clayton was suggesting to
Sykes the difficulty of predicting, much less controlling,
the direction of Arab affairs in the vast, anarchic areas
of the Middle East. He was trying to tell Sykes that the
peoples of the Middle East might not fit into a tidy plan
of a nationalist alliance of Jews, Armenians, and Arabs,

especially when British control of the interested parties

56Clayton to Sykes (letter), 15 December 1917.
Clayton Papers.
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was only rudimentary and sketchy at best. As an argument,
it was well worth considering. However, Clayton's careful
prose seemed to lack emphasis, and as a result was not
calculated to make an impression on the self-confident and
forceful Ilark Sykes.

Two days after writing his letter to Sykes he tele-
graphed to the Foreign Office that propaganda along the
lines suggested by Sykes was going forward, but that not
much success was anticipated. He repeated his arguments
for caution. "Mecca," he said, "dislikes Jews and
Armenians and wishes to have nothing to do with them,
while Arabs of Syria and Palestine fear a repetition of
the story of Jacob and Esau."57

On 19 December, Clayton wrote to the Foreign Office in
more optimistic vein. The Arabs of Cairo appeared to be
impressed with arguments for cooperation, though still
nervous and threatened by the speed of Zionist progress.
On the other hand, on the same day, Wyndham Deedes, a
devout Christian and a staunch pro-Zionist, wrote to
General Allenby that an anti-Arab feeling was noticeable

in the Jewish community in Palestine, an emotion which was

7c1layton to F.0., 17 December 1917. Clayton Papers.

58Clayton to Foreign Cffice, 19 December 1G17.
Clayton Papers.
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"reciprocated and recently rather accentuated, as you are
aware, by the Balfour pr‘onouncemen’c."59

Late in December, Clayton, increasingly worried by
the mood of the population in Palestine--Jews elated by
Zionist prospects, Arabs anxious over fears of a Jewish
government of Palestine--recuested official reassurance to
calm both elation and fears.éo FEowever, his recuest lacked
Sufficient punch, lost as it was in the midst of a report
Covering local economic matters, the sympathy of the
Palestinian liuslims for Husayn in the Hijaz, and Picot's
Pretentious activities on behalf of a French Protectorate
of Latin Christianity in the East.

By the end of 1917, then, it was clear that the Zionist
cuestion was fully upon the authorities, and that friction
of an intensity as yet undetermined was inevitable. To
meet the problem, the authorities of the EEF had adopted a

policy of adhering to the status cuo as far as was con-

Venient and putting a damper on political enthusiasm of

any stripe. They pled the necessities of war, the

—

>%yndham Deedes to General Edmund Allenby, 19 December
1917. Clayton Papers 147/3. Deedes had handled the Zion-
1st cuestion for the Arab Bureau from early 1917 and in
Palestine organized the initial relief for the Jewish col-
Onies. Presland, Deedes Bey, p. 285. Also, for an appre-
Ciation of Deedes' Zionism, see Eliahu Elath, ed., Mem-

ories of Sir Wyndham Deedes, (London: Victor Gollancz,
Ltd., 1958).

60 . .
Clayton to Foreign Office, 30 December 1917. F.O.
371/3061, 2L5L4L7/21L354. ’
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dereliction of a wartorn population requiring strenuous
relief measures, occupation tradition, established inter-

national agreements, and the peace conference to come.

Even so, uneasiness spread.

1917 had truly been a watershed in the history of the

Mi ddle East. The early military failures were forgotten

in +the exciting development of the Arab movement and in
the captures of Baghdad in March and Jerusalem in December.
The Russians left the war, dislocating the map of the

MiA dle East and causing the idea of internationalizing

Pal estine to collapse. The Americans entered the war,

complicating Entente diplomacy and the pursuit of war aims.
Ll oyd George's emphasis on the Eastern theater led to the

in~wrasion of Palestine, and his desire for a British Pales-

tine to an alliance with the Zionists. The Sykes-Picot

Agreement no longer covered the realities of the Middle

East; there was widespread talk of its abandonment. The

Zionists had obtained international recognition of their

@spirations and began to work toward fulfillment in Pal-

€stine. Palestine was no longer a distant object about

wWhich rational policy could be discussed in comfort.

It
Was now a responsibility.

In coming to grips with the realities discovered there

by the military authorities, the British on all levels

Were coming to realize that all was not neatly ordered.
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Clayton in Cairo, and Curzon in London, had warned of the
practical difficulties of adding a Zionist policy to an
Arab policy, but neither had followed through. After all
these were conjectural difficulties until occupation; per-
haps all would yet be well. In particular, Clayton's
initial handling of his newly acquired administrative duties
appeared sure. Allenby had learned that he was reliable.él
Unfortunately, he was hampered both by the vagueness of

the policy he was to follow on Zionism and by his anomalous
position as political adviser to Allenby, though reporting
separately to the Foreign Office. In all, as the year
closed, it presented a mixed picture of solid accomplish-
ments and grave uncertainties. Optimism still reigned;

flexibility had been retained. But, underneath, a certain

unease was discernible.

élWavell, Allenby, p. 198. Field Marshal Allenby
considered Clayton "one of the ablest men of the day."
Report in The Times (London), 12 September 1929, p. lh.



CHAPTER IV
PALESTINE CONQUERED, EARLY 1918:
A VORLD INTRUDING

The conquering of southern Palestine had thrust the
tiny area of Palestine into the midst of the deepest
currents affecting the modern world. For the first time
since the Crusades, a force alien to Eastern culture held
sovereignty in the land sacred to three faiths. The
dynamic new world that was being born in the Europe-
centered death struggle hit war-weakened Palestine with
disintegrating strength. The clash of civilizations that
was to restructure the Eastern cuestion resounded in that
moment of brief victory as Jerusalem fell to the new
crusaders.

At about this time there took place two events, or
series of events, that were to have far-reaching conse-
cuences on Britain's position in the Middle East. The
first was the Bolshevik publication and exploitation in
late 1917 of the secret agreements of the allied powers
of the Entente. The second was the restatement of allied
war aims by Lloyd George and Woodrow Wilson, in part

occasioned by the embarrassment of the Russian disclosures.,

90
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Since the open publication of the Balfour Declaration
had already put a severe strain on the Arab temper and
since officials on the spot, Clayton among them, were
pointing out the need for some new statement of assurances,
the Foreign Office decided to send Lt. Commander D. G.
Hogarth to Husayn in the Hijaz. Hogarth, an Oxford
archeologist and the Director of the Arab Bureau under
Clayton, was highly thought of by British officials in the
Middle East as a scholar and administrator. Lawrence, one

of his students, has described him in Seven Pillars of

Wisdom as follows:

Not a wild man, but llentor to all of us
was Hogarth, our father confessor and ad-
viser, who brought us the parallels and
lessons of history, and moderation, and
courage., To the outsiders he was peace-
maker . . . and made us favoured and lis-
tened to, for his weighty judgement. He
had a delicate sense of value, and would
present clearly to us the forces hidden
behind the lousy rags and festering skins
which we knew as Arabs. Hogarth was our
referee, and our untiring historian, who
gave us his great knowledge and careful
wisdom even in the smallest things, be-
cause he believed in what we were making.l

In the message provided by the Foreign Office for the
man now styled King of the Hijaz, EHogarth tried to reconcile
the promises to the Arabs with the Balfour Declaration and,

indirectly, to counter the effect of the new Russian

1Lawrence, Seven Pillars, p. 58.




diplomacy. The difficulty of this attempt to adjust con-

flicting policies is amply illustrated in the text of the
explanation.

(1) The Entente Powers are determined that
the Arab reace cshall be given full opportunity
of once again forming a nation in the world.
This can only be achieved by the Arabs them-
selves uniting, and Great Britain and her
Allies will pursue a policy with this ultimate
unity in view,

(2) So far as Palestine is concerned we are
determined that no people shall be subject to
another, but

(a) in view of the fact that there are in
Palestine shrines, Wakfs and Holy Flaces,
sacred in some cases to lioslems alone, to
Jews alone, to Christians alone, and in
others to two or all three, and inasmuch
as these places are of interest to vast
masses of people outside Palestine and
Arabia, there must be a special regime to
deal with these places approved of by the
world.

(b) As regards the liosaque of Omar /[sic/
it shall be considered as a lioslem concern
alone and shall not be subjected directly
or indirectly to any non-koslem authority.

(3) Since the Jewish opinion of the world is
in favour of a return of Jews to Palestine and
inasmuch as this opinion must remain a constant
factor, and further as His Majesty's Government
view with favour the realisation of this aspira-
tion, His Majesty's Government are determined
that in so far as is compatible with the freedom
of the existing population both economic and
political, no obstacle should be put in the way
of the realisation of this ideal.

In this connexion the friendship of world
Jewry to the Arab cause is equivalent to support
in all states where Jews have a political influ-
ence. The leaders of the movement are determined
to bring about the success of Zionism by friend-
ship and cooperation with the Arabs, and such

an offer is not one to be lishtly thrown aside.2

2Hurewitz, Diplomacy, p. 29.
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Despite the apparent ambiguities, several things were made
clear., The British considered Palestine a "special" case,
reocuiring special administration. In addition, the govern-
ment was "determined," (a strong word), that nothing
should obstruct "a return of Jews to Palestine."™ It was
much less clear what the realization of the ideal of
Zionism meant to the Foreign Office, since the government
had stated with eaqual determination that ™no people shall
be subject to another.”

Significantly, the phrase in the Balfour Declaration
which protected the "civil and religious rights of existing
non-Jewish communities in Palestine," acaouired from
Hogarth and the Foreign Office an official gloss which
seemingly expanded Arab security. Jewish aspirations were
to be favored "so far as is compatible with the freedom
of the existing population, both economic and political.”
The vacuity of "civil" rights promised to Palestinian
Arabs moved to the firmer ground of the more conventional
Meconomic and political™ freedom. Finally, the plain
meaning of the section on the Mosaque, Jerusalem's Haram
ash-Sharif, which was not to be "subjected directly or in-
directly to any non-Moslem authority," would lead the
reader to believe that political control over the area
Would be invested in an international administration, but

might, at least eventually, be Arab.
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Husayn's response was to assent cordially to the first
two paragraphs and to agree "enthusiastically" with the
third section of the Foreign Office formula. According to
Hogarth's report, Husayn said he "welcomed Jews to all
Arab lands." Hogarth explained cuite explicitly:

The King would not accept an independent
Jewish State in Palestine, nor was I in-
structed to warn him that such a State was
contemplated by Great Britain. Ee probably
knows nothing of the actual or possible
economy of Palestine, and his ready assent
to Jewish settlement there is not worth
very much. But I think he appreciates the

financial advantage of Arab cooperation
with the Jews.3

Something considerably less than a Jewish state was fore-
shadowed, then, in the Hogarth message. But the government
did advance somewhat its understanding of its Zionist policy.

It defined its attitude toward the means by which a

3Royal Institute of International Affairs, Great
Britain and Palestine 1915-1945. (London: RI1A ISL6),
pp. 147-48. See also, "British Commitments to King
Husein,™ memorandum by the Political Intelligence Depart-
ment of the Foreign Office. 5 November 1918. F.0. 371/
3384, 183770/747. The department introduced the discus-
sion of the Hogarth commitments with two illuminating
sentences. "With regard to Palestine, His Majesty's
Government are commited by Sir H. icliahon's letter to

the Sharif on the 24th October, 1915, to its inclusion
in the boundaries of Arab independence. But they have
stated their policy regarding the Palestinian Holy Places
and Zionist colonisation in their message to him of the
Lth January, 1918." The first sentence may be erroneous
in conception, but it shows clearly the department's
perception of the limited nature of the commitment to
Zionism. The second sentence is ecually clear on the
limited burden of the Hogarth message regarding Zion-
ism. Emphasis added.




'national home' was to be established in Palestine:
throuzh the colonial movement of a "return of the Jews"
to Palestine.

This was not a step backward from the EBEalfour promise,
but a concrete measure explained to an Arab leader in
support of a policy of sympathy for Zionist aspirations.
That the Arabs were also encouraged and assured was not,
in Foreign Office minds, a contradiction in the letter of
the promises to both peoples. Only in retrospect can the
seeds of conflict be seen.,

At the same time that Husayn was being reassured, the
allies vere embarking on a wholeszle restatement of war
aims that was to culminate in further specific statements
later in the year. The Bolshevik revolution and the
American entry into the war had totally undercut the
methods and aims of traditional diplomacy. Within a month
of Lenin's takeover, the Soviet Government had not only
begun negotiating a separate people's peace with the Ger=-
mans at Brest-Litovsk and publishing secret Allied agree-
ments, but it had released an appeal to the Muslim workers
of Russia and the Middle East in which it tried to arouse

L

them to revolt against European imperialism, The idealism

of Woodrow Wilson was scarcely less revolutionary in its

bpnvE, pp. 27-28.
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effect on diplomacy as he attempted to articulate the
demands of a new age.

But it was Lloyd George who gave the first official

Allied response to the Soviet challenge, in a speech to
delegates of the Trade Union Congress at Caxton Hall on
5 January 1918. According to Arno J. Mayer, the British
Prime Minister's "prodigious political instincts readily
enabled him to detect stirrings and strivings which might
eventually find expression in new power configurations.
He sought to control these new-fledged forces by dealing
them the deathblow of partial recognition."5 On the Middle
East, Lloyd George declared that Arabia, Armenia, Meso-
potamia, Syria, and Palestine were "entitled to a recogni-
tion of their separate national conditions." He refused
to be more specific about these areas, but he did say that
the principles of the consent of the governed or the right
of self-determination which would form the basis for the
reorganization of Europe would apply ecually to the Middle
East.6

Three cays later, in a speech that completely over-

shadowed Lloyd George's, Wilson enunciated his famous

5Arno J. Mayer, Wilson vs. Lenin: Political Orizins
of the New Diplomacy 1917-1918. ~(Cleveland: world
Publishing Co., 1959), p. 310.

6

David Lloyd George, ¥War lMemoirs, 1917-1918, Vol. V
(Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1935$, pPp. 3—75. ’




97

Fourteen Points. Point XII called for "an absolutely un-
molested opportunity of autonomous development™ for the
nationalities under Turkish rule.7 This was certainly
an expression of the principle of self-determination,
though the precise words were not used. It was also, as
Laurence Evans has pointed out, a declaration in "unmis-
takable terms that the United States considered the Middle
East to be within the sphere of American interests and
that the solution of its problems would not be left to
the determination of the powers that had, up to now, con-
sidered the Middle East to be their exclusive concern."8
The wording of Vilson's points may have been vague, the
purpose may have been largely propagandistic, but the
Fourteen Points held out the hope to the peoples of the
Middle East of American intervention into the imperialist
schemes of the European powers.

Word of these developments cuickly reached the Middle
East. It traveled fastest in the already conquered
portion of the southern Levant, raising expectations and

causing administrative complications. Some of the problems

7Ray Stannard Baker, lioodrow Wilson and Yorld Settle-
ment, Vol. III, (New York: Doubleday, Page & Co., 19227,
pPpP. L2=45.

8Laurence Evans, United States Policy and the Parti-

tion of Turkey 1%15-1225 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
Press, 1965), ﬁ. 0. ’
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caused by policies and declarations regarding the nationali-
ties of the Ottoman empire were rooted in the political

and cultural history of the Middle East. ‘lords and phrases
full of meaning for European or American spokesmen tended
to fall on bewildered but excited ears in the Middle East.
Palestine, for instance, was only a vague geographic
description for an area considered part of Syria; adminis-
tratively, under the Ottomans, it was composed of an
independent Sanjak of Jerusalem in the south, the Sanjaks
of Acre and Balga within the Vilayet or Province of

Beirut in the north, and the Vilayet of Syria east of the
Jordan River.

The population of Palestine at this time was over-
whelmingly Arab; according to the 1922 census carried out
by the Government of Palestine, the Arabs amounted to 88
percent of a total population of 752,000.9 Approximately
11 percent, or 84,000 were Jews. However, the Palestinian
community had for hundreds of years been used to a Turkish
system of administration and law whereby it was divided
into religious communities or millets. Each millet, a

Turkish word meaning nation, organized its own internal

9Population statistics taken from William R. Polk,
David M. Stamler, and Edmund Asfour, Backdrop to Tragedy,
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1957), pp. 318-19. For discus-
gionéof the Arabs under the Ottomans, see pp. 34-6L,
25‘ 50
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affairs, paying taxes to the central government and main-
taining public order. The millets formed a mosaic of

clear colors, not mixing, easily identifiable, not related
to territory as in Europe, but to religion. In 1917 and
1918 the Arabs were just beginning to feel themselves some-
thing different from merely members of the Iluslim Millet.
And when the empire was destroyed in the war, the Arabs

had no recognized Islamic spokesman to turn to as the other
millets had. Traditionally, the area of Palestine was
governed by an aristocracy, the 'effendi' class of the
Ottoman empire. The lMuslim Arab population was mostly
agricultural; the Christians and Jews predominantly urban.
With the arrival of the British, the rural Arabs being
without authoritative leadership, the responsibility
devolved upon prominent Palestinian families, such as the
Husaynis and the Nashashibis.

Thus, the Arabs, though forming a sincle cultural
group, were not otherwise a unified community. Divided by
religious loyalties, economic status, and living patterns,
the Arabs toward the end of the war presented a picture of
a society in transition, with all of the incoherency and
disintegration that term implies. The concepts of national-
ity, self-determination, independence, Arabism, and Zionism
only added a heady emotional brew to an already upset

community.
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The military administration, presided over by Generals
Allenby and Clayton, had few of the necessary tools with
which to meet this extraordinary situation. Taking the

Manual of Military Law as its text, the administration laid

down, subject to modifications necessitated by military
requirements, three principles:

(1) To maintain the administrative services

to at least the same extent as they had been

kept up before our occupation.

(2 To recognise the validity of the civil

and penal laws in force before our occupa-

tion, as well as the rights, and rights of

action of enemy subjects;

(3) To collect the taxes, dues, and tolls

payable to the state in accordance with the

old fiscal laws, regulations, and assess-

ments.

10
The territory under occupation, which roughly corres-

ponded to the Ottoman independent Sanjak of Jerusalem, was
further divided into four districts, using decentralized
Turkish administrative units. Military governors were
appointed to each district with direct responsibility to
the Central Administration. They were directed to retain
the existing local administrative machinery, if possible,
and to keep interference with the local population to a
minimum,

As Chief Administrative Officer of southern Palestine

and as adviser to Allenby on political matters, Clayton

loAllenby to Secretary of State, War Cffice, 2 larch

1918. F.0. 371/3389, 77141/2070.
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was more than busy. He had to deal with a great variety
of people, all of whom were prepared to make endless
trouble if not properly handled.

It was Clayton who had to reconcile the
people of Palestine to the introduction of
Egyptian money and the demonetization of
all their hoarded Turkish paper; to persuade
the straining Army Transport to bear addi-
tional burdens, not only for the benefit
of starving civilians, but even for the
purpose of restarting local trade; to re-
strain over-enthusiastic Zionists from
compromising their prospects by unwise
speech-making; to maintain relations with
semi-independent Arab tribes beyond
Jordan; to soothe the susceptibilities
of multitudinous and cuerulous ecclesi-
astics of three faiths and a dozen
churches; to maintain liaison with the
Allied missions, and entertain Turkish
deserters of high rank.ll

Clayton succeeded in keeping peace between the administra-
tion and the numerous conflicting elements it dealt with,
due in part to his "quiet humour and the power of being
pleasantly but definitely final." Nany of the cases brought
before him for judgment were exceedingly petty and dis-
agreeable, often depending upon the finest of interpreta-
tions. One such, recounted by Lady Clayton, concerned a
dispute over which of two Christian communities should

have the privilege of washing certain dirty windows in the
Church of the Nativity in Bethlehem. Clayton incuired as

to the length of time since they had last been cleaned.

111gg Times (London), 12 September 1929, p. 1lk.
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"Forty years," he was told. "Well then, let it remain
another year," Clayton replied. The subject was not
brought up again.12
Not every situation lent itself to such expeditious
treatment. Early in Clayton's 'reign' Sykes noted that a
"whole crop of weeds" was growing where there should have

13 He

been nothing coming up but assets for the British.
cited Arab unrest over Zionism, French jealousy of the
dominant British position in Palestine, Syrian-Hijazi
friction, Franco-Italian jealousy, ™"Zionist anticipation
undirected or controlled running to suspicion and chau-
vinism," and what he called the "Cairo Fashoda spirit.”
The division of authority in both London and Palestine
was allowing these problems to assume formidable propor-
tions, he thought, and therefore, reorganization and
centralization would speed the process of identifying and
solving them as they arose. He suggested that someone

in London be placed in charge of Arab affairs under the
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, that a clean
break be made between Egypt and policy in Arabia and
Palestine, and that General Clayton be put in complete

political charge of the Hijaz and full control of

12Clayton, Arabian Diary, p. 70.

13"The Palestine and West Arabian Situation,™ (secret)
memorandum by Sir lark Sykes, 1 January 1918. F.0. 371/
3388, 3767/2070.
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political organizations dealing with Arabian and Palestin-
ian affairs.

Lord Hardinge of Penshurst, the permanent Under-
Secretary at the Foreign Office and a former Viceroy of
India (1910-1916), concurred with Sykes'! recommendations,
adding that Sykes himself should be the person lent to
the Foreign Office to take care of Palestinian and Hijazi
affairs. No admirer of Sir llark's, Hardinge noted care-
fully in a letter to Lord Robert Cecil that Svkes' paners
and questions would be passed throuch him as supervising
Under‘-Secr‘etar’y.uP Wingate, however, objected strongly to
the proposed changes in the liddle East. He argued that
the existing arrangement whereby Clayton meintained close
touch with both Allenby and himself was keeping all parties
well informed and was enabling Clayton to perform tasks
for which he was "particularly well-oualified."15 Clayton's
importance as a political and intelligence coordinator was
stressed over his time-consuming work as administrator and
as collaborator with Picot.

Thus pressed, Sykes agreed to eliminate the idea of

using Clayton to coordinate Palestinian and Hijazi matters,

ll"Hardinge to Lord Robert Cecil (letter), 7 January
1918. F.0. 371/3388, 3767/2070.

15Foreiﬂn Office to Wingate, 12 January 1918. F.C.
371/3388, 3767/2070. ‘Winzate to Foreign Office, 15 January
1918. F.0. 371/3388, 9811, 2070.
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and instead to supply Allenby with a new executive adminis-
trator for Palestine. Hardinge could not resist pointing
out to Sykes that the main idea of his 1 January memoran-
dun had run up against practical difficulties in the field,
but he endorsed the "new scheme" anyway as the better
plan.16 The results of the reorganization were that Sykes
would be the focal point in London for all matters in-
volving the Middle East, Clayton would be relieved of his
strictly administrative duties in Palestine, Egypt would
continue to supervise policy in the Hijaz and would have
the support of the central Arab Bureau, while Palestinian
policy, completely separated from Egypt, would be controlled
by Clayton, who would have a branch of the Arab Bureau
under him. Because of Wingate's desire to be at the center
of Middle East activities, Sykes' attempt to center
political responsibility for the area in Clayton, and thus
to bypass Wingate, was deferred until September.

Clayton was pleased with the new arrangement, whereby
his workload was reduced. He pronounced it soundly based.17
He continued to serve as Chief Administrator until 16 April

1918, when he handed the job over to Major-General Sir

16Supplement to 1 January 1918 memorandum by Sir liark
Sykes with Hardinge's minutes. 16 January 1¢18. See
note 13.

17
Clayton to Sykes (letter), 4 February 1918. F.O.
371/3398, 36757/285L7. ’
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Arthur lioney. Storrs, who seemed as if made for the
position of military governor of Jerusalem, felt partic-
ularly bereft. Clayton's rule had been "too good to
last,"” he thought. HKe would always look back on his
first months in Jerusalem "with peculiar affection . . . .
So long as I enjoyed the friendly understanding of
Clayton and the confidence of the Commander-in-Chief,

my word was law.,"

While this administrative reorganization was going on,
the stage was being set in London, Cairo, and Palestine
for the setting up of a Zionist Commission to travel to
the Middle East. On 14 January 1918 Dr. Chaim Weizmann,
who was to lead the commission, wrote to Justice Brandeis
in Washington concerning his views of what was happening
in the lNiddle East. He was aware that the Arabs had been
upset by the Balfour Declaration and by the jubilation
with which it had been received by Jewry, but he expected
that a policy of firmness such as utilized by iiark Sykes

would succeed if they presented Zionism as a fait accompli

and stressed that the declared policy of Great Britain
was for a Jewish Palestine. With startling presumption,
Weizmann told Brandeis that the "prejudice and lack of

understanding" on the part of British officials in the

——

18Storrs, Orientations, pp. 371-72.
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Middle East would have to be faced boldly, as would the
anticipated hard bargaining with the Arabs.19
Two days later, on 16 January, ‘eizmann wrote to

Sykes that the commission's schedule of objectives had
been revised and approved by Balfour and the Director of
Military Intelligence. Balfour had proved to favor an
early establishment of a Jewish University in order to
symbolize the intellectual and spiritual side of the
Zionist movement. The commission was therefore to inves-
tigate the feasibility of the project and to initiate
steps toward its realization. Balfour also warned that
the question of land speculation should be taken into
consideration by the authorities, supposedly in conjunc-
tion with the commission, and measures taken to prevent
scandal which might be disastrous for the future of the
country. The Secretary had also underlined the importance
of the commission's appearing to be a genuine representa-
tive of the Zionist Crganization. Hence, he emphasized
the desirability of having French, Italian, and especially

. . 20
American representation.

—

19%eizmann to Brandeis (letter, intercepted by the

British), 14 January 1918. F.0. 371/339L4, 21931/11053.

20Weizmann to Sykes (letter), 16 January 1918. F.O.
371/339&, 14214/11053. For the original list of commission
Objectives, see Chapter 3. Sir Ronald Graham had invited

€lzmann for a discussion of the commission's objectives
With Balfour on 26 December 1917. Graham to Weizmann
(letter), 26 December 1917. F.0. 371/305L4, 239129/84173.
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On 23 January, Sir Ronald Graham wrote the liar Office
on Balfour's instruction about the decision to send a
commission of Zionist leaders to the Zast to open communica-
tions with the Arabs and other communities in Palestine.

It was suggested that Captain William Ormsby-Gore, later
Lord Harlech and currently serving as Assistant Secretary
to the War Cabinet and as Parliamentary Secretary to Lord
Milner, be appointed Political Officer in charge of the
Commission, since he was the only available officer with
the suitable knowledge of both Arab and Zionist movements.
He would work under the orders of General Allenby and
might be attached to General Clayton's staff in order to
act as liaison between the authorities and the commis-

. 21
sion.

For the first time since Palestine was occupied, the
Foreign Office on 24 January sent Clayton a general outline
of policy to be used for guidance. The details were en-
trusted to Clayton's discretion, but he was to bear in mind
that the aim of policy was "to reap the full benefit of
our position in Palestine." Much of the outline provided
instructions for the handling of problems related to

religion and the interests of the various faiths.

2lgraham to Var Office, 23 January 1918. F.0. 371/
3394, 14519/11053. Ormsby-Gore was also to be given the
temporary and local field rank of Major to raise him to
the necessary status to carry out his duties.
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Otherwise, German influence was to be removed; the use of
European personnel was to be reduced to a minimum; local
officials were to be employed without favoring any one
community. Instruction number seven called for the "main-
tenance of Zionism on right lines . . . with full facili-
ties for the reconstruction and establishment of colonies
and institutions."22 Though the wording of this last item
was vague, its implied meaning, that Zionism was to be
closely controlled, seemed to be clear to Clayton. Ke
wrote Sykes that the guidelines had been helpful and that
he had already been working on similar lines.

Not everyone, however, found that this outline clari-
fied His Majesty's Government's policy on Zionism. Captain
Fielding of the Arab Bureau wrote Sykes plaintively: "At
present, we none of us have a notion as to what is meant
by a 'home', or vhy, if it is only to involve increased
facility for landholding, the Jews should be in such a
state of Joy."zlP

On 26 January 1918, Clayton informed Sykes that Picot,

France's political emissary in the Middle East, was actively

22Foreign Office to Clayton, 24 January 1918. F.O.
371/3388, 14557/2070.

23Clayton to Sykes (letter), 26 January 1918. F.O.
371/3398, 28547.

2l"Captain Fielding to Sykes (letter), 2 February 1918.
F.0. 800/221.
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working counter to Britain's Zionist policy. Clayton con-
fessed that there was little he could do about Picot's
undermining of Sykes' Arab-Jew-Armenian combination, prin-
cipally because it had to be remembered that Picot had
been promised the "French High Commissionership of Syria
(and Palestine?)." At least, that is what Picot told
Clayton "once in a burst of confidence."25
On 4 February, Clayton reported a "most marked and
steadily increasing" pro-British attitude among Jews and
Muslims throughout Palestine., There was virtually no
evidence that any community aspired to independence. Arab
national feeling was weak; and the Jews would be content
to rest under the shadow of a great power, wvhich for the
time-being they considered essential. Arabs and Jews were
moving toward rapprochement, though cordiality had not yet
been reached., Clayton said he had urged Lawrence to
impress Faysal with the need to come to terms with the
Jews. Viorking on Lawrence's weakness, Clayton had told
him that it was his only chance of accomplishing something
big and bringing the Arab movement to success. "He is in-
clined the other way;" Clayton mourned, "and there are

people in Cairo who lose no chance of putting him against

25Clayton to Sykes, 26 January 1918. F.0. 371/3398,
285L7.
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them /the Jew§7."26 However, on 12 February Lawrence
assured Clayton that the next time he saw Faysal he would
talk to him about the Jews and he promised that the "Arab
attitude shall be sympathetic, for the duration of the
war at least." Lawrence added, "Only please remember that
he is under the old man, /Husayn/ and cannot involve the
Arab Kingdom by himself."27

Clayton by now had yielded to the inevitable. The
Zionist Commission, despite his objections, was coming out
to the East in the near future. Adopting a wait and see
attitude, he said he looked forward to the arrival of the
commission which would bring with it a "really good class
of Jew."™ But he also noted to Wingate that careful treat-
ment would be reocuired to keep its members "on right
lJ’.nes."2

On 13 February 1918, the Foreign Office took the addi-
tional step of informing Clayton directly that, subject to

Allenby's authority, the commission would be initiating

26Clayton to Sykes (letter), 4 February 1918. F.O.
371/3398, 36757/285L7.

27Lawrence to Clayton, 12 February 1918. F.O.
882/7, cited in Phillip Knightley and Colin Simpson, The
Secret Lives of Lawrence of Arabia, (New York: Bantam,
1969j, po 1180

28Ibid. Clayton to Wingate (letter), & February 1918.
Clayton Papers 148/L. Some British officials were shocked
at news of the commission's coming. Storrs, QOrientations,

p. 399.
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measures to give effect to the Balfour Declaration. The
telegram continued, "It is important that everything should
be done to obtain authority for commission in eyes of
Jewish world and at the same time to allay Arab suspicion
regarding true aims of Zionism."29 What the Foreign Office
had in mind at this time regarding Zionist objectives was
all very hazy and tentative., Balfour had just assured the
government that it was bound to the Zionists "only by the
limited assurances given to Lord Rothschild™ in his

name.30 Accordingly, Sykes, as sympathetic as anyone in
the government to Zionism, had written with apparent candor
to a moderate Arab group in Cairo, the Syria welfare Com-
mittee. After making his usual strong pitch for the
mutuality of Arab-Jewish-Armenian interests, he concluded
by enumerating three recuirements to be fulfilled by the
regime controlling Palestine after the war. The Holy Places
must be guaranteed; Zionist colonization must be offered
"honest opportunity"™; and the existing population must be
protected "against ex-propriation, exploitation or sub-

31

jection.," In the context thus provided by Balfour and

2
9Foreign Office to Clayton, 13 February 1918. Copy
of F.O. telegram in Clayton Papers.

30"Synopsis of our Obligations to our Allies and
?ther§," by A. J. Balfour, February 1918. Cab. 24/45
3¢17).

3lSykes to Syria Welfare Committee, Cairo (letter),
15 February 1918. F.O0. 371/33G8, 27647.
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Sykes, it is clear that the sending of the commission to
Palestine, though a concrete step toward Zionist goals,
had not yet gone beyond the limited promise implied in
the Balfour Declaration. Vagueness in government policy
was still being deliberately expressed at the highest
positions. George Lloyd, British representative to the
Supreme Var Council at Versailles, complained perceptively
to Wingate about the contradictory assurances and plans
issued by the Foreign Office. "Mark Sykes does not
attempt,"™ Lloyd said, "to meet my arguments, but brushes
them to one side by saying that it doesn't matter what we
agree to as it is ten to one that all agreements will be
nullified by later events, peace conferences and the like.
On the whole I should prefer to have no agreements rather
than bad ones . . ."32

On 3 larch, shortly before the commission was to leave
for Cairo, Sykes followed up his letter to the Arab committee
by discussing in a private letter to Clayton the cuestion
of Palestine and its future. Looking ahead to the peace
conference, where he believed President Wilson would ex-
ercise nearly complete authority, he announced the British
policy should be, "so to order affairs, that the general

opinion of the world will be, that we shall be the most

2
3 George Lloyd to Wingate (letter), 2 February 1918.
Wingate Papers 148/5.
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suitable Trustees to hand the country over to for develop-
ment and control.™ According to Sykes, the three areas
of concern he had identified earlier--the Eoly Places, the
Palestinian population, and Zionism--should be isolated
and treated separately by different departments within the
administration. This would increase the chances of Bri-
tain's being nominated trustee for the last two areas, if
not the first. The department handling the people of
Palestine should adopt a policy of unifying the population
and making it as progressive and cohesive as possible. He
accurately forecast that whoever ruled Palestine would have
to "protect, support and mediate for this population vis a
vis Zionism., It is always better for the Trustee that his
ward should be healthy and solvent rather than delicate in
health and encumbered as to his estates."33

The third of the three roles borne by the administra-
tion would be developed in discussion with Weizmann and
Ormsby-Gore. Consigning the prospect of a Jewish state
into the semi-distant future where it need not trouble the
present, Sykes explained explicitly that the "Zionists do
not desire to break out into a fully fledged republic."
What they wanted was an "opportunity to colonise and

develop the waste lands of Palestine and their most

33Sykes to Clayton (letter), 2 March 1918. F.O.
800/221.



114

sanguine members regard this as an event which will take
at least three generations to accomplish." Sykes had thus
seen and correctly analyzed the basic problems of running
Palestine while encouraging contradictory nationalisms.
However, his system of parallel but entirely distinct
administrative departments was to have disastrous results
for the relations of the military administration with both
Arabs and Jews.

Sykes expanded his thesis of preparing Palestine for
the peace conference in a letter to Wingate. Exaggerating
the influence of international Jewry, probably in order to
ease the path of the Zionist Commission in Egypt, he advised
the Egyptian High Commissioner to remember "that through
Zionism we have a fundamental world force behind us that
has enormous influence now, and will wield a far greater
influence at the peace conference." 1In direct appeal to
Wingate's special concern for Britain's position in the
Middle East, Sykes averred that it would be through Zionist
strength at the peace conference that a good position
would be obtained.>™

With the way thus prepared by Sykes, the Zionist
Commission set out for Egypt on the evening of lMonday,

8 March 1918. A week earlier Weizmann had survived an

kg

ykes to Wingate (letter), 3 March 1918. F.O.
800/221.,
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attack of cold feet on the part of lNark Sykes who had had
second thoughts, owing to reports of unsettled public
opinion in Cairo, about the propriety of a Weizmann inter-
view with the King. However, Balfour intervened on
Weizmann's behalf and the interview took place on the day
of departure. Weizmann interpreted the incident from
hindsight as a pessimistic omen, "a sort of prelude or
thematic overture to the future."35

Besides Weizmann as leader, the commission was composed
of Joseph Cowen, Dr. David Eder, Leon Simon, and I. M.

Sieff (secretary), as English representatives, Commendatore
Levi Bianchini of Italy, Professor Sylvain Levi of France,
and Major Ormsby-Gore as liaison officer. The United States
failed to appoint a representative since it was not at war
with Turkey; and the duly appointed Russian members were
unable to join the commission, apparently owing to politi-
cal reasons.

In one sense Sykes had done well in his work of creating
the proper atmosphere in the East. For the first time,
Clayton felt secure enough to give his interpretation of
the Balfour Declaration in a telegram to the Foreign

Office. He was looking to the Weizmann mission, he said,

35

Chaim Weizmann, Trial and Error: The Autobiography
of Chaim Weizmann, (New York: Schocken Books, Inc.,
1949), pp. 212-21k,
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"to put things rizht by impressing upon local Jews the
real sense of the British Government's declaration and

the necessity for taking up a reasonable and conciliatory
attitude which will calm fear of local Arabs and lead to
sympathetic cooperation of the two communities."™ He ex-
pected the commission to be understanding of the difficul-
ties of administering the population of Palestine and to
join him in construing the Balfour Declaration in "its
literal sense and emphasizing intention of the Entente to

n36

safeguard the rights of all communities. He wrote

Wingate on 15 lMarch that Christians and liuslims feared

and distrusted Zionism. "The local Jews are of course very

cock-a-hoop," he said, "and do not fail to rub in the fact

that they have HMG at their backs. This, together with

the tremendous amount of Zionist advertisement vhich goes

on in Reuters, newspapers etc., does not make things

easy." He hoped the commission would adopt a "thoroughly

moderate attitude."37
Later in March the commission reached Alexandria.

Weizmann found "innumerable Arab coteries . . . . organ-

ized=--if that is the right word--into separate political

groups, all busy pulling wires in different directions.

36Cla yton to Foreign Office, 14 March 1918. F.O.
371/3391, L8031/4079.

37Clayton to Wingate (letter), 15 lMarch 1918,
Clayton Papers.
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Wartime Cairo was one vast labyrinth of petty intri-

gues. . . ."38 The commission set about its work, getting

in touch with the Sephardic community in Egypt, talking

with influential Arabs, and listening to the generous

advice of Sir Reginald Wingate. Wingate thought the

Zionists reasonable but ill-informed on the situation in

Arab countries. He wrote Lord Hardinge, "I therefore

recommended them to feel their way carefully and to do

all in their power to show sympathy and good-will to the

Arab and Moslem peoples with whom their future must lie

« « « « 1 also warned them to be very careful in regard

to their discussions on the acouisition of land . . . ."39
Weizmann handled the Arabs in Cairo with great skill,

Ormsby-Gore reported to Sykes, telling them what they

40

wanted to hear. However, Vieizmann was not very happy

with the local Jewish comnunity. Instead of providing a
bridge for the commission between East and liest, most of

L1

the Jews "remained as remote as the Arabs." Ormsby-Gore

agreed. "The rich Egyptian Jews care little for Zionism,"

38

Wweizmann, Trial and Error, p. 215.

39sir Ronald Wingate, Wingate of the Sudan: The Life
and Times of General Sir Reglnald ‘1ngate, liaker of the
Anglo-Egyptian sudan, (London: John kurray, 1955),
PpP. R25-20.

4O0rmsby-Gore to Sykes (letter), 31 March 1918.
F.O. 371/3383 81519/17L7.

bl Weizmann, Trial and Error, p. 216.
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he wrote, "and intending to remain amongst the fleshpots
of Egypt are merely interested in possibilities of making
money by exploiting the labours of others in Pail.es'cine."h2
These were the type of people feared by the Arabs, and
consequently they were the ones who must be "kept out with
a strong hand."

Now at the beginning of April 1918 the commission was
poised for entry into Palestine. The first hurdles had
been taken: it was now up to the commission to make good
among the Palestinians. The world had been intruding upon
the Ottoman backwater area of Palestine for many years
prior to the Zionist Commission of 1918. The indirect
imperialist invasion of technology and the foreign consuls
and missionaries of the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries had given way already to the crude rush of an
Allied army with its stringent martial law and its promise
of a new regime. Trailing political promises in its wake,
the army had settled down for the time being, spreading
the tentacles of military administration and Western ideas
and power throughout the country. Now, in April 1918, a
new intruder stood on the border, formed and nurtured by
Western thought, oppression, and power, and determined to

achieve its objectives.

hzOrmsby—Gore to Sykes (letter), 31 March 1918.
F.0. 371/3383, 81519/747.



CHAPTER V
THE ZIONIST COMMISSION IN PALESTINE
(APRIL-JUNE 1918): DRIVING A WEDGE

From Egypt the commission arrived piecemeal in Pales-
tine on or about the 4th of April; and soon had set up
shop in the private home of one David Levontin in Tel
Aviv.l The change from the uneasiness of Cairo to the
highly charged "war atmosphere" of General Headquarters
in Ramleh the commission found "abrupt and startling.”
Dr. Weizmann felt they had arrived at an inopportune
moment. Allenby's advance had been checked completely;
and the train on which Weizmann had arrived from Cairo
had promptly returned to Cairo loaded with men and offi-
cers being rushed off to Europe to meet the force of
Ludendorff's spring offemsive. Breakfasting at Head-
quarters his first morning in Palestine; he had been
wedged between Generals Allenby and Bols; who "talked
war® across him; the disheartening but absorbing details
of casualties; attacks; retreats.

Weizmann was soon dismayed to find out that the Bal-

four Declaration, to which he had devoted so much time

1For Weizmann's account of the arrival of the.Zionist
Commission, see Weizmann, Trial and Error, pp. 216ff.
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and effort and which had made such a stir in the outside
world; had not; he thought; been brought officially to
the attention of Allenby's officers.2 "They knew nothing
about it;" he complained;" and nothing about the sympathy
shown at that time to our aims and aspirations by promin-
ent Englishmen in every walk of life." Allenby had
greeted Weizmann's credentials and letters of introduction
from Lloyd George and Balfour with polite interest and
the explanation that nothing could be done "at present."
The sensitive Zionist leader felt the commission had been
feceived as nuisances; as "a very motley group of civil-
ians--injected into the military organism like a foreign
body."

2This was hardly true. Clayton and other high-ranking
officers certainly knew of the Declaration, even officially,
and it had received discussion in the Arab Bulletin. The
determination of its official meaning, however, was left
by the Foreign Office to the initiative of the Zionist
Organization and the commission. Philip P. Graves, member
of the Arab section of Headquarters staff in Palestine and
journalist and author, has written of remembering "hearing
the Declaration discussed by the Military Governor of
Jerusalem with a representative of the Hejaz Government
and several prominent citizens of Jerusalem in January,
1918." News of the Declaration was widespread, even ambng
the inhabitants of Palestine. According to Graves, it was
not made public in the form of an official proclamation,
"gince such publication was deemed unnecessary and also
somewhat presumptuous." Philip P. Graves, Palestine, The

nd of ee Faiths, (New Yook: George H. Doran Co.
E'Tf), R e ’
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One incident that made a deep impression on Weizmann
was the dramatic disclosure during an early conversation
with Lieutenant Colonel Wyndham Deedes, at the time func-
tioning as Clayton's Deputy Chief Political Officer, that
extracts from the notorious Protocols of the Elders of
Zion were in the possession of some British officers in
Palestine.3 Deedes told Weizmann that the extracts had
been brought in by members of the British Military Mission
serving with the Russian Grand Duke Nicholas in the
Caucasus. Weizmann was horrified by this knowledge. He
even thought he could detect that the extracts from the
Protocols "had been obviously selected to cater to the
taste of a certain type of British reader."h The Zionist
relationship with the military administration could hardly
have started out on a worse footing. "The messianic hopes
which we had read into the Balfour Declaration," Weizmann

emphasized, "suffered a perceptible diminution when we

came into contact with the hard realities of GHQ."5

3C1layton to Sykes (letter), 4 April 1918. F.0. 371/

3391, 78678/4,079. “See Norman Cohm, Warrant for Genocide:
The Myth of the Jewish World-Conspiracy and the Protocols
of the Elders of Zion. (New York: Harper & Row, 19066).

AWeizmann, Trial and Error, pp. 217-18. Weizmann did
not identify the person who, he thought, had done the
selecting. Nothing about the conversation or the Protocols
is to be found in the previously cited biography o
Wyndham Deedes by John Presland (Deedes Bey). Also see,
Kimche, Second Arab Awakening, p. 181.

5Weizmann, Trial and Error, p. 218.



122

At this time Weizmann stayed three days at Ramleh,
days he felt were in the nature of a period of probation.
While at Ramleh he had his first conversations with
General Clayton; who informed Mark Sykes that Headquarters
had been struck with Weizmann's intelligence and openness
and that Allenby had evidently formed a high opinion of
him--a marked contrast to Weizmann's own somewhat pessimis-
tic conclusions about policy; if not leaders; on the
British side.®

Clayton; who had been skeptical at first, became
convinced through long talks with Weizmann that many of
the administrationﬂs difficulties arising from the mutual
distrust and suspicion between Arabs and Jews in Palestine
would now disappear. Weizmann; however; remained himself
unpersuaded that there was any more than a mere "tender
plant of confidence" between the Military Administration
and the commission. Years later he described himself as
being placed between hammer and anvil--

between the slowsmoving; unimaginative; con-
servative and often unfriendly British admin-
istration, military or civil, and the im-
patient, dynamic Jewish people, which saw in
the Balfour Declaration the great promise of
the return to them of their own country, and

contrasted it resentfully with the adminis-
trative realities in Palestine.

7

6 | |
-“Clayton to Sykes (letter), 4 April 1918. F.0. 371/
3391, 78678/k079. ’

7Weizmann, Trial and Error, pp. 219-20.
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Clayton; Deedes; and Allenby were ™notable and noble
exceptions;" in Weizmann's view; to the men lower down in
the military heirarchy; who were; "almost without excep-
tion, devoid of understanding, or vision, or even kind-
ness." Major William Ormsby-Gore; the political officer
attached to the Zionist Commission; also had an unkind
word for the "ineradicable tendency of the Englishman who
had lived in India or the Sudan to favour quite uncons-
ciously the Moslem both against Christian and Jew."8
Even so; he thought things were proceeding soundly thanks
to Clayton; whom he admired increasingly.

CIayton; not for the last time; responded to these
charges of prejudice against Jews on the part of British
officials. He defended those against whom he thought the
remarks directed; Storrs and Pearson; the governors of
Jerusalem and Jaffa respectively; in a letter to Sykes
which called the allegations ™unjustified.” He affirmed
his personal support for Zionism; entirely apart from the
fact that it was official government policy; and pronounced
it "one of our strongest cards.®™ But he pleaded for Sykes
to agree with him that there was need for caution if the
British were to bring that policy to a successful

8Ormsby-Gore to Sykes (letter), 9 April 1918.
Sykes Papers.
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conclusion.’ Thus if Weizmann was between hammer and anvil,
so too were the administrators of Palestine, the men
caught between impatient Jew, suspicious Arab, and the
ambiguous policy of His Majesty's Government. In his
autobiography, Sir Reader Bullard told why he thought he
had been lucky to become involved in the administration of
Iraq instead of Palestine.

Vagueness of policy created difficulties in

Iraq, but the vagueness in Palestine was

more dangerous, because it was deliberate

e o« « the Balfour Declaration . . . accepted

an ambiguous formula--a National Home for

the Jewish people--which might mean any-

thing. . . . . I thought myself fortunate

that I was not one of those who had to try

to administer Palestine under a shifting,

ambiguous policy and without enjoying the

sympathy of either of the two parties con-

cerned.lo

Weizmann's problems with the Military Administration
were partly of his own making. He can hardly have expected
his initial tactics of appealing to his letters of intro-
duction from the Prime Minister and the Foreign Secretary
to obtain for him a series of vigorous measures for
achieving Zionist objectives. He had not come to the East
expecting a favorable climate of official opinion; and had
anticipated that his letters unsupported by detailed;

9C13yton to Sykes (letter), 18 April 1918. Clayton
Papers.

105, . Reader William Bullard, The Camels Must Go:
Autobiography, (London: Faber and Faber, 1961), Pp. 123.
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constructive recommendations, would fail. In casting
about for a new; bold method of approach; Weizmann had
decided to disregard the advice of his political officer;
OrmsbybGore; in an aggressive attempt to gain the leader-
ship of the Jewish community in Palestine.ll He there-
fore seized upon a minor incident and built it up into a
symbolic complaint in order to Jjolt the Military Adminis-
tration into action and to capture the imagination of
Palestinian and world Jewry.

On the 1llth of April; a dramatic performance at an
Arab school; attended by a British official--Ronald
Storrs--had provided the occasion for rhetorical display
which; on hearsay evidence; seemed to bear out the com-
mission's complaint of inadequate official concern for
generating the appropriate political atmosphere. Weizmann
claimed; on the basis of extracts provided by an unidenti-
fied source from two speeches by Arabs; that anti-Jewish
sentiments had been uttered in the presence of the
official and that there had been forthcoming virtually
"no word to suggest that there was any discrepancy between

those sentiments and the Government's policy."12

llStorrs to Clayton (letter: confidential), 22 April
1918. F.0. 371/3398, 92392/28547.

12Weizmann to Ormsby-Gore (letter); 16 April 1918,
F.0. 371/3398, 92392/285L7.
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This incident gained significance, Weizmann said,
from the fact that it took place on the same day that the
Jews of Jerusalem had welcomed the Zionist Commission to
Jerusalem with a great demonstration; on that occasion, a
"warm tribute of gratitude™ had been paid to the British
Government and people for the Balfour Declaration and a
hearty endorsement given to Ormsby-Gore's public insistence
on the need for harmony and cooperation between Jews and
Arabs in Palestine. There could not have been a stronger
contrast between the spirits of the two meetings, Weizmann
said.

On the one side; a kind of crusade against an
imaginary enemy, and expressions of an intran-
sigent and aggressive nationalism; on the
other side, absolute loyalty to Great Britain
and a sincere desire for peace and friendship
between different national groups.
The fault was clear. Useful negotiations with the Arabs
and Syrians were impossible because no official steps had
been taken "to bring home to the Arabs and Syrians the
fact that H. M. Government had expressed a definite policy
with regard to the future of the Jews in Palestine."

Weizmann stressed the need for the Military Administra-
tion to look beyond the immediate population; overwhelmingly
Arab, to the Jewries of England; Russia; and America. The
Jewish population may be a minority in Palestine; he said;
but it represents the "organised national will of millions

of Jews throughout the world; it is the advance guard of
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the Jewish people.™ It was for this reason that its views
and demands were to be given consideration far beyond
what mere numbers would suggest.

Since the Arabs were not in the right frame of mind
to give "serious attention" to Zionist explanations,
Weizmann continued;

What is necessary is that the exact meaning

and scope of Mr. Balfour's declaration

should be authoritatively explained to them

and that it should be made perfectly clear

to them that this declaration represents -

the considered policy of H. M. Government,

and that it is their duty to conform to it.
This was an excessively and unreasonably sharp demand which
certainly exceeded the terms of reference of the Zionist
Commission. Weizmann knew perfectly well that the Declara-
tion's exact meaning and scope were undetermined. It
elicited an equally sharp reply from the ready pen of the
literate Ronald Storrs; the alleged offending official.13

Storrs firmly denied that the incident had taken place
as described by Weizmann. In his view; the members of the
commission had acted hastily; upon faulty evidence, and
in a manner not calculated to "increase their reputation
for practical statesmanship.™ Not only had the abuse been
directed against the Turks; not the Jews; but the audience

had responded spontaneously in a demonstration of loyalty

13Following material taken from Storrs to Clayton
(letter), 22 April 1918. F.0. 371/3398, 92392/28547.
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to the British Government; an expression of enthusiasm
Storrs contrasted favorably to the situation in Egypt;
where such a response would have been M"utterly unthink-
able." He thought the venture "at least as creditable on
the part of those who know they will shortly be requested
to make; as from those who hope in the near future to
gain; elbow room in Palestine."”

Then Storrs went over to the attack. What had the
Zionists themselves done to check the rumors which had
caused "grave disquietude™ among the Muslim and Christian
people in Palestine? He recalled that a variety of enthus-
iastic articles on ﬁhe future of Zionism; published in
the British press; had wrought uneasiness and depression
on the Muslims of Palestine. These feelings; he reported;
had been accentuated by numerous meetings of Jews at which
lectures on the subject had been pronounced before
"interested and demonstrative audiences."

Storrs gave specific examples of speeches by prominent
Jews during February and March dealing with the delicate
matter of Jewish sovereignty over the land. Aside from
these speeches, other agitation; and the usual rumors;
Storrs asserted; "no kind of enlightenment or further
definition of the necessarily general terms of His Majesty's
Government's declarations have ever reached Arab ears."

As a matter of fact, Storrs continued; the "almost

certainly unwelcome details [Eo the Arab population of
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Palestine/ of H. M. G.'s Zionist policy . . . have never
yet been disclosed to the general public; nor; so far as

I am aware; to any living soul."™ This was an astonishingly
candid statement; but under the circumstances surrounding
Britain's Zionist policy; it was quite accurate.

Storrs went on. Contrary to Weizmann's demand for
administrative action by the British; it was really the
Zionists whose place it was to expose to the Arabs, as
accurately and as conciliatorily as possible, their "real
aims®™ and policy. Despite advice to this effect given
when they were in Cairo; Storrs reported, no such state-
ments had been made. He suggested that Weizmann remedy
the situation by speaking to the leaders of the various
communities in Palestine, and he offered to provide a
suitable occasion.

A clash of this type was bound to leave scars. Storrs;
despite evidence of his sincere sympathy to Zionism; was
heavily criticized by Zionists both during and after his
tenure in Jerusalem. More seriously; the entire British
Military Administration never emerged from the tarbrush of
general anti-Semitism. Weizmann never forgave Storrs for
his earnest defense of his actions in the drama incident.
Doubting Storrst's sincerity; he claimed he was merely more
subtle than others in his approach to anti-Zionism. "He

was everyone's friend;" Weizmann had written, "but try as
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he might he failed to gain the confidence of his Jewish

commun:lt;y.":uP

Storrs eventually became the storm center of Jewish
criticism of the Military Administration. He had been
identified for years with the Arabs and the Arab revolt.
Perhaps such a man could not be pro-Zionist as well, as
many were tempted to think. Once again, it was T. E.
Lawrence who caught the spirit of the man:

The first of us was Ronald Storrs, Oriental
Secretary of the Residency in Cairo, the most
brilliant Englishman in the Near East, and
subtly efficient, despite his diversion of
energy in love of music and letters, of sculp-
ture, painting, of whatever was beautiful in
the world's fruit. None the less, Storrs -
sowed what we reaped, and was always first,
and the great man among us. His shadow would
have covered our work and British policy in
the East like a cloak, had he been able to
deny himself the world, and to prepare his
mind and body with the sternness of an ath-
lete for a great fight.15

Christopher Sykes has suggested that Storrs!' very accomplish-
ments and sensitivity may have been to blame for the legends
that grew up about his wickedness. Had he been less
intelligent; the belief would het have gained currency that
he was no obedient subordinate but the originator of the
government's Middle East policy.

He had nothing to give except this maddening

British gift of fairness, and the fact that
he gave it with a somewhat extravagant show

llyes zmann, Trial and Error, p. 220.

15Lawrence, Seven Pillars, p. 57.
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of diplomatic good manners, instead of with
the accustomed British gaucherie and blast
of pipe-smoke, merely increased the bitter-
ness of disillusion and convinced his former
friends that he was a monster of hypocriti-
cal intrigue . . . . Nothing was ever even
faintly proved against him beyond the fact
that with his anxiety to please he some-
times appeared to give promises which he
could not, or as Jews (and Arabs) said, did
not fulfil. The story of his unhappy Pales-
tine career is extremely interesting. It
adds a curious proof that the task which

the British Government undertook was beyond
accomplishment. A sensitive and intelli-
gent man was at no advantage over a stupid
or oafish one--~unless he took sides.16

Clayton, also; had been troubled by the aggressive and
impatient line taken by the commission. In a very defen-
sive letter to Balfour; he tried to explain the difficul-
ties of the situation. The chief problem as Clayton saw it
was the time it would take to switch from an Arab policy
"over to Zionism all at once in the face of a considerable
degree of Arab distrust and suspicion."l7 Loyally, he was
prepared, if that indeed were government policy and despite
his own close identification with the Arab movement; to
advance projects in the Zionist interest. However; he

pointed out, "precipitate action" would only harm this

léchristopher Sykes, Cross Roads to Israel, (London:
Collins, 1965), pp. 39-40.

1701ayton to Balfour (letter); 18 April 1918. F.O.
371/3394, 85908/11053.
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interest and reduce the efficiency of the army. He made
a strong case for the need to proceed with caution:

Arab opinion both in Palestine and else-

where is in no condition to support an over-

dose of Zionism just now. Events on the

Western Front have produced a very marked

effect here to our disadvantage, and great

care is essential in developing a policy,

which is, to say the least, somewhat

startling to those other elements whom

we have been at such pains to cultivate

during the past three years, and to whom

we are morally pledged. Moreover, Arab

military cooperation is of vital impor-

tance to us at the present juncture, a

fact fully realised by our enemies who

are using every possible means to seduce

the Arabs from their alliance with us.
He strongly urged that the Foreign Office trust the local
authorities to deal with the situation and pleaded that
"they be not forced into precipitate action which might
well wreck our whole policy, both Arab and Zionist."

Unfortunately, the Foreign Office was ignorant of

Weizmann's presumptuous initiative and tended to dismiss
Clayton's observations and misgivings out of hand. Ronald
Graham said he knew of no attempt to force the local
authorities to act precipitately. Sykes was irritated by
Clayton. He minuted Clayton's letter: "I am uneasy about
this déspatch as it seems to show a sort of hesitating
state of mind which is dangerous. This idea that we have
dropped the Arabs wants dealing with."™ But no further

instructions were forthcoming from the Foreign Office, and
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the situation in Palestine continued to develop along lines
of conflict,

On 19 April 1918 Major Ormsby-Gore dispatched a report,
his second; on the progress of the Zionist Commission.l8
He emphasized the uphill struggle the commission had faced
from its arrival to dispel widespread ignorance regarding
Zionist aims and policy; a lack of understanding shared
by Arabs, Palestinian Jews; and the military authorities.
Charitably; he explained the reigning ignorance and con-
fusion as resulting from a combination of: (a) a dearth
of information available to the authorities on Zionist
activities throughout the world; (b) the "circumstances
which led up to the declaration by His Majesty's Govern-
ment"; and (c¢) the absence in Palestine of a "clear
definition of the interpretation put upon it by the
responsible Zionist leaders."

According to the report; Weizmann had not been slow in
taking the initiative to attempt to dissipate the atmosphere
of nervous speculation in the Arab community. On 11 April
he and the Major had paid a formal visit to the house of
Ismail al-Husayni; of the prominent Husayni family; where

lgOrmsby-Gore to Foreign Office (report), 19 April
1918. F.0. 371/3395, 86912511053. His first report had
been dispatched early and contained little of value.
Ormsby-Gore to Foreign Office (report), 7 April 1918.
F.0. 371/3394, 83691/11053.
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they had had a long conversation with their host and his
cousin; Kamal al-Husayni, the holder of the double post
of Mufti and Qadi of Jerusalem.19

Weizmann; adopting a bold; direct approach, told the
two notables that it was "no part of his aim to establish
anything in the nature of a Jewish State or Jewish Govern-
ment at the end of the war;" that; on the contrary; he
and the Zionist Organization earnestly advocated the
establishment in Palestine of an administration "under
which Jew and Arab could work harmoniously for the develop-
ment of the Country on a basis of equality and Justice.”
He disclaimed any intent to interfere with the Holy Places
or the way they were run by their traditional guardians;
and he assured his hosts "that expropriation or the driving
out from Palestine by economic means of the Arab proprietors
or Arab fellaheen was the last thing he desired."™ He gave
a certain substance to his assurance by pointing out that
the existing Jewish colonies had in the past added "not

merely to the increase in numbers and prosperity of the

19The Mufti is an Islamic religious official who
issues rulings, or fatwahs, on points of Muslim religious
law. The Qadi also had religious and legal duties,
being a judge of Islamic law. Kamal al-Husayni died in
1921 at which time Hajj Muhammad Amin al-Husayni was
Director of Education. The material for this meeting,
incluging the quotations, was adapted from Ormsby-Gore's
report.
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Jewish population of the district; but also of the Arabs
in those districts."

The two Arab officials, despite being favorably impressed
by Weizmann's personality; showed a marked lack of enthus-
iasm. Their politeness, in fact; was exceeded only by their
caution. According to Ormsby-Gore; they expressed their
®full concurrence™ with Weizmann's declared aims and their
"desire to live in peace and friendship with their Jewish
neighbours.” But; the Mufti later told Colonel Storrs
skeptically; that if only the "Jews acted upon Dr. Weiz-
mann's word; all would be well," Clearly; they would not
be depending on a Zionist pledge; but waiting for action.

At about the same time that Ormsby-Gore was reporting
to London on the Zionist Commission; the new Director of
the Arab Bureau in Cairo; Major Kinahan Cornwallis; was
analyzing the impression made by the commission on leading
Syrians and Palestinians expatriated in Egypt.zo Corn-
wallis; another experienced Orientalisﬁ had become Director
when Hogarth had opened a Palestinian branch of the Bureau
as part of the administrative changes effected earlier in
the year. The tough intelligence officer was another of
the men immortalized by Lawrence; who thought him "a man

20See Chapter 4; Clayton to Sykes (letter), 26 January

1918. F.0. 371/3398; Wingate to Foreign Office, 27 Janua
1918, F.O. 3716388: & ’ anuary
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rude to look upon; but apparently forged from one of those
incredible metals with a melting point of thousands of
degrees. So he could remain for months hotter than other
men's white-heat, and yet look cold and hard."Zl In Corn-
wallis' estimation the Arabs in Egypt had moved a consider-
able distance from a "phase of uncompromising opposition
to a gradual admission that perhaps its aims /Zionism's/
were not as black as they had been painted, and that under
certain circumstances the population might even benefit
from a Jewish 'invasion'."22 He warned, however, that they
retained a deep fear that the Jews "not only intended to
assume the reins of Government in Palestine but also to
expropriate or buy up during the war large tracts of land
owned by Moslems and others; and gradually to force them
the country."™ He went on to say that although suspicion
remained, there was "little doubt™ that it would gradually
disappear if the commission continued its attitude of
conciliation.

It is worth noting again that until the commission
arrived there had been no authoritative statement explaining

the details of Zionist aims.23 In the meantime, the Major

21Lawrence, Seven Pillars, p. 58.

2200rnwallis to Lt. Col. Symes (memorandum); 20 April
1918. = F.O0. 371/3394, 85169/11053.

23Weizmann noted that British officials "had only a
vague notion about the aim of our movement, and the spirit
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said; Arab apprehensions had been fostered "not only by
their previous experience of a rather undesirable class

of Jew;" but also by the attitude of the local Jewish
Committee; which had been unable to give any satisfaction,
"possibly owing to a lack of orders as to what course it
should adopt.®™ The British officers had done what they
could to allay fears, but here again they had to work from
an ignorance of the Zionist program; which made them less
than convincing.

The Zionist program absorbed by Major Cornwallis and
the other British officers was the program outlined by
the Zionist Commission, first in Egypt and then in Pales-
tine; to Syrian and Palestinian Arabs. According to the
memorandum by Cornwallis; Weizmann said he wanted a
British Palestine; "that a Jewish Government would be
fatal to his plans and that it was simply his wish to
provide a home for the Jews in the Holy Land where they
could live their own national life; sharing equal rights
with the other inhabitants." On the land question; he
had assured the Arabs of his interest only in "waste and
crown lands of which there were ample for all sections of

the community.®™ He held out hope of education, which

of the Declaration, and have been awaiting our explanations
before themselves coming to a definite conclusion." Weiz-
mann to Brandeis (letter), 25 April 1918, F.0. 371/3395,
984,69/11053.
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would "benefit equally" Muslims and Christians with the
Jews., And; finally; he spoke of the "inviolability" of

the Muslim Holy Places and Waqf, or benevolent foundation,
property and of his sympathy with the Arab revolt against
Turkish oppression. He was apparently being completely
frank, but by sidestepping the issue of ultimate sover-
eignty; he satisfied only the British and aroused the fears
of the Arabs.

Later on, as the rift between the Zionists and the
Military Administration widened; this should be remembered.
The authoritative source available to British authorities
for the details of the Zionist program was Weizmann and
the Zionist Commission; and the moderate program outlined
above; according to Major Cornwallis' memorandum; was; in
the absence of more precise instructions from London; the
most nearly complete official explanation of what the Balfour
Declaration meant that existed in the Middle East. Given
this situation; John Marlowe's judgment on the ambiguity
of British policy was only fair: that it had its "propa-
gandistic advantages for both Arabs and Jews; it had some
advantages for H. M. G. in that it enabled them to adjust
their policy in accordance with events. But it had no

advantage for the local administration."zk

2l’John Marlowe, The Seat of Pilate: An Account of the

Palestine Mandate, (London: Cresset Press, 1959), p. 76.
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On 27 April, Weizmann gave an important address in
Jerusalem. Colonel Storrs; military governor of Jerusalem,
arranged a dinner party on that day in order to give the
Zionist Commission an opportunity to inform the leading
inhabitants of Jerusalem about its aims and intentions in
Palestine. The list of guests included: Weizmann,
Sylvain Levi; Major James Rothschild, Major Ormsby-Gore,
the Mufti; Musa Kazim al-Husayni (mayor of Jerusalem);
Director of Education Ismail al-Husayni, Arif Pasha Daudi;
Porphyrios II Archbishop of Mount Sinai, and Monsieur
D. G. Salaﬁa (vice mayor); representing the Greek Ortho-
dox Patriarchate and community; the Armenian Bishop of
Cairo, representing the Armenian Patriarchate and commun-
ity; Monsieur Abu Suan; representing the Latin Catholic
Patriarchate; and Lt. Col. Lord William Percy.

Weizmann spoke eloquently of the recognition offered
Palestine's former inhabitants; the Jews; by "the greatest
of Bible-loving nations."?’ He explained that the Jews
were not coming to Palestine; but returning to it.

We return in order to link up our glorious
ancient traditions of the past with the
future, in order to create once more a great
moral and intellectual centre from which
perhaps the new word will come forth to

a sorely tried world. That is for us the
innermost meaning of a National Home.

25Cc>py' of speech enclosed with Storrs to Clayton
(letter), 30 April 1918. F.0. 371/3395, 11053; and Clay-
ton to F. O. (report), 1-May 1918. F.0. 371/3394, 78018/
11053. Also, see Storrs, QOrientations, p. 400.
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He invoked his idea of "close settlement™ on the land

and argued that the creation of conditions under which
Jewish moral and material development could take place
would not be "to the detriment of any of the great com-
munities already established in this country, but on the
contrary to their advantage." He promised a land "flowing
with milk and honey" to be enjoyed under conditions of
communal equality; and warned "solemnly™ against misinter-
pretations or false allegations. "Do not believe," he
said, "those who insinuate that we intend to take the
supreme political power of this country into our hands at
the end of the war."™ Instead; he looked forward to a long
period of apprenticeship during which the supreme political
authority in Palestine would be vested in "™one of the
civilised democratic Powers" selected by the League of
Nations until the population was capable of self-govern-
ment.

Weizmann expressed sympathy for and interest in the
struggles of the Arabs and Armenians against the "Turanian
hordes;" and predicted that Palestine would become a link
between East and West. He said;

I think that our people are eminently fitted
to perform this honourable task. We ask
only for the opportunity of free national
development in Palestine, and in justice it
cannot be refused. We want to cultivate -
the long neglected land by modern methods,
and under a just economic system, avoiding

the evils from which the advanced countries
of Europe are only now beginning to free
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themselves. We want also--and here I men-
tion what will perhaps be regarded in the
future as the coping-stone of our present
work--to help to make Palestine once more
a fountain of knowledge and idealism
through the creation of a Hebrew Univer-
sity, a great intellectual centre open to
all, in which the ancient truths of our
Prophets will obtain expression in a
modern form. In all this work, whether
agricultural or intellectual, we shall
not be injuring our neighbours in Pales-
tine, on the contrary we shall be help-
ing them towards a fuller and a richer
life. I would ask you not to underrate
the measure of our help. Though we are
few as yet in Palestine, the eyes of

our scattered people in every corner of
the globe are fixed on what we are doing
here, and the Jewish communities of the
West are not without their influence in
the counsels of the Nations.

At the conclusion of Weizmann's speech and after Storrs!
Arabic translation; the Mufti gave a brief reply. He re-
joiced in the full statement of Zionist ambitions saying
that since he had complete confidence in the sincerity of
Weizmann's declarations, he looked forward to loyal coopera-
tion with the Zionists in the future development of Pales-
tine. The Mufti concluded by quoting a ggg;gg; a non-
Quranic, traditional saying of Muhammad; "Our rights are
your rights and your duties our duties.”

After three weeks in Palestine; spent almost exclu-
sively conversing with and listening to the Jewish community
of Palestine, Weizmann sent to Justice Brandeis an outline

of his impressions up to date.26 The letter was passed by

26Weizmann to Brandeis (letter); 25 April 1918.
F.0. 371/3395, 98469/11053.
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Ormsby-Gore to General Clayton, who sent it on to the
Foreign Secretary along with his own observations. Weiz-
mann admitted that it had been impossible to verify all
the statements he had heard and to disentangle the many
complicated questions existing in Palestine. Nevertheless,
he proceeded to pass on to the Justice a clear expression
of the problems he was facing, notably his relations with
the military authorities,

General Allenby was described as generous and broad-
minded, but primarily a soldier and only secondarily inter-
ested in political questions; General Clayton and his
assistant; Colonel Deedes; were praised for their sympathy
with the Zionist movement and for considering "a Jewish
Palestine as the only worthy aim and possible solution.™
But their usefulness was limited; he said; due to imperfectly
clear instructions from London and; hence, a "certain
vagueness™" of mind. Still other British administrators
had failed to recognize "the qualitative difference™ be-
tween the Jewish and Arab populations. Weizmann's atti-
tude of superiority was difficult to conceal, and was
symptomatic of the Jewish-Arab relationship felt by virtually
every Western-educated Jew who became a Zionist and traveled
to Palestine. The assumption of qualitative superiority
gave structure to the Zionist belief that the Jews had a
greater right to the land of Palestine than had its Arab
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inhabitants. It may also have been their excuse for de-
ceiving the Arabs about their ultimate goal of founding
a Jewish state in Palestine;27 just as it was a British
assumption that the aims of empire and the prerogatives of
power stood higher than the rights of 700,000 Arab natives
of Palestine,

Weizmann continued by saying further Zionist problems
with the Military Administration arose from the harsh
fact that fighting was still going on in Palestine. The
chief object of the administration; therefore, was to avoid
rendering the internal situation more difficult. Accord-
ing to Weizmann, the natural consequence was that the old
machinery of the Turkish administration was still in
effective control, exercising a "very great; if not a
decisive; influence on the course of events™ in Palestine.
These "corrupt and cunning" Arab and Syrian officials were
"anxiously watching the situation and putting obstacles
in the way of the Jews; abusing British democratic notions
and trying to apply to every administrative measure the
the numerical standard." 7Yet in spite of these, and other,

differences with the Military Administration, Weizmann felt

27Weizmann had stated at the commission's second meeting
that "Zionism had as its ultimate political objective the
creation of a Jewish Commonwealth. The methods by which
such a political state was to be evolved would be clearer
to us on our return from Palestine." Clayton was aware of
theminutes of this meeting. "Notes on Zionism," by The
War Office General Staff, 20 May 1919. F.0. 371/4171,
77574/1051.
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Justified in declaring that the Zionist Commission had
been received with a spirit of fairness and that there
was hope of establishing "mutual understanding and con-
fidence."

General Clayton; in a covering letter to Balfour on
3 May 1918, described Weizmann's statement regarding
former Turkish officials in the administration as Mquite
incorrect."28 He explained that a number of such officials
had been used when the country had been first occupied,
but that the policy of the administration had been "per-
fectly independent and free from any outside influence."
Furthermore, he said; "Every effort has been made to deal
fairly with all communities and to see that the interests
of no particular section suffered.™ He noted that the
presence of the Zionist Commission itself was evidence of
the support being given to the Zionist movement, and that
this fact "has indeed been the cause of comment by other
communities; who consider that they are at a disadvantage
in not having any corresponding organisation to push their
particular interests.”

Sometime in May 1918; according to the writer Jon
Kimche, there occurred a significant but little-known

meeting between Weizmann and a group of Palestinian

28 '
Clayton to Balfour (letter), 3 May 1918. F.0. 371/
3395, 984,69/11053. ’
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Arabs.29 Basing his account on the private papers and
diaries of Palestinian historian Arif al-Arif, Kimche has
suggested that the results of the meeting caused a funda-
mental change in Zionist strategy. Indeed, the meeting is
worth going into in some detail. The initiative for the
meeting had come from two members of the Husayni family,
Musa Kazim (later President of the Arab Executive; 1920-
34) and Muhammad Amin, a Turkish Army deserter who in 1917
had recruited a force of 2;000 Palestinian Arabs to fight
the Turks alongside Faysal in Transjordan.3o These two
Palestinians had become worried by May 1918 over the issue
of Sharifyan subservience to British interests and the
future of Palestine as envisaged by the Hijazis, the
British; and the Zioriists. Amin al-Husayni quoted Law-
rence as saying that the Palestinians were unreliable and
that "it was a good thing to tame the Levantines with a
Jewish God."

A secret meeting was set up between Weizmann, David
Eder, Leon Simon, and Israel Sieff; of the Zionist Commis-
sion, and Kazim, Kamal, and Amin al-Husayni; Abd ar-Rauf
al-Bitar, the Mayor Jaffa; and Faris Nimr; the editor of

influential Cairo newspaper Al-Muggatam. Weizmann then

29Kimche, Second Arab Awakening, pp. 179-83.
3oAntonius, Arab Awakening, pp. 229-30.
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spoke of collaborating with the Arabs to establish a
unitary Arab state under the Hashimite dynasty and with
the financial aid of international Jewry and with the
protection of Great Britain. Palestine, as the national
and spiritual home of the Jews; would confederate with
the Arab state eventually.

Musa Kazim warned the Zionists that the culture of the
West was not wanted in Palestine and that they would have
to throw off their alien ways. He questioned Weizmann
about the Protocols and the Zionist connection with the
'Elders of Zion.! Finally; the two sides agreed that the
Zionists would not talk with the Hijazis unless Syrian or
Palestinian nationalist representatives were present.

Kimche said Kazim reported on the meeting to Clayton;
Storrs; and to Colonel Waters-Taylor; another British
officer.>1 Later; when Kazim tried to arrange a second
meeting, he learned to his astonishment that Weizmann had
apparently broken his word and gone to meet Faysal without
consulting the Palestinians.

It is entirely possible that some incident of this
nature took place in May. Otherwise; it is difficult to

31There is no record of this meeting in the files of
the Foreign Office or among the Clayton Papers. Kimche
could find no corroborating evidence in the Zionist
records, either; nor is the incident mentioned in Weiz-
mann's autobiography.
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account for subsequent changes of Zionist strategy and

attitude. Weizmann had never expected an easy time with
the Palestinians, but until May, he had managed to main-
tain a 'correct! attitude toward them. However, by the
time the Zionist Commission had spent seven weeks in Pal-
estine, he had become thoroughly frustrated in his deal-
ings with the military, and with the Palestinian Arabs,
even though he had the "good will and great assistance" of
Allenby and his immediate entourage. On 30 May, at all
events he wrote a long; and remarkable; letter to Balfour
in which he fully expressed his bitter feelings about "the
treacherous nature of the Arab"™ and the hostility of the
administration.32 He described the Arab variously as
fsuperficially clever;" worshipping only power and success;
as one who "screams as often as he can and blackmails as
much as he can™; and as having a "fundamental qualitative
difference" from a Jew.

Weizmann also repeated the charge that the English
were "'run! by the Arabs"™ in the administration left over
from Turkish days, and that the Arabs were "corrupt, in-
efficient, regretting the good old times when baksheesh
was the only means by which matters administrative could

be settled." Even worse, he argued, "The present system

32Weizmann'to Balfour (letter); 30 May 1918. F.O.
371/3395, 125475/11053.
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tends . . . to level down the Jew politically to the
status of a native;" whereas under the Turks the Jews
had held a more privileged position because the "Turk,
being himself of inferior culture, saw in the Jew a
superior to himself and to the Arab."™ Under the Ottoman
empire, "by virtue of his intelligence and his achieve-
ments the Jew held a position in the country perhaps out
of proportion to his numerical strength.™

The Arabs, he complained bitterly; were considered
important because of their temporary value as a war asset.
What the military administrator did not realize was that

we represent an asset which, although it
cannot be estimated in rifles or machine
guns, is nevertheless of very great war
value and of still greater peace value.
In short, they do not realise that the
somewhat shifty and doubtful sympathies
of the Arabs represent in the long run
infinitely less than the conscious and
considered policy of the majority of the
Jewlish people, which sees in a British
Palestine the realization of its hopes
and aspirations, and has seen in your
Declaration the beginning of this reali-
sation.

The present state of affairs would
necessarily tend towards the creation of
an Arab Palestine if there were an Arab
people in Palestine. It will not in
fact produce that result because the
fellah is at least four centuries be-
hind the times, and the effendi (who,
by the way, is the real gainer from the
present system) is dishonest, unedu-
cated, greedy and as unpatriotic as
he is inefficient.

Weizmann's outburst to Balfour must have resulted

from his realization that the two nationalisms, Arab and
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Jewish, were set on a collision course, with the immediate
advantages of numbers and presence on the land going to
the Arabs. By discrediting the Arabs of Palestine as un-
reliable and shifty in nature and by pushing forward the
Jew as the loyal and steady holder of British interests
in the Middle East; he could hope to build up organically
a substantial Jewish community as the client of Britain.
His analysis of the Arab communities of Palestine was
hardly a model of objectivity, but rather a politically
motivated statement intended to destroy British confidence
in the Palestinian Arabs or to lead to a concerted Zion-
ist-British effort to circumvent the Palestinian people
by the formation of a Zionist alliance with Arabs outside
of Palestine.

Weizmann also wrote that he had taken up his frustra-
tions with Clayton and Deedes and after consultation had
been directed to the commander-in-chief. Allenby had
shown sympathy, but had been unable to provide satisfac-
tion beyond suggesting that any change in the principles
of policy must come from the Foreign Secretary.

Finally; in practical terms; Weizmann had only two
requests to make: one; that the Wailing Wall be handed
over to the Jews; and two; that the Zionists be allowed
to put into operation a "land scheme" which would incor-

porate practically the whole of southern Palestine.
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The land scheme, then, whose importance was "impos-
sible to exaggerate;" was the real problem between the
Zionists and the administration, the cause of Weizmann's
frustration, and the reason for his harsh portrayal of
the Arabs and; indeed; for his denial, in fact, that there
was an Arab people in Palestine. Without land, the Jew-
ish community, the yishuv, could not continue to grow and
without a large and prosperous Zionist settlement, there
would be no chance for a Jewish state to be set up. The
logical end of Zionism would be stillborn.

The Zionist Commission recognized; Weizmann said; that
when work would begin on the vast areas under discussion,
"all sorts of claimants" would appear, but he was confident
that the claims would prove shadowy and that nobody would
be ousted from "properly™ cultivated land. As a matter of
fact; he said; there was enough land for the Jews to
develop without encroaching on the "real rights of the Arab
inhabitants of Palestine. And that is the essential fact.
For the problem of our relations with the Palestinian Arabs
is an economic problem not a political one." Political
relationships were to be developed with Faysal and an
Arab kingdom; he asserted, "But with the Arabs of Pales-
tine . . . only proper economic relations are necessary."

Thus, by the end of May the Zionists; for whom Weiz-
mann spoke, were ready to turn their backs on the Pales-

tinians. They had come to the East looking for British
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prejudice, military opposition, and Arab stubbornness.
Without doubt, they had created or evoked much of what
they looked for. 1In Palestine; Weizmann had ignored the
Arabs while he wooed the Zionist and non-Zionist Jews
living in the country until Storrs and other British
officials induced him to try to come to an understanding
with non-Jewish Palestinian leaders. In short order, he
found that while he met with courtesy; the native leaders
of Palestine had no intention of making enough room in
the land; even eventually; for the establishment of a
Jewish state. In such a conflict of national wills;
Weizmann was willing to be flexible. He wrote the Pales-
tinians off as not being truly Arab and certainly not
deserving national independence. He would work for a
liberal land policy and an alliance with Arabs outside of
Palestine, while maintaining only economic relations with
Palestinian Arabs.,

On the other hand, Clayton and the other British
officials had tried to adjust their understanding of
British interests and policies in the Middle East to
accommodate the hard-driving Zionist leaders., Clayton
was thrown off stride by the sharp tactics of this com-
mission which had been accredited by the Foreign Office;
and had gone little beyond observing to the Foreign Office

that such a sudden and complete shift in policy as the
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commission seemed to presage would take time and cautious
handling. He; too, with conflict shaping up within
OETA(S); was prepared to bow to Foreign Office wishes to
satisfy Zionism; if it could be accomplished without
alienating all Arabs. The Palestinians themselves were
not considered; the only worry of the British being that
unrest in Palestine might spill over the border and stir
up the Syrians; Mesopotamians; and Hijazis. So; to obtain
the desired result; Palestine would have to be isolated
from the rest of the Arab world; a wedge driven between
Palestine and other Arab areas; and the Zionists would
have to form an understanding or alliance with the
Sharifyans that would keep the remainder of the Arab
world at rest while the Zionists--with the British in the

background--restructured Palestine in their own image.



CHAPTER VI
THE ZIONISTS AND FAYSAL (JUNE-SEPTEMBER 1918):
BUILDING AN ALLIANCE

By June 1918 the British had begun to hope that a
meeting between representatives of the Arab movement and
the Zionists would prove fruitful. The Sykes-Picot
Agreement had stipulated that the form of international
administration for Palestine would be decided on in con-
sultation with a Sharifyan representative. In January
1918, Hogarth had talked with King Husayn directly about
British intentions to encourage Jewish colonization of
Palestine under some type of "special regime;" and the
King had responded generously without waiving his claims
of Arab sovereignty.

On 3 March 1918; Sykes had written to Faysal as part
of a literary campaign preparing the East for the advent
of the Zionist Commission. He had entreated Faysal to
recognize the Zionists as a powerful ally; even as "the
great key to Arab success."l With the ebullience for which
he was famous; Sykes told Faysal that the Jewish ”race[j/
despised and weak/,/ is universal; is all powerful; and

221 1Sykes to Faysal (letter), 3 March 1918. F.0. 800/

153
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cannot be put down. Judge not the superficial side of
things. Look deep down. In the counsels of every state,
in every bank; in every enterprise there are members of
this race." Despite their power; Sykes had continued, the
Jews did not seek to conquer the Arabs; to settle in
millions; or to drive the Arabs out of Palestine. All
they asked for was "to return to the land of their fore-
fathers; to cultivate 1t; to work with their hands to be-
come peasants once more. . « « o to feel that in Palestine
a Jew may live his life and speak his tongue as he did in
ancient times."

When deadlock did occur in Palestine; owing to the
irreconcilable aims of Palestinian Arabs and Zionists; the
British were; thus; already prepared to urge Weizmann to
visit Faysal. And so; at the instigation of General Clay-
ton;2 Weizmann and Ormsby-Gore left General Headquarters

for Agaba on 30 May 1918 for a meeting with the Amir.3

201ayton to Symes (letter), 13 June 1918. Clayton
Papers. On 26 May, Clayton telegraphed to the Foreign
Office that: "Discussions between Weizmann and Feisal can
do no harm and may be productive of excellent results. The
present time is particularly favourable as Feisal is pro-
ceeding shortly to Jeddah to see his father with whom he
will be able to discuss the result of his meeting with
Weizmann. Sympathetic attitude of the King of the Hejaz
and of Feisal will go far towards a (??co-ordination) of
Zionist and Arab policies."™ F.0. 371, 27647/94197.

3Clayton to Foreign Office, 7 June 1918. F.0. 371/
3391, 102630/4079.
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After an arduous and roundabout trip from Palestine to the
Amir's camp north of Aqaba, via Suez, Agaba, and the Wadi
Arabah, Weizmann reached the Transjordanian plateau and
the Arab Army Headquarters.h He has written of wandering
around the camp the night before his talk was scheduled to
begin.

Here I was, on the identical ground, on the

identical errand, of my ancestors in the

dawn of my people's history, when they came

to negotiate with the ruler of the country

for a right of way, that they might return

to their home. . . . Dream or vision or

hallucination. I was suddenly recalled

from it to present-day realities by the -

gruff voice of a British sentr{: "8orry,

sir, I'm afraid you're out of bounds."

The next morning, he and the Amir sat down for a two-
hour conversation which, in Weizmann's later estimation,
"laid the foundations of a lifelong friendship.™ After
the initial courtesies, Weizmann explained to Faysal the
reasons for the Zionist mission in Palestine and the
Zionist desire to cooperate with the Arabs. He went on
to point out that the "Zionists did not propose to set up
a Jewish Government, but wished to work if possible under
British guidance in order to colonise and develop the

country without encroaching of other legitimate interests."5

hFor a colorful account of the trip and talks, see
Weizmann, Trial and Error, pp. 232-35.

501& on to Foreign Office (report); 12 June 1918.
F.0. 371/3398, 10582L/27617.
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Weizmann promised that this Jewish Palestine would assist
the development of an Arab kingdom and that an Arab kingdom
would receive Jewish support.

Faysal; in turn, expressed the opinion that Jewish
and Arab interests were indeed closely allied, but he care-
fully pointed out that he had no power to take action on
political questions; as he was merely his father's agent
in such matters. Personally, he accepted the possibility
of future Jewish claims to territory in Palestine and
again he emphasized the necessity for close cooperation
between Jews and Arabs for their mutual benefit.

The British were delighted with the interview. Colo-
nel Joyce; who was present throughout; thought Faysal
entirely sincere in welcoming Jewish cooperation, and ex-
pressed the opinion that Faysal would accept a "Jewish
Palestine®" if it assisted Arab expansion further north."6
Clayton thought "nothing but good™ could result from the
talks, while Mark Sykes exulted "Most satisfactory" and
Hardinge wired congratulations to Weizmann on the "tact
and skill shown by him in arriving at an initial under-
standing"” with the Arab Amir.7 Weizmann's own first

Ibid.

7Ibid.; Sykes and Hardinge's comments were added in
minutes to Clayton's report. Sykes also added, "No
publicity.” Emphasis in the original.
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impression was far less enthusiastic; he thought Faysal
was only indulging in "elaborate Arab courtesy." He soon
changed his mind, however; and later wrote that he had
had "ample evidence™ to believe that the Amir had been in
earnest regarding Jewish-Arab harmony.

The visit to Faysal marked the turning point of Weiz-
mann's tour of duty in Palestine. He told C. P. Scott,
the liberal editor of the Manchester Guardian, after his

return to England, that he had at last succeeded in blow-
9

ing up "the iron wall of military routine."” Faysal was
eulogized as "a splendid specimen of a man surrounded by
the scum of the earth;" and as the Arab with whom the
Zionists were to establish relations. Weizmann had
decisively turned his back on the Arabs of Palestine and
the drudgery of reality and now threw himself energeti-
cally into the realm of high politics. In the long run,
the attempt at alliance was a failure, foundering on the
rock of French determination to obtain Syria and British
refusal to give up the Entente. Thrown back with the
Palestinians and relying on an insecure relationship with

the British, the Zionists never did try to come to an
understanding with their fellow semites in Palestine.

8Weizmann, Trial and Error, p. 235.

9Charles Prestwick Scott, The Political Diaries of
C. P. Scott 1911-1928, (Ithaca “New York: Cornell
University Press, 19 0), p. 360.
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They preferred to stay aloof from the Palestinian Arabs
and work toward their goals internationally. Their
abortive attempt to work through Faysal, wise as it may
have been at the time; only added to the Zionist blind
spot. They refused then to come to grips with the Pal-
estinian Arab problem; hoping it would disappear with the
general rise in the country's prosperity; and ever since
have been reluctant to admit that the Palestinians had any
place in the Zionist schene.

Weizmann returned to General Headquarters from his
encounter with Faysal; buoyed up by his hopes for an
alliance with Arab parties outside of Palestine. There
he spoke to Stewart Symes of the Arab Bureau; who was in
Ramleh, on loan to Clayton for a few days. Symes kept a
series of secret notes from the ninth of June to the
thirteenth on a possible solution for harmonizing the
three antagonistic policies--Zionist; Syrian, and Sharif-
yan (or Hijazi)--in a manner agreeable to the British
empire; based on Weizmann's enthusiastic ideas of a grand
alliance.

Weizmann first eliminated the Palestinian Arabs from
the political equation by stigmatizing them as a "demoral-
ized race with whom it was impossible to treat;" and con-

trasting them with Faysal, "a true Prince and a man 'whom
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one would be proud to have as an enemy and would welcome
as a friend' ,n10

Major Ormsby-Gore also welcomed an "entente" with
Faysal. In speaking of the "so-called Arabs of Palestine"
he described the Arabic speaking effendi of the Mediter-
ranean littoral as really "a parasite who had subsisted
for generations on successive alien civilizations from
which there is no vice which he has not learnt."11 The
bedouin Arabs of Jordan; the Hijaz, and eastern Syria
were "quite different and it is with the latter that I
rejoice to think that Dr. Weizmann through Sheriff Faisal
has begun the foundation of an entente;" he concluded.

Then; on the next day; 10 June; Weizmann followed up
the discussion of the previous day by putting forward a
suggestion which he said he had already mentioned to
General Clayton. He proposed that the Zionists deal
directly with King Husayn as the head of the Arab move-
ment; and offer: (a) financial and, if necessary, other
assistance for the establishment of the Kingdom of the
Hijaz, and (b) support in Europe and America of Syrian

loStewart Symes (secret notes), 13 June 1918. Clayton
Papers 148/10.

llClayton to Foreign Office (letter), 11 July 1918.
F.0. 371/3395, 137853/11053. Ormsby-Gore's statements
were ones Clayton objected to being included in the
minutes of the Zionist Commission's 17th meeting.
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autonomy. In return the Zionists wanted recognition for
their aims in Palestine; or as Symes expressed it, "a
free hand with the Palestinians.”

Weizmann was prepared to offer an immediate pledge
of Lh0;000;000 if necessary; in aid for the Sharifyan
Kingdom. As for the Syrian side of the alliance, he
recognized that Faysal lacked the authority of his father
in political matters. Therefore; he wished to confer
with King Husayn; if the British had no objection; before
going to the United States and gaining President Wilson's
support. With that in hand he could convene an inter-
national Jewish Congress at Jerusalem in order to ask for
"a British Protectorate over Palestine™ and publicly to
declare "their alliance with the Sharifians and with their
support of the Syrians' aspiration for autonomy, with or
without Sharifial suzerainty; and under British (not
French) guidance.”

Back in Cairo, Symes, and probably Cornwallis; analyzed
the advantages to Britain of such a harmony. It was con-
cluded that a "working agreement mutually advantageous and
politically efficient"™ might be reached under two con-
ditions: "if our obligations to France under the Sykes-

Picot agreement were finally repudiated and all idea of

ggned."12 Neither condition seemed insuperable at the

leee note 10 for source of Weizmann's plans. Emphasis

in original.
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time, since, Symes added; the "latter may be taken as
implied" in the Balfour Declaration; and as the Sykes-
Picot Agreement; "according to private advices from London,
is already in abeyance and practically defunct.”

On 16 June Clayton reported to Balfour on the situa-
tion in Palestine in regard to the work of the Zionist
Commission. He wrote that the commission had succeeded
in gaining the confidence of; and had secured a large
measure of control over; the various factions of Pales-
tinian Jewry, and that the organization of relief; the
restoration of educational institutions and the rehabilita-
tion of the Jewish colonies had made excellent progress
thanks to the commission's work toward coordination of
effort.l3 The commission's task of dissipating Arab dis-
trust and apprehension, however; while partially successful
in Egypt and Arabia, had met with almost total failure in
Palestine. According to Clayton; the "more enlightened"
Arabs appreciated to some extent the progress and prosper-
ity possible for all classes of the community under Jewish
enterprise, "if wisely controlled,” but; he said; the great
majority regard "any prospect of Zionist extension with

fear and dislike."

13Clayton to Balfour (letter); 16 June 1918. F,0.
371/3395, 130342/11053.
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He spelled out the various economic and social fears
of the Arab population: the small landowner who realized
he could not hold his own against Jewish science and
energy; the trader who foresaw Jewish money and modern
business methods squeezing him off the market, and the
small effendi who saw his ambition for a government appoint-
ment disappointed by the predomination of the better
educated and more intelligent Jew. It was not a question
of national feeling; he analyzed; "for I have detected but
few signs of real patriotism amongst the population of
Palestine; but the classes to which I have alluded above
will spare no effort to induce in the peasantry a hostile
attitude toward the Jews."

Although he could offer no optimistic predictions for
those Arabs whose vested interests might be harmed; General
Clayton did observe that the local opposition would dis-
appear in the case of the Mlarge bulk of the agricultural
population,®™ provided the Zionist program were carried out
on the lines laid down by Weizmann. He suggested that in
such a situation it would be wise to go slowly for it was
important "to reduce to a minimum the field for hostile
propaganda among the Arabs &s a whole."

On the other side of the 1edger; Clayton was charged
with assisting the Zionist Commission to meet its objec-
tives, as he understood them from Weizmann. He fully

realized that if the development of Zionist policy were






163

postponed; the whole movement would suffer and that in
the face of such a setback the commission might have to
depart and Weizmann withdraw as leader of pro-British
Zionism,

To avoid this blow to British prestige, Clayton sug-
gested that it might be possible to place a liberal inter-
pretation on the principles of military occupation, which
provided for a status quo policy, particularly in view of
the many departures made by all belligerents in the war
so far. He saw no reason for not introducing minor changes
and innovations in order to conciliate Zionist opinion
while avoiding offense to the susceptibilities of the
Arabs and others.

So far as practical concessions were concerned; the
Hebrew University proposal posed no difficulties which
could not be solved on a direct instruction of the home
government. On the other hand; the proposal in regard to
the acquisition of the Wailing Wall for the Jews was more
troublesome. Clayton thought a transfer of the property
might be worked out quietly on "payment of a liberal sum;"
but that since the object of securing the site was to use
it as an advertisement of the commission's success in
Palestine; the publicity would render the transaction un-

desirable.lh Finally, the land scheme, viewed

lhrhe Mufti of Jerusalem had already been approached
on the subject by Ronald Storrs and had expressed total
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sympathetically by Clayton, proved an extremely thorny
question. He suggested; but made no definite recommenda-
tion, that the scheme might work if it were given as
"military a complexion as possible,™ and if the leaders of
the other communities were invited to participate. Mean-
while, the matter would continue to receive careful
consideration by the military authorities.

Land would for 30 years be one of the most important
problems to come before the administrators of Palestine,
In retreat the Turks had left the land system in chaos by
taking with them most key personnel and the official
registers of 1andholding.l5 Not that such registers could
have given more than partial help. Ever since the late
nineteenth-century Turkish ban on foreigners owting prop-
erty; a dual set of land records had been kept. When a
foreigner did buy land; he did so in the name of a citizen
of the empire and the record was kept in the second set

of books, the secret and private one. This record was

opposition to the project. Clayton to Balfour (letter),
16 June 1918. F.0. 371/3395, 130342/11053. In 1919 the
Zionists offered the Arabs eighty thousand pounds for the
Wall, but the Arabs refused to sell then, too. Vincent
Sheean, Personal History, (Garden City, New York: Double-
day, Doran & Co., Inc., 1934), p. 350.

15Material on the land problems encountered by OETA
was adapted from William R. Polk, David M. Stamler, and
Edmund Asfour, Backdrop to Tragedy: The Struggle for
gg%ezgine, (Boston: Beacon Press, 1957), pp. 70-71,



165

hard to keep straight owing to transfers, inheritances,
and other pitfalls of illegal land dealings. Also, the
Ottoman land-tenure system; superimposed on local tradi-
tion; caused confusion over what parties could exercise
what rights on a given piece of land. OETA found that
many landowners had been forced to borrow money during
the war at high rates of interest. These people were in
danger of dispossession if they had to meet their obliga-
tions immediately. So, in November 1918; OETA finally
closed the land registry for the time being and declared

the status guo ante occupation regarding all land trans-

actions.

There were further problems of landownership related
to the efforts of the peasants to evade Ottoman taxation
and oppression that were to lead to tragedy and bitterness.
Frequently; the Arab peasant allowed the title of his land
to gravitate into the hands of absentee landlords in
Beirut or Damascus. The peasant; although exploited by
these landlords; had thus gained a measure of protection
from the even harsher exploitation of the Ottoman govern-
ment. To the peasant "it was incomprehensible that
through the edicts of a distant government; whose authority
he had hardly ever felt; the land had ceased to be his."16

But, since the British authorities had to work from

61pi4., p. 235.
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surviving Ottoman records and with Western legal concepts,
such; indeed; was often the case. This situation was to
lead in time to the eviction by Zionists of thousands of
Arab Palestinians from land the latter felt was theirs by
every right of occupation; tradition; and morality.

In the summer of 1918; however, OETA was still trying
to find some way to satisfy the Zionists on the land issue
without upsetting every other community in Palestine. On
the matter of the principle involved; Clayton called Bal-
four's attention to Weizmann's letter to the Foreign

Secretary, dated 30 May 1918.17

He noted that the Zionists
clearly considered the Balfour Declaration to mean that
Jews of Palestine were to receive increased privileges;
indeed a "measure of preferential treatment;"™ and he
pointed out that such treatment was bound to give rise to
Arab discontent and unrest which might be exploited by
enemy propagandists. He asked Balfour to consider both
the current dispatch and the letter; trusting that they
would enable the government to decide to what extent
Zionist policy was to be developed in Palestine at that
time and "to issue general instructions which will lay

down the broad lines which the present Military Adminis-
tration should follow in this important question."

17See previous chapter.
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Two days later Clayton wrote Mark Sykes privately to
say that T. E. Lawrence and Weizmann had had a very satis-
factory talk and had agreed on main principles; "even
though they may approach them from different stand-points.™
"Both are looking far ahead;" he said; "and both see the
lines of Arab and Zionist policy converging in the not

18 Weizmann admired the abilities of

distant future.”
Lawrence and thought that he would be particularly useful
in Zionist political schemes owing to the large amount of
influence he attributed to Lawrence over Faysal.19

The sweep, magnitude; and clarity of Lawrence's vision
was never better illustrated than in the set of secret
notes he dictated on the situation in the Middle East on

16 June 1918.20 The language is extravagant but the insight

221 lsclayton to Sykes (letter), 18 June 1918. F.0. 800/

lgAccording to C. P. Scott, Weizmann said Faysal ™was
largely under the influence of an Englishman, T. E. Law-
rence, one of those extraordinary adventurous travellers
who assimilate themselves wholly to the people of strange
lands and acquire ascendancy over them. It was he who had
started the whole Arab movement of revolt and created the
new Kingdom of the Hedjaz." Diary entry for 25-6 October
1918, in Political Diaries of C. P. Scott, p. 360. It is
interesting to note that in his autobiography, Weizmann
paid tribute to the services T. E. Lawrence rendered Zion-
ism. He considered Lawrence's reldationship to the Zionist
mov;ggnt to be "a very positive one," Trial and Error,
Pe .

20r, E. Lawrence (secret notes), 16 June 1918. Clay-
ton Papers 148/10. Most of this memorandum is printed in
Sir Stewart Symes, Tour of Duty, pp. 30-33.
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is crystal clear and coldly cynical. Faysal was about to
invade Syria and despite his denials of ambitions there
would find a way of taking power. The Turks would be
beaten, and then Faysal's troubles would begin, because
the "effendi class, the educated class, the Christians,
and the foreign elements" would turn against him. In
Lawrence's scenario, the Jews could then step in, M™securely
established under British colours in Palestine,™ offer
help, and then with Anglo-Jewish advisers backing him,
Faysal could "dispense with the effendis, and buy out the
foreigners.”

According to Lawrence, Faysal believed that the
British intended to keep Palestine for themselves,

under the excuse of holding the balance be-
tween conflicting religions, and regards it
as a cheap price to pay for the British help
he has had and hopes still to have. He has
no idea at all that any of us ever dreamed
of giving it to the Jews.

However, given Zionist ambitions and abilities, a
Jewish Palestine need not present an obstacle to an Arab
state. Lawrence analyzed the Zionist program and its
place in the total Middle East picture.

Dr, Weizmann hopes for a completely Jewish
Palestine in fifty years, and a Jewish
Palestine, under a British facade, for the
moment. He is fighting for his own lead
among the British and American Jews: if

he can offer these the spectacle of British
help, and Arab willingness to allow Jewish
enterprise free scope in all their prov-
inces in Syria, he will then secure the

financial backing which will make the new
Judaea a reality. The capitalists will
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subscribe for Jews in Palestine--and you

cannot govern by subscription: they will

invest in a Jew-advised Syria, and that

means success in Palestine.

Weizmann is not yet in a position, as

regards Jewry, to make good any promise

he makes. In negotiating with him the

Arabs would have to bear in mind that

they are worth nothing to him till they

have beaten the Turks, and that he is

worth nothing to them unless he can

make good amongst the Jews,
Weizmann did not care about the Arab military problem of
ousting the Turks from Syria, he was only concerned with
dealing with an Arab Power holding from the Alexandretta-
Diarbekir line southwards. However, it was not yet time
for an alliance to be consummated, Lawrence argued. Faysal
did not need Jewish help to defeat the Turks, ™"and it
would be unwise on our part to permit it to be offered."
Faysal's movement was a military one, and he must be allowed
to succeed or fail on his own strength.

This brilliant scenario might have worked had it not
been for Lawrence's assumption, widely held among British
officials in the Middle East, that French participation
in the future of Syria was at an end, and had it not been
for the already growing power of the movement for Syrian
autonomy, which was aimed at obviating Hijazi ambitionms.

On the same day that Lawrence was dictating his notes,
16 June 1918, a Foreign Office document known as the
"Declaration to the Seven" was being communicated to Arab

leaders at Army Headquarters in Cairo.21 This was the

2lAntonius, Arab Awakening, p. 271.
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fruit of the fears of certain Syrians, domiciled in Cairo,
who; in a memorial handed in to the Arab Bureau in Cairo
for transmission to London; expressed their desire for
a "clear and comprehensive definition of Great Britain's
policy with regard to the future of the Arab countries as
a whole."22 These seven Syrians, who wished to remain
anonymous, also talked with sympathetic British officials,
notably Osmond Walrond; a senior civil servant attached to
the Arab Bureau and a former secretary to the new Secretary
for War, Lord Milner.23 In the judgment of Elizabeth
Monroe; it was Walrond's "perceptive reporting about the
worries of sophisticated Arabs" that helped to account for
this fresh British promise.zh
The document divided the Arab East into four categories.
The first two, or the Arabian Peninsula and the Hijaz as

22Ibid., p. 270. The memorial was sent from Cairo on
7 May 19I8. Clayton to Balfour (letter), 21 September
1918, F.0. 371/3384, 171829/74. It is interesting to
note that this memorial was formulated at nearly the same
time that Palestinian leaders were talking with the Zior-
ists in secret about the same problems. See previous
chapter; Kimche, Second Arab Awakening, pp. 179-83.

23The Syrians were nationalists of the Party of
Syrian Unity, according to Nevakivi, Britain, France and
the Arab Middle East, p. 61. Antonius has named them,
Arab Awakening, p. 433. Walrond had also, in his youth,
been tutor to an Egyptian prince and numbered among his
friends in Cairo many nationalists. Nevakivi, Britain,
France and the Arab Middle East, p. 61, n. 4.

2l’Monme, Britain's Moment, p. 48.
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far north as Aqaba; were promised "complete and Sovereign
independence™ for their inhabitants. The third category
contained territories occupied by the Allied armies, in-
cluding Palestine to the north of Jerusalem and Jaffa.
In this area the British Government promised that "the
future government of those territories should be based
upon the principle of the consent of the governed," and,
additionally that this would "always™ be British policy.25
As for the fourth category, the Arab lands still under
Turkish rule, the Declaration expressed the desire of the
British Government "that the oppressed peoples in those
territories should obtain their freedom and independence.”
The Declaration also promised that the government would
"continue to work for the achievement of that object.”

According to Elizabeth Monroe; both contemporary
explanations for the release of this document seem to be
right. One was that a revived Turkish propaganda needed
countering; and the second was that the British Government
wanted to give "would-be federalists . . . some guarantee
of immunity from the vagaries of the Sharif."26

The result of the Declaration, however, was that the
Sykes-Picot arrangement was shoved further into the back-

ground, leaving Allenby and his CPO with nothing better to

> . :
: 5Great Britain, Parliamentary Papers, 1939, Cmd.
5974, p. 49.

26Monroe, Britain's Moment, p. 48.
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work with than a few political promises, in some cases
vaguely and ambiguously worded. The 1916 Agreement was
not much liked in the Middle East; but it was the most
concrete scheme officials had and was still nominally in
force. The impact of the "Declaration to the Seven™ on
the area's inhabitants was even greater. The Declaration
went further than the Husayn-McMahon correspondence, it
was public; and it was phrased in rather clear language.27
"A wave of jubilation swept the Arab world as the contents
of the Foreign Office statement became known;" wrote Arab
historian George Antonius.28 He thought the fact that
these assurances were given after the disclosure of the
Sykes-Picot Agreement and the issuance of the Balfour
Declaration greatly increased their significance and effect
on the minds of Arab leaders. Truly; Lloyd George's and
Wilson's epoch-making statements favoring the principle of
self-determination seemed to have acquired precise formula-
tion so far as the Middle East was concerned.

The Zionists meanwhile continued to move forward on
the twin fronts of an alliance with the desert Arabs and

the promotion of Weizmann as the leader of a British

27Even though, in Curzon's view, the Declaration would
not be inconsistent with annexation, since no explicit
disclaimer of that action had been made. Cab. 27/24 E.C.
20th meeting, 15 July 1918, 2nd minute.

28y ntonius, Arab Awakening, p. 273.
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Palestine. On 17 June 1918 Ormsby-Gore spoke in Jaffa
before a conference of Jews called together to draw up
plans for a Jewish constituent assembly. As the political
officer attached to the Zionist Commission; his presence
at the conference was deemed politically significant,
especially since he chose to talk about the meaning of
the Jewish national home. He urged patience with the
British Government because of the "grim realities™ of the
war and Military Administration; but he also held out the

promise of the "ideal of the future,™ a national center
for Jewry all over the world to look to.29 He strongly
urged his listeners to be guided by Weizmann, to accept
him as "a leader who will see you through."

The situation in Palestine; however, had not improved
simply because of the switch in Zionist strategy or because
the British Foreign Office had disseminated a new promise.
On 29 June Clayton wired the Foreign Office that the condi-
tion of Palestine was "critical" and that it was, there-
fore, M"essential to avoid any political action calculated
to excite unrest and suspicion.™ He reported that "any
striking development of Zionist policy" would be dangerous;
and that he had talked it over with Weizmann; who was
"entirely" of the same opinion; although undoubtedly for

29 ’
Nahum Sokolow, History of Zionism, Vol. II, (New
York: KT AV Publishing House, 1919), pp. 1l42-45.
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different reasons. Under the circumstances, they had
decided, and the Foreign Office concurred; that We<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>