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Abstract
This article examines how intelligence services and officers laid the groundwork for British rule in Palestine during 1918-1923. The patterns for British rule in the Middle East were established by officers who, during the First World War, were responsible for the implementation of Britain’s Arab and Zionist policies. It was not until mid-1919 that the inherent conflict between the Arab and Zionist policies became apparent to these officers, who had worked with Zionist intelligence and Arab nationalists during the war. This article examines the roots of British rule during 1919-21 as intelligence cooperation with Zionists helped guarantee a British Mandate, but could not secure the country from violence forever. The zero-sum conflict between Arab nationalist and Zionists emerged as British policy options narrowed.  



Britain’s Palestine policy was shaped by intelligence officers who had served under Field Marshal Edmund Allenby during the First World War. They took on key administrative positions in the military government, or Occupied Enemy Territory Administration (OETA; OETS for south, or Palestine), and thus guaranteed British rule in Palestine by ensuring the League’s consensus about Britain’s future as a Mandatory power. They did so in three key ways. Gilbert Clayton, Director of Intelligence at the Cairo-based Arab Bureau and later acting chief secretary to the Palestine government, orchestrated an agreement between Emir Feisal (son of Sherif Hussein) and Weizmann. He aimed to convince the Paris Peace Conference that Arab and Zionist interests could be reconciled, while British rule was in the best interests of the population. Second, intelligence provided through cooperation with Zionists forewarned in 1919 of nationalist insurrection, which was stopped with force, preventing embarrassment at the Peace Conference while negotiations proceeded.  Third, when the American “King-Crane” commission visited Palestine and Syria on behalf of the Peace Conference to ascertain the wishes of the people, intelligence censored and coerced nationalist associations. By muting calls for independence, it prevented the Arab nationalist dissent from affecting decisions taken at the Peace Conference. The American delegation concluded that a British Mandate would be the best outcome for the inhabitants in Palestine, and a French Mandate for Syria. 
Finally, this article argues that violence exploded in 1920 due to confusing intelligence. Britain poorly understood the nationalists who were driving Feisal to confrontation with France, or who were fomenting popular hostility to Jews and Zionism in Palestine. Intelligence surveyed the structural makeup of the movement, but conflated clan conflict with nationalist political objectives. The effect of the violence was an acceleration at the 1920 San Remo conference of the decisions which reaffirmed the British Mandate, and Zionism’s constitutional role therein. The looming instability hastened the installation by Britain of a civil government in Palestine, and produced the dual-competitive-cooperative intelligence relations that characterized the relationship between Britain and Zionism for years to come. Moreover, this process led to the zero-sum conflict between Zionists and Arab Nationalists, and a very unstable foundation for British rule in Palestine.  
The modern Middle East emerged with the leadership of intelligence officers who, until mid-1919, never fully understood that their Arab and Zionist policies bore an inherent contradiction. This misunderstanding derived not from ignorance, but the process of formation of Britain’s alliances with both Jews and Arabs during the First World War. Britain’s contradictory promises to Sherif Hussein bin ‘Ali of Mecca in 1915, to France in the Sykes-Picot agreement of 1916, and to Zionism in the Balfour Declaration of 1917, are infamous but misunderstood. British historian James Renton, for example, argues that the Balfour Declaration was not meant to be the constitutional basis for the Mandate, but for other reasons, ultimately become so.[endnoteRef:1] Historian Jonathan Schneer has argued that each promise to Sherif Hussein, the French, and the Zionists was made with the aim of winning the war. In 1915, Britain’s military situation appeared dire, and the prospect of an Arab revolt that might disrupt Ottoman supply lines to Sinai was attractive. France, an ally, had to be included in these negotiations. The 1916 Sykes-Picot Agreement, defining spheres of influence in the Middle East, stemmed from Britain’s need to balance its interests with those of France, Russia and Sherif Hussein.[endnoteRef:2]  [1:  	James Renton, “Flawed Foundations : The Balfour Declaration and the Palestine Mandate,” in Britain, Palestine and Empire the Mandate Years, ed. Rory Miller (Farnham, England; Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2010), 27–30, 34, 37.]  [2:  	Jonathan Schneer, The Balfour Declaration : The Origins of the Arab-Israeli Conflict (New York: Random House, 2010), 75–106.] 

Intelligence affected Britain’s Zionist policy only after Whitehall decided to make the Balfour Declaration central to propaganda – championed by Chaim Weizmann in London – which was meant to subvert Britain’s enemies and persuade peoples around the world (especially Americans and Russians) to support the allied cause. Britain assumed that Zionists had more power in Russia as a ‘latent force’ than was true.[endnoteRef:3] [3:  	Ibid., 366; James Renton, The Zionist Masquerade: The Birth of the Anglo-Zionist Alliance, 1914-18 (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), chap. 5. See p80 on Intelligence views of Zionist influence in Russia.] 

So too, author Timothy Paris argues that the Balfour Declaration was delivered primarily because the cabinet sought to pre-empt any German attempt to gain Jewish sympathy and finance, though these concerns received more attention than was justified. Moreover politicians like David Lloyd George were committed Zionists, while imperialists liked the idea of a Jewish bulwark for Suez.[endnoteRef:4]  Britain’s overarching purpose remained the defeat of Germany and the Ottoman Empire. [4:  	Timothy J Paris, Britain, the Hashemites and Arab Rule, 1920-1925: The Sherifian Solution (London: Frank Cass, 2003), 39.] 

During this period, British policy was disproportionately influenced by Zionism, which seemed to solve multiple problems. In the Middle East, Zionist and Arab policies were seen as a counterbalance to hostile pan-Islam (and later, anti-British or anti-colonial nationalism). In Eastern Europe, the Balfour Declaration gave Jews a reason to support the Entente despite its alliance with the hated Czar. When Weizmann forged ties with British policymakers, Zionism was largely a German-speaking movement. Germany, the Czar’s main opponent, promoted emancipation in Eastern Europe and so earned Jewish sympathy. Later, Zionism was a political alternative to bolshevism for East European Jews. Finally, the ‘Jewish vote’ was one more way to persuade the United States to join the war and support British policy.[endnoteRef:5] British officials assumed that Jewish opinion mattered, whether in Europe, or American electoral politics. Sometimes this assumption, encouraged by Weizmann, was driven by anti-Semitism. [5:  	See Renton, The Zionist Masquerade; Schneer, The Balfour Declaration; Sean McMeekin, The Berlin-Baghdad Express: The Ottoman Empire and Germany’s Bid for World Power, 1898-1918 (London: Penguin Books, 2011). ] 

The Zionist policy might be contrasted to Britain’s ‘Arab’ or ‘Sherifian policy’, which was a vague promise from Sir Henry McMahon, the High Commissioner of Egypt, to the Hashemite family for an Arab kingdom. Historians have yet to fully explain why, after having rebuffed them a number of times, Britain chose the Hashemite family to lead the revolt against the Ottomans. Britain had also rebuffed approaches by Arab nationalist societies, who were not represented by the Hashemites in any form until spring 1915.  Only a few months after the societies issued their Damascus Protocol to Hussein did he then begin his correspondence with Henry McMahon. British promises to the Sherif at that time came to embody Britain’s Arab policy, which, like the Zionist policy, was seen as a means to win the war and to cultivate a future strategic ally.
Gilbert Clayton, Director of Intelligence at the Cairo-based Arab Bureau and member of Allenby’s staff, doubted whether Syrian or Palestinian Arabs, whom he saw as backwards, would accept ‘Meccan Patriarchalism’ under a Hashemite king.[endnoteRef:6] He also doubted whether the Zionist and Arab policies could be reconciled. He told Sykes,  [6:  	SAD 693/13/55. Clayton to Bell. 17.6.1918.] 

I have just seen your telegraphic reply to Picot on the Zionist question… 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 pushing them as hard as we appear to be doing, we are risking the possibility of Arab unity becoming something like an accomplished fact and being ranged against us.[endnoteRef:7] [7:  	SAD Gilbert Clayton Papers, GB-0033-SAD, 693/13/13. Clayton to Mark Sykes, 17.12.1917. ] 

Within months of expressing these doubts about Zionism, Clayton changed his mind. His newfound enthusiasm stemmed from contact with Zionist leader Chaim Weizmann, Zionist intelligence, and reading of Zionist communications. While Clayton abandoned the anti-Zionist stance of many of his colleagues at the Arab Bureau in Cairo, he still worried that a Zionist policy might cripple British decision-making. His attitudes illustrate how British intelligence officers, incorporating direction from London with their own visions, shaped British rule in Palestine as victory approached.
The armistice with the Ottoman Empire gave way to free expression and so nationalist secret societies in Palestine emerged in the open. Arab nationalists partnered with notable families, mainly from Jerusalem, Jaffa, and Nablus, to found Moslem-Christian Societies (MCS). The various branches of MCS coalesced in early 1919 to form the Palestine Arab Congress (PAC). The Executive Committee of the Palestine Arab Congress (ECPAC) later advocated in Jerusalem, London and Geneva against Britain’s Zionist policy and for independence. In each arena they were outmatched by the Zionist leader Chaim Weizmann, who reminded Britain that Zionists were not immediately pursuing independence. 
The first PAC sent its resolutions to the peace conference at Paris. It advocated self-determination under Wilsonian principles – thereby posing a political problem for Britain, which sought to contain the influence of al-Jamiat al-‘Arabia al-Fatat (henceforth Fatat) – an Ottoman era Arab nationalist society – whose platform called for independence. Since not all PAC delegates agreed on policy, diplomats and intelligence officers were quick to dismiss the MCS as a group of unrepresentative, self-appointed troublemakers.[endnoteRef:8] In reality, they comprised a movement: notables, merchants, ex-soldiers and ex-government officers, all educated by the Ottoman system. The leadership included members of Fatat and other decentralization movements from the Ottoman period. Many worked with Feisal and his family from 1916. They included many future leaders of the Palestinian national movement.  [8:  	TNA, FO 608/98. Ff356-7.  Covering Letter, Secret. Storrs to Clayton n.d. ca 3.1919] 

The military intelligence officer in Jerusalem reported on the names, towns and sympathies of each PAC delegate. Pan-Arab nationalists from the Nadi al-’Arabi, or Arab Club, and the Muntada al-Adabi, or Literary Forum, supported union with an independent Syria while Christians supported French rule. ‘There were also many pro-British delegates at once anti-French, anti-Zionist, and anti-Sherif…’[endnoteRef:9] The one point of agreement was anti-Zionism.  ‘I am convinced that if it were not for Zionism ninety per cent of the people of this country would come out without qualification in favour of a British administration or protectorate.’, noted British  intelligence officer J.N. Camp.[endnoteRef:10] According to Clayton, the congress was inspired by Zionism’s aggressive pace in its own propaganda ‘to capture Jewry for Zionism.’[endnoteRef:11] [9:  	TNA FO 608/98. Secret – the Palestine Conference. 15.2.1919. J.N. Camp, Intelligence (B) [B probably was for internal security]. ]  [10:  	Ibid. ]  [11:  	TNA, FO 608/98.ff354-5. Clayton to FO. 2.3.1919. ] 

British policymakers during the war could not have anticipated that afterwards, an organization like PAC would emerge, or that its Fatat members would introduce motions against British control in Palestine and Syria, instead pushing for independence. Yet this is precisely what emerged.[endnoteRef:12] Fatat’s secrecy masked the complexity of Arab nationalist organization from British observers. Still, they were not completely unfamiliar with the issues, since they had engaged in anti-CUP propaganda before the war, and were aware of the CUP’s use of Islamic propaganda.[endnoteRef:13] It would seem that they continued to view these movements through a distinctly Ottoman lens – where pan-Islam might remain a weapon against Arab nationalism, and vice versa, as was the case during the war.[endnoteRef:14]  [12:  	ISA RG 2 M/7/12. 1a. Waters Taylor to OETS admin. 3.2.1919.]  [13:  	Hasan Kayalı, Arabs and Young Turks: Ottomanism, Arabism, and Islamism in the Ottoman Empire, 1908-1918 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997), 133–134.]  [14:  	Ibid., 175.] 

Britain’s misunderstanding of its own relations with Arab nationalists was key to the formation of the modern Middle East.[endnoteRef:15] Geostrategic considerations defined Britain’s Palestine policy, which foresaw an Anglo-Arab-Zionist alliance.[endnoteRef:16] This policy was rational, but based on a weak understanding of relations between Arab leader Sherif Hussein and the Arab nationalist movement. British decision-makers viewed the League of Nations Mandate as the best way to secure this new strategic foothold. [15:  	I examine this issue in detail in Steven Wagner, “British Intelligence and Arab Nationalism: The Origins of the Modern Middle East”. Proceedings of First Gingko Library Conference: The First World War and its Aftermath: The Shaping of the Middle East. (forthcoming)]  [16:  	Steven Wagner, “British Intelligence and Policy in the Palestine Mandate, 1919-1939” (DPhil, University of Oxford, 2014), 25–29.] 

Britain’s possession of Palestine depended on the acquiescence of the peace conference. Clayton had attempted during 1918 to promote early Zionist-Arab détente, to help prepare the British case for the peace conference. When Weizmann met Clayton and Allenby at headquarters in April 1918 in his role as head of the Zionist Commission, he impressed them with his intelligence and openness. Clayton was persuaded that reconciliation between the Arabs and Zionists was possible.[endnoteRef:17] He asked T.E. Lawrence, an officer of his Arab Bureau, to convince Feisal that the Arab movement depended on entente with the Jews.[endnoteRef:18] Weizmann, for his part, reported that he intended to tell Feisal he could depend on Jews to help him build his Arab kingdom. ‘We shall be his neighbours and we do not represent any danger to him, as we are not and never shall be a great power. We are the natural intermediaries between Great Britain and the Hedjaz.’[endnoteRef:19] Clayton told Gertrude Bell, still working for the Arab Bureau but now appointed “Oriental Secretary” in Baghdad, that the meeting resulted  [17:  	SAD 693/13/47. Clayton to Sykes. 4.4.1918. ]  [18:  	SAD, 693/13/40,.Clayton to ‘my dear general’ (perhaps Wilson or Allenby). 4.2.1918.]  [19:  	TNA, FO 608/99.ff292-3. Weizmann to Balfour. 30.5.1918. ] 

In the establishment of very cordial relations and far more mutual sympathy than I had hoped was possible... 
There is little doubt that the Zionist Policy has been of very considerable assistance to us already and may help us a great deal more not only during the war, but afterwards. A Palestine in which Jewish interest is established and which is under the aegis of Great Britain will be a strong outpost to Egypt…[endnoteRef:20] [20:  	SAD 693/13/55. Clayton to Bell. 17.6.1918. ] 

Bell was one of very few British officers that remained doubtful as to Britain’s ability to reconcile its promises. The Zionist Commission (ZC), chaired by Weizmann and assigned by Britain to make recommendations on the future of Palestine, clarified to Clayton and other officials that their aims were not, for the present, to build a state. Arabs could be reassured by British control. Yet Clayton emphasized that ‘local feeling has to be studied and conciliated… as it might re-act on the more important Arab elements on whom our Arab policy is based and who are a great military and political asset.’[endnoteRef:21] [21:  	SAD 693/13/55. Clayton to Bell. 17.6.1918. ] 

When nationalist societies began to emerge, and when PAC petitioned the peace conference, they threatened Britain’s strategy to acquire the Palestine Mandate at the peace conference. So, at Clayton’s instigation, Weizmann and Feisal met again. They represented a pro-British front which would enable Britain to attain its interests in Palestine and Mesopotamia. The Feisal-Weizmann accord was designed to build consensus about British Mandates in the face of French suspicion. France’s concerns about Feisal, and especially T.E. Lawrence, were natural, as during January and February the French and British jostled over Middle East policy.[endnoteRef:22]  Yet cooperation was the rule, so by March 1919 David Lloyd George had conceded a Syrian Mandate to France, while the Foreign Office (FO) held ‘no one contests France’s right to rule in Syria.’[endnoteRef:23] The military handover of Syria to the French was methodically planned and coordinated.[endnoteRef:24] Borders were settled through negotiations between the British army and French government.[endnoteRef:25]  [22:  	FO 608/98/9. Feisal-Weizmann agreement. 16.1.1919. FO 608/98/8. Zionism in Palestine. 17.1.1919. Margaret MacMillan, Peacemakers : The Paris Conference of 1919 and Its Attempt to End War (London: J. Murray, 2001), 400–402.]  [23:  	TNA WO/106/194. 35. Extract from a Secret Paper. Ref meeting 21.3.1919. ; FO 371/4179. ff. 430. Derby to British Foreign Secretary Lord Curzon. 6.4.1919.]  [24:  	TNA FO 371/4182. ff. 273. DMI to FO. 1.9.1919.]  [25:  	Wagner, “British Intelligence and Policy in the Palestine Mandate, 1919-1939,” 37–38.] 

The Feisal-Weizmann charade achieved its purpose; the prospect of achieving reconciliation between Zionists and Arab nationalists created a window through which British interests in the Middle East could be secured during the Paris peace negotiations. However, other issues could have torpedoed British control. Revolutionary violence threatened to convince the peace conference that the locals resisted British rule, and perhaps might lead them to reconsider the mandatory system. Anglo-Zionist intelligence cooperation prevented this from occurring. 
[bookmark: _Toc401156647]Intelligence, Peace and War 
Intelligence prevented violence in Palestine from foiling Britain’s plans for a mandate. This resulted from cooperation with Zionist intelligence groups, which had been ongoing since 1915. The NILI spy ring, run by the Aaronsohn family of Zichron Ya’akov, is an important part of Zionist history and mythology.[endnoteRef:26] With the Aaronsohns were Joseph Davidescu and Liova Shneerson, both decorated for their service.[endnoteRef:27] With the conquest of southern Palestine complete, the Aaronsohn ring served the British through the Jewish Bureau, established in cooperation with the military governor of Jaffa. The Bureau was a British office, run by the Aaronsohn network. Alex Aaronsohn was employed within the intelligence staff of the Egyptian Expeditionary Force (EEF) from 1918 to 1919, when he ran an Arab intelligence network. He was decorated for his work, which served dual purposes for the British and for the Zionists. From 1919 he served in the General Staff Intelligence of the British Camel Corps in Aleppo.[endnoteRef:28] His brother Aaron served with the ZC delegation to Paris in 1919, until his death in a plane crash in May that year. The ZC was officially appointed by the British government to study conditions in Palestine and to make policy recommendations. On their journey to Palestine in March-April 1918, Aaron Aaronsohn and Weizmann discussed the need to establish a Jewish secret service.[endnoteRef:29]  [26:  	For scholarly work on British intelligence overall, including the Aaronsohns, see Yigal Sheffy, British Military Intelligence in the Palestine Campaign, 1914-1918 (London: Frank Cass, 1998). The story of Sarah Aaronsohn’s spy work, capture and execution has been read by Israeli schoolchildren for decades-Billie Melman, “The Legend of Sarah: Gender Memory and National Identities,” Journal of Israeli History 21, no. 1–2 (2002): 55–92.]  [27:  	Jewish Museum, London. Official Record of Gallant Deeds. JML/1984.125/1984.125.T.p156. Yoav Gelber, Shorshe ha-ḥavatselet : ha-modiʻin ba-yishuv, 1918-1947 (Tel Aviv: Ministry of Defence Publications, 1992), 12–15.]  [28:  	Ibid., 11.]  [29:  	Ibid., 12.] 

Zionist intelligence officers monitored and analyzed MCS and PAC. They were Britain’s main source on these matters; documents in Israeli and British archives demonstrate that British reports were authored by Zionist intelligence or at least developed on the basis of their reports. For example, the text of Alex Aaronsohn’s summary of the first PAC closely aligns with British military intelligence coverage of that event. The lead British officer in Jerusalem, J.N. Camp, attributed anti-British resolutions at the congress more to French propaganda than did Aaronsohn, who emphasised the role of secret societies in promoting anti-Jewish feeling. Aaronsohn sensed that Britain ought to pay more attention to the youth, who, he emphasized, were organizing extremist measures, mainly under the secret society Ikha wal-‘Afaf (Brotherhood and Purity) – which ‘which operated according to the direct instructions of the Literary Forum [Muntada] and causes most of the problems… trouble could break at any moment and unexpectedly even by the instigators themselves.’ A violent outbreak was expected immediately after the peace conference.[endnoteRef:30]  Both Aaronsohn and Camp noted the rising influence of the Nadi and Muntada.[endnoteRef:31]  [30:  	Ibid., 19.]  [31:  	TNA WO 106/189. 32. French Propaganda in Jerusalem. JN Camp. 2.2.1919.] 

In a later report regarding PAC, Camp remarked that ‘The pan-Arab influence of certain members of the Muntada el-Adabi and Nadi el-Arabi was very persistent. It was the object of these young patriots to urge the members of the conference to pass a resolution in favour of union with a Sherifian Syria, which should be absolutely free and independent.’ Whereas British military intelligence concluded that French influence was behind anti-British resolutions at the PAC, Aaronsohn gave independence-oriented nationalists more credit, because he had learned of them while based in Aleppo. His source, Farid Pasha al-Yafi, emphasised emerging nationalist politics, especially the ‘Parti des jeunes nationalists’ – a clear reference to al-Fatat. Farid, a Damascus notable, had opposed the CUP, and was imprisoned for most of the war. His fearful reports of Fatat and the Nadi considered the leadership to be chauvinists, ‘drunk with independence… The party also is made of countryside notables, journalists, and does not cease to propagate its ideas throughout the population.’ These people had formed the central Arab Club (Nadi) in Damascus, which sought independence in all Arab countries, and cooperation with the CUP.[endnoteRef:32]  [32:  	BAZY, Aaronsohn papers. 17/1/10. 2. p.1. 28.11.1918.; 17/1/10. 3. Date unclear – late 1918.; 17/1/23. Farid Pasha. 31.12.18.] 

Reports of nationalist activity caused Camp and military governor of Jerusalem, Ronald Storrs, to fear that Britain would lose local support unless they limited Britain’s Zionist policy.[endnoteRef:33] Aaronsohn described the cooperative work of the Arab associations and their connections with Sherif Feisal’s army in Syria. Other members of the IB such as Shneerson highlighted divisions which emerged at the first PAC in February 1919. Shneerson directed frustration against the British military government, particularly Ronald Storrs. He attributed the rise of Arab movements to British encouragement, and reported that Storrs had used an Arab agent to foment division at the first PAC.[endnoteRef:34] This probably derived from Zionists’ frustration with British officers who had developed misgivings about the Zionist policy.  [33:  	Ibid and FO 608/98.f.356.  Storrs to Chief Political Officer. N.D.; f.359. The Palestine Conference. JN Camp. 15.2.1919.]  [34:  	HA 80/145/P/16. Report on the present political and economic attitude of the British military administration in Palestine. 30.4.1919.] 

Zionist intelligence, shared with Britain, prevented organized nationalist violence during 1919, even as it exploded in Egypt and Syria.   Clayton warned the FO of the danger of anti-Zionist propaganda, prevalent among Muslims and Christians, who feared that Jews would receive political and economic advantage at the peace conference. Zionist propaganda directed at Jewry contributed to those fears. He warned, ‘There are considerable grounds for belief that anti-Jewish riots are being prepared in Jerusalem, Jaffa and elsewhere. Precautions are being taken but an announcement that Jews will be given any special privileges might precipitate outbreak…’[endnoteRef:35] Violence might embarrass Britain at the peace conference, and jeopardize its claim to a Mandate over Palestine, which rested on the Feisal-Weizmann agreement and the premise that Arabs and Jews needed Britain for development. [35:  	TNA, FO 608/99.ff 230. Clayton to FO, 26.3.1919. ] 

The warning originated with Commandante Angelo Levi-Bianchini, a former Italian naval officer and member of the ZC. With Alex Aaronsohn, he built an intelligence network to monitor nationalists in Jerusalem. Importantly, intelligence was shared with the British.[endnoteRef:36] His close ties with the ZC brought him closer to British intelligence, but their real trust in Bianchini was established through observation of his activities. A report which appears to be based on cable intercepts confirmed Bianchini’s benign but accurate reports to the Italian Foreign Ministry, which he officially represented in Palestine. It also highlighted his independence, and his role in bridging division within the ZC.[endnoteRef:37] Robert Szold, an American member of the ZC, forwarded Bianchini’s report about impending disturbances to Weizmann so that he could deliver it to the FO. ‘Some Arabs are very well organised, weapons, signals, leaders are ready, they wait for action against Jews only a signal.’ This was expected to emerge after the peace conference. Clayton, Money, and Storrs feared a massacre. Szold added that all the reports ‘confirm an increasingly alarming situation with bloodshed threatened.’[endnoteRef:38]  [36:  	His connection to Aaronsohn is established in Italian documents described in Yitzhak Minerbi, “Angelo Levi Bianchini U-Fe’iluto BaMizrach (1918-1920),” HaTzionut 1 (1970): 296–356.]  [37:  	TNA WO 106/190. 97. Untitled. 23.4.1919. ]  [38:  	TNA, FO 608/99. ff. 297. Bianchini to Weizmann. n.d. ca. spring 1919.] 

After receiving the warning Maj.-Gen Money placed a British battalion in Jerusalem and warned Arab notables, including Amin al-Husseini, against any subversive activity. The leadership would be held responsible for violence.[endnoteRef:39] Bianchini’s intelligence had prevented violence from coinciding with the Palestinian Nabi Musa (the Prophet Moses) festival, but it would be a different story one year later, as the festival became the setting for the first major Arab-Jewish violence. [39:  	Gelber, Shorshe ha-ḥavatselet, 20.; FO 608/99. Ff348-9. Money to GHQ. 31.3.1919.] 

By preventing revolution in Palestine as violence raged in Egypt and elsewhere, Britain suppressed what would have been an obvious sign of local opposition to foreign government. A side effect of intelligence-sharing was an increase in British sympathy for Zionism, despite growing signs that it would be hard to enforce. It was also well-timed since, in Paris, staff intelligence officers began to negotiate borders and administration of mandates with France.  Clayton told the FO that ‘The Palestinians desire their country for themselves and will resist any general immigration of Jews however gradual, by every means in their power including active hostilities.’[endnoteRef:40] Britain would have to demonstrate that Zionist immigration would not be forced against the wishes of the population, as was suggested by Weizmann’s programme, which precluded mass immigration and statehood.[endnoteRef:41] Thus, Weizmann’s increased influence within the ZC also increased British sympathy for the movement, which was conditional on his leadership.  [40:   	TNA, FO 608/99. ff.371-2.Clayton to FO. 2.5.1919.]  [41:  	TNA FO 608/99. ff.270. Minute by AGT. 18.4.1919.] 

Meanwhile, Zionism had become an international issue, approved by the United States, Italy and France. Clayton reminded the FO that this development was not without costs. ‘Unity of opinion among the Allied Governments… is not a factor which tends to alleviate the dislike of non-Jewish Palestinians to the Zionist policy.’[endnoteRef:42] Weizmann’s moderate programme, which emphasized British protection for Jewish colonization and development rather than a state, might have been accepted by the majority of Arabs. Arabs now lacked confidence in Britain, as they realized its policy was constrained by France and Zionism.[endnoteRef:43] Perhaps to counter this development, in May, 1919, Clayton attempted to revitalize the Weizmann-Feisal accord. Feisal had addressed the Arab congress in Damascus, and reportedly said that he did not consider Arab and Zionist aims to be incompatible. Members of the ZC were invited to visit Feisal, who considered inviting ‘a few leading Palestinian Arabs to attend with a view to rapprochement.’[endnoteRef:44] Clayton urgently insisted that the Zionists adopt a conciliatory attitude. He and the ZC approached Bianchini to liaise with Feisal during May 1919. The attempt to renew Zionist-Sherifian relations failed, as Bianchini needed official Italian approval, which the British government preferred not to pursue. The ZC never sent a delegation, and instead, Clayton met Feisal in May 1919. Meanwhile, Bianchini worked in Paris with Col. Richard Meinertzhagen, an avowed Zionist, and then returned to Italy.[endnoteRef:45] On what was supposed to be his third and final visit to the region, he was killed in the summer of 1920 by brigands who had hijacked his train to Damascus and mistook him for a French officer.[endnoteRef:46] [42:  	TNA FO 608/99. ff.451. Clayton to FO. 19.6.1919. ]  [43:  	SAD, Clayton Papers, 693/14/17. Clayton to FO, 28.2.1919.]  [44:  	TNA, FO 608/99. ff393. Clayton to FO. 11.5.1919. ]  [45:  	ISA RG 2 M3/9. 81 Balfour to Egypforce, Weizman to BIanchini 15.4.1919. and 84. Clayton to OETA South. 8.5.1919; TNA FO 608/119. ff.46-53. Clayton to Balfour 5.5.1919.; Minerbi, “Angelo Levi Bianchini U-Fe’iluto BaMizrach (1918-1920),” 322–323.]  [46:  	For more on his fascinating story, see Minerbi, “Angelo Levi Bianchini U-Fe’iluto BaMizrach (1918-1920).”] 

While Zionism had achieved consensus amongst the ‘Big Five’, the possibility of a British Mandate had yet to be guaranteed. Britain’s next approach to secure international support for a British mandate occurred during the tour to Palestine and Syria of an American delegation from the peace conference, led by Henry Churchill King and Charles Crane, to investigate the wishes of Middle Eastern peoples regarding the future of their country. To secure American approval for a British Mandate, British intelligence worked to examine and suppress the Nadi and Muntada – the main venues for nationalist organization. These clubs exercised their new right to free speech, calling for independence, but also organized and mobilized violent secret societies. The independence movement embodied by Nadi and Muntada was sure to cast doubt on British policy, which was predicated on Hashemite kingship and Zionist development under British stewardship. Some Arab nationalists were willing to accept Hashemite kingship alongside representative government; few welcomed the Zionist policy. The MCS, for its part, represented multiple conflicting interests beyond nationalism, and posed no threat to British claims that the country needed political guidance. British intelligence caused the King-Crane commission to view the urban literate political classes as lacking representativeness, influence, or unity. 
Not long after the first PAC in February 1919, the military government suspended the rights of the Arab clubs to operate and publish pan-Arab propaganda, which undermined Britain’s Sherifian policy. Britain and France already had determined that the region would fall under European control, even if Feisal was to retain the throne in Damascus. Intelligence did not have to work hard to expose differences in the national movement. Clan competition began to interfere with the independence movement, obscuring the common aims of its factions, and providing a pretext for British interference. The notable Husseini family led the Nadi al-Arabi, while the Nashashibis and Khalidis led the Muntada al-Adabi. After its members stormed an MCS meeting, the Muntada al-Adabi was closed by OETS. Intercepted mail revealed that the Nashashibis had spied on the Husseinis; both plotted to dominate the MCS.[endnoteRef:47] This clan competition had a lasting legacy in Palestinian politics.  [47:  	ISA RG 2/M/7/12. 38B. Jaffa governor to Kawkab. 31.5.1919.; 27A. i/c Kinani to Zein el Din. 20.5.1919.] 

In May 1919, the military administration consulted intelligence on whether to allow the Muntada and other clubs to reopen. With the King-Crane commission soon to arrive in Palestine, the military decided to use its leverage over the clubs. It wanted to allow open discussion, but believed the clubs ought to be coached on the mandatory system, which, the peace conference had already concluded, would be applied to the whole of the former Ottoman territory. Britain sought to ensure that no other power would obtain Palestine. 
Upon reopening the Muntada, the intelligence officer forced the removal of the Sherif’s flag (the basis of today’s Palestinian and Jordanian flags). Palestinians and Syrians were using it, and Feisal’s figurehead status, to promote the independence movement. The military governor of Jaffa reasoned, ‘Freedom of speech is not understood in this country and the privilege is invariably abused.’ In another letter he wrote, ‘Freedom of speech, so innocuous in Europe, is impossible in Eastern countries, and we are only asking for trouble by allowing it.’ [endnoteRef:48] [48:  	ISA RG 2/M/7/12. 29a. political propaganda. 20.5.1919; 35a Ragheb Dejani. 26.5.1919.; ] 

Other clubs were subject to similar draconian measures, which, however, were temporary. By late August 1919, after the King-Crane commission had voiced support for a British Mandate in Palestine, most restrictions had been relieved. Britain supressed pro-independence voices and emphasized divisions in Arab politics that could only fairly be managed under European supervision. The move was successful, as the American delegation approved the League of Nations’ Mandate scheme, and Britain made plans to limit its military presence in the Middle East and to introduce a civil government. Zionist pronouncements were also suppressed, so as not to affect the American commission or Peace Conference.[endnoteRef:49]  [49:  	FO 608/99.18332. Spicer for Curzon to Balfour. 21.8.1919.; ] 

Nonetheless, Britain, France and the United States each had determined their policies. The FO clarified policy to OETA on 4 August: A British mandate over Palestine, including the Balfour Declaration, but Arabs would ‘not be despoiled of their land’ and ‘there is no question of majority being subjected to the rule of minority, nor does Zionist programme contemplate this.’[endnoteRef:50] Intelligence had successfully suppressed vocal opposition that might have inhibited its plans for a Mandate in Palestine, and for the implementation of the Zionist policy there. It also had managed to maintain security during this period, and paved the way for Britain’s strategic aims. [50:  	WO 106/194. 19. FO to French. 4.8.1919.] 

When this process began, governance in Palestine could have taken any number of shapes. During the war, most British officers imagined a system similar to Britain’s influence over Afghanistan from India. The Arabian, Syrian and Palestinian hinterlands would be self-governed except for foreign policy.[endnoteRef:51] By 1919-20, this was looking highly improbable. Notions of governance had evolved to include the Zionist policy, but also liberal internationalist views of Great-Power stewardship towards self-government. Combined with the increasing realization that British policy would be difficult to reconcile with the interests of Zionists and Arab nationalists, British rule was certain to be more direct than originally planned. The violence which emerged during 1920 sealed that destiny.  [51:  	Elie Kedourie, In the Anglo-Arab Labyrinth: The McMahon-Husayn Correspondence and Its Interpretations, 1914-1939 (London: Frank Cass, 2000), 33.] 

Security Intelligence and the Prospect of Political Violence
Britain cautiously tolerated open political societies, but supressed independence propaganda and monitored secret societies that planned violence. In August 1919, Camp defined the makeup of the Palestinian national movement, naming the organizations and men, and detailing their backgrounds and aims. He characterized the Muntada as predominantly Muslim and a powerful propaganda society in Jerusalem, connected to the centre of Arab propaganda at Damascus.[endnoteRef:52] The Jerusalem branch of the Nadi al-Arabi was comprised mainly of Husseinis. The report elaborated, ‘The aim of the Nadi al-Arabi is about the same as that of the Muntada, but the members of the Nadi are not so radical. That is, they are not so strong on Arab independence, but are just as much opposed to Zionism and Jewish immigration.’ Important members included Amin al-Hussieni, brother to the contemporaneous Mufti of Jerusalem, Kamil. Amin would later become Mufti and notorious leader of the Palestinian national movement during its revolt against the British Mandate in the 1930s and 40s. Yet in 1919, British intelligence concluded that ‘Hajj Amin al-Husseini might be added to the list [of most dangerous members], but is by no means so violent and dangerous as the others.’ [endnoteRef:53] Likewise, Kamil had reproached an extremist for preaching Jihad at the Haram ash-Sharif. In 1919, the Husseinis appeared more moderate and less violent than any other leading Palestinian. They also worked closely with Feisal’s Damascus government. Seemingly only interested in the power of their clan, the Husseinis, from an early stage, appeared to be the most likely group for collaboration with Britain.  [52:  	TNA, FO 608/99.ff. 476-482. J.N. Camp, Intelligence Office, Jerusalem, to Chief Political Officer GHQ Cairo.12.8.1919.]  [53:  	TNA, FO 608/99.ff. 476-482. J.N. Camp, Intelligence Office, Jerusalem, to Chief Political Officer GHQ Cairo.12.8.1919.] 

[bookmark: BH1]The report also described secret societies such as Ikha w’al ‘Afaf which was ‘composed of the more violent propagandists as leaders of a host of ordinary ruffians and cut-throats. These latter members are expected to do the dirty work for the Muntada and Nadi if and when any needs to be done.’ Ikha had attempted to stir trouble amongst Indian troops, and others had penetrated the army, police, and gendarmerie. Parallel to Ikha was Fedaiyeh, a group of fighters ‘ready to sacrifice themselves’, formerly known as al-Yad al-Sawda, or the Black Hand. The Muntada and Nadi had encouraged Ikha and Fedaiyeh to arm themselves. They prepared lists of prominent Jews and pro-Zionist non-Jews, and spread propaganda among Bedouin in Transjordan ‘the prospect of Jewish women and loot being held out before them.’ The societies’ agents learned Hebrew in order to monitor Zionists and their press. They had been trying to persuade members of the police and gendarmerie to hand over arms or not to obstruct their efforts in case a revolt occurred.[endnoteRef:54] From the government’s side, dangerous persons came under close observation, and some were interned. The ranks of the gendarmerie were purged under the guise of reorganization. Many Arab members quit, since political membership was forbidden to police. They were replaced with very limited numbers of Jewish police.[endnoteRef:55] These measures against the police and gendarmerie did not go far enough to supress the potential for violence completely. [54:  	TNA, FO 608/99.ff. 476-482. J.N. Camp 12.8.1919.]  [55:  	HA 19/mshtr/4. Various letters from June-September 1919.] 

The most important observation of the lengthy report relates to the paradox of dealing with subversive nationalists. They could be arrested in advance of an announcement of the Zionist policy, but it would turn them into martyrs and inspire further anti-British sentiment across Palestine. Equally, Clayton’s Weizmann-Feisal designs were dead. 
If we mean to carry out any sort of Zionist policy we must do so with military force and adopt a strong policy against all the agitators in the country… In my opinion, Dr. Weizmann’s agreement with Emir Feisal is not worth the paper it is written on or the energy wasted in the conversation to make it. On the other hand, if it becomes sufficiently known among the Arabs, it will be somewhat in the nature of a noose about Feisal’s neck, for he will be regarded by the Arab population as a traitor. No greater mistake could be made than to regard Feisal as a representative of Palestinian Arabs…[endnoteRef:56] [56:  	TNA, FO 608/99.ff. 476-482. J.N. Camp, Intelligence Office, Jerusalem, to Chief Political Officer GHQ Cairo.12.8.1919. ] 

British officers finally admitted they faced a problem without a simple solution. A zero-sum competition was now recognized as a possibility, but was by no means yet an inevitability. Presciently defining one of Britain’s great dilemmas throughout the Mandate, Camp believed that open societies would work through the violent underground to resist Zionist immigration. This intelligence was passed to the FO, as Camp’s commander, Colonel French, emphasized that ‘there is every reason to believe that the facts as stated therein are accurate and unexaggerated and they may be taken as indicative of the widespread antagonism and organisation against the Zionist programme…’[endnoteRef:57] Intelligence had now acknowledged the emerging conflict, which it expected might turn violent. Arab nationalists never would accept Zionism, and failed to reshape pro-Zionist impressions at the League. Britain would have to forcefully impose its policy against the will of Arab nationalists. The Feisal-Weizmann agreement never was designed to pacify nationalists, just to cause the peace conference to approve of a British Mandate in Palestine.  [57:  	TNA, FO 608/99. f. 475. French to Curzon.26.8.1919. ] 

Zionist cooperation contributed to Camp’s report, which aligns closely with material found in the Alex Aaronsohn and Zionist intelligence papers.[endnoteRef:58] This was the most significant continuation of intelligence cooperation with Zionists, during the postwar period, yet by autumn 1919 this cooperation was losing its effect upon OETA’s erstwhile resolute support for Zionism. Col. Waters Taylor, in charge of the Haifa sub district of OETS, saw Weizmann’s ‘miscalculation’ regarding Arab support. He reported that ‘The Zionist Commission have in Jerusalem a very efficient contre-espionnage service and I suggest that their reports have either not been sent home or ignored as alarmist.[endnoteRef:59]’ Zionist intelligence continued to warn about the activities of Ikha wa al-‘afaf and Fedaiyeh, and the role played by the Arab clubs, Feisal, and even Mustafa Kemal in supporting them. British intelligence also monitored these activities, but was concerned with the regional picture, rather than the local or Zionist perspective. So while intelligence officers paid attention to events affecting Palestine, they focused on those in Syria and Anatolia. Naval intelligence reported on relations between nationalists in Syria and Palestine, who were thought to be organizing a simultaneous along the lines of the Wafdist revolt in Egypt. A Muslim-Christian rapprochement had been underway in Jaffa, with anti-Zionism forming the ‘bond of union.’[endnoteRef:60] These changes revolved around the revitalized role of Feisal as figurehead of the Arab movement.  [58:  	See for example the correlation between Camp’s report and CZA Z4/3886/ii. Jerusalem from Aug19-30.]  [59:  	TNA FO 608/100. ff.458. Memo by  M.W. Taylor, AA&QMG. GHQ Mt. Carmel. 12.8.1919.]  [60:  	TNA FO 371/4238. 176186.  Intelligence 9.1.1920. ] 

British intelligence and policymakers began to conceive of this underground activity as a Syrian, anti-French movement. Between October 1919 and April 1920, most violence was directed at French troops in Syria. Intelligence focused on questions of Britain’s future policy, the form of government to be established in Baghdad, and the growing chaos in Syria. The issue of Arab opinion on Zionism returned when on 8 March 1920 the PAC and MCS joined the Syrian Arab Congress (SAC) in proclaiming Feisal King of Syria and Palestine. Peaceful demonstrations were held across Syria and Palestine in support of Feisal and in protest against the Jewish National Home. This ‘recrudescence in anti-Zionism’ had been attributed to ‘outside intrigues.’ French propaganda, it was suspected, was attempting to co-opt Feisal’s role as titular Arab or Muslim ruler in order to to exert French influence in Mesopotamia and Palestine and to undermine Britain’s standing.[endnoteRef:61] Naturally, the WO found the rapidly evolving situation difficult to appreciate, and with troops withdrawn from Syria, the most important source of intelligence had been lost. It asked headquarters recently established in Constantinople, with Britain’s largest intelligence station on Islamic matters, to investigate events in Turkey, Cilicia and Syria and to submit weekly reports.[endnoteRef:62] Meanwhile intelligence, probably sigint, confirmed these suspicions. ‘[The French] state the only reason they remain is because British do so and that they recognize they are not wanted by the people. They will, whilst recognizing Feisul, claim their zone if British remain.’[endnoteRef:63] [61:  	TNA WO 106/196. 15.GHQ intelligence summary. EEF. 9.4.1920.; WO 106/195. 28. GHQ Egypt to DMI. 9.3.1920; WO 106/195. 18. GHQ Egypt to WO. 10.3.1920.]  [62:  	TNA WO 106/195. 25. WO to GHQ Constantinople. 12.3.1920. ]  [63:  	TNA WO 106/195. 18. GHQ Egypt to WO. 10.3.1920.] 

	Meinertzhagen, still political officer in Jerusalem working closely with the IB, reported to London that the arrival of French General Gouraud had inspired renewed French propaganda in Palestine. Other British sources confirmed this view. While Gouraud was not instructed to conquer Syria, he was ordered to play up Feisal’s importance in case the new king would accept limited sovereignty over part of Syria.[endnoteRef:64] Such reports ignored independent nationalist motivations for anti-Zionist and anti-British activity. The IB observed that the literate notables read aloud newspapers to peasants, focusing on the simmering rebellion in Syria. They described politics in Damascus, and news of the Turkish-Bolshevik campaign in Cilicia, Iraq, and Syria against western empires. Their news concluded: ‘These are good tidings and may God give victory to the heroes, and we will know what we must do to the Jews and British.’[endnoteRef:65] This form of mass mobilization and communication in a largely illiterate society was important, and intelligence monitored it. British intelligence reported that Hajj Amin and his cousin Jamal had been active propagandists amongst villagers. They read news and discussed politics. This medium became an important means for political communication during the 1920s and 1930s, as the literate wielded authority and influence over peasants who depended upon that class for news.[endnoteRef:66]  [64:  	Gelber, Shorshe ha-ḥavatselet, 26.; James Barr, A Line in the Sand: Britain, France and the Struggle That Shaped the Middle East (London: Simon & Schuster, 2011), 95–100.]  [65:  	HA 80/145/P/20. Lod. 25-30.1.1920.]  [66:  	TNA, FO 608/99.ff. 476-482. J.N. Camp, Intelligence Office, Jerusalem, to Chief Political Officer GHQ Cairo.12.8.1919.; Weldon Matthews, Confronting an Empire, Constructing a Nation : Arab Nationalists and Popular Politics in Mandate Palestine (London; New York: I.B. Tauris, 2006), 144–145.] 

OETA failed to recognize the potential for violent explosion in Palestine as the independence movement developed in Syria. Fighting was on the rise in Syria, especially directed at France’s initially weak positions. Intelligence provided on the Arab and Turkish movements was good, but British decision makers did not draw the same conclusions as Alex Aaronsohn about the consequences of resurgent nationalist propaganda, Feisal’s coronation, and the organisation of armed groups in Syria. Confusion derived from the fact, as Aaronsohn indicated, that ‘During [the past] two years there was no proper organisation in the Arab movement. Though there have been some centres… the entire movement is internal and that of Palestine in particular received the shape of an intrigue conducted by single individuals for their own benefit…’[endnoteRef:67]  [67:  	Beit Aaronsohn, Zichron Yaacov (BAZY). Alex Aaronsohn Papers (AAP). 17/5/13. Secret- Arab movement in Palestine. 19.3.1920.] 

Further confusing matters, politics in Syria began to fissure. In 1919 members of al-Fatat founded the Istiqlal (independence) party to expand its influence over other classes of society. In early 1920, the independence movement split into three. Prominent nationalists vehemently opposed British and French colonial policy. Sheikh Kamil al-Qassab, who had supported wartime cooperation with Britain, accused Feisal’s Damascus administration of ‘neglect of national interest’.[endnoteRef:68] Feisal’s weakness in military and administrative terms, along with this internal pressure, led him to war with France in 1920. The political divisions in Damascus spilled into Palestine, where clan competition further obscured the picture. Palestinian members of the Nadi were alienated from the pan-Syrian Hizb al-Watani (National Party, also appears as Difa’a al-Watani or National Defence) which wavered between support for Feisal and desire for revolution. The Nadi, especially the Husseini family, expected independence and confrontation with the great powers and so continued to organize and prepare revolution.[endnoteRef:69] When violence eventually exploded in Jerusalem, it was against the background of competition between clans, class, and party. Cooperation towards national goals coincided with factional tension and even violence.  [68:  	James L Gelvin, Divided Loyalties: Nationalism and Mass Politics in Syria at the Close of Empire (Berkeley: Univ. of California Press, 1998), 59–62.]  [69:  	BAZY, AAP. 17/6/12. Jerusalem. 31.1.1920.; CZA Z4/3886/ii. 20 JM. 20.3.1920; Z4/3886/i. Arab National Movement. 31.1.1920.; L3/278. Arab National Movement. 31.1.1920.; CZA, Z4/14437. 22 JM. 22.3.1920.] 

The Nabi Musa Riots, 4-7 April 1920
Yehoshua Porath argued that Feisal’s coronation and the associated nationalist activity started the path to violent conflict.[endnoteRef:70]  Between 4-8 April, the Nabi Musa riots took five Jewish and four Muslim lives, and left 251 injured.[endnoteRef:71] OETS lost control over Jerusalem, as it did not deploy enough force to manage the crowds, and some of the police forces took part in the violence. Other police were left impotent as their barracks and stores were looted by the mob.  Troops were deployed 36 hours after the situation had spun out of control. [70:  	Yehoshua Porath, The Emergence of the Palestinian-Arab National Movement, 1918-1929, vol. 1 (London: Frank Cass, 1974), 93–100.]  [71:  	Matthews, Confronting an Empire, Constructing a Nation, 29–31.] 

British officers, focused on Cilicia and Anatolia, gave insufficient attention to these developments, which were confusing. Intelligence centred on how this violence might affect France’s position, or Mustafa Kemal’s power. It was difficult to see how events in Turkey, Syria and Iraq would affect Palestine. British military intelligence possessed the necessary evidence, but they only put the pieces together after the riots, when the role of the Nadi had become clear. On 15 April, the British Secret Intelligence Service (SIS) reported on a captured letter written by Mustafa Kemal during March 1920 that firmly established the role of the Nadi, ‘a club of Damascene and Palestinian nationalists which plays the same role in Arabia as the committee of union and progress does in Turkey.’  Mustafa Kemal had subsidized nationalist newspapers, and coordinated propaganda with PAC chairman Izzat Darwaza, as well as the Nadi al-Arabi. Kemal allegedly reported that, ‘The operations undertaken at several points by the French military commanders, although they have acted with prudence and moderation compared with the British in the occupied territories, have been the cause of preparations for an Arab revolt, which is already feared.’ He described the allegiance of tribal chiefs to nationalist forces as proof that ‘the movement carried out in the name of Islam finds sympathy in the Arab countries which are under foreign rule. The task of the Nationalists is greatly eased thereby.’[endnoteRef:72] [72:  	TNA, WO 106/196. 41. ff136-143.] 

Hajj Amin al-Husseini had returned from his mission to Damascus on behalf of the Nadi al-Arabi and reported optimism in that city. He believed Britain favoured handing the country to Feisal and that this would occur without war. ‘The Damascus government receives large sums of money and starts to organise the whole of United Syria. In case the French refuse to leave the Lebanon, then Feisal is going to send a strong Army, guns and new aeroplanes which arrived lately; then no French soldier will remain within 24 hours on the soil of Syria.’[endnoteRef:73] At Nabi Musa, Husseini electrified the crowd, holding Feisal’s portrait from the balcony of the Nadi, exclaiming ‘this is your king!’[endnoteRef:74] Yet he was not the only one; many notables gave incendiary speeches. [73:  	CZA. Z4/3886/ii. 32.JM. 1.4.1920.]  [74:  	Philip Mattar, The Mufti of Jerusalem: Al-Hajj Amin Al-Husayni and the Palestinian National Movement (New York: Columbia University Press, 1988), 17.] 

Within Zionist intelligence records there survives verbatim record of a meeting held before Nabi Musa between the British military governor, Ronald Storrs, and a number of leading notables including Jamal al-Husseini, ‘Aref al-‘Aref and Fakhry Nashashibi. It illuminates Storrs’ trust in the notables’ ability and willingness to control their followers. Aref al-‘Aref, editor of the Nadi mouthpiece, Suriyya al-Janubiyya (Southern Syria, i.e., Palestine), had returned to Palestine from Damascus. His newspaper was receiving paper supplies from Syria, perhaps funded by Mustafa Kemal. However, ‘Aref opposed violent revolution. Seemingly aware of what was to come, he attended an all-party meeting hosted by the Muntada and demanded steps to ensure that British or Zionists were neither attacked or even insulted. No arms should be carried in the Nabi Musa procession.[endnoteRef:75] On the eve before Nabi Musa, he said, ‘in case that something happens conflicts or exclamations against the Jews, we shall be lost and we shall ruin our future by our own hands.’[endnoteRef:76] This would prove to be a prescient observation, as the ensuing violence resulted in direct British civilian rule over Palestine, and years of Arab frustration over the issue of self-government. [75:  	CZA. Z4/3886/ii. 31 JM. 31.3.1920.]  [76:  	CZA. Z4/3886/ii. 32.JM. 1.4.1920.] 

 On 2 April, 1920, Jerusalem celebrated Good Friday, Passover eve, and the beginning of the Nabi Musa festival. Storrs requested that the aforementioned notables prevent the religious procession from becoming a political demonstration.[endnoteRef:77] During the procession, nationalist hymns were sung, and flags were flown. Some 60-70,000 people participated in the procession. It was too late to prevent violence from exploding despite ‘Aref al-‘Aref’s request for the crowd to ‘safeguard order.’ It had become a political demonstration, but violence only broke out on Sunday 4 April.  [77:  	CZA Z4/3886/ii. 33 JM. 2.4.1920.] 

Administrators possessed contradictory intelligence reports, varyingly suggesting that nationalist violence would be aimed at France in Syria, and also that secret societies were planning a revolt in Palestine, to coincide with Egypt, Iraq and Syria.  What unfolded was a loosely organized attempt to coordinate violence against all colonial powers. It was difficult to see how revolutionaries would be encouraged by France’s weakness in Cilicia and the Levant. Arab attacks against French forces had occurred sporadically for months, and had been organized in November 1919 and in early 1920 by the Nadi al-Arabi, seemingly with Mustafa Kemal’s encouragement. Few observers, if any, could see how this might develop into a broader struggle against all armies occupying the Middle East. Izzat Darwaza later confirmed that Nadi branches in Syria coordinated this attempt.[endnoteRef:78]  [78:  	Porath, The Palestinian-Arab National Movement, 1:77–78.] 

The failure of this revolution only became clear to the Nadi and Muntada at the end of April 1920, after a battle near British positions at Semakh, on the Haifa-Dera’a rail link, at the southern tip of the Sea of Galilee. Bedouin attacked British troops as well as the train and telegraph lines. Indian cavalry fought off a much larger Arab force while the brand-new RAF bombed and strafed the attackers. The propaganda coordinated with this campaign influenced Jerusalem politics. Aaronsohn’s intelligence reports reveal that the Nadi and Muntada in Jerusalem and Haifa had heard rumours of an Arab victory at Semakh, where Indians joined Bedouins against the British, allegedly causing 2000 deaths and thousands more wounded.  At the Jerusalem Nadi, it was believed that Arabs fighting at Semakh were supported by the Sherif with money, arms and officers. Some thought it might be British policy to allow a Sherifian victory. Zionist intelligence reported towards the end of April that there were plans for revolution, to be directed from Damascus. When the Semakh area, which had been under French administration, was secured by British forces, this pan-Syrian revolution was over.[endnoteRef:79] Moreover, Feisal disavowed knowledge of it, and promised to punish the offenders, two of his officers and local governors in Quneitra and Ajlun.[endnoteRef:80] [79:  	Ibid., 1:100.; TNA, AIR 5/1243. Operations at Semakh April 1920. Lt-Col Braine. 11.6.1920.; BAZY, AAP, 17/5/4  22 JA. 26/4/1920; 17/8/44, 46 JM. . 26/4/1920.; CZA L3/278. Preparation for a Revolution. 30.4.1920.]  [80:  	TNA, WO 106/196. 50. GHQ Egypt to WO. 13.5.1920.] 

After the battle at Semakh, Zionist and British intelligence highlighted the connection between the Bedouin who had campaigned in Palestine, and Damascus-based plans for a general revolt, inspired by the Nadi al-Arabi.[endnoteRef:81] Auni Abdul Hadi, a Nablus-born and Paris-educated lawyer, was a founding member of Fatat and Feisal’s advisor. He boasted to a Zionist informant that [81:  	Gelber, Shorshe ha-ḥavatselet, 36.] 

We, Arabs, shall never consent and tolerate that a European government should come and rule over us… Do you not understand that all this what has been done against France… was upon our advice? True. Bedouins are fighting, but all this upon our instructions. And all the conflicts which were caused in Palestine were made through Bedouins, Arabs, but all upon our orders. The Jews of Palestine will perish because of the Jews outside the country. Those are demanding Palestine, and they are losing but a few millions of dollars… but the Jews of Palestine will lose their lives.[endnoteRef:82] [82:  	Yad Yaari, Givat Haviva (YYGH). Vashitz (1)15.35-95.  Transjordan (Damascus). 3.6.1920.] 

In response to the Bedouin threat, the IB sent officers to Transjordan. They discovered that Bedouin political feeling was mixed and fickle. Bedouin attacks were apolitical – they sought only loot. Disguised as a Bedouin, Joseph Davidescu went to meet an Amir who participated in a raid on Givat Ada. He witnessed Palestinian meetings where Bedouin discussed British military movements in Palestine. The Amir invited Davidescu in the first place because, in the wake of the Semakh battle, he had been fined by Feisal and a relative was expelled to Egypt. He sought financial assistance, and for Davidescu to mediate and repair his relationship with Feisal and the British. Realizing the benefit the Yishuv could procure from this sheikh, Davidescu and Shneerson helped him. He only paid half his fine.[endnoteRef:83] This action became the seed for future secret diplomacy between Bedouin, the British and Zionists, which sought to provide security on both sides of river.  [83:  	Gelber, Shorshe ha-ḥavatselet, 36–37.] 

With the collapse of revolutionary plans, the lack of unity amongst Palestinians was exposed. The Nadi plotted to assassinate Fakhri Nashashibi, a leading Muntada member, because of his alleged collaboration with France.[endnoteRef:84] (Husseini agents would finally succeed in killing him in Baghdad in 1941.) During May 1920, Husseini-Nashashibi tensions were exacerbated when Ragheb Bey Nashashibi was appointed mayor of Jerusalem, replacing Musa Kazim, patriarch of the al-Husseini clan. Meanwhile Hajj Amin and ‘Aref al-‘Aref were now fugitives living in exile in Damascus.  [84:  	BAZY, Alex, 17/7/44. 46 JM. 26.4.1920. ] 

Suspicious of the notables, ‘Aref began to organize a labour party comprised of Jerusalem merchants, who were also disturbed that they were being forced to close their shops – an unusual occurrence during Nabi Musa. He promised to organize a countrywide labour movement which would deprive the notables of their power over the merchant class. [endnoteRef:85] It is a wonder that he was held responsible for the Nabi Musa riots, since all evidence showed that he tried to prevent them. After being pardoned, Aref joined the civil service.  [85:  	CZA. Z4/3886/ii. 32.JM. 1.4.1920.] 

[bookmark: _Toc401156648]Emerging Anglo-Zionist Cooperation and Competition
After the 1920 riots, Aaronsohn prepared a paper that described the administration’s responsibility for failing to prevent them. He appended the evidence that had been provided to OETA about Arab secret societies and their penetration of police and gendarmerie. ‘We have given sufficient evidence time and again to cause the arrest of at least half of the local Arab police but the intelligence and the police ignored the evidence.’[endnoteRef:86] The crackdown on nationalists during the previous summer had not gone far enough to guarantee security. It convinced the King-Crane commission that British rule would be best for all, but the Nabi Musa riots demonstrated to Aaronsohn and the Zionists that Britain, having achieved its political aims, must reaffirm its commitment to Jews in Palestine.  [86:  	BAZY, AAP, 17/5/3. Pogroms in Jerusalem April 4th, 5th and 6th 1920.] 

Zionist relations with OETA broke down over the Nabi Musa riots. It is difficult to confirm what Aaronsohn and Zionists claimed about British maladministration. Repeating claims in Richard Meinertzhagen’s diary, published in 1959, Isaiah Friedman argued that Waters-Taylor deliberately allowed the riots to occur.[endnoteRef:87] The Meinertzhagen diary has been proven to be a problematic source.[endnoteRef:88] No other documentary evidence supports this simplistic explanation, which probably was designed to pressure Britain to advance Zionist immigration. In fact, Allenby sacked Meinertzhagen for insubordination, and Waters-Taylor used the documentary record to defend his own actions: he recognized that Feisal was caught between commitments to his family, the nationalists, and the Peace Conference, and so warned him of the dangers inherent to revolutionary activity.[endnoteRef:89]  [87:  	Isaiah Friedman, British Pan-Arab Policy, 1915-1922: A Critical Appraisal (New Brunswick [N.J.]: Transaction Publishers, 2010), 267.]  [88:  	J. N Lockman, Meinertzhagen’s Diary Ruse: False Entries on T.E. Lawrence (Grand Rapids: Cornestone Publ., 1995).]  [89:  	TNA, WO 95/4375.Waters Taylor to Bols. 16.4.1920.] 

Zionists were frustrated that OETA was not fulfilling the Balfour Declaration. This, combined with an overall sense of insecurity after the riots, led them to accuse British officials of allowing a pogrom against the Yishuv. OETA responded that it would be the duty of a civil administration to fulfil the Balfour Declaration, and admitted its own shortcomings, especially the failure to deploy sufficient force in response to the riots. The Chief Administrator of OETS, Maj-Gen. Louis Bols, expressed his misgivings about the ZC, which he thought should be abolished. He described the large parallel administration which the ZC had developed. 
… a complete administrative machine is operating, in fact its departments correspond in numbers exactly to my own. This administration within and administration renders good government impossible, the Jewish population look to their administration and not to mine, and the Moslems and Christians can only see that privileges and liberties are allowed to the Jews which are denied to them…’[endnoteRef:90] [90:  	TNA WO 95/4395. Bols to GHQ Cairo. 21.4.1920. ] 

Bols had been among the supporters of Weizmann’s policy before the riots.[endnoteRef:91] Nonetheless, parallel administration would soon be encouraged in the Mandatory regime.[endnoteRef:92] Bols complained that the ZC did not ‘…loyally accept the orders of the Administration, but from the commencement adopted and hostile, critical and abusive attitude…’ The ZC, he claimed, could not be convinced of ‘British good faith and ordinary honesty,’ and sought preferential treatment under the law. He also said that they alternately wanted to take the law into their own hands where they were the majority, but elsewhere sought government protection. Bols lashed out while defending his record and so his claims about Zionists were not as respected as they might have been. [91:  	Chaim Weizmann, The Letters and Papers of Chaim Weizmann, vol. 1, B 2 (New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction Books, 1983), 288.]  [92:  	By the 1940s, the Zionist imperium in imperio had become a key weakness of British security.Steven Wagner, “British Intelligence and the Jewish Resistance Movement in the Palestine Mandate, 1945–46,” Intelligence and National Security 23, no. 5 (2008): 636.] 

While the OETA called for the disbandment of the ZC and Jewish battalions, Zionists, including Herbert Samuel, advocated an end to military administration.[endnoteRef:93] The latter won; at the San Remo conference in April 1920, which finalized plans for the mandatory division of the Middle East under the League of Nations, and guaranteed the incorporation of the text of the Balfour Declaration into the Palestine Mandate, the failure of OETA was evident. Lloyd George tapped Samuel, an old friend, to be the first High Commissioner (HC), to be installed on 30 June. [93:  	Bernard Wasserstein, The British in Palestine: The Mandatory Government and Arab-Jewish Conflict, 1917-1929 (B. Blackwell, 1991), 84.; TNA WO 95/4375. Congreve to WO. 28.4.1920.] 

	The San Remo conference confirmed the allocation of future mandated territories, still to be finalized by the League of Nations. This happened in the absence of peace with the Ottoman government, and with violence ongoing throughout the region. San Remo created two pressures on Britain: The need to establish a civil government in order to promote stability in Palestine, and need to make good on the Balfour Declaration, which had been incorporated into the conference’s resolutions. These pressures explain the hasty appointment of a Zionist Jew as the first colonial governor in Palestine.[endnoteRef:94] Anglo-Zionist relations began to recover afterwards. [94:  	See above; and Ibid., 72.] 

	Jewish-Arab relations in Palestine never did recover. British policymakers realized this was unlikely to ever be achieved in the summer of 1921, after another round of violence. The RAF, now in charge of local security, tried with the Palestine government to raise a binational self-defence force, as local self defense was both economical and the norm in other mandated territories, protectorates, and colonies. Yet they concluded that they could never raise Jews and Arabs in equal numbers, and moreover, there was little chance they would serve together. T.E. Lawrence suggested arming the Jewish colonies in response to the growing set of security problems – especially since attempts to include communal representation in government were failing and popular government was out of the question. Palestine was the only British possession without a local defense force, and was thus more expensive to secure. Between this and the inability for policymakers to implement any form of self-government during 1920-22, it was clear to most administrators that Britain would have to improvise its policies on government and security.[endnoteRef:95] These administrators had been involved in the process since they were part of Allenby’s intelligence staff during the war. This change in view represented both the emergence of a zero-sum conflict between Zionists and Arab Nationalists, although the two warring sides became aware of that at different times. This was also the root cause of both Britain’s failure to achieve the League of Nations’ aim of self-government, as well as Britain’s failure to secure or hold Palestine in the long term. Its inability to reconcile the conflict, secure the country, or meet its international obligations remained at the heart of its policy failures during 1945-47.  [95:  	Wagner, “British Intelligence and Policy in the Palestine Mandate, 1919-1939,” 135–136.] 

Zionist intelligence cooperation had helped to prevent violence in 1919, and contributed to Britain’s efforts to secure a Mandate in Palestine. The Feisal-Weizmann agreement, orchestrated by Clayton, had convinced the Peace Conference that a British mandate was possible and that Arab and Zionist interests were reconcilable, especially with British guidance. British intelligence then focused on the suppression of the Nadi and Muntada during 1919 to prevent them from undermining Britain’s position at the Peace Conference. From then until the Nabi Musa riots, intelligence missed key signs warning of forthcoming disturbances. Even though British and Zionist intelligence held mostly the same data about Arab politics in the region, they looked at events differently. Both failed to predict that Nabi Musa would be a forum for nationalist activity that might become violent. Save for Alex Aaronsohn, all failed to see how events in Syria could inspire political violence in Palestine. Zionist intelligence was concerned mainly with matters affecting Yishuv security, while British intelligence focused on data affecting Feisal, and France’s partnership. After Nabi Musa, the Yishuv’s sense of need for independent security combined with distrust of British officers.  This trust was eventually restored with the appointment of Samuel and the San Remo announcement. Yet, what emerged was a cyclical pattern where intelligence cooperation was always conditioned by, and influential upon the Anglo-Zionist partnership. Despite the mistrust and suspicion which emerged during the military administration, this partnership was at the heart of British policy until 1939. The same cannot be said for Anglo-Arab relations.  
Failures in governance, security and intelligence, as well as the failure to balance an impossible series of policies led to the violence in April 1920 and, subsequently, the hastening of a civil government and a de facto British Mandate over Palestine. Government would rule directly, and the prospects for Palestinian self-rule would be limited over subsequent decades by Britain’s inability to balance its policy commitments to both Zionists and Arabs. Yet, Britain’s promises to those groups were made at a time when self-government was Britain’s war aim for most of the region.  These features remained part of British governance for the following 30 years. Britain would remain dependent on Zionist intelligence and Zionists dependent on Britain for security. Most importantly, the future of the country and its system of government would be tied to both security and political matters, the latter consisting of Zionist, League of Nations, Arab and other considerations. The roots of British rule were planted as British policy aimed simply to secure a Mandate with an open mind as to the future form of government. Security and policy failures during early 1920 led to a severe restriction on those future possibilities. 
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