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APOLOGLA

This 1little pamphlet was submitted to the Palestine
Royal Commission in January, 1937, and, except for eertain
minor slteratiors, it 1s reproduced in the following pages
with a recapitulatory posteriptum. In July, 1937, the Report
of the Palestine Royal Commission was published and, in it,
impcrtant refercnces Were made to the'llgllahon Pledge,'" anc
the cleim for the independance of Arab Palestine based on that
pledge. And shortly after that, Sir Henry Mecliahon himself
made his firet public declaration on the problem in the form
of a letter to "The Times." The Postcriptum deals briefly
sith the Royal Commission's references and with Sir Henry's
declaration.

It is perhaps unnecessary to make any apology, but it
mist be stated most enphtically that the writer is neither
inelined to nor interested in political controversye. This
account is essentially historical and geographical in nature,
and it may be considered political only in so far as it happen-
ed to be rélated to awmost controversial and ambﬁﬁous problem
in Anglo-Arab relations. I cannot, therefore, overstress the
point that I speak 1n the following pages entirely as an un=
biased student of historical research.

That the conclusions arrived at with regard to the
finterpretation of the Mclahon letter of the 24th Ogtober, 1915
is contrary to thc official British vicw may be readily apprec-—
eiatcd and, it is hoped, acccpted, if the argumanta.set.forth
are studied with sympathy and Mairness. The continued refusal
oi the succesaive British Governments to publish the official
texts of the Husain=McMahon letters precluded, as far as the
Fnglish-speaking public is concerned, the possibility of any
csicntific examination of the problem., The Arabic official
texts, om the cother hand, werc from the beginning an open
seerct, and the lecast intensive study of thesc documents lcaves
no doubt as to the conclusion that must be made. This explains
the sharp variancc between the Arab view and thc British view
of thec problem, for thc former is bascd on all the available
Pacts, while the latter is ncceessarily overshadowed&pronouncc—

ments. Ay oA ot

It is in the highecst degrce unfortunate that from the
beginning the maticr was not thoroughly investigated by an
imrartial committcc. Much bitterness, ill-fecling and indced
bloodshed might havc been avoided to the advantage of all
perties concerncd. mhis momcnt is most appropriatc, om the
ave of thec London Confercnec on Palestine, for a readjustment
of the case. And better late than never. Spceaking in the
House cf Lords on the 27th of March, 1923, Sir Tdward Brcy who
was PForeign Sccrctary shen 8ir Henry Mchlghon concluded the
engagenent with thc Sharif, made the following veny reclevant
statement -

®T am surc that we cannot redccm our honour by cavcr-
ing up our cpgagements and pretending that there is no incon-
sistancy, if therc really is inconsistancy. 1 am surc that
the most honourablc coursc 2ill be to let it be known what thc
cngagements arc, and, if therc is inconsistanay, then to admit
it fronkly, and, admitting that fact, and, having cnablecd
pcople to judge cxactly what is the amount of thc inconsistancy
taccinpidar ¥hat iBithcthostngair and honourablc Way out of
thc impassec into which the cngagement may have led UP eses’

AT SPES NON TRACTA

Pcbruary, 1939.



ANGLO=-ARAB FRILNDSHIP

At the end of August, 1914, Sir John Maxwell was
sent to Egypt to orpanime the defence. In the following
October he reported about the Turkish intrigues among the
Arabs of Sinai and their overtures to the Senusi. Hg
recormended counter British plans,be adopted und added.,

" I do not know what the policy of the Foreign Office is,
but I think the Apabs about liececa and the Yemen ought to
be approached and set against the Turks."

In Egypt, Palestine, Aden, Arabia and Irag,
Tritish interests were im diree’ touch with the Arabs and
every day it became necessa v to enlist and enjoy their aid.
Lord Kitchner's experience ‘n “alcstine and his various
eonneciions with Are™ olicfs elsewhere made him a convinced
prophet of an Ara» state in Arabia, Syria and Iraq with
British assistancc. de was therefore in favour of an inter-
play between the Sultan of Turkey and the Sharif of Mecea
(Husain Ibn 41i) as the religious heirarch of Iglam. He saw
the possibility of encouraging the national aspirations of
the arabs so as to enlist their military and eivil help.

The British Government took an interest in the
Sharif and solicited his friendship even before the war with
Turkey had actually taken place. Emir Abdullah, the second
son of the Sharif, was encouraged to meet secretely Lord
Kitchner and lir. (later Sir) Storrs in Cairo, om his way to
and beck from Constantindnle. In the course of an garly
meeting which took place in 1913 Lord Kitchner and Nr. Storrs
asked Emir Abdullah to convey to his father the thanks of the
British Government for the help and good reception the
British lMoslem subjects had received in Hijaz, but om another
occasion, in July 1914, discussions of purely political naturc
were made on the subject of the demands of the Sharif for an
indepcndent status and the desire of the Arabs in gencral for
a decentralized system of administration within the Turkish
Empirc. The whole affair did not however exceced compliments
and exploratory talks of a general naturc.

Lord Kitchner declared that the British Government
was anxious for the continuance of its friendly relations with
Turkey. Subjeect to this it was ready to help the Arabs in
pursuance of its traditional policy. Late in August 1914 and
after the outbreak of the War, Buoir Abdullah returned to Cairo
on his way back to Hijaz. In absencc of Lord Xitchner, Mr.
Storrs handed the Hmire a letter for his father from the
British Government that they "would not opposc . the restoraotion
of the Caliphate to the 4Lpabs.” A month later, Mr, Storrs
addresscd thce Bmir through a special messenger in the follow-—
ing terms:-—

"Lord Kitchner, the British Secretary of State for
Wwar has dircected me to write to your lordship, ingquiring
whether you are still of the same opinion in regard to the de-
fenee of the rights of the Lrabs. Though he formerly replied
to you that he was unable to assist you in securing them, it 1is
now within the power of His Iajesty's Government to afford you
al. the assistance required in view of the determination of
the Turkish Covernnent to join the ranks of the ericmy and’ to
scver the traditional friendly relations between the two
corntries.™
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Reeciving no prompt reply to this lotter lir. Storrs
wrote againe "Jhereas the TurksY he sald, "have finally
determined to cnter the War on the side of the Gertians and,
whoerecns the opportunity is favourable for the achicvoment of
thic aims of the irabs, I regret that you should have left ny
letter without reply and hope that you will hasten te send =
reply to my gquestion.”

The Emir made o very short and noncomittal reply.
But the British'authorities meant to arrive at a definite
arrangerient. - Meanwhile Turkey had entered the war and v,
Storrs wrote again to the Emir.- "We arc wholly preparcd to
1clp the Sharif of liceda in his coursc and to afford him all
help he desires." But the Sharif had not yet nnde up his
mind., IHe¢ was considering the conscgucnces of a revolt agoinst
the Caliph of Isloa., He was still hopeful to obtain satis-—
faction from the Turks through peaceful negoecinticon. IHis
Plans te rally tho seebs of Syria and Irag around him were not
yet complete. “hercrore the Bmir abhdullah replicd thoat it wes
not in his father's power to do anything until he had consultcd
the arabs, but he prouiscd to wake definite proposals in duc
coursd,

Buir Feisal, (third son of the Sharif), was sent
to Constantinople to make certain rcpresentations on behalf
of his father. But he stopped at Damascus where he made
contaet with the sceret arab Speiectica. He disgovercd that
there was no hope of co-operation with the Turks on the prin-
eiple of administrative dcecentralization and other coneessions
to the .rab provinees. In faet Jamel Pasha refused the intop—
cessicn of the Sharif on behalf of tihe national leaders in
Syria, and Enver Pasha eabled to him to mind his own busincss
and to lcave to the ecentral governticnt the qucstion of decent-=
ralizotion in the arab provinces.

In these circumstances and in view of the inercas.d
tyranny of Jumal Pasha the Arab leoders and the numerons
sceret socictices invited the Sharif, through Bumir Feisal, to
tnlze the lead. Teisal had a4 dramatic cdtape to Hjas ro
Syria, where he was half prisoner with Jamal Pasha. He Biwe
A1z father & full report of the desires of the arcb leaders.
“he Sharif, disgusted with damal and inflemed by the repestod
represcutations from the drab leaders reswied his aOrrespond=
nnge with the British authorities in Cairo.

THE CORRESPOND.L.ICE

On July 14, 1915, the Sharif sent a Tormnl letior
to Sir ionry lellnhon in which hc asked whether the British
Governiient wos prepared to acknowledso the indeopendance of
the arab countrics to be " bounded on the north by leorsins
and adona up to 87 degree of latitudc eesvees UP o the bordors
of Porsin; on the vast by borders of Persia up to the Gulf
of Basra; on the south by the Indian Qcean, with the cxfzption
OF the position of iden .weesseses; on the west by the Red
Sco, the lediterrancan Sea up to Mcersind.!

There wyre other conditions and clauscs providing
for material aid and special concessions to Great Britain in
giving the guidancc and adviee to the proposed statc. The
Sunrif wanted to be clear about his terus before he deeided
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to cnter a war in whieh, as he put it, hig Lot woas to be
Pelther o suecess whieh will gusrantcee to tihe arabs a 1lifc
becening their »ast history or destruction in the attoupt
to attaln that objeet:!

On -sugust 80, 1915, Sir Hoenry replied as follows:
"Je rcjoice thot your Highness nnd your nen are of our opinion
tuat .rab intercsts are British interests «ee.s and iy this
intent we confirm to your Lord Kitchncr*s MesSsnge sedew An
whicihh our desire for the indcependance of thé srabs and the
w»peb countrics has becn stutudesesss 48 regards the boundarice
it would appcur to be premiturce to consume our time in dis=
cussing such details in the heat of war (de."

The Sharif was not satisfied with this evasive
answer and lnsisted on his boundaries in o long letter dated
9th Scpteuber 1915 which reads in part: "The gucstion of the
boundaries is not the concurn of one person to be surroended
easily. It concerns a whole .rab roce living within thesc
boundarics. They all consider this guestion a very vital one
ond whicihi their futurc depends weesse.e I hope it is now
elear to Your jxc llency that this question is not » personal
condition mnde by mysclf .... The spab people desire to bo
clear on this polut Tirst and they hopce the Aritisia Governuaent,
in whon thoy hnve cowplete trust, will sce its woy to neet
their d(,’i.'.f‘.ndfﬂ R o

Sir llcnry iielinhon reported the whole ease to the
Foreign Officc for & ruling. It scems that the motitcr was
very scriously considered and warranted consultation with
Franece. thuunuf wis cowmmissioncd about tie cnd of Septoiber
1915 to jo to Puris. Trom Papis he wrote to the Prime Minist
amorng other things on the .Lrab guestion: "I have had oy
interview with Jrlhnd GRE Galdiend s ves 65 r agards the
«rab novenlent slicy guite agree in pushing it on, but had o
troops to hely it forward. They spoke of maintaining Freneh
sentimental rights in Syrim, but not with any view of stopg
the arob moveucut there.

It is likely that the British Governuent baoscd thcie
deelsion on similayr facts wpart from their own intercsis
they hid to take account of French “"scntinmental riphta's. On
Cetober 24, 1915, Sir Henry Mcliahon scnt his Tlotorlc lettory=

" I have reccived your letter (ef 9th Scptenber)
with much pleasure; 2wl your cxpressions of gincerity and
fricndhipess have iven e the {rdntht sutisfaction,

" I regrcet that you should have reccived Ffron wy

s
i

last lotter the irpression that L regardud the guostion of
the boundarics wiih coldnces and hesitation; such was not %
case, but it anpeazed to wme the mouient had not arrived when
they could be profitably discusscd.

" I have realized, however, from your last lotscr,
thant you regord this guestion as one of vital and urucut
importoncc. I have therefore lost no tiue in informing the
Governuent of CGrent Apitain of the contents of your lettar:
and 1t lg with great pleasurce that I commtinlente to you én
thelr behall the Tollowing statoment which, I am confident,
you will reeeive with satisfaction:—

" The digtriets of Mersina and ulir”L
the porticns of Syrin lying to the west of the
Darnscus, Homs, I mn and sleppo cannot be said to be purcly
ap2b, ant should be cxeluded from the provosed linits and

hie




boundarics. With thc abowve modification,; and without
prejudicc to our c¢xisting trecties with arab chiefs we
accept these limits and boundaries, and in regard to those
portions of the territorics tierecin in which Great Britain
is frce to act without detriment to the intercsts of her
ally, France, I am empowcred in the name of the Governmend
of Great Britain to give the following assurances and rake
the following reply to your letter:-

" Subjeet to the above modification, Great Bpitain
is prcpared to recognize and support the independence of the
arabs within the territorics included in thHe limits and
boundnries proposed by the Sharif of Mecca. Great Bpitain
guarantee the Holy Places against all external agression and
will recognige their inviolability.

" When the situation admits, Great Britain will
glve to the Jrabs her adviee and will assist.them to establish
what miy appear to be the most suitable forms of government
in those wvarious territorics.

" On tie other hand, it is understood that the
arabs have decid:d to scek the advice and guidance of Great
Bricain only, ard that such Europcan ..dvisers and officials
as may be required for the formation of a sound for of
administration will be British.

" With regard to the vilayets of Bagdad and Basra,
the srabs will recognize that thc established position and
intcrests of Great Bpitain nccessitate special measures of
administrative control in order to secure these territories
from foreign aggression, to promote the welfare of the loeal
poppulation and to safeguard our mutual economic interests.

" I am convinced that this declaration will assure
you beyond all possible doubts of the sympathy of Great
Britein towards the aspitation of her treditional friends,
the srabs, and will rcsult in 2 firm and lasting alliance,
the immedicate remults of which will be the cxpulsion of the
Turks from the apab countries and the freeing of the Arab
peoples from the Turkish yoke which, for so nany years, has
pressed heavily upon them e.oeeeees

The Sharif agrceed, in his letter dated Nyovember 5,
1915 to exclude llersina and Alexandrettz, but he reéfused to
rcnounce any claim to Iraq in view of its position in the
history of srab and loslem civilization. He agreecd however
that "our mutual interests" necessitate a temporary occupation
subject to thc payment of certain amount of moncyi

But with regard to "the portions of Syria lying to
the west of districts of Damascus, Homs, Hama and aleppo" the
Sharif remarkcd that "the vilayets (provinces) of aleppo and
Beirut and their sea coasts are purcly .rab, and therc is no
difference between a Moslem and a Christian .rab.

Towards the end of 1915 Great Britain wos more sr
less acquainted with, or even agrecd to, futurc French acguiol-
tion in Syria. .ccording to the secrct agrecuments between
Great Britain, France and Russia in respcet of Turkish terri-
tories which were finally concluded in February 1916, “rancc
wns gilven the Syrian coastal regions. This provisional acqui-
sition was confirmed in the Sykes-Picot agrecment of liay 1916,
ir which Francc was given roughly these "portions of Syria
lying to the west of the districts of Damascus, Homs, Hama

and Ailleppo." That this was the case is amply illustrated by



the hint of the Cubinet to "Freneh susceptibilitics" in
connection with Lord Kitchner's Proposal for a landing in
Hlexandretta arcn artcr the disasters at Gallipoli. Lord
Kitchner suggested to "allot Syria with suitable boundarics
to France after the aar" and the difficulty would be removed.,

In these circuwistances Sir Ilienry replbed to the
last letter fron the Sharif that the Yovernment of Great
Britain took note or the vicws expressead by him but "as the
intercsts of our ally Fronec,are involved the question will
rcquire ecarcful consiceration, and g future communication on
the subject will be addressed to you in due coursc,

The Sharif knew that France stood firm in her
demand for o Pecognition of her interests in thosc portions
of' Syria. Unwilling to Spoil the negoeciation on this point
the Sharir agrecd, in his letter dated January 1, 1916, "to
avoid what may possibly injure the 4lliance of Great Brd tait
and France" but he made the reservation that "after this War
is finished we shall askyou (i.e. the British Government) for
what we now leave to France at Beirut and on its coastg.,"

THE RESERVATIONS

The issue arising from this correspondence ig that
the British Governnment pledged hersclf to guarantce and
support the 4pab independance within the bouddaries broposcd
by thc Sharif sub jcet to the following reservations;:-

is  Prom the Very start the colony of Aden was excluded
by the Sharif himsclf and at the demand of Great Britain her
"speeial position in Irng was recognized subject to the
pay.aent by the British Government of g certeln amount of mone
and to mutual consideration oe Settlement after the War.
apoert from that Great Britain clained no territorial of othcn
céncessions for herscl?, In fact shc was in no need to de so
on aceount of the pPrivileged status given to her in the agrog-
ment as the country to give all advice and puidance to the
futurc Lrab state,

<

<e The Sharif anxious not to injure the alliance o
Great Britain and France,; and at the Iinsistance of thie former,
nnde a provisional reécognition of the elains of the latter in
"the portions of Syria lying to the Jest of the districts of
Demnscus, Homs, Hama and slleppo" or, to but it in his own
words, "Beirit and its coasts"., 4 detailea disgussion of the
connotation of this bhrase will be given later it ig sufficicnt
to remark in this Place that prima facic the Lebanon anad
ccrtain coastal are.s to the north of it (notably alexandretta)
vere intended., The brovisions of thc scerct agreemcnts of
February 1916 ana the secrct Sykes-Picot agreement of v 1916
Justify this conelusicn since French acquisition under thosc
agreencnts folleow very closely the provisions of thc ileliahon
Correspondence,

Apart from these two Bescrvations there is no pro-
ieion for any claims in the Arab territories within the
bouncaries of the Sharif., On this basig it is the contention
of the writer that Palestine falls within the territorics in
vhich the British Government promisc.d to recognize ana support
the independence of the aArabs. In 1922 lirs Churchill, the
coloninl Sceretary declared, for the first time in the history



of the case, that Palestine was excluded from the liclinhon
Pledge. TFor a full appreciation of the geographieal and
histcrieal details given below in suppor t of the Arab, and

in refutation of the Churchill interpretation, it is essential
to give some account of the administrative divisions of

Syria (including Palestine @ as they were in 1914-1915, (8ee
attached lap).

GLOGRAPHICAL DISCUSSION

Palestine, Trans-Jordan and the present French
mandated arcas in Syria form one geographical unit. The
expression "Palestine" has no specific independant geogra-
phical existance. Prineipally it is historical rather than
o geographical expression. The political expression, however,
was introduced with or even after the Balfour Declaration and
the British mandage.,

Before the War and during the long Turkish rule
there was no political or administrative unit with the nare
of Papjestine. Roughly speaking the present North Distriect
of Palestine was conneeted with the province of Beirut. The
preaent Jerusalem andSouthern Districts, on the other hand,
formed an "independant" district, not attached to any provinee
but connected directly with Constantinople.

_ It is interesting to note in this comnection that
all Syria, Palestine and Trans~-Jdordan were and still are known
in Arabic literature, and indeed also in modern usage in
agypt, as "Sham", which has the meaning conveyed by the
expression "CGreater Syria" of "La Syriec integrale, It is
cqually significant to note that the Arabit name given to
Prplestine in modern usage is "Southern Syria" or "Suriya Al-
Janubiya". We read in the Handbook No. 93 issued by the
History Section of the Foreign Office under Lord Curzon in
1919 the following definition of Palestine: "In modern usage
the expression Palcstine has no Precise meaning, but it is
hest taken as an equivalent to Southern Syrin',

At the cve of the World War the Ottoman Empire wos
administratively divided in the following manner and accordin;:
to the following nomenclaturc given in a descending order:

l. The Vilayet (Province)

<e The Sanjgq - also cdlled Liwa or Muta arifiya

3+ The Qaza (Sub-district) (Distriect)
4. The Nahiya (the smallest unit after the sub=distriet)

Normally a Vilayet is composcd of a certain numbor
of Sanjags; a Sanjaqg in turn is composcd of a certain number
of Qazas; and finally the Qaza is composed of 2 certain numbcr
of Nahiyas. The whole administration was centered in the
capital of the Vilayet under the Veli (Govcrncr—Gcnurﬂl). The
Vell was responsible only to Constantinople, But within the
Vilayet, the Mudir (Officer in charge of the Nahiya) was res-—
ponsiblc to the Qalm-Magam (Officer in charge of the sub-
district%; the latter was responsible to the Mutasarif (District
Governor) who in turn was responsible to the Governor Gencials

There were however special cases where o sSanjag
(distriet) was given special dignity of "independenec" i.e.,
not attached in any way to the Vilayct (province) but conncetel



dircetly with Constantinople. This was done usually on
account of special local conditions (esg. the Bedwin distriet
of Zur) or as a special favour from the Sultan (e.g. the
sacred district of Jerusaleim).

Now at the eve of the War, Greater Syria was divided
into the following units, each of which was directly connected
with Constantinople:=-

1. The Vilayet (Province) of Aleppo with its capital at
Aleppo town.

2s The "independant" Sanjaq (district) of Zur with its
capital at Deir Az-Zur town.

3e The autonomoms Lebanon (special status) with its
eapital at Ba'abda towm.

4, The Vilayet (province) of Suriya with its capital
at Damascus town. '

5. The Vilayet (province) of Beirut with its capital
at Beirut town, ‘

6+ The Yindependent" Sanjaq (district) of Jerusalem
with its capital at Jgrusalemi

Thus besides the three "independant" districts

(namely Lebanon, Zur and Jerusalem) Breater Syria was composed
of three provinces. Tpe province of Aleppo contained the two
distriets of Aleppo and Aintap. The province of Suriya con-
tained the four district of Hama, Damascus, Hauran and Kerak.
The province of Beirut contained the five districts of Latakia,
Tripoli, Beirut, Acre and Nablus. Each district contained a
certain number of sub-districts and cach sub-distriet contained
a number of Nahpiyas.

The phrase "portions of Syria lying to the west of
the district of Damascus, Homs, Hama and Aleppo" should be
interpreted on the bases of these facts. Damascus was a capi=
tal of the Vilayet of Suriya. Within that vilayet there was
a sanjaq (district) and also a qaza (sub-district) of Damascus.
There was never vilayet (province)of Damascus. Also within
the vilayet of oSyriya there was a sanjag and a qaza of Hama.
There was never a vilayet of Hama. But with regard to Homs
therc is only one possibility. It was a gaza (sub-district)
within the district of Hpma within the vilayet of Suriya. The
easc of Aleppo is inclusive; there was a vilayet of Aleppo,
there ras a sanjaq of Aleppo, there was 2 qoza of Aleppo and
Aleppo itself was the ecapital of vilayet.

INTERPRETATION

It would be a grave charge against the British
.Government an@ﬁts High Commnlssioner in Egypt, not far away
from these places, to say that they were unaware of these
focte. On the contrary there is every reason to believe that
they knew such facts very well while they were negociating
with the Sharif. What is then the actual meaning of the
phrase roegarding those portions of Syria in question? The
wholec matter depends on an interpretation of the workd "distriet"
which may be taken to mean:-

Either (a) the immediate neighbourhood of these towns,
on the construction that the wordg "district! was uscd in a
gencral scence which construction sgcms to be Justified on the
grovnd that cach of the four towns ["at least one (and in other
cascs morc thah one) special administrative meaning. Hence
Lord Curzon in a mc@rundum dated October 9, 1919 addresscd to
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Emir Feisal refers to the portions of Syria in question as
lying to the west of "the towns of Damascus, Hmbs, Hama and
Aleppo™.

l

‘é Or (b) the Sgnjaq (district) of Damascus, the Qaza
2 (sub~district) of Homs, the Sanjaq (district) of Hama, and
‘:% the Sanjag (District) of Aleppo, on the construction that

the word distriet was used in its particular technical sense.

Reference has already been made to the declaration
made in 1922 by Mr. Winston Churchill that the reservation
in the iMclahon letter of October 24, 1915 excluded Paleatins
as "lying to the west of the district of Damascus's According
to ur. Churehill "this reservation has always been regarded
oy His Majesty'g Government as covering the vilayet of Beirut
and the independent sanjaq of Jerusalem." Relying on this
dognatic statemen® ilr. Churchill concluded that "the whole of
Palestine west of the Jordan was thus excluded from Sir Henry
McMahon's pledge.'" This interpretation is clearly arbitrary,
based on half truths and without Jjustification on points of
fact. In the first place the MsMahon letter does not mention
the "distriet of Damascus" alone. That letter exludes por-
tions of Syria lying to the west of a line of four districts
or four towns, which start from Damascus and stretch northward
to Homs, Hama and finally Aleppo. It is very much like telling he
half the truth to stop at Damascus and to say nothing about
the rest: In the sccond place neither the Palestinian portions
of the vilayct of Beirut (iiec. the districts of Acre and
Ngblus) norithe "distriet of Damascus". The boundary line of
the district of Damascus with the district of Hguran used to
touch the boundaries of the vilayet of Beirut in the neigh-
bourhood of Hulah., If this boundary line is extended straight
to the west it would reach the Mediterranean Sea at a point
near Ras Al=-Nakura, on the prcsent north boundary of Palestincs

And one would retort by saying: "The whole of Pyiestine
west of the Jordan was thus covercd by Sir Henry Mcliphon's
pledgea" “

Mr. Churchill's "has-always-been" argument is therec-"
forc without a geographical foundation, to say nothing about
the historical evidence derived from g study of the whole of
the IMcMahon correspondence., Mr. Churchill secems to supposec
that thc word "district" means'vilayet" (provinee) which is,
in this case, impoesible for  the following reasonsi-

(1) With reference to their claim in Irag the
British Government openly and clearly said they were intercsuoc
in the provinces (vilayets) of Basra and Baghdad. In the sauc
document pmaking a claim on behalf of France they used the word
"district" rather than the word "provinee", a Vilayect. In tlic
same document also the word "district"is used in rceferencc to
Mersina and Alexandretta. The use of the word "provinece' in
the one¢ case and the word "distriet" in the others is very
instructive indeced, Tor it is a common rule of construetion
that, wherc in the same document and with reference to the
sarg subjcet, differcnt words are used it must be presumed
that such an altcecration was -intentional and meant to express
different 1dcas.

(2) Well adviscd and well informed the British
Government could not err in conferring on Homs, a humblc gaza

(sub-district) the dignity of a vilayet (province)e It will



be renembered that the word "district™ was used with refer-
ence to "Damascus, Howms, Hama and Aleppo' and consequently
the discussion must be conducted and the argument based on
this fact, that i® to say, the word "district" must be talen
to refer to each of these place names and also to all of
them as forming a demarkation line.

(3) The vilayet of Aleppo stretched far north into
csha Minor and certain portions of Turkish land geographically
belonging to Asia llinor were included within this vilayet.
If, in spite of the objections already pult forward, it is
still maintained that the word "district" meant "vilayet®,
there could be no portions of Syria which lie to the wcst
except purely Turkish areas.” With regard to the "vilayet"
of Aleppo there is still another discrepency. This vilayet
was bounded on the west by the Mediterranean Sea and it was
erroneous to refer to portions of Syria lying to the west
of that boundary!

(4) In his memorandum of 9+10,1919 Lord Curzon
addressing Emir Ieisal, among other things, on the question
of these "portions" referred to them as lying to the west of
the towns of Damascus, Homs, Hama and Aleppo.

(5) If the British Goverament had in mind the
vilayet of Damascus (j.c. Suriya) there was no point, it was
indeed superfluous, to mention also Homs and Hama which were
sub=districts within that province. BSince the district of
Alecxandretfia was excluded by name it was sufficient for the
purpose of the British Government, had they intenhded to
exclude Palestine, to say: '"portions lying to the west of
the vilayet of Suriya's. This would have covered all the
vilayet of Beirut and the independant sanjag of Jerusalcii.

(6) The Sharif understood, and there is no
vritten evidence that glther the British Government or its
I'{gh Commissiocnecr who received and considered the Sharif's
interpretation; tried to correct him, that the exeluded
portions mecant "Beirut and its coasts". In his letters to
Sir Henry McMghon he referrcd to the reservations as general-
ly affecting the vilaycts of Aleppo and Beirut and insisted
that both vilayets and their coasts were purcly Arab. In
his roply dated Deccnber 13, 1915 Sir Henry McMahon statcd
that "with rcgard to the vilayets of Aleppo and Beirut, the
Governmcnt of Great Britdadn has taken carceful note of your
observations, sevssensos’ e This shows that both parties
referred and understood that they TLfLerd to the same thing.
No reference to the vilayet of Dgmasc (sic) or the Liwa
cf Jerusalem was madc. Dr. Hogarth Nho was ang advisor to
Sir Heary McMgnhon om the Arab affairs declared in the History
N Peace OOnfLPbTCL that “The Nordlng (i.c. of our pledges)
justificd Hussain's intecrprctation'.

(7) The historiecal and biblical names of Palcstine
arc wcll knowns All parties knew Jecrusalem, Bethlchcem and
Nazarcth. The British High Commissioncr knew that too well
wkan he was riting to thc Sharif on bchalf of the Government
of Great Britain. The Hich Commissioncr was ccrtainly awarec
that the smndqo of U:onﬂlum, across the Bgyption fronticr,
wos administratively independant, Why then did not the
High Commissioner find a way to state clcarly that he wantcd
to exclude Palecsting? But Sir Henry kncw that the Sharif
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was. ncs willing to zart with Iragq on account of its place
in the history of Islain and Apab civilization. Palestine
was not inferior to Ipaq in this respcet and no one knew the
lace of derusalem in Tglum and the battles of Yarmug and
Hittin in the history of the Arabs niore than the Sharif did.

et

There seem to be no justification ipn interpret
"district" as meaning "orovinee", We are therefore reduced
to the two alternatives given above,; namely that the word
"district" was used either in its general sense meaning the
immediate neighbourhood of the four towns in question, or it
wees uscd in its particular sense meaning the sanjag of
Damascus, the gaza of Howms, the sanjaq of Hema and the
senjaq of Aleppo.

In the first case there can be no question that
the whole of Palestine does not fall to the west of the four
towns. In the second casc the greater part of falestine

the indspendent sanjag of Jerusalem comprising the present
Jerusalem and Southern distriets) was clearly not affected
by the reservations. As to the norther part of Pylestine
(the present Northern district) it did not fall to the west
of the disfrigt of Demascus, the first of the series of the
four towns (or administrative units) forming the demarkation
line .

COHCLUSIONS

(1) TFrom the very naturc of the British claim for
ereiuding certain portions of Syria and the reiteration in
it of the interests of France, Palestine could not reasonably
hoave bz2en intendeds The arguments in the letters centre
censtantly and only around the intercsts of France. There
is not the slightest cvidence in the correspondance that
P lestine woneo exelnuded in favour of Great Britain herself or
any of her allies. The Sykes~Picot agreement of 1916 and
the Bolfour Declaration of 1917 were still unborn. The secrct
arran;sement between Breat Britain, France and Russis in
Fehruary 1916 provided only for the British interests in the
ports of Haifa and Acre. This claim was more or less retained
im the Sykes~Picos agreement two months later,

Great Britain thnerefore did not, even in the sceret
agrzements exelude Palestine as such for herself. France
hadé no pronounced interests inm Palestine to compare with her
traditional connection with the Lebanon. Hence in 1916
Palcstine was rcserved for an international regime to Dbe
dcelded upon aftcr consultation with the Ajlices gnd the Sharif.
Tr.: promize madac by the British Government in 1917 to cstob-
lish a c¢gwish National Home in: Pgplestine, implied some form
of futurc British control but the international scheme of
1€135 wae still valid, The onc scheme sccms at first sight
ae desigred to bg practieal realization of the other,; but
botay though in a diffcerent way, werce contradictory to the
promrisc made to the Arabs in 1915, Towards the cnd of 1917,
therefore, neither Ingland nor Franee was considered tho po=
tential moster of Palestine. I4 is notewarthy that the
Sharif, thc Arab chicf who obtained the promise for the
independence of the country, and not the Sultan, the C,1liph
of Tslam and the lcegnl sovercign of the country, was to be
thongh he ncver wog, consulted concerning the future of ’

1—‘-_"1 i LI ¢ -
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() - Prom-the interpretation of the passage in the
MeMahon letter of Ogtober 24, 1915 providing for thce exelusion
of portions of Syrin lying to "wecst of thc distriets of Damas—
cus, Homs, Hama and Alcppo" based on internal and external
evidences as dcectailed above it is elecar that Palestine was not
cxcluded by these provisions: Ip the first place it is not
mentioncd by any name whether in the historical or the admi=
nistrativc sense, and in the absence of a c¢lcar cvidence %o
to contrary the cxplanation of the Mgllahon letter given above
stands. In the second placc the British Government acting
through its well-informcd High Commissioncr eould not fail to
freme an inclusive formula had they intcnded to exclude Polco~
tinc. But in 1915 thc British Government had in mind an inelu-
sive Arab statc or statcs to be under her '"guidance and protce-
tion" excluding the coasts of the prescnt French mandated arca
in Syria. Under such cirecumstanccs Great Britain could guaran=—
tec "spcelal intercsts" in lower Irag and in the ports of Haifa
and Acrc, for indced that was all that she was after from the
very beginning cven in the sceerct trcecatics.

It is not intended to follow the history of the casc
from 1915 to 1922 when Churchill's "has-always-bcen" argument
opcncd a ncw chapter in Anglo-Arab rclations. The above dig-
cussion, mostly historical and geographical may be conveniently
concluded with two points:-

1. Vhat Sir Henry MglMahon thought about the problcm?( i)
2¢ What the Arabs of Palestine thought about 1t2(w i)

I rcad some-where in a Jewish publicoation that Sir
Henry supported the Churchill intcerpretation in 1922 If he
rcally did so, one can quite understand the rcasons that con—-
vineed him to support the "has-always-beon' arguments But we
havc the evidence of Dr. Albert H. Lybyer, the Advisor to the
Amcriean Commdssion of 1919. He says: "I met Sir Henry Mellahon
in Pallks in 1919 ..... Certainly it is stretching things to
say that Palestine lies weBt of DamascuS...e.e My personal
opinion is that Sir Henry was referring only to the lknown
dcesires of the Freneh when he madce his rescrvations and that he
thought hc¢ was promising Palcstiney to the Arabs. The wholco
tonc of the paragraph (and indccd the subscquent corrcspondence)
indicatecs this.™

As for the fccling of th. Arabs of Palestinc it is
safer to guote from the findings of thoe Militoary Commission
appointed to cnguirc %nto the riots of April 1920, The rcport
statcs that as a result of the agrecment with the Sharif the
Arab population of Palestine-Moslems and Christians- bceeanc
fovourable to the British occupation. "As late as Jyne, 1918,
agtive reeruiting wme carried on in Palestine feor the Sharifian
Arny, our allies, thec recruits being given to understoand thot
they werce fighting in o nationnl 2OUSC eewees The Toal
impression lcft upon th. Arabs gcencerally woas that the British
wer: golng to sct up an independant Apobh state which would
ineludc Palogtince"

\}H-wfﬁw!v\ ‘ Ley '5) "} LT



FPOSTSCRIPTUM

This mecmorandum was submittcd to the Palestine
Roy..1 Commission in January 1937. In Part I, Chapter 11; of
their Report, the Commission made an important contribution
to the study of the subject. They attempted to cxplain, in
their shept discussion of the problem and from their own
point of view, some of the problems proposed in the above
memorancum. The map accompanying the memorandum and showing
pre=war Turkish administrative divisions in Syria=Palestinc
SCluw to have inspir-d an almost idcntical onec preparcd by
the War Office and yublished in the Report of the Commission
(Mpp No. 1, page 19).

It is mest unfortunate, however, that the Commission
congidered that t'wir terms of rcfercnce precluded "the detail-
ed and lengthy rcscarch among the documents which would be
nceded for a full rc-cxamination of this jssue". But, cxclud-
ing such dctailed discussion of the issuc, the Commission had
clearly good rcasons to say that "it was in highest degree
unfortunate that, in the exigencics of War, the Bpitish Govern-
ment was unablc to make their intentions clear to the Sharif,
Palestine, it will have been noticed, was not expressly men-
tioned in Sir Henry McMahon lcttcr af the 24th October, 1915,
Nor was any latcr refercncc made to it. . In the futurc corrcs—
. bpordance between Sir Henry MeMahon and the Sharif the only
arcas rclevant to the present discussion which was mentioncd
werc the Vilayets of Aleppo and Beiruts!

This statement is vert apt. In the first placec it
displa:s that thc anthors of the Report cntertain serious
doubts as to the validity of the British interpretation of the
prablem. And on that aceount iE Justifies, in the scecond placc
the Apab contention that rcference to the provinces of Becirut
and Alcppo has no rclation to._Palcstine. Basing our conclusion
for the prescnt mercly on this statement: we might ask whether
. the Apab case could be rcasonably and cquitably madc to suffcr
simply bcecausc the British Government failed "to make their
intentions clcar." '

It was a naturcal outcome of thc publication of the
Recport of the Commission that public intercst in the problcm
wag rcvived. And Sir Henry MceMahon himsclf madc a dramatic,
if much beclated, reappearance on the stage. On 23rd Jyly,
1937 thc London Times published a letter over his signaturc
which rcads as follows:.

"Many rcfercnces have becn made in the Pyilcstine
Rogal Commission Report, and in the coursc of the rceeent de-
bates in both Houscs of Phrliament, to thce "Melahon Plecdge, "
c®pccially to that portion of the plecdge which concerns Palcs~
tinc, and of which onc intcrprctation has been claimed by the
Jews and another hy the Arabs.

"It has been suggested to me that the continucd
silcnce on the part of the giver of the pledge may itsclf be
misundcrstood,

"I fecel thercforc called upon to makc some stotcment
on thc subjcet, but I will confinc mysclf in doing so to thec
point now at issuc; i.c., whether that portion of Syria now
knoim as Palcstine was or was not intendcd to be included in
the territory in which the indcpcendence of the Arabs was
guarantccd in my pledge,

"I fcel it my duty to state, and I do so dcefinitcly
and cmphatienlly, that it was not intendcd by me in giving this
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pledge to King Husscin to includc Polcstinc in the arca in
which the Arab indopcndcnec wos promiscds

"I also hod cvery reason to belicve at the time, thoat
the faet that Polestine wos not included in my plcedge was well
understood by King Husscin. "

Sir Henry's disclosurc is no contributions to thc
subjceet, for it mcrely confirms thce doubt rcferrcd to by tho
Reyal Commission as to the "{ntcntions of the British Govern-
ment. 8ir Henry asscrts that "it was not intcnded" by him
in giving the pledge to include Palestine in the arcas whercin
tiic 3British Government promiscd Arab independancc, In other
words hc assumcs in 1937 that he made in 1915 o mcental rescr-
vation that the ¢asc wns thuss. That King Hyssain, at the timo,
underatood this foet cannot be legitimntely eclaimed, cspecinlly
by Sir Henry himsell who reccived and considercd the Sharif's
written objeetions to tho exclusion of any portion of the
coasts of Syria-Pplcstinc.. This point is discusscd in details
abovce It may be added that King Hysain was not frec, 2
willing, to disposc of any tcrritory in Syria and Irag. This
faet was made clear to Sir Henry MeMahon by the Sharif in his
letter of 9th S ptember, 1915 when he referrcd to the gucestion
of thc boundarics as "thc dcecmands of our people' and not "the
suggestion of onc individual."

The$ attitud® of King Husain after 1915 is wcell knowm.
It is best described by the Royal Commission when it snid that
both King Husain and Emir Faisal considcred the practienl
application of thc British interpretotion of the problcem by
the scparation of Palostine from Syria for the purposc of
impiimenting the policy of the Balfour Declaration os a broach
of “he MelMahon Pycdge. It is suggested thoat any rceasoncd
study of the¢ officinl documents, Bpitish and Arab, couplod
with an apprcciaticn of the known attitude of King Husain in
the mattcr, foeém 2 morc ccceptable indieation as to the mind
of the British Government and the mind of King Hygain than cither
Sir Henry's rccollcetions or Mr. Winstonm Churchill's mistaken
conegpticn of geographieal facts.

Sir Henry's "it-was-not-intcended" argument and Ir.
Chur-liill's "it-has-nlways-boen" argumcnt arc both dogmatic,
irrcconeilnble with historienl fasts and untenanble on o point
of -logics

J-’wmu)\\ I e ALT
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It is not intcndcd to give an cxhaustive bibliogra-
phical list of all thc books, pamphlcts. and various articles
that wecre consulted in preparing the prcecceding details of the
Anglo=Arab agrccment of 1915. Sych will be the easc if the
monuccript of which the prescnt account forms only onc¢ chaptcr
is dcotined to go to the press. But for the prescnt it is
deemed desirable to quotc below very fcew of the most rcliable
refereneca.

For the texts of the Husain=McMahon Corrcapondancc
che writcr had to rcicr constantly to the published Arabic
versions as well as Lo thc marc unofficial English versions.
Hoving discovercd taut the text of the famous lettcr of the
©4th October, 1917, given in tbeoriginal account, ecorrcsponds
almost litcrally vith the version given in the Rcport of the
Roycl Commission, thc latter version was adopted in the prcascent
account, sincc thc indircet reference to Palcstine in both ver-—.
sions is statcd in the samc terms, and it is considcred gafer,
for the purposc of thc present study, to basc thec argumcnt on
the official British version.

The refercnecs that were of valuable help in shaping
thc arguments in the above account ares=

1. Thc Arab Pcninsula in the Twenticth Century by Sheikh
Hafiz Whba, Saoudi-Arabian Ambassador in Lyndon,
publishcd in Arabic at Cairo, 1935,

)
-

The Arab Revolt, threc volumes, by Amin Sa'id,
published in Arabic at Cairo, 1934,

de stlas of thc Hygtorical Geography of the Holy Lgnd
by Georgec Adam Smith. Lgndon, 1915,

4, Atlas of the Ottoman Empirc by Mpjor Nasrulloh and
others;, publishcd im Turkish at Igtambul in thex
ycar 1325 Maliya, i.c. 1910.

S5¢ The Lijfc of Lord Kitchncr by Sir George Arthuar,
volumc 3. Macmillan, 1920..

6. Oftoman Gecography by Safwmt Bey, published in Turkish
at Igtambul in the yecar 1332 Maliya, i.c. 1915,

7. Thc Palcstince Dceeption, being an inguiry on the
spot conductcd on behalf of the "Daily M~i1", by

8. Thc Truth about Mesopatamia, Palcstinc and Syria,
by J.Dc V. Lodecr. London, 1923,
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