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PREFACE
AS explained in the Preface to the (irst \'olume of

this series, it had been decided that an account
of tlie affairs of tlie Islamic World which, owing

to pressure of space, w^as omitted from that volume, atul
from the Suwey for 1924, should be given in the Snwey
for 1925. It was, moreover, considered that it would be
better to deal with the history of the different Islamic
countries as one connected subject, and not in separate
instalments. One of the reasons for this was that it was
necessary to incorporate a preliminary account of the
development which had taken place in the years immedi-
ately following the War, which was all the more essential
because in the Islamic World much had happened which
did not fall within the scope of The History of the Peace
Conference.

It was soon discovered, however, that the amount of
material to be dealt with was so great that it could not
be treated adequately as a single section in a volume of
five hundred pages. It was therefore decided by the
Committee, after consultation with Professor Toynbee,
that, as an exceptional measure, the volume for 1925
should be brought out in two parts, of which the first

would be entirely devoted to the affairs of the Islamic
World. Subscribers who may be inclined to feel some
dissatisfaction at being asked to purchase two volumes
instead of one in a single year are invited to consider,
firstly, the paramount importance of the subject, for
which it seems essential that a full and adequate treat-
ment should be provided, and secondly, the fact that this
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VI PREFACE
survey of Islamic affairs is really supplementary not to
one volume only, but to three, since it deals with events
occurring in the period covered by the Surveys previously
published, as well as in 1925.
This volume is the first part of the Survey for 1925.

The second part, which it is hoped will be .published in
the summer of 1927, will deal with the outstanding events
of 1925 in other fields. The subjects will include in par-
ticular the questions of Security and Disarmament (the
events leading up to the Locarno agreements and the
agreements themselves) and the international relations of
the American Continent (no account of which has hitherto
been given). There will also be a full account of the
important events which took place in the Far East and
the Pacific from the close of the Washington Conference
to the end of 1925.
Owing to the great amount of work required in the

writing of this first part. Professor Toynbee found himself
unable to write the second part. This has therefore been
entrusted to other writers.

G. M. Gathorne-Hakdy,
Honorary Secretary,

Royal Institute of International Affairs.
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SYSTEM OF TRANSLITERATION
In reproducing words from non-English languages wliich are written,

like English itself, in the Latin alphabet, no question of transliteration
arises. No one would suggest that French , German , or Italian words should
he reproduced in an English book in a form which would represent their
phoiK^ic value supposing the Latin letters were pronounced in these cases
as they are in English. The established practice is to reproduce them as
they stand, and to assume that the reader is acquainted with the different
phonetic values which are conventionally attached to the letters of the
l^atin alphabet in the various modern vernacular languages which are
written in it—not only in French, German, and Italian, l>ut in Spanish,
Portuguese, Dutch, Danisli, Swedish, Polish, Czech, Slovene, Croat,

^

Punianian, Hungarian, Finnish, Estonian, Lettish, Lithuanian, and so
on. In the case of the better-known languages written in the Latin
alpha b(‘t it is also the established practice to reproduce the diacritical
marks by which certain Latin letters are given special values : e. g. the
French 9, the Spanish h, the Portuguese a, the Swedish a ; and it seems
not only logical but convenient to extend this j>ractice to similar dia-
critical marks in the less well-known of these languages : e. g. to Croat
s and Q .

The prolilera of transliteration arises in reproducing words from non-
English languages which arc wriUeii in other serijits than the Latin
alphabet, because in this case English, French, German, Italian, Spanish,
Dutch, and Portuguese writers each tend to adopt quite different systems,
corresponding to the quite different conventional phonetic values attach-
ing to the letters of the Latin alphabet as employed in writing these re-
spective languages. Indeed, there is no common standard of translitera-
tion even among English w riters as between themselves. For example,
Sir Thomas Arnold has ascertained that there arc no less than thirty -six
different forms on record in wiiich the name of the Prophet of Islam has
been reproduced in Latin letters by English wTiters ; and at this moment
the Colonial Office writes ‘Iraq, while the Foreign Office—domiciled in
the adjoining corner of the same quadrangle in Whitehall—writes Irak.
In every case in which the original script is non-Latin the problem of
transliteration does arise and cannot be evaded. In the opinion of the
WTiter of this Survey the proper object to be aimed at, in grappling with
this problem, is not (any more than in reproducing words from languages
written in the Latin alphabet) to give an exact equivalent of the phonetic
value of the original non-Latin signs, but to work out a standard system
of transliteration applicable to any word in a particular non-English
language, written in a particular non-Latin script, which has to be trans-
literated into the Latin alphabet as used in writing English.*

^ Since the Serbian language is practically identical with Croat, though
written in the Cyrillic alphabet, Serbian as well as Croat words are most con-
veniently reproduced in the Latin script in the form in which a Croat would
write them.

* The ultimate goal to be aimed at is the adoption of a single standard
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X SYSTEM OF TRANSLITERATION
In the present volume the problem of transliteration arises over the

Arabic alphabet, in which the languages of the great majority of Islamic
peoples are still written.*

In order to obtain a standard transliteration from the Arabic alphabet
into the Latin alphabet, it is necessary to represemt each single Arabic
lettcT or diacritical mark by a single Latin letter (or combination of
k^tt('rs) or diacritical mark. It is not necessary for this purpo.se to go
the length of using a different single Latin letter (or combination of letters)
or diacritical mark to translit(Tate every different singk? Arabic hotter or
diacritical mark in cases in which such Arabic letters or diacriti('al marks
have phonetic values which in English are hardly distinguishable. This
refinement is, of course, necessary for scientific accuracy, and it i.s now
made not only in the writings of most English, German, and Italian
Orientalists but in Orientr Modvrno, a scholarly production which also
ha})pcns to be the best existing journal of current Islamic politics and
affairs. The use of a diff(Tcnt single Latin sigix. to tran.sliterate each
different single* Arabi(; sign has this important practical advantage, that
any word transliterated on su<th a system into the Latin alphabet can be
retransliterated into the Arabic alphabet with complete accuracy by any
one who comes across it in its Latin dress. For the student tliis advan-
tage is considerable. On th<* other hand, it is of no use to the general
reader, and it can only be sccur€*d by a considerable increase in the numb(T
of diacritical marks, which might give tlie transliterated words a some-
wliat- uiK.'outh a})pearance to the gt‘neral reader's eye. The writer of the
Survey feels that in liis case there are two desiderata to be nvonciled :

(i) that a standard transliteration from the Arabic alphabet should be
obtained ; but (ii) that this shoukl be done with the lea.st ])ossible incon-
venience to tlu* ordinary Header of English. He has, therefore, com-
promised by ado})ting. not the* system of tht^ Briti.sh Academy (as use'd,
for example, by Sir Thomas Arnold in The (^aJiphate), which rend(Ts ns
translit (‘ration jossible, but a system in wbicli Dill and Dad (in Arabic*)
are bf)th re]>re8ented by Latin D ; Zav and Zfi (in Arabic) and Zily, Za,
and Dad (in Turkish) arc all represented by Latin Z ; Ta and Ta both
by T ; Ha and Ha^ both by H ; Sin and Sad both by S : Hamzah p]lif
(medial) and Waslah Elif ((‘lidod) both by As far as the writcu* can
ascertain, this system only differs in two minor points from ‘ Tin* H.G.S,
II System

system of transliteration into the Latin al])habet by writers not only of Eng-
lish but of all languages which use the Latin alphabet. In the case of trans-
literation from the Arabic alphabet a rapid advance towards this goal is
being made-~at any rate as between English, German, and Italian wTiters.

^ The Latin alphabet has heeji adopted in Albania and Azerbaijan.
* Except Turkish medial vowel Ha, w'hich is transliterated by A and E.
“ See R.G.S. Technic^al Series: No. 2; Alphabets of Foreign Languages

transcribed into English according to the K.ChS.Il System by Major-General
Lord Edward Gleichen and John H. Reynolds (London, 1921, Koyal Geographi-
cal Society). The two points of difference between this system and that used
in the present voliiimj are as follows : (i) R. G. S. II treats the ‘ silent ' finalHa in Arabic, as well as in other languages written in the Arabic alphabet,
as a vow*el, and therefore transliterates it as A or E instead of AH or EH.
The practice of R. G. S. II in this matter is possibly less accurate but probably
preferable, as it avoids ccmfnsion between ‘ silent ’ final Ha and aspirate finalHa and Ha; (ii) R.G.S. II transliterates the two sequences Fat-hah+Ya
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SYSTEM OF TRANSLITERATION xi

The system of transliteration from the Arabic alphabet which is used
in the present volume is given in the following table :

I. Consonants.
Origiiuil Arabic letter or diacritiml

murk when translilerated in
Hamzah Elif medial and final

Arabic words.
j

Turkish words.
»

Hamzah Elif initial omitted omitted
‘ Silent ' final Elif after vowel waw omitted —
Waslah Elif elided »

Waslah Elif unelided omitted omitted
.Bii . b b
Pa . — PTa . t t
Tha th th or s
JTm j jChim ch
Ha . h h
Khii kh kh
Dal d d
Dhal dh dh
Ha . r r
Zav z z
Zirey — zh
Sin . s 8
Shin sh sh
Sad s s
Dad d d or 8
Ta . t t
Za . z zAyn 4

Ghayn gh
Fa . f f
Qaf q qKaf k k and gKaf-Nun — ng or n
Lam 1 1

Mlrn m m
Nun n n
Tanwin n nWaw w V
Ha . h h
Ya . y y

and Pat«hah + Waw in Arabic as AI and AU instead of AY and AW. In
this case the latter transliteration, which is that used in the present volume,
seems preferable, since these two sequences are not true diphthongs but com-
binations of a vowel and a consonant (as becomes apparent in Turkish, in
which the sequence Fat-hah +Waw appears as AV or EV). Moreover, the
substitution in these sequences of I for Y and U for W obscures the etymology
of words. For instance, if the plural word awqaf is written auqaf,"its con-
nexion with the singular waqf does not leap to the eye.
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SYSTEM OF TRANSLITERATION
II. Vowels.
Arabic words. Turkish words.

Elif initial (Maddah) a
hard series,

a
soft series.

Elif medial a a —
Elif final a a —
Yafinal( = a) . a a —
Fat-hah a a e
Ha medial — a e
Ya(==i) i y I

Kasrah i y i

Waw u {a
ti

6
Dammah . u ii

\o o
N.B.—Tashdid is transliterated by an actual duplication of the Latin

consonant, so that double consonants in transliterated words are to be
pronounced double, as they are in Itahan (e. g. Muham-mad, Wah habi).
The only exception made to this practice is when Tashdid over Waw’ and
Tashdid over Ya are used in the original to represent not a double con-
sonant but the sequence long vowel plus consonant. These sequences
are transliterated uw and iy.
In Arabic proper names the case-endings are omitted except in com-

pounds. In compounds of two words only, such as ‘Abdu’llah, the first
word in the compound is placed in the nominative case, as ‘Abdu above
(irrespective of its construction in the English sentence in which it occurs).
In a double compound such as ‘Abdu’llahi ’bnu ‘Abdi’llah, in which words
in the genitive case occur in the middle of the compound, these are placed
in the genitive, as ’llahi and ‘Abdi above, while 'bnu, being in apposition
to ‘Abdu, is placed in the nominative. In all compounds the case-ending
is omitted at the end of the last word.Ins
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Benevolent government is rarely associated with a ruler whose mind is
over-alert and intelligence over-developed. Benevolence is most commonly
found in rulers who are easy-going or who behave as if they were. The worst
defect in the alert-minded ruler is that he lays burdens upon his subjects
which are greater than they can bear ; and he does this because his mental
vision outranges theirs and because his insight penetrates to the ends of
things at the beginnings—with disastrous consequences for them. The
Prophet says : ‘ Oo the pace of the weakest among you * ; and in this con-
text the exponent of the Divine Law prescribes in the case of rulers that
excess of intelligence should be avoided . . . because it produces oppression
and bad government and makes demands upon the jieople which are contrary
to their nature. ... It is evident from this that intellectuality and intelligence
is a fault in an administrator, because this is an excess of mental activity

—

just as dull-wittedness is an excess of mental torpidity. The two extreme45
are to be deprecated in every attribute of human nature. The ideal is the
Golden Mean. , . . And for this reason a man who is over-intellectual has
Satanic attributes attributed to him and is called ‘ Satan \ ‘ possessed by
Satan \ and so on. . . .

Ibn Khaldun : MuqaddamaU Book I, Chapter xxiv.

When the unclean spirit is gone out of a man, he walketh through dry
places, seeking rest ; and finding none, he saith : I will return unto my
house whence I came out. And when be cometh, he findeth it swept and
garnished. Then goeth he, and taketh to him seven other spirits more wicked
than himself ; and they enter in and dwell there. And the last state of that
man is worse than the first.

The Ooepel according to St. Luke, Chapter xi, vv. 24-6.
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SURVEY FOR 1925: VOLUME I

Addenda and Corrigenda to Pari III, Section (??)

Thk folloM ing important ohservatioiiH on this section have been received,
since publication, from a member of the Iiistitiite who is partaeiilarly well
qualified to make them ;

/'ages 2,‘13- 4 : Islamic culture was still dominant in the Northern Sudan,
after more than a quart ei' of a century of a partly British regime, not ‘ in
spite of ’ that regime but in large measure owing to the deliberate policy
of the Sudanese Government e.g. in the education given to the sons of
Sudanese notables at (iordoii College.

Page 240 : It should have* been added that there was a large and im-
portant contingi nt of Syrian as well as Egyptian officials in the middle
ranks of the Sudan Civil S(‘rvic<‘.

Page 243 : In a comparison between the respectiv^e economic interests
of Egypt and ( Jn‘at Britain in Uie Anglo-Egyptian Sudan, it should have
been added that Lancashire was looking to the Sudan to make up th(‘
supj)ly of long sta]ilc < otton—a vital necessity for the Lancashire cotton
industry which was in danger of running short owing to the progressive
diminution in the yield per faddan in Egypt. This ‘ toll taken by politics
from (‘eonomi(^s ’ in Egypt was estimated at a minimum of 33 per cent, of
the previous prodiu tion.

While giving full weight tt» this consideration, the writer of the Surrey
ventures to point out again that the vital Egy]>tian interest in the Sudan
was the supply of Nile water for irrigation in Egypt, and that, since the
wliole of this supply had to pass through Sudanese territory in order to
reach Egy[)t, this question touched th(^ entire life of Egypt and not
simply one out of several basic industries of the country. In other words,
tilt* interest of Egypt in the Sudan was comparable to the interest of
Great Britain in the sea rather than to the interest of Great Britain in the
Lancashire cotton industry.
Page 243 : Jt should have been added that the economic development

of the Northern Sudan was desirable, not only in the interests of the
Lancashire cotton industry, but in those of the {Sudan itself. The popula-
tion of the Northern Sudan had been perpetually threatened with a de-
ficit in the means of subsistence, and the traditional response to such a
deficit had been an outbreak of Mahdism. In the Jazirah, w^here the irriga-
tion scheme was inaugurated, there had been an outbreak as recently as
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ADDENDA AND CORRIGENDA
1908. The solution of emigration to the Southern Sudan was ruled out bv
the inability of the Northern Sudanese to withstand equatorial malaria
The slave trade, once a lucrative source of livelihood, had been tabu since
1900. The only alternative solution for the population problem of the
Northern Sudan was to increase the means of livelihood on the spot by
irrigation for the cultivation of valuable crops. In fact, both irrigation and
railway construction were essential parts of a programme for the main-
tenance of order and good government in the Sudan in the interests of the
Sudanese people.

Page 267 : The Makw&r dam was not constnicted throughout but
merely completed by Messrs. Pearsons on foundations laid by the Egyp-
tian Irrigation Department.
Page 260 : The statements here quoted with regard to rain-grown cotton

in the Sudan do not apply to the country north of Sanar. For the position
in regard to rain-grown cotton in the Sudan as a whole, the reader is

referred to p. 28 of the Report presented in 1919 to the President of the
Board of Trade by the Empire Cotton Growing Committee.
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PAET I
GENERAL

(i) Introduction.

During the years immediately following the General War of
1914-18 the most important movement in Islam was one which was
not confined to the Islamic peoples but was also in evidence among
the Russians, the Chinese, the Hindus, the natives of Tropical Africa
and indeed among almost all other non-Western peoples who had
come into contact with Western civilization. This world-vide move-
ment was uniform to a remarkable degree, at least in its two principal
features. The first of these was a negative impulse—which frequently
found vent in vigorous action—^to throw off the ascendancy of the
Western Powders. The second was a positive impulse—which was no
less strong and no less active than the other—to adopt the military
technique, the political institutions, the economic organization, and
the spiritual culture of the West, but to adopt these by deliberate
choice instead of being compelled to conform to them under pressure.
During the years in question the negative impulse tended to express
itself in violent forms. Possibly this violence was a passing phase

—

an aftermath of the General War—but for the time being it gave the
contact between civilizations a distinctly hostile turn and tended to
divide mankind into two camps : the camp in which Western
civilization was indigenous and was therefore taken for granted, and
the camp in w^hich it was an intrusive and therefore a subversive
force.
On certain fronts—as between the West and Islam or between the

West and Tropical Africa—^the line of division happened to coincide
with some dividing line between religions or races ; and on this
account the conflict of civilizations was identified in many people’s
minds with religious and racial animosities. This identification
readily suggested itself, since the bitterness of the cultural conflict
was accentuated when it was waged between communities which also
differed in creed or colour. Moreover, a difference of dogma or of
pigmentation was more palpable than a difference of mental outlook,
which, being subjective, was difficult to observe and measure.
Nevertheless, the conflict of civilizations, though sometimes masked

B
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2 GENERAL Parti

under a religious or a racial disguise, c<uild not intc^rpretod satis-
factorily in religious or racial terms ; for some of the most striking
cases could not be thus explained. The Russians, for example, who
were as white, and perhaps as higlily ‘ nordic as any people in
Western Europe, were unquestionably in the anti-Western camp and
indeed were protagonists on that side in the struggle. In this case
it was aj>parent that an affinity (»f race counted for nothing against
a diversity of ‘ social lieritage and the same truth was illustrated
by the contemporary developments in Islam. Islamic sociejty in-
cluded communities of almost every race and colour ; yet Islam
showed no tendency to become divided against itself on racial lines.
The di\ergences which declared themselves in Islam during the
years in question were divergent spiritual reactions to the pressure
of Western civilization.
Although Islam was only one of several societies engaged in tliis

conflict with the West its geographical domain gave it a commanding
position. This domain covered the greater part of the arid zone which
extended from the Atlantic coast of the Sahara to within a short
distance of the Pacific Ocean in the neighbourhood of Peking.^ By
commanding the greater part of this zone—which presented serious
physical obstacles to transit, even in an age when the physical science
of the West had been brilliantly applied to mechanical locomotion

—

the Islamic World stood between Europe and Russia on the one hand,
and Tropical Africa, India, the Far East, and the Pacific on the other.
It was true that, as far back as the close of the fifteenth century after
Chi'ist, Western navigators had turned the Atlantic flank of Islam
by circumnavigating the Cape of Good Hope, and that in the seven-
teenth century Russian backwoodsmen had opened a north-east
passage to the Far East overland, along the line eventually taken by
the Trans-Siberian Railway. By the latter part of the eighteenth
century, however, the traffic between Europe and the ‘ trans-Islamic *

regions had attained a volume and an importance which made the
Westerners impatient of the circuitous routes hitherto travelled by
their merchants, missionaries, and administrators. Western enter-
prise then set itself to open (or reopen) direct routes—^first by steam-
sliip, next by rail, and latterly by air—and all these alternative lines
of communication necessarily traversed, instead of skirting, the
Islamic domain. For example, the new Mediterranean water-route

^ The north-easternmost sector of this zone had been occupied, during the
sixteenth centtiry after Christ, by the Lamaistic form of Mahayaua Buddhism
from Tibet.
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Sect, i INTRODUCTION 3

from Europe to India was commanded ]>y tlie Moroccan coast at tiic

Straits of (»if)raltar and was carried across Egyptian te rr itory in tire

Suez Canal. The prolongation of tliis route to the' Far East was
again commanded, at the Straits of Malaccja, by other Islamic
countries— tlie East Indies and the Malay Fcaiinsula. Tlie Black
S(*a water-route from Europe to Southern Russia was commanded,
at the Dardanelles, Marmora, and Hos])horus. by Turkey, t}ir(»uuh
w’hos(^ territory this international waterway ran. Th(' prolongation
of the I^lack Sea route—overland to the oil fields of Baku aird aei’oss
the Caspian to (A'ntral Asia—was C(unniandf*d by the Muslim
eountri(‘s of A'/f'ibaijan and IVanscaspia. Finally, the st've.ral rail-

way, automobile^ and air-routcts wiiieh wen* b<*ing opened, after the
War of 191 4-1 S, from th(‘ ports of the Fa>t(*rn Mediterranenn to
Baghdad, Tihraii, and the head of the IVnvian (dilf, traversed the
heart of the Islamie Worhl—the meeting point bet ween nomads and
cultivators iuid between Arabs, Turks, and Pt‘rsians.

During the eeiiturv ami a half when these new routes were being
dcn’eloped their ])ro})abie influence upon the destinif's of the Lslainic
World almost eseajX'd the att<mtion of tho.se Western (.i<»v(*rnments
and men of affairs })y whom tlu'V were l)eing called into exir^tenee.
The reason foi' this inadvertenee was that the eeonomit* penetratioi!
of the Islamie World hy the West had gone hand in hand witli the
establishment of a W(*stern military aseendaney, so that the }M)liti(*aI

rivalries and eonlii(‘ts which the opening of the new rout(*s f'xcited
were, in their first jdiase, waged almost entirely l)et\veen uon Islamic
Powt'i's. Tin* struggle over the Mediterranean and Black S('a water-
routes pre>ented itself as an ‘ Eastern Question ' of Eurn]>ean politics,
with the British and Russian Enijures as Die protagonists. 1'he
struggle over the Mor(»cean hinterland of the Straits of (hbraltfU’
j)res(uited ilstdf as a trial of stnuigth betwtjen Creat Britain, Fran(*e,
and Cermany. Even in the })eriod immediately foilcjwing the Ceneral
War of 1914-18 tlu^ tension which arose at the Straits of Malacca, in
the controv(U’sy ov(?r the eonstruetion of a British naval base at Singa-
jiore, was reg<irdecl by most people as an issue between the English-
speaking peoples and Japan : and few of those who took part in this
controversy were conscious that ‘ British Malaya ' and ‘ the Dutch
East Indies wdiieli between them commanded the passages from the
Indian Ocean to the Pacific, w'(*re inhabited by a IMuslim population
of nearly fifty millions.

^ For the opening of the automobile route from the coast of the Mediter-
ranean to Baghdad and Tihran see Part III, Section (vi), p. 321) below.

B ^
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4 GENERAL Part I

Nevertheless, a new factor, of great interest and importance, was
entering into the situation. The Muslim peoples, gradually stimu-
lated by the activities which, for the last century and a half, the
Westerners had been carrying on in the Islamic domain, were
abandoning their passive role and beginning to take an active and in
some places decisive part in the drama. At this stage, therefore, the
conditions and tendencies of Islamic society once again began to
affect the course of international history in a positive way.
The contemporary Islamic World could be analysed from several

different standpoints. Geographically, it fell into the two broad
divisions of the ‘ solid core occupying the arid zone, and the ‘ scat-
tered fringe ’ in the surrounding regions. In absolute numbers, and
even in cultural, economic, and political influence, the Muslims of
‘ the fringe * were a powerful force ; for several of these Muslim
communities lived in densely populated countries belonging to the
dominions of Great Powers. Nevertheless, the seventy million
Muslims in British India, the nineteen millions in the U.S.S.R., and
the unknown number of millions in China ^ and Tropical Africa ^

were all distributed in scattered minorities, exhibiting the idiosyn-
crasies characteristic of minorities everywhere.® The Muslims of the

^ The Muslims of China Proper, who were mainly concentrated in the two
north-western provinces of Kansu and Shensi (on the border of the arid zone)
and in the south-western province of Yunnan, were variously estimated at
from five to ten millions. These estimates did not include the Turkish-speak-
ing Muslims (estimated at between one and two millions) in the ‘ new pro-
vince ’ of Sin-kiang (covering the Turfan and Tarim Basins), who formed part
of the ‘ core ’ of the Islamic World.

- There were wude divergences in the current estimates of the absolute num-
ber of Muslims in Tropical Africa at successive dates, and also in the estimates of
the rate of increase in the Muslim community by conversion, and of the net effect
upon this increase of the opening up of Tropical Africa by the Western Powers.

® During the period under review, the Muslim communities of ‘ the fringe ’

were all living as minorities in states with a predominantlynon-Muslim popula-
tion ; and this important common feature in their situation at the time tended
to make them react alike, in contrast to the Muslims of ‘ the core In the past,
however, the various communities of * the fringe ’ had had different histories.
For example, among the Muslims under Russian rule, the populations of

Transcaspia, the Oxus-Jaxartes Basin, and the Kirghiz-Qazaq Steppe pro-
perly belonged—like their neighbours under Chinese rule in the Tarim Basin

—

to ‘ the core ’ of the Islamic World. GeoCTaphically, they not only adjoined
the other peoples of ‘ the core * (e. g. the Persians and Afghans), but formed
an almost solid Muslim block in themselves. Since their annexation to the
Russian Empire, however, they had been isolated to a large extent from their
Muslim neighbours in Persia, Afghanistan, and Sin-kiang, and had been
thrown into contact with the scattered Muslims of the Caucasus, the Crimea
and the Volga Basin, who were genuine members of ‘ the fringe *. Since these
latter communities tended to take the lead over their Central Asian co-
religionists (having imbibed, through a Russian medium, a ^eater measure
of Western civilization), and since the Muslims, all told, onfy' constituted a
small minority—not more than 13 per cent.—of the total population of the

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect, i INTRODUCTION 5
* core ’ were of greater moment because they had a better prospect
of becoming masters in their own house—^though, as inhabitants of
the arid zone, they possibly controlled a smaller volume of potential
natural resources,^ and almost certainly fell short of ‘the fringe^ in
aggregate numbers.

Again, when analysed from the standpoint of the physical nature
of the terrain, the Islamic World fell into the two divisions of regions
relatively accessible to Western penetration—such as the Atlantic
sea-board of Morocco, Tunisia, ‘Iraq, Java, and, above all, Egypt

—

and regions shielded by barriers of mountain or desert. A further
distinction between the mountainous and the desert regions became
apparent during the years 1920-5. The aeroplane, the ‘ caterpillar
wheel and even the ordinary motor-car were learning how to
negotiate not only the gravelly steppe {Hamad) but the sandy desert
(Nafud, and were thus enabling the Westerners, for the first time,

Ruasian Empire, the habit of acting and feeling as a minority spread to them
all. This habit survived the replacement of the Russian Empire by the
U.S.S.R., notwithstanding the fact that the Bolsheviks made a point of grant-
ing territorial autonomy (at least on paper) to the non-Russian nationalities
in the Union, and eventually organized not less than twenty distinct terri-
torial units—ranging in size from the v;x8t Kirghiz Re])ublic to half a dozen
minute cantons in the Caucasus—in which Muslims i)redominated.

Again, the communities of the fringe had been brought into existence in
different ways. The Muslim communities in the Oxus-Jaxartcs Basin and in
British India owed their existence to past conquests of these territories by
Islamic Powers—the Oxus-Jaxartes Basin by the Umayyad Caliphs, and
India by Islamic dynasties which arose in succession after the original political
unity of Islam had broken up. In other parts of the fringe Islam had been
introduced not by conquest but by peaceful penetration. The White Bul-
garians on the Middle Volga had been converted to Islam in the tenth century
after Christ, and the Golden Horde on the LoM er Volga in the fourteenth cen-
tury. in much the same way as the Khazars had been converted to Judaism
in the ninth century, and the Russians to Orthodox Cliristianity in the eleventh—^that is, by the prestige which a superior culture often exercises over bar-
barians. In China again, which had never been conquered or governed by
any Islamic Power, Islam had established itself by pacific means. The Muslim
communities of Kansu, Shensi, and Yunnan apj)eared to have been founded
by colonists whom the Emperors of the Yuen Dynasty (the Mongol Khaqans)
imported from the Islamic parts of their composite empire. The much smaller
Muslim communities in the ports along the south and south-east coast were
believed to be a relic of the medieval maritime trade between these ports and
the Persian Gulf.

^ In this field the chief unknown quantity was mineral oil. If the deposits
of mineral oil in the Middle East proved to be as rich as certain Western pros-
pectors believed them to be, this natural resource, existing in close proximity
to the new ‘ short-cuts’ from Europe to the ‘ Trans-Islamic’ regions, might
confer great wealth and power upon whatever parties obtained the control over
it. An interesting estimate, in tabular form, of the natural resources of the
Islamic World is given in an article by Dr. 1. Bowman (Geographical Review,
vol. xiv, No. 1, January 1924, pp. published by the American Geo-
graphical Society, Broadway, at 156th Street, New York City).

* See Part III, Section (vi). p. 326 below.
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6 GENERAL Part I

to meet the nomadic Bedouin (Badu) on equal terms on their own
ground.^ On the other liand, the Muslim highlanders in the Moroccan
Jibalah and Rif, in the Syrian Jabalu’d-Diirfiz, in the ‘Iraqi, Turkish
and Persian se^ctions of Kurdistan, and in tlie intricate borderland
between Afghanistan and Hritisli India, were demonstrating that, in
practised liands, the quick-firing rifle, burning smokeless powder,
was still a match for the elaborate and (mostly equipment wdiich had
been invented for use on European battle-fields in the War of 1914-1 8.^

Passing from the geograpliical to the psychological plane an
observer could further analyse the elements in Islamic society by the
test of their different reactions towards Western civilization. In
modern Islam, under the juessure of the West, the same two con-
trasted tendencies w^ere discernible as had been produced in JewTV,
in the time of Jesus, by the prt?ssure of Hellenism. There were
‘ Zealots in w hom the touch of a stronger civilization awoke a fear
and an antipatliy wdiich they expressed by falling back upon every-
thing in their owm tradition that was antithetical to the intrusive
force : and there were ‘ Herodians ’ who were moved to admiration
and imitation by a recognition of superiority. In recent Islamic
history the clash between the ‘ Zealots ’ and ‘ Herodians ’ had been
one of the earliest symptoms that th(^ influence of the West w^as
penetrating beneath the surface ; and the divergence had been most
striking at the time w^ben it first became discernible. Mehrned ‘All’s
endeavour to introduce, ready-made, into Egypt the nascent indus-
trial system of Western Europe w^as quite incompatible with Muham-
mad b. ‘Abdu’l-Wahhab’s endeavour to reintroduce into the Arabian
Peninsula and its border lands {Jazlratud-'Arab) the practices of
primitive Islam. At first it seemed as though the two tendencies
would develop on more and more divergent lines in distinct areas

—

the ‘ Zealot ’ Puritanism of the Wahhabis and Sanusis in the deserts
of Arabia and North Africa, and the ‘ Herodianism ’ of the ‘ Western-
izing ’ ‘Osmanlis in the cotton-plantations of Egypt, in the tobacco
and currant plantations of Turkey, and in Levantine ports like
Constantinople, Salonica, Smyrna, Alexandria, and Bayrut, through
which the stream of international trade was again beginning to flow.
Yet the two tendencies, widely sundered though they were, had been
excited simultaneously by the same disturbing factor ; and, during
the years following the War of 1914-18, they began to reunite in

* See Part III, Section (vi), pp. 328-9 below.
- See Part II, Sections (v)-{viii) ; Part III, Sections (vii) («), (xi) (6) and

((?), (xiii), and (xiv).
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Sect, i INTRODUCTION 7

a resolution of forces along the line of militant Nationalism. The
‘ Herodians ’ were coming to feel that a reconstruction of Islamic life
on the basis of the Western conception of nationality could not be
achieved without throwing off the ascendancy of the Western Powe^rs
by force, while simultaneously the ‘Zealots’ were coming to feel that
their anti-Western campaign could no Jongcr be waged effoctively
without the adoption of Western weajions, and of tlio Western
technique and organization which that entailed. Thus the forces of
Islam, wiiicti the first impact of the West had driven out of their
traditional formation and even into collision with one another, were
re-forming on a new^ common front. Before the Wai of 1914-18
a highland chief like the elder ‘Abdui-Karim had already sent one
of his sons to a Western institute of technology to ht* trained as
a mining engineer.^ In the Anatolian War of 1919 -22 wild chcfehs
from the hills fraternized with Western-trained officers of tlie old
Ottoman Army and with a representative of the movenient for the
emancipation of women like Khalideli Edib Khanym. In 1925 the
Wahhabi Sultan ‘Ab(lui-‘Aziz b. Saild was inviting Westernized
Arabs to assist him in improving the administration of his princi-
pality ;

“ and the Damascene ‘ inteliectual ’ Dr. Shalibandar was
fighting in a Syrian insurrection side by side with the Druse ‘ feudal
baron ’ Sultanui-Atrash.^

This new^-born Islamic Nationalism, being a middle term between
tlie ‘ Herodian ’ and the ‘ Zealot ’ reaction to the West, had discarded
the most individual features of both. It was not animateMl by
Western Liberalism, as had been the movements headed by the
reformers wiio had arisen in the third quarter of the nineteenth
century—a Midliat Pasha in Turkey, a Khayrii’d-Din Pasha in
Tunisia, and a Sir Sayyid Ahmad in British India—nor again w^as it

a recrudescence of Islamic fanaticism, as had been the contrary
movements headed by an ‘Abdu’l-Wahhab or a Muhammadu’s-
Saiiusi.^ Sa‘d Pasha Zaghlul, for instance, maintained a studied

^ See Part II. Section (v), p. 110 l>elow\
- See Part III. Section (v) (c), p. 296 below.
3 See Part III, Section (vii) (c), p. 426 below.
^ During the years immediately following the War of 1914-18 the * Zealot *

reaction towards the West still manifested itself—for example, in the behaviour
of the Wahhabi conquerors of the Hijiiz in 1925-6 or in that of the Moplah
insurgents in British India in 1921 (for this inturrectiou see p. 10 below).
During these years, how'ever, it w^as no more than a secondary movement
among certain backward populations. The drastic secularization policy of
MustafS. Kemal Pasha, and the studied neutrality of Sa‘d Pasha Zaghlul on
the Caliphate Question, were more important facts in themselves, and were
also more indicative of the direction in w^hich Islam as a whole w^as travelling.
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8 GENERAL Part I

neutrality on the Caliphate Question, with the sole concern of pre-
venting it from interfering in any way with the purely secular aims
of the Egyptian Nationalist Movement, while Mustafa Kemal Pasha
secularized the Ottoman State in the name of the Turkish nation as
vigorously as he had previously fought the Greeks in the same cause.
This secular outlook did not prevent the new Nationalism from
developing a political fanaticism of its own which inspired public
crimes as appalling as any that were ever committed in the name of
religion. The outstanding example was the systematic effort made
in 1915 by the Ottoman Government, at that time controlled by the
Committee of Union and Progress, to exterminate the Ottoman
Armenians.^ Such criminal aberrations were the evil deeds of

^ In regard to the motives and the responsibility for the atrocities com-
mitted against the Armenians in 1916, the writer of the present Survey may
perhaps be permitted to quote from the British Blue Book, Cmd, 8326 of 1916
( The Treatment of the Armenians in the Ottoman Empire : Documents Resented
to Viscount Grey ofFdUodon, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs : with a pre-
face by Lord Bryce)

^

which was compiled by him under Lord Bryce’s direction.
In the historical summary in which he attempted at the time to reconstr.uct
the course of . events from the documents (mostly supplied by American
missionaries), he submitted the following conclusions {Omd, 8326 of 1916,
pp. 661-3):

This immense infliction of suffering and destruction of life was not the
work of religious fanaticism. . . . There was no fanaticism, for instance, in
the conduct of the Kurds and chetehs, who committed some of the most
horrible acts of all ; nor can the responsibility be fixed upon them. They
were simply marauders and criminals who did after their kind, and the
G-ovcrnment which not only condoned but instigated their actions must
bear the guilt. The peasantry, again, behaved with astonishing brutality
to the Armenians who were delivered into their hands ; yet the responsi-
bility does not lie with the Turkish peasantry. . . . The peasantry would
never have attacked the Armenians if their superiors had not given them
the w^ord, N or are the Muslim townspeople primarily to blame ; their
record is not invariably black, and the evidence in this volume throws here
and there a favourable light upon their character. Where Muslim and
Christian lived together in the same town or village, led the same life,

E
ursued the same vocation, there seems often to have been a strong human
ond between them. The respectable Muslim townspeople seldom desired

the extermination of their Armenian neighbours, sometimes openly deplored
it, and in several instances even set themselves to hinder it from taking
effect Icitations of instances omitted] The authorities hald indeed to decree
severe penalties against any Muslim as well as any alien or Greek who might
be convicted of sheltering their Armenian victims. The rabble naturally
looted Armenian property when the police connived, as the rabble in
European towns might do ; the respectable majority of the Muslim towns-
people can be accusod of apathy at worst ; the responsibility cannot rest
with these.
The guilt must, therefore, fall upon the oilioials of the Ottoman Govern-

ment, but it will not weigh equally upon all members of the official hier-
archy. . . . Humane and nonourable 6overnors (and there were a certain
number of these) were powerless to protect the Armenians in their pro-
vince. The Central Government had its agents on the spot—^the chairman
of the local branch of the Committee of Union and Progress, the local Chief
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Sect, i INTRODUCTION 9
a militancy which was perhaps the most prominent characteristic of
the new Islamic Nationalism in its earliest phase ; but this militancy
also manifested itself in acts of courage and even heroism.
The classic example was the defiance of the victorious Allies by

the defeated Turks within less than a year after the Armistice of the
30th October, 1918. The hardihood and endurance of the Turks, in
challenging the decision of the four-years’ war of 1914-18 by waging
a three years’ ‘ war after the War ’ from the summer of 1919 to the
autumn of 1922, were rewarded by sensational successes. They not
only evicted the Greeks from Anatolia and Eastern Thrace, but

—

alone among the nations defeated in 1918—they refused to accept
a dictated peace and successfully insisted on negotiating a settlement
with the Principal Allied Powers on a footing of equality.^ The same
militanttemper was displayed by other Islamic peoples who measured
themselves against Western Powers, with varying fortunes, during
the same period. In 1921 ‘Abdu’l-Karim’s tribesmen, the Moroccan
Rifi clan of the Banu Wuryaghal, ventured to resist the aggression
of the Spaniards, and in 1925 they actually took the offensive against
the French, who at that moment were the greatest military Power in
the world.^ The nomads of Tripoli and the highlanders of Benghazi
kept up a continual warfare against the Italians.^ Even the Egyp-
tians, who were not only unarmed but were reputed to be the least
warlike of Muslim peoples, and whose country was at the mercy of
any foreign army which had once occupied the key positions, rose
spontaneously against the British in March 1919.'* In the Yaman
the Imam of San‘a, undismayed by the capitulation of his Turkish
suzerains and supporters in the autumn of 1918, reinvaded the

of Gendarmerie, or even some subordinate official on the Governor’s own
administrative staff. ... In one way or another, the Central Government
enforced and controlled the execution of the scheme, as it alone had origi-
nated the conception of it; and the Young Turk Ministers and their
associates at Constantinople are directly and personally responsible, from
beginning to end, for the gigantic crime that devastated the Near East
in 1915.
So far as the writer is aware, this reading of events has been confirmed by

the additional evidence subsequently published by Dr. Johannes Lepsius and
others. Since the fanaticism of the Committee of Union and Pro^^ess (many
of whose leaders were ‘ free-thinkers ’ of various Western schools) was cer-
tainly not religious, it seems to follow that the treatment of the Ottoman
Armenians in 1915 should be classed with the noyades and other crimes of the
French Revolution, and not with the crime -of St. Bartholomew’s Day.

^ For the Anatolian War of 1919-22, the abortive Treaty of Sevres and the
definitive Treaty of Lausanne, see E. P. O., vol. vi, Ch. I, Part II.

* See Part II, Section (vi) below.
* See Part II, Section (iii) below.
* jsr. P. ff., vol. vi, Ch. I, Part IV, Section 6.
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10 GENERAL Parti

British Aden Protectorate on his own account and occupied Dala‘-^
The S\Tians attempted to meet the French in regular warfare in
July 1920, and learnt from their swift defeat how to fight for their
independence more effectively in the guerrilla warfare of 1925-6.^
The ‘Iraqis rose against the British in the summer of 1920 and
remained under arms for six months in the fens.^ The Wahhabis
raided ‘ Iraq and Transjordan repeatedly from 1921 to 1925.^ The
Afghans attempted to invade British India in the spring of 1919 and
succeeded in exciting an unrest among the highland tribes on the
British side of the frontier which, for the next six years, continued
to give trouble to the British Indian Government.® Even in the
interior of British India there was a Muslim insurrection in 1919 in
the Panjab—an outbreak that preceded and perhaps encouraged the
Afghan attempt at invasion—and another in 1921 among the remote
and ivsolated Sunni community of the Moplahs (Mappila) on the
Malabar Coast in the Madras Presidency.®

^ See Part III, Section (v) {e) below.
^ See H. P. C., vol. vi, Ch. I, Part III B, Section 17, and the preiseiit

volume. Part III, Section (vii) {e) below.
^ See E. P. C.t vol. vi. Ch. I. Part III C, Section 6.
^ See Part III, Section (vi) below.
® See Survey for 1920-3^ Part IV, Section (iv), and the present volinue,

Part III, Section (xiv) below.
® For the Moplah insurrection see Statement exhibiting the Moral and Material

Progress and Condition of India during the year 1921 (London, 1922, H.M.
Stationery Office), pp. 18-21, 73-5, 79 ; Oriente Moderno^ vol. i, pp. 212, 299,
361, 368, 370, 488, 492, 652, 554. The Moplah insurrection was one of the
cases—exceptional during the period under review—^in which Islamic mili-
tancy was inspired by religious fanaticism. Indeed, it w^as the clearest case
of the kind, since the Najdi invasion of the Hijaz in 1924 was duo to the
political ambition of Sultan ‘Abdu’l-‘AzIz b. Sa‘ud at least as much as to the
Puritanical zeal of his Wahhabi followers. The Moplahs—a community of
‘ about a million persons, of mixed Arab and Indian descent ’—were ‘ fanatical
Muhammadans . . . prone to sudden waves of religious mania ’

. . . ; and ‘ no
fewer than thirty-five outbreaks, principally of a minor kind, had occurred
during the period of British rule ; but among the most terrible of all w as
that which burst forth in August 1921. . . . The violent speeches of the 'All
brothers, the early approach of Swaraj as foretold in the non -co-operating
press, the July resolutions of the Khilafat Conference—all these combined to
fire the train. ... As soon as the administration had been paralysed, the
Moplahs declared that Swaraj was established. A certain ‘All Musaliar was
proclaimcwi Raja, Khilafat flags were flown, and Ernad and Walliivanad were
declared Khil&fat Kingdoms. , . . The main brunt of Moplah ferocity was
borne, not by Government, but by the luckless Hindus who constituted the
majority of the population. Massacres, forcible conversions, desecration of
temples, foul outages imon women, pillage, arson and destruction . . . were
perpetuated freely, . , . Certain Khilafat leaders were so misguided as to pass
resolutions of “ congratulation ” to the Moplahs on the brave fight they were
conducting for the sake of religion. Mr. Gandhi, doubtless deceived by those
around him, himself spoke of “the brave God-fearing Moplahs” who were
“ fighting for what they consider as religion, and in a manner which they con-
sider as religious (Op. eit, loe, dt)
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Sect, i INTRODUCTION 11

In many cases this militancy was the folly of ignorance and not
the heroism of clear-sighted courage ; and sometimes it was severely
punished, as in the Third Anglo-Afghan War and in the unequal trial
of strength to which ‘Abdul-Karim challenged France in 1925-G.
It was significant, however, that, as often as not, an adventure which
ended in ignominious military disaster was crowmed by some s\ib>
stantial political success. The suppression of the Egyptian rising of
1919 was followed by the Milner Report.^ The suppression of the
insurrection of the same year in the Panjab was followed by some-
thing like a conversion of the British Government in India to the
ideas of the Indian Khilafat Conference regarding the terms of peace
with Turkey. The rapid and complete defeat of the Afghans in 1919
was followed by the renunciation of British control over Afghan
foreign policy and by a slight rectification of frontier in Afghanistan's
favour.^ The suppression of the ‘ Iraqi rising of 1920 was followed by
the translation of the British mandate over ‘ Iraq into an Anglo-' Iraqi
treaty.^ The successive annihilating defeats of the Wahhabi raiders
by British aeroplanes and armoured cars were followed by the exten-
sion of Tbn Sa'iid’s dominions under the Agreement of Haddah/'
No doubt, if the Islamic peoples supposed that tluise political con-

cessions were the direct product of their militant tactics, this was the
folly of ignorance again. The conflict from which these concessions
resulted was not a trial of strength between the Islamic peoples and
the Western Powers—who, all the time, could have crushed them by
military force if they had chosen to pay the cost—but a conflict of
wills in Western Europe. In those West European countries which
at this time held colonies, dependencies, protectorates, or mandates
in various parts of the Islamic World the new Islamic militancy
produced several conflicting reactions. Some Westerners willed the

Religious fanaticism was thus undoubtedly the mainspring of the Moplali
insurrection in 1921, and during the period under review other symptoms of
religious fanaticism in British India were discernible. The rioting l)etween
Muslims and Hindus—arising out of provocations deliberately offered on the
one or the other side to the religious siisceptibilities of the other party—which
had long been endemic in India, continued and even showed a tendency to
grow worse during the years immediately following the War of 1914-18 ; and
there were other symptoms of religious excitation, such as the abortive
emigration on religious grounds (kijrah) of Indian Muslims to Afghanistan
(see Part III, Section (xiv), pp. 554-5 below). In general, however, as well as
in particular matters, such as their attitude towards the Caliphate Question,
the temper and opinion of the Indian Muslims were different from, and out
of touch with, the temper and opinion of most other Muslims at that time.

^ See H. P. C., vol. vi, Ch. I, Part (iv). Section 10.
* See Survey for 1920—3, Part IV, Section (iv).
® See op. eit., Ch. II. Part III C, and the present volume. Part III, Section

(x) below. ^ See Part HI, Section (vi) below.
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12 GENERAL Part I

uncompromising maintenance of Western ascendancy, and likewise
willed the necessary expenditure of ‘ blood and treasure ’

; a larger
number half-heartedly willed the same end but shrank from the
inevitable cost ; and a yet larger number not merely shrank from
the cost but were determined not to pay it, and, rather than do so,
were prepared to sacrifice Western ascendancy in large measure or
even completely. In some cases—as in the attitude of the Principal
Allied Powers in Europe towards the Turks from the rise of the
Turkish Nationalist Movement to the conclusion of the Lausanne
Treat}^—this conflict of wills in the West assumed the form of
a diplomatic conflict (sometimes overt but more often unavowed)
between the several Western Governments concerned. In other
cases the conflict took place within a single country, where it assumed
the form of disagreements between the nation at home and its
nationals domiciled in the porfcs of the Levant (who naturally looked
at the question from a very different angle), or between different
political parties in home politics, or again between ‘ official circles *

and the voters or the tax-payers. It would be misleading, however,
to suggest that the several conflicting reactions became identified
with particular countries, classes, or parties. The conflict was far
more intricate than that ; and in every country, party, and class, in
certain departments of state of certain Governments, and even in
many individual minds there was a division of opinion. On the other
hand, the general outcome of the conflict was clear. The conclusions
which prevailed in the West were that the General War of 1914-18
had left no margin of national wealth and energy for expenditure on
the luxuries of ‘ imperialism ’

; and that, in the Islamic World, at
any rate (though not, perhaps, in Tropical Africa), ‘ imperialism ’ had
begun to bring in diminishing returns, even under the most favour-
able conditions. Since France and Great Britain, the two Western
Powers which had emerged from the War of 1914-18 with the largest
Islamic territories under their dominion, were both democracies, the
general sense (which in this matter was the common sense) of the
French and English nations slowly but surely bent the course of
public policy into conformity with the prevailing national will. Thus
the militant peoples of Islam obtained political concessions, out of
proportion to their military achievements, through the play of
extraneous forces in countries beyond their horizon. Yet, Just
because they were unaware that these other unseen forces existed,
they attributed the visible results to their own prowess and drew
thence encouragement to continue in the same militant course.
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Sect, i INTRODUCTION 13

This wave of militancy bore into power a number of military dicta-
tors. Some of them were ‘ tyrants ’ with no hereditary status, whose
rise would have been revolutionary in the West, though it was less at
variance with Islamic tradition. Mustafa Kemal Pasha, for instance,
rose from being a successful staff-officer to be the first president of
the new Turkish Republic, while Riza Shah Pahlawi rose from being
a trooper in a Russian-trained corps of Persian Cossacks to be the
founder of a new Persian dynasty.^ Others, again, inherited some
petty local chieftainship from which they would never have risen
into prominence if they had not offered themselves as leaders in the
new movement which was sweeping over the Islamic World. Such
was the Amir Muhammad ‘Abdu’l-Karim, who, starting as the
hereditary chief of the single Rifi clan of the Banu Wuryaghal, made
himself master of the whole Rif, Ghumarah, and Jibalah for two
years, and did not fall until he had driven the Spaniards back to the
walls of their presidios and had all but entered Fez as a conqueror.^
Such, again, was Sultanu'l-Atrash, who, starting as one of the less
prominent representatives of the principal noble family in the
Jabalu’d-Duruz, won a leading position, not only in the Jabal but in
all Syria, by reopening against the French the struggle for Syrian
independence.^ Only two of these dictators—‘Abdu’l-‘Aziz b. Sa‘ud,
the Sultan of Najd, and Amanu’llah, the Amir of Afghanistan—were
representatives of royal houses which could boast of an historic past,
and even these two won their position by their personal efforts.
‘Abdu’l-‘Aziz started as a landless refugee, and had to recover every
foot of his ancestral dominions from the rival Al Rashid before the
conquest of the Hijaz made him the paramount prince in Arabia.^
Amanu’llah started with a doubtful title to the throne of a princi-
pality which had surrendered the control over its foreign policy to
a Western Power ; and his enemies asserted that he had removed
his predecessor by foul play and had plunged into the war of aggres-
sion which eventually led Afghanistan through military defeat to the
recovery of her diplomatic indei)endence, in order to distract the
attention of his subjects from the circumstances in which he had
acquired his crown.®

It was noteworthy that, among the Nationalist leaders of this
period in the Islamic World, the men of war, of the several types

^ See Part III, Section (xiii) below.
® See Part II, Sections (v)-(vii) below.
® See Part III, Section (vii) (e) below.
* See Part III, Section (v) (h) and (c) below.
® See Survey for 1920Sy Part IV, Section (iv).
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14 GENERAL Part I

enumerated, were on the whole more successful in achieving their
aims than ‘ intellectuals ’ like the Egyptian Sa'd Pasha Zaghlul, the
Damascene Dr. ‘Abdu'r-Rahman Shahbandar, or the brothers Mu-
hammad and »Shawkat ‘All in India. The Nationalist ‘ intellectuals
however, trampled under foot the ‘ Herodians ’ of the old school, who
had been more cojieerned to assimilate Western culture than to shake
off Western domination. Adherents of this school—even when, like
the Albano-Egyptian ‘Adli Pasha, they were able, experienced, and
disinterested—could no longer attain to power in their own countries
without the backing of some Western Government ; and Damad
Ferid Pasha at Constantinople or Bereket Subhi Bey in SjTia could
not have remained a single day in office if they had not been hedged
about by Western bayonets.
The rise of dictators inevitably took place at the expense of

established dynasties. The tallest tree that fell was the House of
‘Uthrnan (Osman), which had given its name to the Ottoman Turkish
people, had conquered from the Egyptian Mamluks the guardiansliip
over the Holy Cities of Islam , and had asserted a claim to the Caliphate
which secured widespread (though not universal) acceptance among
the Sunnis of ‘ the fringe The fall of the Ottoman Sultanate in
1 922 and the abolition of the Ottoman Caliphate in 1 924 were
followed in 1925 by the deposition of the Qajar Dynasty in Persia in
favour of the Pahlawis ^ and of the Hashimis in the Hijaz in favour
of the Al SaMd.^ So far as the older dynasties survived they did so,
like the statesmen of the ‘ Herodian ’ school, under Western protec-
tion. While Ibn Sa‘ud drove first King Husayn and then Kang ‘Ali b.
Husayn from the Hijaz, he did not venture to attack the ex-king
Hiisayn’s other sons Faysal and ‘Abdullah, whom Great Britain, as
mandator^" Power, had placed on the thrones of ‘Iraq and Trans-
jordan. In Egypt the constitutional struggle over the royal preroga-
tive might have gone hard for King Fu’ad if the British occupation
had not acted as a check upon his despotic tendencies and at the
same time put out of court, so long as it lasted, the overthrow of the
dynasty of Mehmed ‘Ali by a Nationalist revolution.® In Tunisia
the Bey was almost buffeted off his throne in the meZee between the
Nationalists and the French Residency.® In Morocco, where the
nominal authority of the Sultan had been reasserted over highland

^ See Part I, Section (ii) (a) and (b) below.
“ For the abolition of the Ottoman Caliphate see Part I, Section (ii) (c)

and {d) below. ^ See Part III, Section (xiii) below,
^ Soo Part HI, Section (v) (c) below.
'•* See Part III, Section (i) below. ® See Part II, Section (x) below.
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Sect, i INTRODUCTION 15

trihesnien and feudal lords bv the French Resident, Marshal Lyautey—who had established the French protectorate by speaking and
acting in the Sharifian Sultan’s name—a change of dynasty through
the traditional arbitrament of the sword was only averted by the
cordon of French troops that barred ‘Abdu’l-KarJm’s road to Fez in
the summer of 1925.^
The fall of ancient Islamic dynasties was one incident in a general

destruction of the fundamental institutions of the old order of society—institutions which had formed a coherent whole and thert^fore fell
simultaneously. With the Ottoman Dynasty there passed away not
only the Ottoman Sultanate and Caliphate, but the traditional
organs for the administration of the Islamic Law {SharVah), the
Millet System—under which the geographically interlocked religious
communities of the Ottoman Empire had been able to enjoy a
cultural autonomy on a non-territorial basis—and the Capitulations,
under w'hich the foreign corarnunities resident in the Empire had
similarly managed their own communal affairs.^
The almost complete disendowTOcnt of the Sunni ‘ Church ’ in

Turkey and the thorough-going secularization of the Turkish State ^

cut deeper into the life of the Turkish people than the abolition of the
Caliphate, and w^ere also likely, owing to the prestige of the Turks
among other Islamic peoples, to have a greater ultimate effect upon
the Islamic World as a whole. This ‘ anti-clericalism ’ was imposed
from above by a comparatively small group of militant revolu-
tionaries ; but the active resistance which it encountered was sur-
prisingly slight, and there w-ere symptoms—such as the continued
abstention of the Turks from the Pilgrimage, even when the material
obstcacles to their participation had been removed by tlie Peace of
Lausanne ^—w^hich indicated that the acquiescence of the Turkish
IK>ople in Mustafa Kemal Pasha's secularization policy w^as due to
religious indifference as much as to political intimidation. The
relative equanimity with which the iconoclastic treatment of the
Holy Cities of Islam by the hyper-orthodox Wahhabis was received
in 1925 seemed to sliow that this religious indifference had been
gaining ground throughout the Islamic World since the first WahliabI
conquest of the Haramayn a century earlier, w^hen all Islam had been
convulsed wdth horror and the Ottoman Padishah had been in danger

^ See Part II, Section (vi) below.
- For the abolition of the Millet System and the Capitulations in the

Lausanne Treaty see E. P. C., vol. vi, pp. 113-14.
® See Part I, Section (ii) {e) below.
* See Part III, Section (v) (6), p. 289 below.
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16 GENERAL Part I

of losing his throne because he had failed to defend the Faith, It was
significant that, in his aggression against the legitimate Hashimi
rulers of the Hijaz, the Wahhabi conqueror was openly incited and
supported by the militant elements in the Muslim community in
India/ who previously had been agitating, on alleged grounds of
religion, against the abrogation of the Ottoman Sultan-Caliph’s
sovereignty over the Jaziratu’l-‘Arab/ Their behaviour in this
matter showed that, in their parade of religious orthodoxy, they too
were seeking—whether consciously or not—to achieve a political aim.
As a Muslim minority, scattered among an overwhelming mass of
Hindus and subject to the rule of a Western Power, they looked to
the ‘ core ’ of the Islamic World for some independent Islamic Power
which might serve as a political rallying point for Muslims of the
" fringe When their efforts to rehabilitate the Ottoman Empire
through the Ottoman Caliphate had been frustrated conclusively by
the revolutionary action of the Angora Government they were
ready to turn their eyes toward the first Muslim ruler—even a hyper-
orthodox iconoclast—who gave any promise of being able to fill the
same political role. Only the Shi‘is of ‘Iraq and Persia evinced
a genuinely religious animosity against the Wahhabis, such as had
inflamed the whole Islamic World a century earlier ;

^ and the same
spirit was displayed by the Shi‘i divines (mujtahids) when they
defeated Riza Khan Pahlawi’s attempt to follow Mustafa Kemal
Pasha’s example by declaring a republic in Persia, but did not
oppose his subsequent assumption of the royal title/ Again, in
Afghanistan—a Sunni country which had been penetrated by
Western influence to a lesser degree than Shi‘i Persia—^the ‘ Western-
izing ’ Amir Amanu’llah’s reforms aroused a religious opposition
which compelled him to draw rein/ On the other hand, the dis-
missal of Shaykh ‘Ali ‘Abdu’r-Razzaq from his chair in the university-
mosque of Al-Azhar ®—after a ‘ heresy trial ’ which bore an enter-
taining resemblance to the trial at Dayton, Tennessee, that had
ended a few weeks before in the dismissal of the Darwinian heretic,
Mr. Scopes—became a move in the game of Egyptian party politics ;

^

^ See Part III, Section (v), p. 297 below.
* See Part I, Section (ii) (c) below. * See Part III, Section (vi) below.
* See Part III, Section (xiii) below.
* See Part III, Section (xiv) below. • See Part I, Section (ii) below.
’ The incident gave King Fu’ad’s Unionist Party an opportunity to get rid

of the Liberals (alter having benefited by Liberal support against the Wafd),
For a moment, King Fu'ad may have h<med, in audition, to gain the per-
manent political support of the orthodox Egyptian who followed the
lead of Al-Azhar. (See Part III, Section (i), p. 227 below.)
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Sect, i INTRODUCTION 17

and for this reason the fact that the sentence of the imiversity
authorities was eventually upheld by the Egyptian Government gave
no better measure in Egypt than the Scopes Trial had given in the
United States of the true state of religious belief and sentiment
among the laity.
When the Sunni ‘ Church ’ in Turkey was being deprived of its

inherited endowments and its traditional institutions it was inevit-
able that the non-Muslim millets should also forfeit their autonomy
and that resident aliens should lose the benefit of the Capitulations

—

especially when the minorities and the foreigners in Turkey had been
reduced in numbers almost to vanishing point. The millet which
suffered most conspicuously—because it had held the primacy among
these bodies under the old Ottoman regime—was the Millet-i-Rum or
Orthodox Christian community, whose millet bdshy, the Oecumenical
Patriarch of Constantinople, became the companion in misfortune
of the Ottoman Caliph and the Hashirni King of the Hijaz. As for
the abolition of the Capitulations it not only deprived individual
foreign residents in Turkey and the mandated territories of their
fiscal and legal privileges, and foreign diplomatic and consular repre-
sentatives of their extra-territorial jurisdiction, but it involved the
extinction of the French Government’s protectorate over Catholics
and Uniates in the former Ottoman dominions^—an institution
which had been just as characteristic of the old Ottoman order as
the Sultan-Caliph’s guardianship over the Holy Cities of Islam.
The overthrow of indigenous institutions was accompanied by the

wholesale elimination of minorities from the population of the
Islamic World ; and the two phenomena were logically inseparable.
Those institutions had grown up to meet the requirements of a
society in which nationalities, organized on a non-territorial basis
and interlocked in adjoining quarters of the same city and in alter-
nate villages of the same countryside, corresponded in certain ways
to the economically interdependent occupational groups in some
single Western country rather than to the geographically segregated
nations of the Western World. On the other hand, this geographical
segregation of nations into solid homogeneous blocks was the en-
vironment which had produced the Western institution of the
‘ National State ’—an order of society in which every state tended
to become identified with some particular nation and every nation

^ See Part II, Section (vii). The similar claim of the Imperial Russian
Government to exercise a protectorate over Ottoman subjects of the Orthodox
Faith had become extinct with the fall of the Czardom.

0

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



18 GENERAL Part I

claimed a divine right to be established in a separate state. When
this Western conception of nationality penetrated into the Islamic
World, Islamic society was theoretically confronted with two alter-
natives. It might either refuse to try on a shoe which had been
shaped for other feet, or it might mutilate itself for the sake of
wearing Cinderella’s slipper. In practice, however, it was impossible
for the weaker society to remain impervious to the stronger society’s
prestige and refuse to follow its fashions ; and therefore the fate
which brought Islam into contact with the West doomed Islamic
society to turn and rend itself. The triumphal progress of the
Western conception of nationality across the Islamic World required
that the interlocked nationalities should be segregated, and this
process, which had begun in the Serb and Greek Revolutionary
Wars at the opening of the nineteenth century after Christ, reached
its culmination during and after the General War of 1914-18.
The segregation was accomplished—and perhaps only could be
accomplished—^through an internecine struggle for existence in
which the weaker parties were eliminated by compulsory migration
or massacre. The less imfortunate victims, like the Parganotes in
1819, the Circassians in 1859, and the Anatolian Greeks in 1922,
%vere uprooted and transplanted to new national homes (though not
without an appalling loss of life, wealth, and happiness). Others,
like the Moreot Turks in 1821 and the Anatolian Armenians in 1915,
were almost blotted out of the book of life. There was perhaps no
single community which was not successively the perpetrator and
the victim of these atrocities in some part of the Islamic World at
some moment during these terrible generations of violent transition ;

and the total suffering inflicted upon innocent and impotent indi-
viduals—children, women, and men—was beyond calculation. In
1921 the writer of this Survey came across a family of refugees,
belonging to a nationality which Western public opinion at that
time regarded as less sinned against than sinning, who had been
uprooted six times since 1912 ; and such experiences were the lot
of hundreds of thousands of Serbs, Bulgarians, Greeks, Turks,
Armenians, Kurds, and Assyrians in five or six successive genera-
tions.
The climax of this long-drawn-out tragedy was marked by the

systematic deportation and massacre of the Ottoman Armenians in
1915,^ and by the flight or eviction of the Anatolian Greeks in the

^ See the British Blue Book, Cmd. 8325 of 1916 ; and Dr. Johannes Lepsius,
Deutschland und Armenien, 1914^1918 (Potsdam, 1919, Tempelverlag).
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Sect, i INTRODUCTION 19

autumn of 1922.^ Provision for the compulsory but regulated inter-
change of Christian minorities in Turkey and (non-Albanian) Muslim
minorities in Greece was made in the Graeco-Turkish Convention
signed on the 30th January, 1923, during the Peace Conference of
Lausanne ; and the terms of this convention were executed, after
many disputes and delays, and with many shortcomings, during the
period under review.^ During the same period panic flights and
violent evictions continued to occur sporadically, though happily
not on so vast a scale as during the ten years ending in the autumn
of 1922. In 1924 the Nestorian Assyrians of the Hakkiyarl district
in Kurdistan, who had paid for their insurrection against the Otto-
man Government in 1915 by being driven from pillar to post between
1915 and 1918, were forced again to fly from their homelands, which
they had been gradually reoccupying since the Armistice.® In 1925
the inoffensive Chaldaeans of the neighbouring Goyan district
suffered treatment at the hands of the Turks which in the degree of
atrocity—though not, of course, in the number of victims—repro-
duced the treatment of the Armenians in 1915.^ In the same year
there was an exodus of the Christian minority from the southern-
most districts of the Great Lebanon during the incursion of the
Druses from the Jabal.®

Indeed, wherever tlie free play of local forces was not interfered
with by the effective intervention of some extraneous Power, the
elimination of minorities, by massacre, eviction, flight, or expatria-
tion under treaty, was carried to completion during the years
1920-5. The only minorities that escaped the general doom were
those that deliberately threw in their lot with the majorities among
whom they lived. The most conspicuous example was given by the
Coptic Monophysite Christians in Egypt, who not only very largely
identified themselves as a community with the national aspirations
of their Sunni compatriots, but provided the Wafd with several of
its most energetic leaders.® In contrast to the Copts of Egypt, the
Maronite and other Christian minorities of the Syrian territory
mandated to France were divided in their counsels. The Syrian
Christians living abroad in Egypt, the United States or Latin
America were inclined—partly because they were exposed at closer

^ Sec H. P. C.. vol. vi, p, 105
* This will be dealt with in Survetf for 1926, voL ii.
^ See Part III, Section (xi) (6), pp. *483-5, and (d), pp. 500-1 below.
* See Pai*t III, Section (xi) (f) , pp. 517-18 below.
® Sec Part III, Section (vii) (e). pp. 432-3 below.
* See Part III, Section (i) below.
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20 GENERAL Part I

range than their co-religionists at home to the influence of Western
political ideas, and partly because the outbreak of internecine war
in Syria did not place their wives, children, and property in imme-
diate peril—^to embrace the cause of Syrian nationalism and to
sympathize with those Druse and Sunni Syrians who took up arms
against the French. On the other hand, the Syrian Christians who
remained at home, though they suffered directly from the imper-
fections of the French regime, instinctively regarded the Druse and
Sunni insurrection as a threat to their existence and readily enlisted,
when the French authorities called for volunteers, in order to fight
against their fellow Syrians on behalf of a Western Power.^ In
1926 it was still uncertain whether the Syrian Christian community as
a whole would ultimately follow the example of the Copts or expose
themselves to the danger of incurring the fate of the Armenians.
The Christian minorities resident in the French mandated terri-

tory, as well as the Syrian Christians living abroad, would probably
have come to terms with the majority of the Syrian people if the
mandatory Power had not fostered a separate Lebanese Christian
nationalism by creating the Great Lebanon State and undertaking
to uphold its independence as against the State or States of S5rria.^
It was a curious fact that at a time when, in Islamic countries that
were left to themselves, the minorities were being either eliminated
or assimilated in the evolution of homogeneous national states on
the Western pattern, the traditional interlocking of diverse nationali-
ties was being deliberately preserved, and even carried further,
in the Islamic territories mandated to Western Powers. In the
territory mandated to France in Syria the French not only stimu-
lated the development of an anti-Syrian national consciousness
among both the Lebanese Christians and the ‘Alawiyin, but intro-
duced a new minority in the shape of the Armenian refugees from
Turkey.® In ‘Iraq the British mandatory authorities introduced
two new minorities—^the Nestorians from HakkiySri and the Chal-
daeans from Goyan—^and also took steps to develop on national
lines the local life of the Kurdish population in the Vilayet of
Mosul.^

This latter policy, pursued with discretion in a clearly defined
geographical area where the Kurds were in a local majority, was
free from the drawbacks of the French policy in the Lebanon and

^ See Part III, Section (vii) (e), pp. 435-7 below.
‘ See Part III, Section (vii) (a), pp. 355-60 l^low.
* See Part III, Section (vii) (e),pp. 435-6 below.
* See Part III, Section (xi) (6) and (/), pp. 482-90 and 516-18 below.
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Sect, i INTRODUCTION 21

was specifically enjoined upon the mandatory by the Council of the
League of Nations as one of the conditions on which they awarded
the Mosul Vilayet to ‘Iraq instead of to Turkey.^ Again, the recep-
tion of the Armenian, Nestorian, and Chaldaean refugees from
Turkey, though it undoubtedly complicated the political problems
of the mandated territories, was an elementary act of humanity in
regard to which the mandatory Powers really had no option. On
the other hand, the creation of the States of the Great Lebanon and
the ‘Alawiyin was a deliberate act of policy, and so were the enrol-
ment of the Lebanese Christians as volunteers during the Syrian
War of Independence and the permanent enlistment of Armenians
and Circassians in the French mandated territory,^ and of Assyrians
in ‘Iraq,® as mercenary troops at the disposal of the mandatory
authorities. No doubt a mandatory Government, which could not
count either upon the consent of the majority of the governed in
the mandated territory or upon the willingness of its constituents at
home to spend their own blood and treasure in order to make the
mandate effective, was under a strong temptation to turn to military
account any warlike local minorities which were loyal to the man-
datory because they happened to be estranged from the majority
of their fellow countrymen. Nevertheless, this policy was almost
certainly short-sighted ; for, if it temporarily alleviated the man-
datory Power’s military difficulties, it threatened in the long run
to perpetuate or create blood-feuds between the interlocked com-
munities of the mandated territory and so to make the task of
administering the mandate more difficult than ever.
The most deliberate, most controversial, and most momentous

attempt to introduce a new minority into a mandated territory
was the British Government’s undertaking to establish in Palestine
a ‘ National Home ’ for the Jews. This remarkable experiment *

appealed to the imagination and excited the sympathy of almost
every observer who was acquainted with the long and tragic history
of the Jewish people, with the devastating effects of the General War
of 1914-18 upon the life of the Jews in Eastern Europe, and with
the disinterested heroism which was displayed in Palestine—before,
during, and after the War—^by the Zionist pioneers. At the same time
any observer who did not allow his feelings to get the better of his

^ See Part III, Section (xi) (/), pp. 520-1 below.
* See Part III, Section (vii) (c), pp. 436-7 below.
* See Part III, Section (xi) (6). p. 486 below.
* For the development of the Jewish National Home in Palestine see

Part III, Section (vii) (6) below.
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22 GENERAL Parti

reason was bound to reflect that the undertaking was a tour de force.
At a moment when, in the Islamic World as a whole, minorities were
rapidly disappearing—whether by assimilation as in Egypt or by
elimination as in Turkey—it was audacious to attempt, in one tiny
comer of this world, to bring a new minority into being. Never-
theless this audacity w^as committed in Palestine by the mandatory
Power with apparent impunity—at least down to the time of writing.
The credit for this remarkable achievement was shared, in different
measure, by the several parties concerned. The leaders of the
Zionist Organization, for example, showed statesmanship and
strength of mind by persisting in a policy of moderation, notwith-
standing the iippatience of powerful supporters in distant countries
whose enthusiasm for the Zionist ideal was not balanced by a first-

hand acquaintance with actual conditions in Palestine. The leaders
of the Palestinian Arab Nationalists, again, though they were intran-
sigent in their political demands, distinguished themselves from
their contemporaries in Egypt and Syria by not inciting their
followers to revolutionary violence. The chief credit, however,
must be assigned to the British administrative staff. No prudent
Government would have undertaken to establish in Palestine a
* National Home ’ for the Jews if it had not had supreme confidence
in the character, ability, and experience of its own public servants
on whom the task would devolve. Presumably the British Govern-
ment embarked on the enterprise in the belief that it could count
upon finding a British 'personnel which was equal to the occasion.
At any rate the Government’s audacity was justified in the event
by the record of the administrators whom it selected. They proved,
once again, the truth that good administration works political
miracles.^ By 1926—when the last unit of the British garrison in
Palestine had been withdrawn,^ and this at a moment when the
adjoining parts of the French mandated territory were in insurrec-
tion—^the administration of the British mandate in Palestine had
become one of the wonders of the Islamic World : an honourable
though a somewhat uncomfortable distinction.^

^ The converse of this truth is that the desire for political change (e. g. in
the form of Nationalism) seldom becomes revolutionary except where the
ground has been prepared for this by bad administration.

* The last, that is, except certain details of the Tank Corps and the Air
Service, which remained because they were needed, not to uphold the autho-
rity of the mandatory Power over the population of the mandated territory,
but to assist the inhabitants of Transjoraan to repel Wahhabi raiders. (See
Part III, Sections (vi) and (vii) below.)

^ Lack of space has made it impossible to include in this volume of the
Survey any account of the administrative work of the British authorities in
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Sect, i INTRODUCTION 23

Apart from the Zionist experiment in Palestine, the general
tendency in the Islamic World at this time was for minorities to
disappear ; and there was a related tendency towards the taming
of the wild highland or desert tribes which had hitherto broken the
regularity of administration in Islamic countries while the minorities
had broken the uniformity of national life. The Republican Govern-
ment in Turkey, the founder of the Pahlawi Dynasty in Persia, and
the Amir Amanuilah in Afghanistan crushed by brute force the
Kurds, Shahsevens, Lurs, Turkmens, Mangals, and other turbulent
tribesmen in their respective territories.^ On the other hand, the
French employed more humane and diplomatic methods in pacifying
the feudal lords of Southern Morocco, the Berber clans of the Atlas
highlands,® and the Syrian ‘Alawiyin ^

; and Ibn Sa‘ud, on his part,
appears to have employed more statesmanship than coercion in
inducing the Badu of Central Arabia to settle down in his agricul-
tural colonies.^

It was noticeable that the native Islamic Governments—whether
because or in spite of their greater ruthlessness—proved on the
whole more successful in taming the tribesmen than the Western
Colonial Powers. The Amir Amanu’llah’s war of extermination
against the Mangals was at least more rapidly effective than the
Palestine, though properly the Survey ought to take account of the whole
field covered by the annual reports of the mandatory Powers to the Permanent
Mandates Commission. The writer of the Survey regrets the necessity for this
omission, and ventures—in the hope of guarding against any misleading im-
pression which it might possibly leave in the reader’s mind—to quote the
following observations by Mr. lioonard Stein, a distinguished member of the
Zionist Organization who has been good enough to contribute the Sub-section
in Part III, Section (vii) on the development of the Jewish National Homo

:

I cannot help thinking that it is a pity that the Survey should contain no
indication of the moral and material progress which has been made by
Palestine as a whole under the British mandate. While I am naturally the
last person to -underrate the importance of the constructive work done under
Zionist auspices, I feel, nevertheless, that the really remarkable work of the
Palestine Administration ought not to be passed over without notice. No
one would suggest that the Survey should deal in detail with the ordinary
routine of colonial government, but we are here dealing with a conspicuously
successful attempt to rebuild a derelict country de novo, I think it would
be unfortunate if the ordinal^ reader wore to go away with the impression
that, apart from what is being done by and for the Jews, the history of
Palestine since the Armistice has been merely a history of constant friction
between the (rovernment and the Arab population. If the picture is to be
in proper perspective, it seems to me that this, the first volume of the Survey
to deal with the new Palestine in detail, should make some attempt to sum-
marize, however concisely, the story so admirably told by Sir Herbert Samuel
in his final report. {Colonial, No. 15 of 1925.)
1 See Part III, Sections (xi) («), (xiii), and (xiv) below.
* See Part II, Section (vi) below.
* See Part HI, Section (vii) (a) below.
^ See Part III, Section (v) (o) below.
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24 GENERAL Part I

British Indian Government’s efforts to impose the Pax Britannica
upon the Mahsuds ;

^ and, conversely, the most striking local
successes gained by the tribesmen in a struggle which in most cases
ultimately went against them were gained by the Rifis over the
Spaniards in 1921-4 ^ and by the Druses over the French in 1925-6 ®

The effects of Western influence on the Islamic World which have
been mentioned up to this point were all destructive and, during
the j^ears under review, this process of destruction was predominant.
Under the impact of the West the institutions of the old order were
overthrown one after another. Yet though the ruins cumbered the
ground, the beginnings of fresh construction, on the Western plan,
were already visible here and there in the several fields of political,
economic, and cultural life, as they were in the devastated areas
of Stamboul, Salonica, Smyrna, and Damascus. The positive pro-
cess of ‘ Westernization for which the previous destruction had
made way, revealed itself parti}'' in external (though not necessarily
trivial) symptoms like the adoption of Western head-gear,^ and
partly in the growth of new institutions, habits, and aspirations.
A genuine struggle for constitutional government was being waged,
as yet inconclusively, in Turkey, Egypt, Tunisia, the Lebanon,
Syria, ‘Iraq, and Persia against the domination of native dictators
or extraneous Powers ; and even in such remote and backward
countries as Afghanistan and the Najd Western political ideas were
in the air. When the Great National Assembly at Angora abolished
the Ottoman Caliphate, and when the Wahhabis drove the Hashim!
Dynasty out of the Hijaz, the general impulse in Islam was to deal
with the situation by the modern Western method of convening an
international conference and not by the t/*aditional Islamic method
of preaching a Holy War. This change of outlook in politics was
significant, yet perhaps not so significant as the contemporary
changes on the social and cultural planes. The most striking pheno-
mena there were a movement for the emancipation of women and
a determination to master the material technique of Western civil-
ization in its multifarious branches. The future of Islamic society
probably depended more upon the outcoine of these social and
cultural endeavours than upon the course of the- diplomatic and
military affairs with which the present Survey is primarily con-
cerned.

^ See Part III, Section (xiv) below.
* See Part II, Section (v) below.
® See Part III, Section (vii) (e) below.
* See Part I. Section (ii) (e) bdow.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 25

(ii) The Abolition of the Ottoman Caliphate by the Turkish Great
National Assembly and the Progress of the Secularization Move-
ment in the Islamic World.

(a) The Antecedents of the Ottoman Caliphate.^
The question of the Caliphate (Khildfat), which perplexed and

divided the Islamic World during the period under review, had like-
wise produced the first schism in Islamic society—a schism which
began, only twenty-four years after the death of the Founder, with
the disputed succession of the fourth Caliph ‘Ali, and which had
never afterwards been repaired. The Shris sectaries ’) ^ took the
view that ‘All (who held the office from a. d. 656 to 661) was the first
and last legitimate Caliph in the series recognized by the Sunni
(* Orthodox ’) majority of Islamic society, and that the true succes-
sion had passed from the Founder himself to ‘All (the first three de
facto Caliphs being dismissed by the Shi* is as illegitimate inter-
lopers), and from ‘All, by right of inheritance and direct appoint-
ment (nass), to a series of Imams of ‘Alid descent, who had lived under
persecution or in obscurity until the last of them had supernaturally
disappeared. According to the Shi‘i doctrine this last of the Imams
(there were divergences of view among the Shi‘is themselves regard-
ing the number and identity of the persons in the series) was still

living, in mysterious withdrawal from the world, and was one day
to appear again. Until his reappearance the Imamate, ex hypothesis
could not be held by an ordinary mortal ; and therefore, for the
Shi‘is, no ‘ Caliphate Question ’ could arise as a practical issue. In
general the Sunnis—who at all times constituted the major part of
Islamic society—^had recognized the legitimacy of those Caliphs who,
after ‘All’s death, had seized and held the office de fa^to ; and the
protest of a minority of Muslims ^ against the historical facts, though

^ See the bibliography at the end of the section, especially the exact and
lucid exposition of the subject by Sir Thomas Arnold in Ths Caliphate (Oxford,
1924, Clarendon Press).

• The terms ShI‘I and Sunni were of course coined by the Sunnis.
* This minority included not only the Shris but also some Sunnis. ' The

view that the Kml&fat had only lasted thirty years, i. e up to the death of
‘All . . was held by ‘ Nasafi (a. n. 1068-1141), one of the greatest legists
of the Hanafi School, whose exposition of Muslim doctrine was an accepted
text-book in Turkey, and was commented upon by many scholars there.
From him this opinion had been adopted by the great Turkish jurist Ibrahim
Halabi {ob, 1549), whose Mtdtaqd'u'hAbhwr heca^me the authoritative Ottoman
code of law ' (Arnold, op. cif., p. 163). In the Hanafi School of the Sunnah,
however, this opinion seems to have been purely academic, and indeed to have
remained in abeyance, whereas the Shl‘is regarded it as the most vital issue
in Islamic affairs.
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26 GENERAL Part I

continuously maintained, had not prevented the Caliphate from
being, in its day, a great political institution.
The Prophet Muhammad, who had set out to preach a religion,

was led incidentally—by force of circumstances into which it is un-
necessary to enter here—into founding a state ; and Islam, the new
community (ummak) which he brought into existence, was both a
religious and a political association. Accordingly, in the SlmrVah or
‘ Path ’ of Sunni Islamic Law, which was deduced, during the first

two centuries after the Hijrah, from the Qur'an and the approved
Traditions of the Prophet, and which became crystallized thereafter
in the alternative expositions of the four canonical schools, there
did not arise that distinction betw'een 'religious' and 'political',
' sacred ' and ' profane ' ecclesiastical ’ and ' secular ' spiritual ’

and ' temporal which was so characteristic of Western thought that
it was difficult for Westerners not to read it unconsciously into the
thought of other civilizations.^ The Islamic community was, and
remained, a ' Church-and-State ' indivisible. At the same time
Muhammad was regarded by the Muslims as the last of the Prophets,
so that his Caliph or ‘ successor ’ (the literal meaning of the Arabic
word Khallfah) could not, ex hypoihesL inherit his function as a
medium of fresh religious revelation. Ibn Khaldun, a great Muslim
thinker of the eighth Islamic (fourteenth Cliristikn) century—writing
at a time when the history of the early Caliphate could be seen in
perspective and when the academic theory of the office had been
worked out—defined the nature of the Caliphate as follows :

It is evident that the true function of the Caliph is to be a deputy
of the Lawgiver [i, e. of the Prophet Muhammad] in the defence of the
Faith and in the administration of this world. Now the Lawgiver w^as
charged with a twofold responsibility—a responsibility, in regard to
the Faith, to secure the observance of the SharVahy and to induce men
to accept the duties which it imposes ; and a responsibility, in regard
to the administration of this world, to secure the social welfare of his
subjects.'^

According to this passage the Caliph's function was limited to
securing the execution of the Islamic Law one and indivisible ; and
it will be seen that his two responsibilities of defending the Faith and
administering mundane affairs both fell entirely within that sphere

^ Historically, this Western distinction was a peculiarity of Western society.
It was unknown, for example, not only in Islam, but in the ^ty Stat^ of
Ancient Greece, as well as in most primitive communities, ancient and modern.

* Ibn Khaldhn : Muqaddamdt (Arabic text, third Bayrut edition, 1900,
p. 218 ; French translation by Baron McG. de Slane, Paris, 1863, Imprimerie
Imp4riale, vol. i, p. 444).
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OP OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 27
which, in the West, was regarded as appertaining to ‘ the Temporal
Power *} This is equally apparent from the exposition of the
Caliph's duties which is given by a writer of the eleventh century
after Christ, Al-Mawardi, and which is summarized by Sir Thomas
Arnold as follows :

The Caliph must thus be a person capable of fulfilling administrative,
judicial, and military functions. These functions Mawardi sets out in
detail as follows : the defence and maintenance of religion, the decision
of legal disputes, the protection of the territory of Islam, the punish-
ment of wTongdoers, the provision of troops for guarding the frontiers,
the waging of war \jihad] against those who refuse to accept Islam or
submit to Muslim rule the collection and organization of taxes, the
payment of salaries and the administration of public funds, the appoint-
ment of competent officials, and lastly, personal attention to the details
of government. These varied activities expected of the Caliph, Mawardi
sums up as being ‘ the defence of religion and the administration of the
state

The academic theorists deduced the functions of the Caliphate
a priori^ from texts of the Qur’an and the Traditions, by fine-drawn
logical processes resembling those employed by medieval Western
Schoolmen, and they eventually worked out a comprehensive and
detailed exposition of the nature of the Caliphate ; the necessity for
its existence ; the qualifications required for holding the office or for
acting as an elector of a new incumbent ; the alternative procedures
of election by the qualified representatives of the Islamic community
(the Arbdbu'l-Halli wa'l-Aqd, * the possessors of the power to loose
and bind ’, which meant, in fact, the holders of power de facto, who-
ever these might be at the moment) or designation by the previous
holder of the office (the effect, in either case, being the conclusion of

^ According to certain Islamic ‘ theologian-publicists ’ (theology and poli-
tical theory were not differentiated in Islamic thought of the classical period)
the accomplishment of the Caliph’s primary function—that of securing the
execution of the SharVah—required that he should possess the capacity of
Ijtihdd, that is, of interpreting the SharVah * with authority and not as the
scribes \ (See Count L. Ostrorog’s French translation of Al-Mawardl on the
Caliphate, second edition, Paris, 1925, Leroux, pp. 86-7, and foot-note on
p. 144.) The later view, however, was that, after the foundation of the four
orthodox schools of interpretation, the door of Ijtihad^ in the absolute sense,
had been closed (op. di., p. 45). In any case, Ijiihad was mere interpretation
of past revelation, and it was not binding upon the Islamic community unless
there were a consensus among the Mujidkids* See further the article Jjiihdd
in The Encyclopaedia of Islam.

* Arnold, op. cit, p. 72. For the full text of the passage in Al-Maward! see
Count Ostrorog’s translation, cited in the preceding foot-note, pp. 143-9.
During the period under review, the Caliph’s traditional functions of defend-
ing the frontiers and mobilizing the armies of Islam w^ere cited, by those Turks
who wished for the abolition of the Ottoman Caliphate, as evidence that the
maintenance of the Caliphate was incompatible with the constitution of the
Turkish Bepublic.
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28 GENERAL Parti

a social contract between the Caliph and the community) ; the duties
of the Caliph, when once in office, towards the community ; the
duties of the community towards the Caliph ; and the circumstances—physical, mental, and political—which entailed a forfeiture of the
office by an incumbent of it.^

No doubt these academic thinkers, like their Western counter-
parts, lived in a world of abstract thought which had little relation
to the facts of the world around them ; and for this reason their
theories regarding the Caliphate were almost without influence upon
the history of that institution until after the abolition of the last
historical vestige of it in 1924. Indeed, the Caliphate Congress which
met in Cairo on the 13th May, 1926, was perhaps the first assemblage
of Doctors of the Islamic Law which had ever had a free hand to
discuss the practical question of the succession to the Caliphate in
academic terms. Nevertheless, the theory of the Caliphate had always
coincided with the practice in one important respect. The ‘ tem-
poral ’ or political character of the office, as established theoretically
in the definitions of the Islamic Schoolmen when translated into
terms of Western thought, is established with even greater force by
the historical facts (which came to pass before the theory took shape,
and perhaps accounted in large measure for the shape which it
eventually took).
The Caliph or Successor of the Prophet became known by two

alternative titles : ^ Imam or ‘ leader of the people ’ {ummah)—by
^ The two ‘most celebrated expositions of the academic theory of the Cali-

phate were those of Al-Mawardi (ohiit a. d. 1058) and of Ibn Khaldfin (ohiit
A, D. 1405), both of which have been cited above.

® See Arnold, op. ctf., pp. 31-41. Ibn Khaldun {Muqaddamdt, third Bayrut
edition, p. 191 ; Baron MoG. de Slane's translation, vol. i, p. 387) appears
to imply that the titles KhaUfdh and Imdm, at any rate, are simply inter-
changeable ; and in the decision published on the 25th March, 1924, by the
Rector of Al-Azhar and by the other principal 'tUama in Egypt (see p. 82
below, and, for the complete text, the Appendix to the present volume) it is
stated that ' the Caliphate ’ is * synonymous with the Imamate * (beginning
of Clause 2). Sir Thomas Arnold (op. cit, loc, cit.) writes :

The early Caliphs could be described by either one of these three titles—Khallfah, Amir ul-Mu*minin, and Imfim. Each was a title of one and the
same personage, but Khallfah emphasized his relation to the founder of the
faith, ' The Apostle of God,’ and put forward this apostolic succession as
a claim for the obedience of the faithful ; the second title, * Amir ul-
Mu’minln,’ asserted more distinctively the authority of the ruler as supreme
war lord and head of the civil administration : the third, ‘ Im&m,’ empha-
sized rather the reli^ous activity of the head of the state as performing
a certain definite relimous function. This last title—Im&m—is the favourite
designation for the Head of the Church among the Shiahs, since they lay
^ecial emphasis on the sacrosanct character of the successors of the
Prophet, ...
A high authority, who is himself a Shri, Mr. Ameer Ali, draws a sharper
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 29
an analogy between public prayer and other public affairs—^and
Amlm'l-Mu^minln or Commander of the Faithful, which coincided
in meaning with the Roman title Imperator, The title Amiru'U
Mu'minln came into use as early as the time of the second Caliph,
‘Umar, when the little community founded by Muhammad in the
Arabian hinterland of the Roman Empire wavS already expanding
into a ‘ universal state ’ of the same type as the Roman Empire
itself ; and thereafter the Islamic office of Caliph developed on lines
analogous to the development which the Roman office of Emperor
had already undergone.

Like the Emperor of the Romans the Commander of the P'aithful
was theoretically a constitutional magistrate elected by the com-
munity in order to execute the public law, by which he himself did
not cease to be bound. In practice the fifth Caliph Mu‘awiyah and
his successors, no less than Augustus and his successors, were
military dictators who seized political power by force, governed
autocratically under a parade of legal forms, and handed on their
position to their natural heirs if they were able. Succession by
revolution—the ultimate reality which the form of election only
thinly disguised—was tempered by a strong dynastic tendency ; but
the successive dynasties maintained themselves by force or vis
inertiae, not by the sanction of recognized ‘ legitimacy ’ or ‘ divine
right and they were exposed to the danger of being supplanted by
a fresh military revolution at any moment. The ‘Alids gave place to
the Umayyads and the Umayyads to the ‘Abbasids as the Julii had
given place to the Flavii and the Antonini to the Severi ; and the
only bond between these successive dynasties was that all of them,
no less than the first four Caliphs and the Prophet himself, belonged

distinction between the ^tles Khallfah and Imam, In a letter to the writer
of the present Survey, >1® writes :

In the Muhammadan system thei^ are two dominant conceptions : (i)
the spiritual leadjtjrship ; (h) the temporal magistracy. They originate
from the Prophets own exampleand precedent. He was a spiritual leader
as well as the helad of a co^^&wealth. The first is called the Imdmat, the
second the KhfA^dfat, In t9*shl‘ah system the Imdmat stands separately
from the KM/Mfai ; the Sunnis the Imdmat is commonly combined
with the KffMfat : and will find this the main point of difference be-
tween the> 'ie two gr®® sections. I am afraid you have not sufficiently
differentia uted betw^ these two conceptions.
For Mr. exposition of the subject see further his The Spirit of

Islam (se ^ond ®.fdn, London, 1022, Christophers), and an article entitled
* The r ,0,Upb®'^d the Islamic Renaissance ' in the Edinburgh Review,
Janr^ which he writes :

^ ^ J^ Od/ai ... is the vice-gerency of the Prophet. . . . The Imdmat
Is the spiritual leadership ; but the two dignities are inseparable.
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30 GENERAL Part 1

to the Quraysh, that is, to the aristocracy of pre-Islamic Mecca.^
Thus the vast majority of historical Caliphs obtained the office either
by inheritance or by revolution ; and the peaceable appointment of
a Caliph on account of his individual merits—^though it did occur in
the case of one at least out of the first four ‘ rightly-directed ^

Caliphs—was as rare an exception in the history of the Caliphate as
the succession of ‘ philosopher kings ’ from Nerva to Marcus had
been in the historj’^ of the Roman Empire.

Nevertheless, this disorderliness of succession and precariousness
of tenure did not prevent the office itself, as distinct from the transi-
tory holders of it, from acquiring political prestige—a prestige which
grew so great that it long outlasted the real political power through
which it had been originally accumulated. When, in the ninth
Christian centuiy, the ‘Abbasids of Baghdad had become the crea-
tures of their own barbarian palace guards, the de facto rulers who
sprang up in different provinces of their former dominions still
sought investiture from them, as barbarian usurpers in the Roman
provinces of the West had once sought it from Roman Emperors
living impotently under the shadow of their barbarian Masters of
the Soldiers ; and after the extinction of the ‘Abba^id Caliphate at
Baghdad by the Mongols in a. d. 1258 the Mamluk Slave-Sultans
of Egypt found it convenient to rule, by a legal fiction, as deputies
of a branch of the ‘Abbasid line, who were maintained as pensioners
in Cairo—with the sole function of investing successive Mamluk
Sultans with lawful authority—until the Mamluk Power itself was
extinguished by the ‘Osmanlis in a. d. 1517.^

^ The historical reason for this was that the Founder of Islam himself had
belonged to the Quraysh, and that the old bond of' kinship, which was exceed-
ingly strong in Arabian tradition, prevailed over the new bond of religion.
(The Umayyads, for instance, able to profit by their descent though
they had been bitter opponents of ^iuhammad during^ his lifetime.) The lus-
torical fact that, from the dcat )i of jfiihanuiiad down the Mongol conquest
of Baghdad in a. d. 1258, there was ne',®** ^ Caliph who' did not belong to the
Quraysh gave rise, in retrospect, to that '^Ahe Prophet nimself
had declared Qurayshite lineage to be qualii^oation for holding
the office. This question is discussed at Ibn i/<haldun (op, ctf.,
de Slane, vol. i, pp. 394-400). He records this ma tter the doctors
disagreed ; and tnough he himself accepts the ffd^tion, ho oln 'iracteristioally
rationalizes it by interpreting it as a local and teni^^^ry apph . 'cation of the
general and permanent qiialiftcation of fitness.

2 The relation of the Cairene ‘Abbasids to the Mamk Sttlta,nh\ resembled
the relation of the Merovingian rots fainianis to their CsfMgian Mayors of
the Palace or tliat of the Japanese Emperors to their Shoga. Tne dis-
tinction was one between political prestige without de facto powe^,^ > de facto
political power without prestige ; but the ‘Abb&sid Caliphate and
Sultanate at Cairo were alike political institutions. The Caliphate u

,
t

become a spiritual office by virtue of ceasing to be an effective political office.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OP OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 31

This Cairene Caliphate, however, does not appear to have obtained
any general recognition among Islamic rulers other than the Cairene
Mamluks for whose convenience it existed.^ Elsewhere in the Sunni
World it seems to have been held that even the right of investiture,
which the ‘Abbasids had succeeded in preserving four centuries
longer than their own direct power, had lapsed in A. d. 1258, when
the last 'Abbasid Caliph of Baghdad was put to death in his capital
by an Infidel conqueror. Thenceforward, except in Egypt down to
A. D. 1517, the title of Caliph appears to have been assumed as a
matter of course by any Sunni ruler with pretensions to importance.^
The Ottoman Sultans, for example, were already styling themselves
Caliphs in the last quarter of the fourteenth century after Christ, when
their European conquests had raised their principality de facto to the
rank of a (ireat Power. So far as the title retained any positive
signific ance, and rc^mained something more than an empty form, it

was ])erliaps intended to imply an assertion of complete sovereign
independence, in contrast to that connotation of delegated authority
whicli was implicit in such titles as ‘ 8ultan \ It was certainly not
legarded at this time as implying any serious claim to exclusive
sovereignty over the entire Islamic community in all parts of the
world. In the sixtc'enth and seventeenth Christian centuries, for
example, the Muglnll rulers of India, in their diplomatic correspon-
dence with the Ottoman Court, sometimes applied the title of Caliph
both to themselves and to their Ottoman contemporaries in the
course of the same letter.^ Incidentally, none of these dynasties
It remained a political office, kept alive, in spite of having lost effective
])olitieal power, by the prestige of a great political past.

^ See Arnold, op. cit., ch. viii : ‘ Relations of the ‘Abbasid Caliphs in Cairo
with other princes in the Muslim World.’ Sir Thomas Arnold notes several
exceptional cases in which the Cairene Caliphs did receive recognition from
Islainic rulers other than the Mamluks ; but he also cites evidence to show
that in general ‘ their position was a very humiliating one ’.

» See Arnold, op. cit., ch. ix :
‘ The Muslim monarch now claimed to derive

his authority directly from God, to be the vice-gerent of Allah, not a mere
successor of the Prophet, and the other designations, such as Imam and Amir
ul Mu’minin, that had hitherto been associated with the Caliphate, generally
dropped into abeyance, and were rarely assumed by those who called them-
selves Caliphs.’

“ Sir Thomas Arnold, op. cit, pp. 168-62. The mutual tolerance of these
respective claimants to the Calipnate in the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies is in significant contrast to the acrimony with which the title of Roman
Emperor was contested between East Roman Emperors and Holy Roman
Emperors in the Middle Ages. The inference is not that modern Islamic
rulers were more courteous or forbearing than medieval Christian rulers, but
that the title to the Caliphate was regarded by them with indifference. Sir
Thomas Arnold cites evidence {op. cit., pp. 138-68) to show that the Ottoman
Sultan Selim I, who conquered Egypt—Mamliik Sultans, ‘Abbasid Caliph-
pensioners and all—and who might on this account have claimed the Caliphate
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which rose to greatness, and consequently assumed the title of Caliph,
in the Islamic World after the barbarian invasions of the eleventh,
twelfth, and thirteenth centuries of the Christian era was of Quray-
shite descent. Yet, although by this time the tradition which made
Qurayshite blood an essential qualification for holding the Caliphate
had become more or less established in academic theory, that did
not deter princes of Turkish or Mongol origin from assuming the
title when they had attained de facto to a certain degree of political
power, nor again did it embolden princes of authentic Qurayshite
lineage, like the Hashimi Amirs of the Hijaz, to assume the title so
long as they remained dependent de facto upon the Mamluk or
Ottoman masters of Egypt. In fact, if the titular Caliphate, so
lightly assumed by numerous Islamic princes between the sack of
Baghdad in a. d. 1258 and the accession of the Ottoman Sultan-
Caliph "Abdu'l-Hamid II in 1876, possessed any feature in common
with the original Caliphate, which had been an effective dominion
over the whole of Islam, it was that in both ages the fundamental
qualification for holding the title or the office had been neither
individual merit nor Qurayshite lineage nor (least of all) ‘ spiritual
power \ but the command of sufficient force.

^

(6) The Hamidian Revival (1876-1922).

A new chapter in the history of the Caliphate was opened in the
eighteenth century by the growing influence of the West upon Islam—an influence which first declared itself in the form of military and
diplomatic pressure and later in the subtler but more penetrating
form of the transmission of ideas.

During the century which began with the negotiation of the
Russo-Turkish peace treaty of Ktichuk Qaynarjah in a.d. 1774 and
ended with the accession of ‘Abdu’l-Hamid, II to the Ottoman throne
in 1876 the Ottoman Caliphate ceased to be merely titular and
with better grounds than his Ottoman predecessors, was actually more in-
different to the title than his predecessors had been. In contrast to this
Selim apparently set great store by the guardianship of the Holy Cities of the
Hijaz, wWh passed to him, by right of conquest, from the Mamlhk Sultans.

^ The Ottoman Dynasty not only lacked the qualification of Qurayshite
descent but had given their official patronage in their dominions to the HanafI
School of interpretation of the SharVah, which held in theory that the
legitimate Caliphate had come to an end with 'All (see p. 25 above). This,
however, neither deterred the Ottoman PAdish&hs from assuming the title
nor evoked (apparently) any active protest from the Hanaf! ^tUemd of the
Ottoman Empire. This may indicate either that the title had come to be
regarded as an empty form or else that the Hanaf! opinion concerning the
duration of the Caliphate was a dead letter.
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became for the first time an active factor in international affairs.
This change was the consequence of three new developments : first,
the continual transfer of ex-Ottoman provinces, containing Muslim
populations, to the rule of Western Governments ; second, the
successive extinction of all sovereign independent Sunni Powers of
any importance, with the single precarious exception of the fast
diminishing Ottoman Empire, and their replacement by the colonial
empires of Western Powers (the most conspicuous example of this
second development being India, where a large Muslim population
passed from the Mughul Raj to the British Raj after a short interval
of anarchy) ; and, third, the gradual emergence in Islamic society of
a new sense of solidarity and a new desire to express this feeling in
some practical form—^a development which was a natural and, indeed,
almost inevitable reaction to the other two. As a result of these
three related developments interest in the Caliphate revived, and
at the same time a confusion of thought arose regarding the character
of an office which had been obsolete, in all but name, for many
centuries.

This confusion was due to the misinterpretation of both the
history and the theory of the Caliphate by insufficiently instructed
Western observers, who drew a false analogy between an Islamic
institution which they failed to understand and a Western institu-
tion with which they were familiar. They equated the Caliphate
with the Papacy ; explained it as a ^ spiritual ’ office in the Western
sense (an abstraction which was quite foreign to Islamic thought) ;

assumed that the double title of Sultan-Caliph implied a personal
union of the ^ spiritual ’ and ‘ temporal ’ powers in the Ottoman
Padishah ; and inferred that these powers could alternatively be
divided between different persons. Their error obtained a wide
currency in the West ^ (except among a few scholars without influence
in international affairs) and even among Muslims who had received
a modem Western in place of a classical Islamic education. It was
consciously and skilfully exploited by 'Abdu’l-Hamid in his dealings
with Western Governments, with Muslim peoples under Western
rule, and with his own Muslim subjects.
7he subjection of Muslim populations to non-Muslim Governments

had not been foreseen by the canonical interpreters of the SharVah—
or, rather, it had not been contemplated as a situation in which

^ It seems to have been popularised by M. C. M. d'Ohsson in the first
volume of his Tableau Oiniral de VEmpire OtUman (Paris, 1787), in which
* he speaks of the sacerdotal authority ** of the Sultan and styles him the
Pontiff of the Musulmans * (Arnold, op. otf., p. 170).

n
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Muslims could acquiesce. This followed logically from the fact that
mundane administration was an integral part of the activities of the
Islamic community and, therefore, could not bo resigned into non-
Muslim hands without preventing the community as a whole, and
its individual members, from leading the true Islamic life in all its
completeness. For this reason any territory under non-Muslim rule
was regarded as Ddru'l-Harb (a ‘ war zone ’), and it was the duty of
all Muslims, whether resident in such territory itself or elsewhere, to
wage perpetiial warfare until the territory had been brought under
Muslim rule. Presumably this duty applied with special force in the
case of territories over which Muslim rule had once been established
and in which a Muslim population survived, such as the ceded
provinces of the Ottoman Empire or the lost dominion of the
Mughiils. In practice, however, all the parties to the new situation
would be anxious not to push the logic of it to extremes. The former
Muslim Government of the territory that was passing under non-
Muslim rule had either ceased to exist, like the Mughul Government,
or else, like the Ottoman Government, it had ceded the province,
under force ^najeure, as the price of a necessary peace. Ex hypothesis
it could not or would not continue the war ; nor, again, would the
Muslim populations in the ceded territory be in a position to carry
on, single-handed, a struggle which had gone against them even
before they had lost the protection of their former Muslim sovereigns.
Least of all would the new non-Muslim rulers desire to drive their
new Muslim subjects to desperation by rendering the fulfilment of
their religious duties flagrantly impossible for them under the new
regime. Since these new rulers happened to be Western or Western-
ized Powers they naturally sought a solution in the convenient
Western distinction between ‘ temporal ’ and ‘ spiritual ’ power and
attempted, on the false analogy above-mentioned, to apply it to
Islamic conditions.
For example, in the Russo-Turkish peace treaty, signed at Kiichiik

Qaynarjah on the 21st July, 1774 (Art. 3), in which the Crimefin
Tatars were declared independent of the Ottoman Empire, it was
provided that

In regard to religious ceremonies, since the Tatars profess the same
cult as the Musulmans, and since His Majesty the Sultan is regarded
as the sovereign Caliph of the Muhammadan religion, they shall con-
duct themselves towards him as is prescribed by the precepts of their
law— without, however, thereby compromising their political and civil
liberty in the form in which it has just been established.

Again, in the Italo-Ottoman preliminaries of peace which were
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 35
signed at Ouchy on the 15th October, 1912, and in which the pro-
vinces of Tripoli and Benghazi were detached from the Ottoman
Empire, it was provided that the Sultan should proclaim to the
Muslim population of the ceded territories that, ‘ availing ’ himself
of his ‘ sovereign rights he was conceding to them ‘ full and com-
plete autonomy ’

; and further that
our intention being that the ordinances of the Sacred Law of the
SherVeh remain continually in force, we reserve to ourselves, with this
end in view, the nomination of the qadi, who in his turn will nominate
the na4bs from among the local ‘ulema, in accordance with the rules
of the Sh^rVeh.

Similarly, in the Turco-Bulgarian peace treaty signed at Con-
stantinople on the 29th September, 1913, it was provided (Art. S)
that

the name of his Imperial Majesty the Sultan, as Caliph, will continue
to be pronounced in the public prayers of the Musulinans [of Bulgaria],

and there was annexed to the treaty an arrangement concerning
the muftis in Bulgaria. The local muftis were to be elected by
the Muslims on the Bulgarian electoral registers, and were in turn
to elect a Chief Mufti for the whole country who w^as to serve as
a liaison between them and the Sheykhu'Ulsldm at Constantinople.
The Sheykhn'l-Iddm was to issue the authorization for rendering
fetvdSy not only to the Chief Mufti of Bulgaria, but to the local muftis
on the Chief Mufti’s recommendation ; so that the Bulgarian muftis,
though elected by the Bulgarian Mu.slim population, could not enter
on their functions without licence from an Ottoman public authority.
It was further provided that if the Chief Mufti disallowed a judge-
ment (hujjei) of a local mufti on the ground that it w^as contrary to
the SherVeh the case was to be referred to the Sheykhuhlsldm., who
was to have power to reverse the Chief Mufti’s decision. Since the
Sheykhu^Isldm was a law-officer of the Ottoman Crowm the effect
of this arrangement was to give the Ottoman Sultan-Caliph juris-
diction over Muslims who were Bulgarian nationals.^
In ilitemational agreements, of the type illustrated by these three

texts, between the Ottoman Government and non-Muslim Powers,
^ Compare the Graeco-Turkish peace treaty of the 141 h November, 1913,

Arts. 11 and 13. The provisions of the Turco-Bulgarian peace treaty of the
29th September, 1913, cited above, had been anticipated in the Tufco-Bul-
garian convention of the 19th April, 1909 (relative to the Bulgarian declara-
tion of independence), and in the Turkish-Austro-Hungarian convention of the
26th February, 1909 (relative to the Austro-Hungarian annexation of Bosnia-
Herzegovina). The same questions arose in the negotiations for a new Turco-
Bulgarian treaty during the period under review.
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the High Contracting Parties thus tacitly agreed to accept as ap-
plicable the Western distinction between ‘ temporal ’ and ‘ spiritual ’

power ; but since that distinction did not apply in fact the result
was wholly disadvantageous to the party which had introduced it
under a misconception. The non-Muslim Governments concerned
imagined that they were securing a valid political title without in-
curring the risk of an interminable religious war, and this at the
cheap price of leaving the Ottoman Sultan-Caliph in possession of
that ‘ spiritual ’ power for which they believed the Caliphate to
stand. On the other hand, the Sultan-Caliph, in tacitly allowing
the other party thus to deceive themselves, was unobtrusively
receiving back, as Caliph, that full measure of ‘ temporal * power
which he had surrendered as Sultan. So long as the non-Muslim
Governments which conquered his provinces continued to recognize
him as Caliph and acknowledged his right to appoint the local
officers of the Islamic Law, so long, in the eyes of the local Muslim
population, his juridical sovereignty would remain unimpaired.
So true was this that the new Governments rapidly discovered

that such arrangements, based on a supposed distinction between
* temporal ’ and ‘ spiritual ’ power, were unworkable. The Russian
Government, for example, insisted in 1783 upon the cancellation of
the passage above-quoted from the treaty of 1774 ; and the Italian
Government caused to be inserted in the Lausanne Treaty of the
24th July, 1923, a clause (Art. 22) in which Turkey recognized ‘ the
definite abolition of all rights and privileges whatsoever which she
enjoyed in Libya under the Treaty of the 18th October, 1912, and
the instruments connected therewith \ It is not surprising that when
the Great National Assembly of Turkey attempted in the Law of
the 1st November, 1922, to maintain the Caliphate in Turkey, while
itself assuming the entire sovereignty in the Turkish State, it rapidly
discovered, as the Russians and Italians had discovered before, that
a Caliph without sovereignty was a contradiction in terms. The
abolition of the Ottoman Caliphate in Turkey on the 3rd March, 1924,
was as inevitable as had been the abolition of the Ottoman Caliph’s
authority in the Crimea in 1783 or in Libya in 1923. In all such cases,
however, the false analogy produced ai least a temporary confusion
of thought, and gave any titular holder of the Caliphate an oppor-
tunity for profitable equivocation. ‘Abdu’l-Hamid II (1876-1909)
used his opportunity with consummate skill.

When 'Abdu’l-Hamld ascended the throne the misinterpretation
of the Caliphate was already well established, and the other two
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developments, mentioned above, were also far advanced. Between
1876 and 1882 a number of former Ottoman territories or depen-
dencies, containing large Muslim populations—Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Bulgaria, Eastern Rumelia, the three Transcaucasian Sanjaqs of
Qars-Ardahan-Batum, Egypt, and Tunisia—all passed under the
rule of non-Muslim Governments. Meanwhile, a number of formerly
independent Muslim states were being reduced to vassalage or being
extinguished altogether. The last titular Mughul Emperor had
been deposed by the British in 1857 ; and, for more than half a
century before that, the dynasty had been living in Delhi as pen-
sioners of the East India Company, without a vestige of effective
power. In the Caucasus the last independent Muslim populations
had submitted to the Russians, or migrated to Ottoman territory
as refugees, between 1859 and 1864. In West Central Asia the
Russians had conquered the independent Uzbek Khanates between
1863 and 1873 ; and in this quarter they rounded off their dominions
by conquering the independent Turkmen tribes of Transcaspia, up
to the frontiers of Persia and Afghanistan, between 1873 and 1886.
Afghanistan herself surrendered the control over her foreign relations
to the British-Indian Government in 1879. Lastly, in East-Central
Asia, the Chinese Muslim minorities in the south-western and north-
western provinces of China proper and the Turk! Muslim peoples of
Chinese Turkestan, who had revolted against the Chinese Imperial
Government in the middle of the nineteenth century, and had at-
tempted to foimd independent Muslim states, were crushed after
struggles which lasted in the south-west from 1856 to 1872 and in
the north-west from 1862 to 1878.

In consequence ‘Abdu’l-Hamid, though his own dominions had
been dwindling fast, found himself, soon after his accession, almost
the sole survivor among those Sunni Powers which in modern times
had added the Caliphate to their titles. The only other serious
claimants to the title that remained were the Filali Sharlfs of
Morocco, who were still maintaining their independence in the
Maghribu’l-Aqsa or Far West of the Islamic World. These Sharlfs
had the advantage over ‘Abdu’l-Hamid in tracing their descent not
merely to the Quraysh but to the Prophet himself through Fatimah
and ‘All ; but Morocco was too isolated and too backward to take
the lead in Islamic affairs. As far as the rest of the Suiml World
was concerned ‘Abdu’l-Hamid was now the only titular Caliph in
existence, and merely through becoming imique the title acquired
a new value. Meanwhile, a Western publicist, M. C. M. d’Ohssoa,
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in his Tableau General de VEmpire Ottoman published in 1787, had
given currency to a legend that the Ottoman Djmasty had acquired
the title of Caliph by a formal act of transfer from the last ‘Abbasid
Caliph in Cairo to the Ottoman Conqueror of Egypt, Selim I, in
A.D. 1517, and not by an arbitrary act of assumption.^ This legend,
which raised the Ottoman Caliphate to an altogether different plane
of legitimacy from the Mughul Caliphate, does not appear to be
supported by any contemporary record ;

^ and the evidence indicates
that, on the contrary, the ‘Osmanlis had assumed the title with as
little warrant and as little concern as the Mughiils and their kind.
Nevertheless, the legend, once put in circulation, was repeated without
verification or effective criticism ;

^ and ‘Abdu’l-Hamid, as the
surviving holder of the title, with an established, though legendary,
claim to a legitimac}^ of which no other clai^nant could boast, was in
a favourable position for exploiting the Ottoman Caliphate to ad-
vantage. He had a good opportunity and a strong incentive for
doing so.

His opportunity lay not so much among the Muslim populations
in the late provinces of his own empire as among the former subjects
of his vanished peers, who were now living under non-Muslim rule
as ‘ sheep without a shepherd Many of the ex-Ottoman Muslim
populations which had passed under Western rule—for example, the
Egyptians and the Tunisians—lay in ‘ the core ’ of the Islamic World
and in close proximity to Western Euroi>e ; and these two circum-
stances both inclined them to seek salvation by standing on their
own feet and developing a local national life of their own on Western
lines, ratlier than by falling back upon the Islamic past and putting
their trust in an Ottoman Caliph who had recently failed to save
them from passing under Western domination. On the other hand,
the ex-subjects of the Mughuls and the other extinct Islamic Powers
mostly belonged to the Islamic ‘ fringe ’

; and, as minorities, they

^ See Sir Thomas Arnold, op. ct7., ch. xii : * Sultan Salim in Egypt.’
* ‘ For such information as wc have of Mutawakkil’s [the last Cairene

Caliph’s] position during this period we are indebted to an Egyptian scholar
Ibn lyas, who appears to have been well informed and to have been interested
in the fate of the ‘Abbasid Caliph. Though he gives many details there is
not the slightest indication of such a transfer of his high oMce ’ (Arnold, op. cif.,
p. 143). Mr. Ameer Ali contests this negative evidence. In the private letter
above quoted he writes ; ‘ Ibn lyas is most bitter against Selim, and writes
as a propagandist and partisan. D’Ohsson, the Swedish Ambassador, in my
opinion is far more reliable, as he had access to the archives of the Ottoman
sovereigns.’ D’Ohsson, however, does not in fact cite any official document
iu support of his story, and no such document appears to be known.

^ Sec Sir Thomas Arnold, op. cii,, pp. 146-7 and 212.
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had little to gain and much to lose by the spread of nationalism into
the countries where they lived. If national states were to arise out
of the Indian, Russian, and Chinese Empires these would not be
Muslim national states but Hindu, Russian, and Chinese. The spread
of Nationalism threatened these Muslims with submergence, and,
therefore, they were ready to welcome a revival of the Caliphate as
an institution which might provide them with a rallying point, and
might mobilize in their defence the united forces of the Islamic
World. It was noteworthy that the Shn as well as the Sunni
elements in Indian and Russian Islam were attracted by the Hami-
dian revival. In this matter the psychological demands of the actual
situation were more potent than the fundamental doctrines of the
Shn faith.
At this time the Indian and Russian Muslims were at just the

right range from Constantinople for ‘Abdu’l-Hamid to play upon
their feelings with effect. They were sufficiently remote to be un-
aware of the shoddiness of the Ottoman Empire and of the tyranny
which weighed heavily upon the Muslims, as well as the Christians,
who had the misfortune to live under the Hamidian Government.'
At the same time they were sufficiently accessible to acquire a new
sense of solidarity and to fall under the glamour of the Ottoman
Caliph's prestige. A century earlier the maintenance of continuous
relations between the scattered Muslim communities of India and
Russia and a Caliph seated at Constantinople would have been
physically impossible ; but the means had now been provided by

^ The present writer once heard, from a British resident in Constantinople,
of one instance in which this ignorance was cruelly dispelled. His informant
had been in commercial relations with an Indian Muslim merchant who was
a capable man of business and a loyal subject of the British Indian Govern-
ment, but who cherished a keen sentimental regret for the lost dominion of
Islam in India, and consoled himself with the belief that, in the Ottoman
Caliphate, there survived one Islamic Power which was as splendid as the
Mughul Empire and as efficient as the British Raj. After sustaining his self-
respect as a Muslim upon this illusion for many years this Indian merchant
saved enough money to make a pilgrimage to the seat of the Caliphate at
Constantinople—which meant more to him than*the Holy Land of the Hijaz

—

and there became the guest of his British correspondent. The contrast
between his long-cherished dream of the Caliphate and the sordid reality of
the Ottoman Empire caused him a distress which it was painful to witness.
He was appalled by the vast difference of standard between Muslim Govern-
ment in Ddru'hlsldm and British Government in India ; and he went home
with his spirit broken. In his case, no doubt, the reaction more than counter-
acted the original effect of the Hamidian propaganda ; but he was, of course,
an exception. The number of Indian or Russian Muslims who visited Con-
stantinople in order to verify the facts for themselves was exceedingly small;
and these witnesses did not expose themselves to the indignation of their co-
religionists by publishing criticisms of the Ottoman Caliphate upon their
return to their own countries.
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the world-wide extension of modern Western facilities for communi-
cation—steamships and railways, telegraphs and newspapers, and
business-like methods of organization and propaganda. The inven-
tion of the steamship stimulated the sea-borne pilgrim traffic from
the Dutch East Indies and British India to Jiddah ; while pilgrims
from Afghanistan, Central Asia, and the Caucasus were now able to
travel on Russian-built railways to Batum and there take passage
on some Russian, British, French or Austrian ship which would
carry them—past the windows of the Ottoman Caliph’s palace over-
looking the Bosphorus and then through the French-built Suez
Canal—until they too were landed at Jiddah without having had to
perform any part of their journey in the old laborious way. ‘Abdu’l-
Hamid himself extended the new facilities by constructing the Hijaz
Railway, from Haifa and Damascus to Medina, out of funds mainly
raised by voluntary subscriptions throughout the Islamic World.
This enterprise served the double purpose of advertising the Ottoman
Caliphate and of strengthening the Ottoman Government’s strategic
position in S3rria and Arabia.

‘Abdu’l-Hamid discreetly refrained from pushing his propaganda
too far. Had he emphasized the ‘ temporal ’ character of the
Caliphate Western Governments would have been forced to resist
his pretension to be recognized as Caliph by their Muslim subjects.
As it was Abdu’l-Hamid neither obtruded nor renounced the politi-
cal implications of his office ; and his masterly ambiguity allowed
the Western misconception of the Caliphate to tell in his favour.
During the early years of his reign, when relations between Great
Britain and Russia were strained by the Russo-Turkish War of
1877-8 and its diplomatic consequences, the British Indian Govern-
ment actually encouraged Indian Muslims to accept the Ottoman
pretension/ in their desire to build up a common front between

^ ‘ It was strangely enough England herself who did most to magnify
Turkey in the eyes of the Muhammadans of India. For a long time during
the nineteenth century it was her policy to bolster up the Ottoman Empire
against Hussia. . . . That policy culminated in the dispatch of Indian troops
as far as Malta in 1878, ^en the Russian armies were at the gates of Con-
stantinople. ... It was a gesture that brought Turkey nearer to India than
she had ever been before, and nearest of all to the Indian Muhammadans,
upon whom Englishmen themselves then took great pains to impress the close
community of interests between Turkey and India—often even talking about
the British Empire as the greatest Muhammadan Empire in the world,
because its population included far more Muhammadans than did Turkey *

(Sir Valentine Chirol, India [London, 1926, Benn], pp. 217-18). During the
Russo-Turkish War of 1877-8 the Ottoman Government, at the British
Government's suggestion, dispatched to ^Afghanistan, via British India, a
mission of Ottoman headed by one ofthe two qddU'askers, to impress
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Great Britain and Islam against Russia ; and apparently they failed
to realize that, however well the Ottoman pretension to the Caliphate
might serve their immediate purpose, it was at the same time a
challenge to the political authority of the Indian Government itself
over the Indian Muslims. ‘Abdu’LHamid did, indeed, retort to the
new orientation of British policy, which became increasingly un-
favourable to Turkey from 1880 onwards, by conducting anti-
British propaganda in India ;

^ but he never pushed this to extremes ;

and, so long as he remained on the throne, the Indian Muslims were
not seriously perplexed by a problem of divided allegiance. Under
cross-examination, perhaps, they might have been driven to admit,
with some embarrassment, that, as Caliph, ‘Abdul-Hamid was not
only the ofl&cial Defender of the-r Faith but their lawful sovereign
in the administration of mundane as well as religious affairs ; but
in earlier ages Indian Muslims had been accustomed to a legal fiction
by which an ‘Abbasid Caliph at Baghdad legitimized the de facto
administration of a local Islamic ruler—^a Ghaznawi or a Ghori—by
investing him with delegated authority.^ The relation between the
Ottoman Caliphate and the British Raj could be conceived in the
same terms ; and, for the rest, neither the Indian nor the Russian
Muslims had any desire at this time to raise an awkward issue.
Both the British and the Russian conquerors had treated their

new Muslim subjects well. The British had saved the Indian
Muslims from being overwhelmed by the Hindus ; and though they
had abolished the Muslim officers of the Islamic Law in 1864® they
continued, in British Indian courts, when the personal statute of
Muslims was concerned,to administerthe SharVah. A band of irrecon-
cilable Indian Wahhabis, who had established themselves in a fast-
ness beyond the North-West Frontier and kept up a Holy War
against the British Raj until after the Indian Mutiny, failed to obtain
any widespread support in the Indian Muslim community and was
eventually broken up ; and in 1870 British India was explicitly de-
upon the Afghans that Russia was the enemy and Great Britain the friend
of Islam. (This fact was told to the writer of the present Survey by a Turkish
friend of his whose father had been a member of the mission.)

^ ‘ In 1884 the Peyk-i-Isldmf the Pan-lslamic organ printed for specially
Indian consumption at ‘Abdu’l-Hamid’s private press at Yildiz Kybshk by
a Panjabi Muhammadan dismissed from the Indian public service, was already
found to be in circulation among Indian Muhammadans’ (Sir Valentine Chiro)
in a letter to the writer of the present Survey).

‘ Compare the investiture of Muhammad b. Tughlaa and Firuz Shah, in
the fourteenth century after Christ, by the Cairene Caliph (Arnold, op. cit,
pp. 103-6 ; Ameer Ali, The Spirit of Islam, p. 131).

® See Sir W. W. Hunter ; Our Indian Musvlmans : Are they hound in con-
seienee to rebel against the Queen ? (London, 1871, Trubner), p. 136.
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dared to be Ddru'l-Isldm and not Ddru'hHarb in fatwds rendered by
authoritative Doctors of the Law.^

.
As for the Russian Government

it had been more liberal than the British Indian Government in
leaving the administration of the SharVah ' in Muslim hands and
largely under Muslim control ; and the Muslim subjects of the
Russian Czar in the Caucasus and Central Asia, like the Christian
subjects of the Ottoman Padishah, had been exempted from com-
pulsory military service on payment of a special tax in commutation,*

Thus, all parties were content to leave the implications of the
Ottoman Caliphate obscure, and not least ‘Abdu’l-Hamid himself.
As far as his motives can be read from his actions it would appear
that his strongest incentive in building up the prestige of his office
among the Muslims of ‘ the fringe ’ was not an ambition to extend
the political authority of the Ottoman Padishah, by a gradual en-
croachment, over Muslim populations which had never previously
been under Ottoman rule, but rather to fortify his authority over
his own Muslim subjects by securing, through the recognition of his
Caliphate, the moral support of Muslims abroad. On the 23rd Decem-
ber, 1876, less than four months after his accession to office, ‘Abdu’l-
Hamid had been compelled to promulgate a constitution in which
he was styled Caliph (Art. 3) as well as Sultan and Padishah, but in
which his ^ temporal ’ power was at the same time reduced from
autocracy to constitutional monarchy on the lines of the Belgian
Constitution of 1 83 1 He speedily dismissed the leader of the Young
Turkish reformers, Midhat Pasha,^ dissolved the first parliament
and suspended the constitution ; but he always lived in terror of
the constitutional movement, and his fears were justified by the
event since, after the successful revolution of 1908, the Committee
of Union and Progress compelled him to restore Midhat’s constitu-
tion on the 23rd July of that year, and his abortive counter-revolu-

^ See Sir W. W. Hunter, op. cit, for texts of these legal opinions and a critical
examination of them.

* For the status of Muslims in the Russian Empire before the Revolution
of 1917 see Die kusHsehe Oeeetegebung iiber den Islam bis mm Aushruch des
Welthrieges, by H, Koch (Berlin, 1918, ‘ Der Neue Orient * Press). There was
compulsory militai^ service for the Muslims of the Voljga Basin, who had been
Russian subjects since the sixteenth centu^. In British India, of course, the
question of compulsory service did not arise.

* See E. Pritsch : ‘ Yerfassungsgeschichtliche Entwickelung der Neuen
Turkei * in MitteUungen desSeminarsfurOrientalisekeSprachen an der Friedrich-
Wilhelms-Universitat zu Berlin, Jahrgang xxvi und xxvii, Zweite Abteilung
(Berlin, 1924, de Gruyter), p. 166.

* Midhat Pasha was afterwards condemned on a false charge of complicity
in the murder of Sultan *Abdu’l-*Azl2, exiled to T&’if in the Hij&s, and there
made away with.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 43
tion of April 1909 finally cost him his throne. In reviving the Otto-
man Caliphate during the intervening years he was deliberately
laying up his treasure in an office which concerned not merely
Ottoman Muslims but the whole Sunni world, and which was not
susceptible of constitutional limitation without violence to the
classical interpretations of the SluxrVah}
The Hamidian revival of the Ottoman Caliphate did not save

‘Abdu’l-Hamid himself from eventually losing first his autocratic
power and then his throne ; but his success in building up the
prestige of the Ottoman Caliphate abroad received acknowledgement
from the Committee of Union and Progress, though they had most
to fear from the reaction of this prestige upon the internal politics
of the Ottoman Empire. So highly did they value the revived
Ottoman Caliphate as a factor in the Empire’s international position
that, even after the deposition of ‘Abdu’l-Hamid, they retained the
office, in spite of its autocratic implications, among the titles of his
constitutional successors. From 1908 to 1918 the Ottoman Empire
was ruled by an oligarchic party organization in the name of a
puppet Ottoman Caliph, as Egypt had once been ruled in the name
of a puppet ‘Abbasid Caliph by the Mamlilks.

(c) From the Declaration of a Holy War (Jihad) in the Name
OF THE Ottoman Cauph on the 23rd November, 1914, to
THE Passage of the Law of the 1st November, 1922, in
THE Turkish Great National Assembly.

The value of the revived Ottoman Caliphate as a factor in inter-
national affairs was tested by the Great War, which, in Turkey’s
case, lasted from the end of October 1914 to the signature of the
Mudania Armistice on the 11th October, 1922.
On the strength of afetvd rendered by the Ottoman Sheyhhu^UIsldm

a proclamation, signed by the Sheyhhu'hlsldm himself and by a
number of other eminent Ottoman Doctors of the Islamic Law, was
promulgated by the Sultan-Caliph on the 23rd November, 1914, In
this document^ a Holy War (Jihad) was declared in the Caliph’s
name, and the Muslim inhabitants both of territories subject to

^ The Schoolmen had laid down that the community owed the Caliph the
two duties of obedience and assistance—on condition that the Caliph governed
in conformity with the SharVah and in accordance with the public interest
(Al-M&wardi, translated by L. Ostrorog, ed. citt p. 151).

* For the text (in French translation) see A. Mandelstam ; Le Sort do
VBmyire Ottoman (Paris, 1917, Payot), pp. 372-3.
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the Entente Powers ^ and of neutral countries * were summoned to
take up arms and fight side by side with the Muslims of the Ottoman
Empire. This Pan-Islamic appeal had different effects from those
which were generally anticipated.

Its immediate and direct effect was negligible. The Great Sanusi
and the Imam of San‘a were the only Muslim rulers who took up
arms on the Ottoman side, and their intervention did not affect
the outcome of the War. In Arabia the Wahhabi prince "Abdu’l-
‘Aziz b. Sa‘ud, the rising star in the Peninsula, repudiated his
recently reaffirmed allegiance to the Ottoman Empire and made a
treaty with the British Indian Government, which was at that
moment invading adjacent Ottoman territory.^ The Amir Husayn
of the Hijaz—who had the advantage of the Ottoman Caliph in
being a member of the Quraysh and, indeed, of the Prophet’s own
family—^revolted against the Ottoman Government, with British
aid, in the name of Arab Nationalism against Ottoman Imperialism
and also in the name of Islam against the impiety of Young Turk
Free Masons and free-thinkers. In the British and the Russian
armies Muslim volunteers from the Panjab and Muslim conscripts
from the Volga Basin fought loyally and valiantly against the Otto-
man forces. Under the Mudros Armistice of the 30th October, 1918,
the Ottoman Caliph had to resign himself to the loss of the Holy
Cities of the Hijaz—^the guardianship of which had provided a more
solid foundation than the Caliphate for Ottoman prestige in the
Islamic World—and to the cession of all his Arab provinces. The
assumption of the title of Malik, with its implication of sovereign
independence, by the Amir Husayn of the Hijaz in 1916 ^ and by
King Fu’ad of Egypt in 1922 was an indication that the Arab peoples
had turned their backs on the old ideal of Islamic solidarity and had
become converted to a new ideal of separate nationhood.
However, the idea of the Ottoman Caliphate, as revived by

*Abdu’l-Hamid and exploited by the Committee of Union and
Progress, did not cease to exercise its effect after the Armistice of
October 1918, which, for Turkey, ended only the first phase of the
War. During the next four years the Turkish people, the Ottoman
Sultan-Caliph, and the Indian Muslims all continued to be impelled
by it, though in divergent and ultimately conflicting directions.
The effect upon the Turks was negative. Under the shock of over-
^ The Crimea, Kaz&n, Turkestan, Bukhar&, Khw&rizm, and India were

mentioned by name.
‘ China, Afghanistan, Persia, and Africa were mentioned by name.
• See below, pp. 282-3. ^ See below, p. 287.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 45
whelming defeat they reacted violently from that ambition to retain
Turkish dominion over the non-Turkish Muslims of the Ottoman
Empire and to assert Ottoman hegemony over Muslims abroad for
which the Ottoman Caliphate partly stood. Following the example
of the Arabs they set themselves to save the Turkish national home
from partition, and to build up their own Turkish national life ;

and this was the paramount concern of the Turkish National
Pact of the 28th January, 1920. The Pact laid down, it is true,
that ‘ the security of the City of Constantinople, which is the
seat of the Caliphate of Islam, the capital of the Sultanate and
the head-quarters of the Ottoman Government, . . . must be pro-
tected from every danger ’

; but this incidental reference to the
Caliphate was the only mention of it in the Pact. On the other hand,
the Pact, in its first and most important article, explicitly renounced
all Turkish claims to dominion over ' portions of the Ottoman
Empire inhabited by an Arab majority ’

; and the territories thus
renounced contained the Holy Cities of Islam, the guardiansliip of
which was almost essential to the Ottoman Caliph if his prestige in
the Islamic World was to be maintained. Thus, though Mustafa
Kemal Pasha and his companions did not at first repudiate the
Ottoman Caliphate, it took a subordinate place among the objects
of the War which thej’' reopened in 1919 against Greece and the
Principal Allied Powers.
The idea of the Ottoman Caliphate had a different effect upon the

Sultan-Caliph Mehmed VI Vahidu’d-Din, who had come to the throne
on the 3rd July, 1918. The Armistice of the SOt-h October, 1918,
which had brought his capital and his person under the power of the
victorious Allies, had released him simultaneously from the power of
the Committee of Union and Progress, who had made the Ottoman
D3aiasty their puppets for the past ten years. The rise of the new
Turkish Nationalist Movement in Anatolia threatened to reimpose
on the Sultan-Caliph this domestic servitude to his own Turkish
subjects from which he was momentarily free, and Mehmed VI

—

seeing that the Nationalists’ resistance to the Greeks in Anatolia was
a challenge to the Principal Allied Powers, and believing that the
Allies were bound to prevail—^threw his influence into the balance
against Mustafa Kemal. In the winter of 1919-20 he allowed his
Grand Vizier Damad Ferid Pasha, a convinced opponent of the
Nationalists, to organize an irregular force of Grcassian chetehs in the
Sanjaq of Bighah ; and in the spring of 1920, when these irregulars
failed to withstand the Nationalist Army’s counter-offensive, the
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Constantinople Govertiment obtained a fetvd from the Sheykhu'l-
Islam in which the conduct of the Nationalists was declared to be
contrary to religion. The text of this fetvd, together with an Imperial
rescript and a proclamation by the Ministry to similar effect, was
published on the 11th April. These manoeuvres of the Sultan-
Caliph against the Nationalists had no appreciable effect, but they
were a declaration of hostility , and the Nationalists neither forgot nor
forgave them.
Meanwhile, the idea of the Ottoman Caliphate was having a

different effect again upon the Indian Muslims. In Oriental countries
under Western rule the world-wide wave of unrest set in motion by
the War took the form of agitation against Western ascendancy ;

and the political leaders of the Indian Muslims—or at least those of
the younger generation—were carried by this wave of feeling into
co-operation with the Hindu Nationalists in an anti-British move-
ment. This was a complete reversal of the traditional policy of the
Indian Muslim community. Even after their reawakened sense of
solidarity with Muslims abroad had enlisted their sympathies in the
cause of Turkey when she was attacked by Italy in 1911 and by the
Balkan States in 1912, their political attitude at home had still been
governed by a fear that a Hindu ascendancy might be established in
India over the Muslim minorit}’^ ; they had not ceased to look upon
the British Indian Government as their bulwark against this danger ;

and it was no doubt the persistence of this traditional attitude of
mind, as well as a generous and disinterested loyalty aroused by the
sudden crisis in the fortunes of the British Empire, which restrained
the Indian Muslim community as a whole from following the lead of
Mr. Muhammad and Mr. Shawkat ‘Ali in the autumn of 1914, when
these gentlemen espoused the cause of Turkey not (this time) in a
war of defence against other non-Islamic Powers, but in an un-
provoked intervention on the side of the British Empire's opponents
in a war in which the British Empire was fighting for its existence.
It was only gradually, as the unrest generated by the Great War
gathered head, that the anti-British movement began to pervade the
Indian Muslim community as a whole ; yet even when they found
themselves in opposition to the British Raj, on a common platform
with the Hindus, this abnormal situation, created by a passing dis-
turbance which was external to the life of India herself, did not dispel
the ' minority complex '—^the deep underlying dread of submergence—^from the Indian Muslims’ minds. They still needed some psycho-
logical make-weight against the superior mass and momentum of the
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Hindus, even when their relation with the Hindus had temporarily
shifted from the footing of rivalry to that of co-operation ; and since
they were in a state of alienation from the British Raj they were
driven to seek satisfaction for their psychological need in some force
outside the frontiers of the Indian Empire. The Ottoman Caliphate
opportunely filled the void ; but at the very moment when the
Indian Muslims were turning to the Ottoman Caliphate with a new
sincerity and even fervour of feeling the Ottoman Empire was in
course of being partitioned in the peace settlement following the
Great War.

This aroused keen feeling in the Indian Muslim community in
general and not merely among the political leaders of the younger
generation—a feeling which in turn gave impetus to the movement
of co-operation with the Hindu Nationalists in opposition to the
British Raj. Indian Muslims who had volunteered for service in
the Indian army, and had fought against Ottoman troops on Ottoman
soil in defence of the British Empire, were distressed to find that their
victory was resulting in the break-up of the Ottoman Caliph’s do-
minions and the overthrow of the last surviving Islamic Great
Power. They did not realize that the break-up of the Ottoman
Empire was not an isolated event but part of a world-wide process,
of which other examples were the simultaneous break-up of the
Hapsburg Monarchy and the curtailment and transformation of
Russia and Germany. Nor did they realize that it had other and
deeper causes than the vindictiveness or acquisitiveness of the vic-
torious Allied Governments.^ They did not understand the phenome-
non of Nationalism which was now spreading, with disruptive force,
from the West into ‘ the core ’ of the Islamic World ; and, had they
understood it, they could hardly have sympathized with a movement
from which minorities, such as their own community, could derive
no benefit and might suffer the gravest detriment. In the eyes of the
Indian Muslims the Arab Nationalists were not patriots ‘ rightly
struggling to be free ’ but traitors to the cause of Islamic solidarity

—

Muslims who had made common cause with the Caliph’s enemies at
a time when the duty to assist the Caliph was especially incumbent
upon them. The resentment of the Indian Muslims towards the Arab
Nationalists was in curious contrast to the attitude of the Turks, who
frankly recognized the fait accompli of Arab national independence

^ These considerations were put before the Indian Khilafat Delegation,
with great clarity and force, by Mr. Lloyd George in the interview which he
gave them on the 19th March, 1920.
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and bore their former subjects no ill will for having successfully
asserted against Turkey a right which the Turks themselves were
determined to assert against the Allies. The Indian Muslims did
support Mustafa Kemal Pasha and his fellow nationalists in their
resistance to the Allies, down to its victorious outcome in the
Mudania Armistice ; but, here again, the Indian Muslims miscon-
ceived—mainly out of ignorance ^ but partly, perhaps, out of un-
willingness to face the facts—the cause for which the Turkish Nation-
alists were fighting. They idealized them as loyal servants of the
Caliph of Islam, fighting to rescue their master from a humiliating
captivity in the hands of non-Muslim Powers. They thus championed
the Sultan-Caliph Mehmed VI and Mustafa Kemal Pasha with in-
discriminate enthusiasm, and did not pause to take stock of their
position when the Caliph anathematized the Ghazi as an enemy of
religion, and the Ghazi denounced the Caliph as a traitor to the
Turkish nation.

In the last months of the year 1919 a series of All-India Khilafat
Conferences were organized by the brothers Mr. Rhawkat and Mr.
Muhammad ‘Ali—the two militant leaders of the younger generation
of Indian Muslims who had been interned by the Indian Government
during the War for sedition,- and w'ho w^ere perhaps themselves
inspired less by concern for the Ottoman Caliphate than by hostility
towards Great Britain—and it w^as resolved that an Indian Khilafat
Delegation should proceed to Europe, with the consent of the Vice-
roy, in order to lay their views before the statesmen of the Allied and
Associated Powers. The Viceroy received a deputation at Delhi on
the 19th January, 1920, and gave his authorization; and the Indian
Delegation headed by Mr. Muhammad ‘All—which sailed for Europe
about the time when the quarrel between the Sultan-Caliph and the
Turkish Nationalists was coming to an open breach—was received in
London by Mr. H. A. L. Fisher, on behalf of the Secretary of State

^ In fairness to the Indian Muslims it must be remarked that the Turkish
Nationalists abstained from enlightening their ignorance until the overthrow
of the Greeks and the conclusion of the Lausanne Treaty had inade Turkey
indifferent to Indian support. Indeed, even after the breach of 1920, which
made the Nationalists resolve in their own minds to depose Mehmed VI and
to cut down the powers of his office (as certain of them declared frankly to
the writer of this Survey in the summer of 1921), they still professed in public
to be champions of the Caliphate. Like the Committee of Union and Progress
before them they valued the Caliphate as an instrument of foreign policy.
It was not till after the autumn of 1922, when they had experimented in a
purely " spiritual ’ Caliphate and foimd it unworkable, that ^ey determined
to abolish the Caliphate altogether.

* This sedition nad consisted in propaganda among their Indian co-re-
ligionists in favour of the Ottoman Empire (see p. 46 above).
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for India, on the 2nd March, 1920, and by the then Prime Minister,
Mr. Lloyd George, on the 19th.^ This intervention on the part of
the Indian Muslims had little direct effect upon the peace settlement
in the Middle East, which was determined by the outcome of the
Anatolian War of 1919-22. At the same time the demands which
they put forward, the terms in which they formulated them and the
grounds which they gave, were of some importance in the history of
the Islamic World because these demands crystallized the policy of
the Indian Muslim community regarding the Caliphate in a shape
which was quite out of harmony with the Turkish National Pact of
the 28th January of the same year.
The demands were three in number : first, that the Caliph should

retain the custody over the three Holy Cities of Mecca, Medina, and
Jerusalem ;

^ second, that he should retain the sovereignty over the
whole Jaziratu’b'Arab (which was defined as including not only the
Arabian Peninsula proper but the adjacent Arab countries of ‘Iraq,
Palestine, and Syria up to the Euphrates, the Tigris, and the Mediter-
ranean) ; third, that he should not suffer any diminution of his
dominiomi as they existed at the outbreak of the Great War.^ The
grounds given were as follows : that in Islam the distinction between
‘ temporal ’ and ‘ spiritual ’ was non-existent ; that the temporal
pow er of the Khilafat was of the essence of the office ; that the
temporal power of the Ottoman Caliph ‘ had been reduced after the
Balkan War to about the minimum with which a Caliph ’ could
‘ maintain his dignity and act effectively as Defender of the Faith ’

;

and that a peace settlement which did not satisfy the conditions
necessary for the maintenance of the Caliphate could not bo ac-
cepted by any Muslim ‘ without jeopardizing his eternal salvation

This is the one governing consideration on which attention must be
focused ; and so potent is it that, even if the Ottoman Turks could be
made to acqmesce in such a settlement, it would remain as unacceptable
as ever to every believing Musulman.^

The contradiction between the Indian Muslim and the Turkish
^ For texts of the address presented to the Viceroy by the deputation of

the All-India Khilafat Conference on the 19th January, 1920, and of the con-
versations which the Khil&fat Delegation held with Mr. Fisher on the 2nd
March and with Mr. Lloyd George on the 19th, see the Indian Khilafat
Delegation publications, Nos. 1, 2, and 3 (privately printed).

^ The Shl‘I Holy Cities in ‘Iraq were sometimes added to the list, but with
somewhat less insistence.

^ This was to be without prejudice to the grant of autonomy to the non-
Turkish nationalities of the Ottoman Empire within limits compatible with
the sovereignty of the Sultan-Caliph.

^ Statement to the Viceroy on the 19th January, 1920.
S
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Nationalist points of view was thus complete. The Turks were
fighting not for the eternal salvation of their individual souls but
for the mundane salvation of their corporate existence as a nation.
In order to focus their energies on this paramount object they had
expressly renounced Turkish rights over the Arab provinces, con-
taining the Holy Cities, which the Indian Muslims regarded as the
essential nucleus for the dominions of the Ottoman Caliph. Finally,
so far from fighting in order to restore the Sultan-Caliph’s temporal
powder, they were fighting to establish the sovereign independence
of the Turkish nation ^ against all its enemies—among whom the
Sultan-Caliph Mehmed \T now^ figured side by side with the Greeks
and the Principal Allied Powers.

After their victory in the Anatolian War the Turkish Nationalists
lost no time in settling accounts with the enemy in Constantinople.
The blow was precipitated by the action of the Principal Allied
Powers, who, on the 27th October, 1922, addressed an invitation
for the forthcoming Lausanne Conference to the Sublime Porte as
well as to Angora. The Great National Assembly protested against
this on the 30th October, and was not placated when the Con-
stantinople Government, conscious of being in articulo mortis, made
timid overtures to Angora with a view to concerted action. On the
1st November the Assembly voted the following law :

^

Whereas the Turkish people has decided in the (/onstitutional Law ®

that its rights of sovereignty and rulership are incorporated in and
exercised by the juridical personality of the Turkish Great National
Assembly, which is its true incorporation—and this in such a manner
that those rights can be neither abandoned, divided, nor transferred

—

and has further decided that it recognizes no power and no body which
is not based upon the National Will, the Turkish people recognizes
no form of government except the Government of the Turkish Great
National Assembly within the limits of the National Pact.

Accordingly, the Turkish jjeople regards the form of government at
Constantinople, wdiich is based upon the personal sovereignty of an
individual, as having passed into the domain of history [i. e. out of the
domain of present existence] as from the 1 6th March , 1 920,^ in perpetuity.
^ ‘ Sovereignty {hakimlyet) residc^s in the Nation without limitations and

without conditions * (Art. 1 of the Constitutional Law passed by the Great
National Assembly at Angora on the 20th January, 192i).

* Text in Pritsch, op. cit, p. 185. For a resumi of the proceedings in the
Great National Assembly on the 30th October and the 1st November, 1922,
see Etablissement de la Souverainete Rationale, publication de TAgence d'Ana-
tolic (Constantinople, 1922, Fratelli Haim). A French translation of Mustafa
Kemal Pasha's speech in this debate was published as a pamphlet by the Press
Bureau of the Turkish Delegation at Lausanne (Imprimerie Henri Held, 1922).

* i. e. the law voted by the Great National Assembly on the 20th January,
1921 (quoted in foot-note 1 above).

^ The date on which the Allied Powers had formaUy occupied Constanti-
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The Caliphate resides in the Dynasty of the House of ‘Osman. The

member of the Dynasty who is best qualified in character and know-
ledge is elected Calij)h by the Turkish Great National Assembly. The
Turkish state is the foundation on whu h the Calipliate is based.

On the 4th November the administration of Constantinople was
taken over, in the name of the Great National Assembly, by lle’fet
Pasha ;

^ and the Ottoman Government and all its organs ceased
to exist. On the 1 7th November the ex-Sultan-Caliph, Mehmed
Vahidu’d-Din, sought asylum on board the British battleship
Malaya, On the 20th he arrived at Malta as the guest of the British
Government and proceeded thence to Mecca as the guest of King
Husayn.~ The Commissary {Vekll) for the Sheri'eh in the Govern-
ment of the Great National Assembly rendered a fetvd to the effect
that Vahidu’d-Diii Efendi ^ had forfeited the office of Caliph, and
that a declaration of allegiance {hay'ah) to some other person was
necessary. On the 18th November, 1922, the Assembly voted
unanimously that this fetvd rendered the Caliphate vacant without
further action on their part, and at the same sitting tlicy elected
as Caliph ‘Abdu’l-Mejld Efendi, the second son of Sultan ‘Abdu’l-
‘Aziz, who had been deposed in 1876.**

(d) From the Election of ‘Abdu’l-Mejid Efendi to the Ottoman
Caliphate by the Turkish Great National Assembly on
the 18th November, 1922, to the Abolition of the Ottoman
Caliphate under the Law of the 3rd March, 1924.

On the 19th November, 1922, ‘Abdu’l-Mejid Efendi was informed
of his election to the Caliphate by the President of the Turkish
nople. Simultaneously, a number of leading Nationalists in the city had been
arrested by the British military authorities and interned in Malta. On the
6th April Sultan Mehmed VI had dismissed the semi-Nationalist ‘All Riza
Cabinet and had recalled to office the anti-Nationalist Damad Ferid Pasha.
On the 12th April he had formally dissolved the Ottoman Parliament- The
Great National Assembly had been inaugurated at Angora on the 23rd April.
Its nucleus had consisted of 80 Nationalist deputies from the late Ottoman
Parliament who had escaped arrest and internment.

^ Re’fet Pasha had arrived in Constantinople on the 19th October, 1922,
as Governor of Eastern Thrace on the Great National Assembly’s behalf.

* Oriente Modemot II, pp. 409 and 467.
* The title Efendi (derived from the Greek nvd(irrrjs) had originally been

a mark of distinction which had ^adually sunk, in popular usage, to the level
of the English ‘Mr.’ (‘Bey* being equivalent to ‘Esquire’). Its original
usage, however, had survived in the Ottoman Royal Family as applied to
members who had not ascended the throne (cf. the special meaning of ‘ Mon-
sieur * in the French Royal Family). After his deposition Sultan Vahidu’d-
Dln once more became ‘ Efendi * in this sense (cf. ‘ Louis Capet ’).

* For the text of thefetvd and the proceedings at this sitting of the Assembly
see Oriente Modemo, II, pp. 404-6.

S 2
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Great National Assembly, Mustafa Kemal Pasha ;
^ and on the 24th

His Majesty the new Caliph was invested and received the declara-
tion of allegiance (bay'ah) in Constantinople with the traditional
ceremonial. “ On the same day he issued a proclamation to the
Islamic World.^
The news of these revolutionary proceedings in Turkey was re-

ceived in other Islamic countries with considerable surprise and some
disquietude, but with general acquiescence ;

^ and the counter-
proclamation which the deposed Vahidu’d-Uin Efendi launched
from Mecca ^ met wuth little or no response. Vahidu’d-Din Efendi
maintained that the abstraction of the Caliphate from the Sultanate
or temporal power was contrary to the SharVah, ' as all the ' IJlamd
are aware \ He denied that the question of the Caliphate could be
settled by ' a band of individuals of doubtful religious beliefs and
national sentiments or again by five or six million Turks acting
under constraint or ignorance. ‘ The question of the Caliphate
touches the rights of three hundred million Muslims.’ These propo-
sitions were theoretically unanswerable ; and pious Muslims were
themselves embarrassed by their desire not to embarrass the Turkish
Government and at the same time not to become parties to a possible
violation of the Islamic Law. The fait accompli, however, once again
proved itself potent in Islamic affairs. After all Ottoman Caliphs
had been immade and made by revolution man^^ times before ; and
in the early Caliphate new dynasties had been imposed on the Islamic
community by the Army of Syria or the Army of Khurasan. The
Great National Assembly at Angora had as good a claim to represent
the ‘ Loosers and Binders ’ {Arbdbu’l-Halli wa'l 'Aqd) in the Islamic
community of the day as those early Caliph-makers. Were not the
Turkish Nationalists ghdzls, who had just brought to a victorious
end their heroic struggle in the common Islamic cause against a world
of non-Muslim enemies ? The men of Angora had proved in action

^ Oriente Moderno, II, p. 405.
2 For details see ov. cit., pp. 406-8. The only innovation appears to

have been that the Kkutbah (a sermon constructed round a bidding prayer,
preached only on Fridays, except in Bayrain) was recited in Turkish instead
of Arabic. The preacher took as his principal text the traditional saying of
the Prophet, ‘ We have turned from the lesser Holy War to the Greater,’ and
interpreted the Greater War as a campaign against ignorance. He cited
another tradition of the Prophet as an incentive to the Turkish people to
concentrate their energies on economic reconstruction and development.

“ Text in op. cit, pp. 466-7.
* For a survey of the reaction among Muslims outside Turkey see op. cit,

pp. 662—6 .

® Text in op. cit., pp. 702-5. While publishing this proclamation Vahldu’d-
Dln Efendi congratulated ‘AbduT-MejIa on bis appointment in a private letter.
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that they were a military and political force in international affairs ;

and in achieving this they had satisfied the desire—which had under-
lain the championship of the Ottoman Caliphate by Muslims abroad—^that at least one sovereign independent Islamic Government
should survive as a Power in the modern world. The internal con-
stitution of a Government which fulfilled this desire was a secondary
consideration. The Turkish Great National Assembly had arrogated
to itself the sovereignty in the Turkish state, but at the same time
it had elected a Caliph with the traditional forms. The Turks might
hold that, as far as Turkey was concerned, the new Caliph was not
invested with temporal power ; but the Turkish constitution was
a matter of internal politics which had no binding force for the rest
of the Islamic World. So long as a Caliph existed other Muslims
w^ere at liberty to interpret his powers in conformity with the
SharVah.

Accordingly, the 'ulamd of the Azhar University-Mosque at Cairo
declared their allegiance {bay'ah) ^ to ^Abdu’l-Mejid in the first days
of December 1922 ; and the example of the Alma Mater of Islamic
learning was followed almost unanimously by the 'ularnd of Egj’pt.
Deputations conveying similar declarations of allegiance from the
Muslims of Jugoslavia, Rumania, and the Crimea were received by
the new Caliph in Constantinople in April and November 1923 and
January 1924 respectively.- On the other hand, the Albanian
Muslims seized the opportunity to break away from the Ottoman
Caliphate ; and, at a congress held at Tirana in the spring of 1923,
they appear not only to have reorganized their community on an
independent national basis but to have introduced revolutionary
changes in ritual and social custom.^ The Moroccan Muslims, who
had never recognized the Ottoman Caliph, remained unaffected, as
was pointed out by a member of the Filali Sharifian Dynasty in an
interview with a Cairo newspaper.^ The Chinese Muslims, at the

^ Text of their declaration in op, cit., p. 464.
* Op. cit., II, p. 705 ; III, 7, p. 409 ; IV, 2, pp. 84-5.
* Op. cit., II, p. 706; III, 2, p, 78; IV, 7, pp. 403-4. It may be noted

that tlie Albanian adherents of the Orthodox Christian Faith likewise severed
their connexion with the Oecumenical Patriarchate at Constantinople and set
up an autocephalous Albanian Church. This step, however, w^as not out of
harmony with the Orthodox Christian tradition, which had always envisaged
Orthodox Christian society as a comity of sovereign independent states each
possessing an autocephalous Church oi its own. The parallel stej) taken by
the Albanian Muslims was more revolutionary, because it was a breach with
the Islamic tradition that unity of Faith involved unity of Government.

* Op. cit., II, p. 670. The Moroccan Sharifs appear to have assumed the
Caliphate in a. d. 1529 (see an article on ‘The Ottoman Caliphate’ in The
Times, 5th March, 1924).
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opposite extremity of the Islamic World, sent congratulations to
Mustafa Kemal Pasha on his victory over the Greeks ^ but appear
to have taken no action in regard to the Caliphate question. The
Muslims of the Hijaz, Traq, Transjordan, and Palestine, who at this
time were either the subjects of Hashimi princes or were attached
by ties of sentiment to the Hasliimi cause, seem for the most part
to have taken their cue from King Husayn, who withheld recognition
of ‘Abdu’l-Mejid Efendi and gave asylum to Vahidu’d-I)In Efendi
without, at this stage, claiming the Caliphate for himself.^ In India
the All-India Khilafat Conference and the Association of Doctors of
the Law (Jam'lyatuH-'UIarnd) held a joint congress at Ga^a on the
24th--27th December, 1922,^ at which they passed a resolution
declaring their confidence in Mustafa Kemal Pasha and in the
Turkish Great National Assembly, and approving the action of the
Assembly in treating Vahidu’d-Dln Efendi as having forfeited office
and in electing ‘Abdu’l-Mejid Efendi in his stead. The withholding
of temporal power from the new Caliph was passed over in silence ;

but the Indian Congress significantly prayed the Turkish Assc^mbly
‘ to maintain intact the power and prestige of tlie Cahph as prescribed
by the SharVah and not to take definite decisions regarding the
status of the Caliphate without taking into consultation the whole
Islamic World.
Under the phrases of this resolution the Indian Muslims failed to

cover the embarrassment into which they had been thrown by the
Turkish Law of the 1st November, 1922 ; but the situation created
by that law proved even more embarrassing to its authors. The
law had been drafted at Angora by men more familiar with modern
Western ideas than with Islamic tradition ; and they had drafted
it on the strength of the erroneous Western interpretation of the
Caliphate as a ‘ spiritual ’ power.

»SeiIm I [declared Mustafa Keinfd Pasha (following M. d'Ohsson) in
his speech in the Assembly on the 30th October, 1922] judged it a dis-
^ Orienie Moderno, II. p. 582, and III, 7. p. 403,
^ The Supreme Muslim (vOiuicil of Palestine aj)pear to have sent an emissary

to Constiiiitinople to ask ‘Abdu’l-Mejid to issue an appeal to the Islamic
World for funds for the restoration of the Mosq^ue of Al-Aqsa at Jerusalem.
This request implied a tacit recognition of ‘Abdu’l-Mejid’s title to the Cali-
phate. The Turkish Government, however, did not permit him to take the
action requested, and the Supreme Muslim Council of Palestine, in a letter
addressed to the Amir ‘Abdu’llah b. Husayn of Transjordan (op. cit..,

IV, 2, p. 167), appear afterwards to have denied that they had accorded
‘AbduT-MejId recognition.

® The Indian National Congress met at Gaya simultaneously.
^ On the Caya Congress see op. eit, II, pp. 408-9, 466, 494-5, 519-20

;

111, 7, p. 408.
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Sect.ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 56
honour to Islam that the throne of the Caliphate should be occupied
by a person without authority, and he therefore attributed to himself
the religious power, supported by the might of the Ottoman Emj^ire. . .

.

One may ask, What becomes of the Caliphate when the temporal
power is taken away from it ? We have seen that at Baghdad, during
the Caliphate of the ‘Abbasids, and later in Egypt, the spiritual and
temporal power existed separately side by side. It is perfectly natural
that to-day the national sovereignty and the power of the Caliph should
be capable of being exercised side by side, without being united in one
and the same person. The only difference is that at Baghdad and in
Egyi>t the sovereign was an individual, whereas in Turkey, to-day, the
sovereign is the nation. . .

In adducing these supposed Islamic precedents in favour of the
new" Turkish Law Mustafa Kemal Pasha had fallen into the error
of conceiving as ‘ Pope ’ and ‘ Holy Roman Emperor ' two parties
whose real relation w as that of ‘ King Log ’ and ‘ King Stork ’

; and
his mistake was turned to account against him. Mustafa Sabri
Efendi, an Ottoman ex-Sheykhu'l-Isldm, now living in Egypt as
a political refugee, was not slow to point out publicly that ‘ the two
offices [of Caliph and Multan] are united and inseparable, both in
content and in form, in the very nature of Ivslamic administration ^
and to draw the conclusion that, in taking the political powcT away
from the Caliphate, ‘ The Turkish Government, as a Government,
has committed apostasy from its religion.’^ In January 1923
Shukri Efendi, at that time deputy for Qarah Hisar in the Turkish
Great National Assembly, published a dissertation on the Caliphate,
in which he explained that the Caliphate was not analogous to the
Papacy but was a species of Government whoso function was to
secure the execution of the Sheri'eh in every department of human
affairs with which the SherVeh was concerned.^ The Defence of
Rights Group appointed a committee to investigate Shukri Efendi’s
thesis ;

^ the Procurator-General requested the Assembly (though
without success) to suspend Shukri Efendi’s parliamentary immunity
with a view to his prosecution. Meanwhile, neither the committee
nor the Group nor the Assembly nor its President nor the unfortunate
Caliph 'Abdu’l-Mejid himself ever succeeded in finding a satisfactory
answer to the question formulated by Mustafa Kemal Pasha

—

‘ What becomes of the Caliphate when the temporal power has been

^ Text quoted from ed, cit. For a speech of the 19th January, 1923, in
which Mustafa Kemal Pasha again discussed the Caliphate see Oriente
Modemo, II, p. 621.

* Prdcis of Mustafa Sabri Efendfs statement in op, cit„ pp. 466-0.
® Precis of Shukri Efendl’s dissertation in op, cit,, pp. 685-8.
* Op, cit., p. 618.
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56 GENERAL Part I

taken away from it ? ’ The true alternatives had been stated by
SabrI and ShukrI Efendis : the Caliphate was 'either a temporal
power or it was nothing at all ; and the more extreme revolutionaries
had wished all along to act on the second of these hypotheses. In
the original draft of the Law of the 1st November, 1922, as moved
by Dr. Riza Nilr Bey, it had been laid down that ‘ the Turkish
Government will rescue the Caliphate, which lawfully belongs to it,

from the hands of the foreigners to whom it has fallen captive ’

—

a plirase which hinted at the investment of the Caliphate, as weU as
the sovereignty of the Turkish State, in the Assembly. The tension
became so serious that in April 1923 the Assembly was driven to the
desperate expedient of resolving—^though not without lively opi)0-

sition—^that any criticism of or opposition to the Law of the 1st of
November, 1922, should thenceforth be treated as High Treason.
On the 29th October, 1923, the Assembly passed a law ^ not only

reaffirming that the sovereignty in the state belonged absolutely
and unconditionally to the nation but proclaiming Turkey a republic
{jumhurlyet). The law incidentally declared that the religion of the
Turkish State was Islam (a declaration which, on Shukri Efendfs
showing, was incompatible with the Law of the 1st November, 1922) ;

but it went on to lay down that the chief of the state {devletin re'isi)
was the President of the Turkish Republic ; and at the same sitting
the Assembly elected, as first President of the Republic, Mustafa
Kemal Pasha. Thenceforth, the status of ‘Abdu’l-Mejid as Caliph
according to the SherVeh—^which Mustafa Kemal could neither re-
interpret nor put out of court—was incompatible, not only with the
Law of the 1st November, 1922, but with Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s
personal position under the law of the 29th October, 1923. It was
therefore almost inevitable that, however loyal and correct the atti-
tude of the Caliph towards the President might be, his office should
be taken as a rallying point by the political opposition in Turkey

—

an opposition which was growing in numbers and in liveliness with
every fresh revolutionary change in the constitution, and with each
successive advance along the road towards dictatorship on the part
of Mustafa Kemal Pasha. This being so the days of the Ottoman
Caliphate were numbered.
The thunderbolt was called down upon ‘Abdu’l-Mejid’s unoffend-

ing head by the well-meaning intervention of two distinguished
Indian Muslims of the older generation : His Highness the Agha
Khan, who was the hereditary head of the Isma‘ili ‘ Seven Imam ’

^ Text in Pritsch, op. ci/., p. 191.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 67
branch of the Shi'is (known to the Crusaders as the Assassins), and
the Right Honourable Sajryid Ameer Ali, a member of his Britannic
Majesty’s Privy Council and a Judge of the High Court of Appeal.^
These two gentlemen had courageously taken on their shoulders the
burden of championing in Great Britain the Turkish Nationalist
cause during the Anatolian War of 1919-22, when Mustafa Kemal
Pasha and his companions had been fighting for their existence ;

and they had publicly defended this championship (which certain
sections of British public opinion had been inclined to resent) on the
ground that, Turkey being the seat of the Caliphate, her fate was a
matter of concern to the rest of the Islamic World. Having perse-
vered in this ungrateful task they presumably felt that they had the
right, if not the duty, to take up this same question of the Caliphate

—

now in danger from an unexpected quarter—with the Turkish
Nationalists themselves. The lack of contact, however, between
Indian Muslims and Turkish Nationalists was apparently atill so
extreme—even after the restoration of peace at Lausanne—^that the
Turks were unaw'are of the services which these two Indian leaders
had rendered them in ^ihe recent past, while the Agha Khan and Mr,
Ameer Ali, on their side, were equally unaware that, at this moment,
any action, however legitimate in itself, which might be taken in
regard to the Ottoman Caliphate by Muslims outside Turkey, could
not fail to have a violent repercussion upon Turkish internal politics.
The action which the Agha Khan and Mr. Ameer Ali took was to

address themselves to Tsmet Pasha, the then Prime Minister of
Turkey, in a letter ^ inviting attention ‘ to the very disturbing effects
[which] the present uncertain position of the Caliph-Imam is exer-
cising among the vast populations who belong to the Sunni com-
munion ’, and respectfully urging * the imminent necessity for main-
taining the religious and moral solidarity of Islam by placing the
Caliph-Imamate on a basis which would command the confidence and
esteem of the Muslim nations ’. The letter, like other documents
from the hand of its authors,® was couched in moderate and con-

^ It was noteworthy that Mr. Ameer Ali as well as the Agha Khan was a
ShI‘I. This was a striking demonstration that the revived sentiment for the
Caliphate was not a mere reflorescence of the old Sunn! doctrine, but was
a new psychological phenomenon, produced by the new relation of Islam to
the West, and as sucn was prone to appear among Muslims of all denomina>
tions.

® The text of this letter, which was dated the 24th November, 1923, is re-
printed from The Times of the 14th December, 1923, in the Appendix to the
present volume.

^ See, for example, the message which the Agha Khan telegraphed to the
Muslim World from Lausanne upon the signature of the peace treaty between
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58 GENERAL Part I

ciliatory terms ; but, by an unfortunate blunder, duplicates were
dispatched simultaneously to the leading organs of the Turkish
press in Constantinople—most of which happened at the time to be
in opposition to the Government at Angora—without any intimation
that the document was not an open letter. The editors promptly
published the document in all good faith ; and Tsmet Pasha
read the letter in the press before he had taken cognizance of the
original.^
The misunderstanding was complete. On a motion from Tsmet

Pasha himself the Assembly decided, in a secret sitting on the 8th
December, 1923, to institute a special ‘ Tribunal of Independence ’

;
^

and before this court there were brought to trial not only the editors
of three offending newspapers—^Huseyn Jahyd Bey of the Tanin^
Velid Bey Ebu’z-Ziya of the Tevhld-i-Efkydr, and Ahmed Jevdet Bey
of the Iqddm—but also Ekrem Bey, the Caliph’s adjutant, and Lutfi
Fikri Bey, the President of the Constantinople Bar Association, who
had written articles in the press arguing that the Calij>hate could not
exist without some measure of temporal power. Lutfi Fikri Bey was
condemned on the 27th December to seven years’ imprisonment ;

but the three editors were acquitted on the 2nd January, 1924, and
their acquittal was received in Constantinople with popular demon-
strations of satisfaction wliich were an indirect censure upon official
policy at Angora.^ Meanwliile, Tsmet Pasha had given vent to his
exasperation against the authors of the letter in a harshly worded
statement to a special correspondent of The Times at Angora,^ in
Turkey and the Allies (The Times, 28th July, 1923). He pointed out that
this was the first treaty signed by a Muslim nation on a footing of complete
equality with the Great Powers of the West ; that ‘ the historic Caliphate
of Constantinople ’ was preserved ; and that the Turks were now desirous of
living on good terms with Great Britain and France. On these grounds he
urged his co- religionists to give up the struggle [against the Western Powers]
on behalf of the Caliphate—a struggle which had no longer any significance

—

and to concentrate their efforts upon assisting in the reconstruction of Turkey
by philanthropic work for the care of orphans and the improvement of hygienic
conditions.

^ The original appears to have reached the Commissariat for Foreign Affairs
at Angora not later than the duplicates arrived at the newspaper offices in
Constantinople ; but since the letter was written in English it was sent t6
the competent department of the Commissariat for translation and in a
Government office the process took longer than in newspaper offices. Thus
the newspapers had published their Turkish versions before tne official transla-
tion was laid on Tsmet Pasha’s table.

^ Oriente Moderno, IV, 1, p. 23.
® Op. cii., pp. 24-5.
* See The Times, 29th December, 1923, for the text of this statement. The

special correspondent of The Times gave an illuminating account of the state
of feeling in Constantinople and the effect of the Agha Khan and Mr. Ameer
Ali’s letter upon Turkish internal politics.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 59
which he denied both their competence, as foreigners, to discuss the
constitution of Turkey and their competence, as Shi‘is, to discuss an
institution of the Sunni community.^ Their offence was magnified
in Turkish eyes by the fact that they had written the letter in
English ; and it was actually insinuated at Angora ^—^though not
officially—^that they had acted at the instigation of the British
Government, which was credited with the desire to see the Turkish
Republic overthrown and the Ottoman Dynasty restored to power.®
This insinuation—which betrayed the utter ignorance of the Turks
regarding the relations betw^een the British Government and the
authors of the letter, in the matter of the Caliphate, during the past
five years—^seemed ludicrous to detached observers ; but it was
naturally painful to the Agha Kiian and Mr. Amc^er Ali themselves,
who felt that they had been treated with gross discourtesy and in-
gratitude.'*
A last attempt to save the Ottoman Caliphate was made by the

Indian Jam'iyaiu^l-^Ulamd, wiio, on the 1st January, 1924, passed
a resolution declaring their confidence in Angora, but at the same
time expressing the hope that the status of the Caliphate might be
referred for settlement to an international congress of Doctors of
the Islamic I^aw. The idea of a congress had been canvassed
already in November 1923 in the Constantinople Press ;

® and there
was a rumour that it was being taken \ip by the Soviet Government ;

’

^ The only point on which the Agha Khan, Mr. Ameer Ali, and Tsmet Pasha
agreed was in discussing the Caliphate in terms of ‘ spiritual

'
power. The

authors of the letter assorted that ‘ in the Sunni communion . . . the spiritual
headship forms the link which binds the followers of Islam in a vast eon-
pregation and pleaded that ‘ the Caliph’s position and dignity should not,
in any event, be less than that of the Pontiff of the Church of Rome Tsmet
Pasha retorted by citing the Turkish Law of the Ist November, 1922.

* The Times, loc. cit.
^ The policy which the British Government had pursued from the Armistice

of Mudros to the Armistice of Mudania had created at the time a widespread
impression among the Turks that Great Britain was implacably hostile to
Turkey. Since the Mudania Armistice this impression had been more or less
effaced, and it had been the policy of the Turkish Government to maintain
courteous relations with the British Government and its representatives.
Tsmet Pasha’s assumption of British hostility on this occasion had no founda-
tion in existing facts ; and, had he been better informed, he must have realized
the absurdity of seeing the ‘ hidden hand ’ of the British Government behind
the action taken by the Agha Khan and Mr. Ameer Ali. His error of judge-
ment may be accounted for in part by his undoubted nervousness regarding
the internal situation in Turkey.

^ See letters published in The Times from Mr. Ameer Ali on the 14th Decem-
ber, 1923, and from the Agha Khan on the 17th.

® The Times, 2nd January, 1924.
• Orienie Moderno, III, 7, pp. 408-12.
Op. cit, IV, 2, p. 84, quoting the Armenian Journal Verchin Lur of Con-

stantinople, 29th January, 1924.
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but no effective action could be taken by Muslims abroad before the
Gordian Knot was cut by the Turkish Great National Assembly.^
On the 25th February, 1924, 8hukri Bey (deputy for Smyrna)

raised in the Assembly the general question of separating politics
from religion. On the 27th Vasyf Bey (deputy for Sariikhan) moved,
in a debate on tlie Budget, that the Caliphate should be abolished,
the ecclesiastical schools {rnedre-se/is) be closed, and the Vekil for the
SherVeh and Evgdf (Pious Foundations), as well as the ("hief of the
General Staff, be excluded from the Cabinet.- On the Ist March
Mustafa Kemal Pasha supported Vasyf Bey’s proposals in the
Assembly in general terms. ^ On the 2nd March the proposals, in-
cluding that for the abolition of the Caliphate, were endorsed at a
meeting of the People’s Party (as Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s Party for
the Defence of National Rights was now called).'* On the 3rd March
the proposals were adopted—though again not without a livel}^ de-
bate—in the Great National Assembly,^ in the form of three some-
what hastily drafted laws : the first concerning the abolition of the
two Commissariats for the SherVeh and Evqdf and for the General
Staff, the second concerning the unification of educational systems,
the third concerning the abolition of the Caliphate and the banish-
ment of the members of the Ottoman Imperial Family from the terri-
tories of the Republic of Turkey. The texts of these laws are re-
printed in the appendix to the present volume,® and the first and
second are dealt with in the following section. The third, concerning
the abolition of the Caliphate, was executed forthwith.

‘Abdu’l-Mejid Efendi, who had held his last Seldmlyq on the 29th
February,’ received an ofl&cial communication of the Law of the 3rd
March on the day of its passage in the Assembly, and an order to
leave Turkish territory immediately (notwithstanding the ten days’
grace accorded in Article 3 of the Law) during the night of the 3rd~
4th.® At dawn on the 4th he left Constantinople with a son, a

^ For a diary of events in Constantinople from the 26th February to the
6th March, 1924, by a member of the staff of Oriente Moderno, Dr. E. Rossi,
who happened to be on the spot, see Oriente Moderno, IV, 3, pp- 169-74.

* For V asyfBey’sspeech see Rossi, ioc. cif.,and The 2’tmc«,29thlebruary, 1924.
® Freds of his speech in Oriente Moderno^ IV, 3, pp. 168-9.
* See Rossi, loc. dt, for speeches on this occasion.
® The Times

^

4th March, 1924.
* For the official texts in the original Turkish, from which the English

translations in the Appendix to the present volume are taken, see Qawdnln
MejmH^asy, 1924/1340 (printed at Angora by the press of the Great National
Assembly of Turkey), Nos. 429, 430, 431.

^ For a description of this last performance of an historic ceremony see
Rossi, loc. cit, and The Times, Ist March, 1924.

* Rossi, loc. cit. ; The Times, 5th March, 1924.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 61

daughter, and two wives, ^ and arrived at Territet in Switzerland on
the 7th.^ On the 11th he followed the example of his predecessor
Vahidu’d-Din Efendi by publishing an appeal to the Islamic World,

^

in which he argued that the Turkish Great National Assembly had
exceeded and thereby abdicated its powers ; drew the conclusion
that the Islamic World had automatically become seized of the
question of the Caliphate, with plenary power to settle it ; and
announced his intention of convening an Islamic Congress for this
purpose. The only immediate effect of ‘Abdu'l-Mejid Efendi’s appeal
was to elicit a protest from the Swiss Federal Government, who con-
sidered his action a breach of the understanding on which they had
granted him asylum on Swiss territory."* ‘Abdu’l-Mejid Efendi was
a victim of circumstances. During the Allied Occupation of Con-
stantinople he had had the moral courage not to conceal his dis-
approval of his cousin Mehmcd Vi’s policy and his sympathy with
the Turkish Nationalists ; since his election to the Ottoman Cali-
phate under the conditions of the Law of the 1st November, 1922,
he had shown unfailing loyalty and tact in attempting to play the
impossible role that had been assigned to him ; and he had endured
with dignity his deposition and expulsion, wdiich he had done notliing
to deserve,andwhich the TurkishGovernment did nothing to mitigate.
Personally he passed into obscurity ;

^ but his proposal for a Caliphate
Congress, which was already in the air, was destined to materialize.

It remains to review the effect of the Turkish Law of the 3rd
March, 1924, upon the Islamic W^orld.® In Turkey itself the abolition
of the Ottoman Caliphate and the expulsion of ‘Abdu’l-Mejid Efendi
and the other surviving members of the Imperial Family was received
with at least outward indifference ;

^ and there was no disturbance

^ TJie Times, 6tli March. 1924.
® Ibid., 8th March, and Le Temps, lOth March, 1924.
^ Text in Le Temvs, 13th March, 1924, and in Oriente Modemo, IV, 3,

p. 177, reproducing the Rome Giornale d*Italia of the 13th March.
* Oriente Moderno, IV, 4, p. 210 ; cf. Le Temps, 14th March, 1924.
^ He accepted, as from the Ist July, 1924, a pension of £300 sterling a

month from the Nizam of Hyderabad {The Times, 23rd June and 14th July,
1924). The Law of the 3rd March, 1924, had deprived the Ottoman Imperial
Family of a considerable part of their private property, as well as the property
of the" Crown (Arts. 8, 9, 10), and had forbidden them to own real property
in Turkey (Arts. 5 and 7). It had provided (Art. 6) for the payment of lump
sums to cover the cost of the journeys of the entire Imperial Family (all members
of which were condemned to go into exile, with the Caliph, under Art. 3).
The Turkish Government, however, had afterwards declined to make any
payment under this head, in view of ‘Abdu’l-Mejid Efendi's proclamation of the
11th March, 1924 {Oriente Moderno, IV, 4, p. 244).

« See the admirable survey of this in Oriente Modemo, IV. 4, pp. 211-42.
’ President Mustafa Kemal had prepared the ground by announcing in
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when the name of the Caliph was replaced in the Khutbah by that
of the Government of the Republic.^ If the Turks cared little about
the Ottoman Caliphate itself, they cared still less about the effect
which the abolition of it might produce among Muslims abroad. This
was frankly stated in their press ;

^ and the consideration at the
back of their minds was expressed on the 3rd March, during the
debate in the Assembly, by Tsmet Pasha.

If the Muslims have made demonstrations of friendship towards us
Turks, the true explanation of this is not that the Caliphate was in our
hands but that we were known to be strong.®

Indeed, in the matter of the Caliphate, the Turks showed them-
selves less sensitive to Islamic opinion than to criticism from their
friends in Western countries.^
Among the non-Turkish Muslims the regret and resentment

aroused by the Turkish Law of the 3rd March, 1924, appear to have
been greatest in India. The Indian Muslims had made the best of
the Law of the 1st November, 1922, as has been recorded above ;

but this time the divergence between the Turkish and the Indian
standpoints was too great to be either bridged or ignored, and the
Indian Muslims were incensed with the Turkish Nationalists for two
distinct reasons. The Turks had not only overthrown an Islamic
institution by which the Indians genuinely set great store ; but they
had also stultified the whole Indian Khilafat Movement of the past
five years and had made the leaders of that movement a laughing-
stock. The Turkish Law of the 3rd March, 1924, delivered the coup
de grdce to the All-India Khilafat Conference controlled by Mr.
Muhammad and Mr. Shawkat ‘All, which had long been unpalatable
to the older and more conservative elements in the Indian Muslim
community on account of its militancy, and which had latterly been
labouring under serious accusations respecting the alleged misappro-
priation of funds raised by public subscription. At the same time
the news caused distress to Indian Muslims of all complexions.
At the annual meeting of the Khilafat Conference—which had

been held in December 1923 at Concanada simultaneously with the

advance, to a conference of journalists at Smyrna, the intention to abolish the
Caliphate, and exhorting them not to treat it as a controversial issue.

^ See Oriente Modemo, IV, 3, p. 176 ; The Times, 10th March, 1924.
* Oriente Moderno, IV, 4, p. 220.
® Op. ctt, IV, 3, p. 174, quoting Yerchin Lur of Constantinople, 4th March,

1924.
* See, for example, an elaborate reply in the Constantinople Aqshdm of the

14th March, 1924 (reproduced in Oriente Modemo, IV, 4, pp. 242-4), to articles
in the French press by M. Claude Farr^re.
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meeting of the Indian National Congress at the same place—^it had
been decided to send to Turkey a deputation including Mr. Mu-
hammad ‘All and two Hindu delegates ;

^ but their departure had
been forestalled by the action of the Turkish Assembly, and the
Government of India afterwards declined to issue passports to
several of their number.'^ Before the month was out the All-India
Muslim League—an older association which the Khilafat Conference
had pushed into the background—was revived, and an attempt by
the militants to take control of it was successfully resisted. It was
decided to hold a full meeting of the League at Lahore in June.®
The general sense of the Indian Muslim community declared itself
in favour of an Islamic Caliphate Congress ^—the suggestion which
had been ventilated by ‘Abdu’l-Mejid and which had since been
taken up in Egypt in authoritative quarters ®—^though this line of
procedure was not welcomed by the militant wing.® Both wings,
however, were deeply estranged from the Turks ;

^ and this estrange-
ment was not diminished by an exchange of telegrams between the
Khilafat Conference and Jam'iyatul-'Ulamd in India and Mustafa
Kemal.® The Indian militants turned their eyes from Angora to-
wards Riyad and looked to the hyper-orthodox Wahhabi ruler
‘Abdii’l-‘AzI zb. Sa‘ud to act as the sword of Islam in place of the
sacrilegious President of the Turkish Republic.® The moderate
majority of the Indian Muslims showed signs of reverting to their
traditional policy of concentrating their attention upon their own
position at home and seeking support in the British connexion.

If the Muslim community in India were confounded by the
abolition of the Ottoman Caliphate, their bete noire King Husayn

^ Oriente Moderno, IV, 3, p. 150. ^ The Times

y

26th March, 1924.
Ihid.y 18th March, 1924.

• Ibid.y 5th and 7th March, 1924.
® For the genesis and history of the Cairo Caliphate Congress see sun-

section (/) below.
® See, for example, the text of a joint telegram dispatched to ^4Z-^j^rdm of

Cairo on the 27th March, 1924, by Mr. Shawkat ‘A IT, as president of the
Khilafat Conference, and by Mr. Kifayatu’llah, the president of the Jam'l-
yatuH-'Ulamd (reproduced- from Al-Ahrdm of the 29th March in Oriente
Modernoy IV, 4, p. 214).

^ A mission from the Turkish Eed Crescent Society, which was collecting
funds in India at the moment when the news of the abolition of the Ottoman
Caliphate arrived, found it advisable to cut short its activities and return
home. (The Times, 6th March, 1924; Oriente Moderno, IV, 3, p. 181). The
news was actually received during a tea-party at Delhi, where the members
of the Turkish mission were being entertained by their Indian co-religionists.
Upon the recital of the telegram containing the text of the Turkish Law of
the 3rd March, all but two of the Indians present immediately left the room.

• Texts in Oriente Moderno, IV, 6, pp. 290-1.
• See pp. 297 and 300 below.
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64 GENERAL Part I

of the Hijaz was likewise placed in a difficult predicament by the
same event. King Husayn was by this time aware that the hostility
of the Indian Muslims and other Islamic communities abroad con-
siderably aggravated the precariousness of his position in the Arabian
Peninsula vis-d-vis Ibn Sa‘ud ;

^ and he was also aware that this
hostility would be accentuated if he ventured to assume the Cali-
phate—a step which would be regarded by his numerous enemies as
an act of provocation. The Amir "Abdu’llah b. Husayn, more san-
guine than his father, suffered under no such disquietude ; and in
January 1924, when King Husajm w^as on his way from Mecca to
pay a state visit to ‘Amman, the Amir ‘Abdullah—seeing that the
Ottoman Caliphate was then tottering to its fall—started a propa-
ganda in favour of recovering the Caliphate for the Arabs and for the
Quraysh by proclaiming King Husayn as Aiiuru'l-Mn'fninln} It
was in vain that the King, who arrived at ‘Amman on the 14th
January,^ declared^ that he would not accept the Caliphate, either
for himself or for any member of his family, even if it were offered by
the united voice of the Islamic World. His abnegation was explained
away in an official communique from the Transjordanian Govern-
ment ;

^ and his hand was forced by the Turkish Law of the 3rd
March, 1924.®
The bay^ah was immediately proffered to him by the atithorities

olthe Hijaz and Transjordan, and on the 5th March he accepted it

in the Transjordanian village of Shunah. On the 10th March an
assembly of Palestinian Muslim notables, convened at Jerusalem on
the initiative of the Supreme Muslim Council, decided (though by
no means unanimously) to recognize King Husajm as Caliph on
condition that he pledged himself, on his part, not to recognize any
form of foreign dominion over the countries under his aegis. The
Palestinian bay'ah was formally presented at Shunah on the 11th
March, the Transjordanian on the 14th ; and on the 1 1th King
Husayn published, as Caliph, a long-winded and almost apologetic
proclamation to the Islamic World.*^ On the 12th March the recog-
nition of King Husayn as Caliph was voted by the Sunni 'Ulamd of
‘Iraq and by the ‘Iraqi Constituent Assembly, and the Shi‘i com-

^ For the relations between King Husayn and Sultan ‘Abdu’l-Aziz b. Sa‘ud,
1919-25, see Part III, Section (v) below.

The Times, 11th January, 1924 ; Oriente Modemo, IV, 3, p. 167.
® The Times, 15th January, 1924.
* Oriente Moderno, IV, 3, p. 167. * Op, ciU, pp. 167-8.
^ For King Husayn’s assiunption of the Caliphate see op, cit, IV, 4, pp.

226-39.
’ Text in op. cit., pp. 229-31.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 65
mimity in ‘Iraq were stated^ to have associated themselves with
this gesture. Among the Muslims of Syria and the Lebanon there
ap)pears to have l)een a widespread feeling in favour of recognizing
King Hiisayn, which declared itself spontaneously in most of the
principal cities before the French authorities had time to intervene
by causing the local Governments to forbid the introduction of any
|)ersonal name wlien the Caliph was mentioned in the Khutbahr
There was, however, another party in the French mandated terri-
tory, led by the family of the celebrated Algerian patriot ‘ Abdu’l-
Qadir, which was disinclined to recognize King Husayn and preferred
the I5g3^ptian plan of an Islamic Caliphate Congress ; and this party
founded a Caliphate Association at Damascus to promote its point
of view.^ Finally, King Husayn was recognized as Caliph by his
recent guest the ex-Sultan-Caliph Vahidu’d-Din Efendi (then resi-
dent in Italy, at San Remo).^ On the other hand, King Hiisayn’s
pretension to the Caliphate was rejected vigorously and almost unani-
mously not only in India but in Egypt ; and a special correspondent
of The Manchester Guardian, who visited King Husayn at Shimah
on the 11th March, 1924,^ reported that his ‘ tone throughout ’ the
interview ‘ was melancholy and diffident, like that of a man shoulder-
ing a heavy burden from a sense of duty, and more conscious of
difficulties and dangers than of glories

I have not sought or desired the Caliphate [King Husayn declared to
this interlocutor]. It has been thrust upon me. . . . My position is very
critical. In Arabia there are dangers from Ibn Sa^ud and from the
Imam Yahya. Then there is tJu^ situation created by the War. I joined
the Allies at the darkest hour. . . . Now the Allies' promises are not
being kept. . . . My peoples come to me and say :

‘ The AUit^s have not
kept their promises and you broke the unity of Islam by joining them.’
They hold me responsible, and my situation is critical. . . . Now, on top
of ail these difficulties, there comes the burden of the Caliphate. I am
a man without liK^k !

In these dismal forebodings the unfortunate head of the House of
Hashim showed greater political discernment than he had shown at
other critical moments of his career. Seven months after his accep-
tance of the Caliphate he was driven by a Wahhabi invasion from
his patrimony in the Hijaz, compelled to abdicate the Kingship
which he had held since 1916, and condemned to end his days in

^ Op. cit., p. 233, quoting Al-Ahrdm of Cairo, 20th March, 1924.
* See, for example, the instructions, dated the 17th March, 1924, from the

Mufti of Damascus (op. ct<., p. 235).
® Op. ciL, pp. 236-7. /
® Op. cit,, p. 233 ; The Times, 13th March, 1924.
• See The Manchester Guardian, 13th March, 1924.
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GENERAL6 (> Part 1

exile as the third Caliph who had fallen within the space of two
years.^
In Egypt the abolition of the Ottoman Caliphate was seen to

offer a favourable oj)portunity for recovering that positi(m of
priniac'v in the Islamic World wdiieh Egypt had held from the
extinction of the ShM Caliphate of the Eatimids by »Saladin in a. n.
1173 down to the Ottoman conquest in a. d. 1517. Without wasting
their enc^rgies on ])olemics against King Husayn or President Mustafa
Kemal “ the Egyptians set to work to convene at Cairo an Islamic
Congress on the Caliphate, the history of w Inch is recorded separately
below
The Turkish Law of the 3rd March, 1924, was also of consequence

to Wt\stern Governments witli Muslim subjects. The action taken
by the Enmch authorities in SvTia has been mentioned already. The
British Government reaffirmed the policy of studious aloofness
whicli it had repeatedly proclaimed since the outbreak of the War
of 1914-18 ; and on the 10th March, 1924, the Prime Minister stated
in the House of Commons that

The Government are not entitled on either political or religious
grounds to comment on or interfere in any way in a matter on which
their policy has consistently been and will remain one of complete dis-
interestedness.

In the province of Benghazi, belonging to the Italian Colony of
Libya, the name of the Ottoman Caliph was replaced in the Khuthah
by that of King Victor Emmanuel III ; but though this change was
stated to have been made spontaneously by the local irnmm and
preachers ^ it elicitc'd a protest to the Italian Ministry of Foreign

* For the fall of King Ilusayn .see pp. 298-9 below. The contrast between
King Husayu’s discerning despondency and the Amir ‘Abdu’llah’s blind exulta-
tion appeared in their rc.spective interview’s w’itb the*, correspondent of The
Manchester (ixiardian, above mentioned. The Amir ‘Abdu’lliih declared ;

‘ The Turks liave coininitted suicide. . . . They have rendered the greatest
possible service to the Arabs. . . . Now the Caliphate lias come back to
Arabia. . . Bolore his fall King Husayn attempted to fortify his position
as Caliph by convening at Mecca, on the 3rd April, 1925, an assembly of about
seventy notables—soiius being liijazis and others distinguished foreign resi-
dents—to w’hom he, communicated a ])roject for the establishment of a Con-
sultative Council of the Caliphate. On the 5th April, under the chairmanship
of the Q ad I of Mecca, the Council was elected, with the following membership :

nine Sharlfs of Mecca, seven other Hijazfs, one Syrian, one DaghistanI, two
Bukharis, throe Indians, one Turk, one Afghan, tw’o Javanese, three Sudanese,
one Maghribi {Oriente Moderno, IV, 5, jjp. 295-G),

* The only Egyjitian publicist of any importance who engaged in such
polemics appears to have been the Shaykh 'Abdu’l-‘Aziz Shawish (see Oriente
Moderno, IV, 4, pp. 215-17 and 239), who was a Tunisian by origin, and was
not representative of Egyptian public opinion.

® See sub-section if) below.
* The Giornale d' Italia of Rome, 26th March, 1924.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 07

Affairs from the Executive Committee, now constituted at Cairo, of
the forthcoming Islamic Conference,^ and gave rise to a controversy
betw^een the ‘ulamd of Benghazi and Egypt in the Egyptian press.-

(e) The Secularizations’ Movement.
Since the Islamic way of life was a seamless garment, woven of one

piece, w ithout any dividing line between })olitics and religion, the secu-
larization movement in the Ottoman Emjure may be said to have
begun when the first unit of Muslim troops was equii:>ped and drilled
in the Western fashion by an Ottoman Sultan-Caliph (Selim HI,
regnuvU a. d. 1789-1807) under the stimulus of the disastrous peace-
treaty of Kuchiik (iayn«arjah, which ended the llusso-Turkish War
of 1768-74. The movement reached its logical conclusion in the
constitution of the lurkish Republh*. whicli was voted by the
Turkish Creat National Assembly at Angora on the 20th April,
1924.^ In this constitution—wdiich embodied and supplemented the
essential elements in the Constitutional Law* of the 20th January,
1921 ; the Law of the 29th October, 1923, establishing the Republic ;

and the three Law^s of the 3rd March, 1924—the First Section set
forth the following Fundamental Provisions :

Article 1 : Tlie Turkish State is a Republic.
Article 2 : The religion of the Turkish State is Islam ; the official

language is Turkish ; the scat of government is Angora.
Article 3 : Sovereignty belongs without restriction to the nation.
Article 4 : The Great National Assembly of Turkey is the sole law ful

representative of the nation, and exercises sovereignty in the name of
the nation.

Article 5 : The legislative and executive powers are i-^estod and
centred in the Great National Assembly, which concentrates these
two powers in itself.

Article 6 : The Great National Assembly of Turkey exercises the
l(‘gislative power directly.

Article 7 : The Assend)ly exercises the executive power through the
intermediary of the President, of the Republic, whom it eleets, and
through a Cabinet chosen by him. The AssemV)ly controls the acts of
the Government and may at any time withdraw^ power from it.

Article 8 : The judicial power is exercised in the name of th(i Assembly
b}’' independent tribunals constituted in accordance with the law*.

^ For the text of this protest, dated the 29th March, 1924, see Oriente
Moderno, IV, 4, pp. 241-2.

* See op. cit., IV, 6, pp. 366-8.
® For a Turkish text and German translation of this document with a

commentary and introduction sec Mitleilungen des Sem inars fur OrieiUalische
Spraehen, Jahrgang xxvi uiid xxvii, Zweite Abteiliiiig. For an English
translation by Professors E. M. Earle and II. Y. Iluvssein Bey see The Poliiical
Science Quarterly of New York, vol. xl, No. 1, March 1925.
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68 GENERAL Part I

It will be seen that these provisions were based exclusively on
Western precedents , that they could not have been evolved either
from the political theory or from the political experience of Islamic
society ; and, more than this, that Islamic theory and experience
were flatly contradicted hj them.^

In looking back over the century and a half between the years 1924
and 1774 it becomes apparent that the secularization movement had
not only acquired a vast increase in momentum and velocity but had
undergone a profound change in its psychological character. During
the first hundred years it had proceeded at a sluggish pace with
constant checks and backslidings ; and the reason for this had been
that even the small minority of ‘Osmanlis in high places who were
promoting the movement had looked on it, not as a positive good,
but as a necessary evil—a disagreeable and humiliating adaptation
to a new environment in w^hich some tincture of Westernism had
become indispensable for self-preservation. During the next phase,
wliich extended from the disastrous war of 1876-8 to the still more
disastrous war of 1914-18, the movement took a more positive and
constructive form, which declared itself in Midhat Pasha’s constitu-
tion of 1876 and in the restoration of that constitution after the
Revolution of 1908. In this phase, however, the movement was first
repressed by the Hamidian tyranny and afterwards thrust into the
background by struggles for existence against foreign Powers. It
broke out again, and advanced thereafter at a revolutionary speed,
in the Nationalist Movement initiated by Mustafa Kemal Pasha and
his companions in Anatolia as an answer to the landing of Greek
troops at Smyrna on the 15th May, 1919.
At the outset this new' Nationalist Movement, like the previous

impulses of Selim III, Mahmud II, Midhat Pasha, and the Com-
mittee of Union and Progress, was preoccupied with the task of
parrying a pressing external danger, and was only interested in a
secondary way in those modifications of Islamic tradition which it
adopted as a means to that end. Even, however, before the expul-
sion of the Greek army from Anatolia the Turkish Great National
Assembly at Angora was setting about the internal reconstruction of

^ A strictly orthodox Muslim could not have drafted a constitution for a
Turkish Republic but only a constitution for the Islamic community (ummah).
On the analogy of the Turkish constitution of 1924 he would have opened as
follows

:

Art. 1. Islam is a theocratic community.
Art. 2. The incumbent of the Islamic Caliphate is the Ottoman P&dish&h

;

the language of Islam is Arabic ; the Holy Places of Islam are Mecca,
Medina, and Jerusalem.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 69
the state as an end in itself ; and after the Armistice of the 11th
October, 1922, the combative energies which had been called out by
a life-and-death struggle against a foreign enemy and then stimu-
lated by a sensational victory were consciously directed inwards and
deliberately employed in the systematic uprooting of those Islamic
institutions which had been the main foundation of Ottoman life.

In this matter the temper and outlook of the Turkish Nationalists
in 19 19-25 ' were perhaps not es.sentially different from those of the
so-called ‘ Young Turks ’ of 1908-18.“ The ‘ Young Turks ’ of the
Committee of Union and IVogress had made the first moves in many
of those revolutionar}" changes which their Nationalist successors
carried to completion ; but the}'- had been burdened with the heritage
of the Ottoman Empire and had been entaiigled in the vain effort to
salve it from inevitable destruction. Their attention and energy had
thus been distracted and to a large extent neutralized b}^ a certain
confusion of aims. On the other hand, the Nationalists of 1919-25
unquestionably knew their own minds. Their loyalty was con-
sciously given, not to Islam or to the Ottoman Empire, but to a new
ideal of a Turkish nation ; they were convinced that the realization
of this new ideal was obstructed by the survival of the old order ;

and they were determined ruthlessly to clear this obstruction away
(so far as their work had not already been done for them by the
almost continuous state of war in which Turkey had found herself
between the autumn of 1911 and that of 1922). Their aim w^as an
absolute revolution on the cultural and economic as well as the
political plane. They aspired to convert the Turkish people from the
Islamic way of life as embodied in the old Ottoman Empire to the
Western way of life as embodied in post-revolutionary France. At
the time of writing it was already evident that they had succeeded
in their negative purpose of uprooting the traditional institutions of
Islam within the domain of the new Turkish Republic. Whether
they were likely to succeed in their second and more difficult enter-

^ For an exposition of this outlook see a statement made in September 1923
by Mustafa Kemal Pasha to a corre.spondent of the ^eue Freie Presse of
Vienna (reproduced in Oriente Moderno, III, 5, pp. 269-70).

* Many leaders in the movement of 1919-25, from Mustafa Kemal Pasha
downwards, had previously played more or less prominent parts in the move-
ment of 1908-18 ; but the second movement was nevertheless in conscious
and even violent ^position to the first on certain questions of policy, e. g.
in regard to Pan-Turanianism and Pan-Islamism, and this opposition was
accentuated by personal rivalries—e. g. that between Enver Pasha and Mus-
tafa Kem&l Pasha, which dated from the Dardanelles Campaign of 1916-16.
The feud culminated in the conspiracy trial of 1926, in which a number of
prominent Unionists, including the able and distinguished financier, JSvyd
Bey, were convicted and hanged.
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70 GENERAL Part I

prise of transplanting so delicate a plant as Western civilization to
an aliciii soil which had only just been cleared of its previous crop
was a question which could not be answered yet, and perhaps not
conclusively for many years to come. Even so the Turkish Revolu-
tion. as far as it had proceeded by 102G, was an outstanding event
in the history not only of Turkey but of the Islamic World as a
whole, and took rank among the important and interesting inter-
national affairs of the time.
The process of secularization can be recorded most conveniently

under several separate heads. In the administrative sphere the
SherVeh and the organs by which it was traditionally administered
were replaced by codes borrow^ed w^holesale from Western countries
together wdth the new organs entailed. In what might be called the
ecclesiastical sphere monastic orders were abolished. In the educa-
tional sphere the ecclesiastical schools and colleges were partly re-
placed by secular institutions and entirely brought under the control
of the civil Government. In the social sphere the outstanding
feature was the emancipation of women, which deserves considera-
tion by itself, while further features were the adoption of Western
male head-gear, the substitution of the Gregorian calendar for the
Islamic,^ the determination of the beginning and end of the Fast of
Ramadan by astronomical observation,^ and the violation of the
Islamic ban upon graven images by the erection in Constantinople
of a statue representing Mustafa Kemal.^ The first experiment in
writing the Ottoman Turkish language in the Latin script by employ-
ing this on postage-stamps ^ may also be mentioned here, though this
was an expression, not of secularism, but of nationalism.^

^ As from the 1st January, 1926 (The Manchester Gnardiany 28th December,
1925). ^ The Times

y

13th March, 1926.
In this matter Turkey was not the pioneer. Statues had already been

erected in Egypt, e. g. to Melimed ‘Ali.
* Since the/latter part of April 1926 (Oriente Modernoy VI, 7, p. 371). In

this matter Turkey vras forestalled by the Transcaucasian Republic of Azer-
baijan, where, at the time of writing, the Latin script had already been sub-
stituted for the Arabic for all purposes. Phonetically, the Latin script was
a better vehicle than the Arabic for the conveyance of languages of the Turkish
family, which were rich in vowel sounds. The change was easier to make in
the case of Azerbaijani Turkish than in that of ‘Osmanll Turkish, since Azer-
baijan! did not, like ‘Osmanli, possess a great literary heritage recorded in the
Arabic script, and the change did not therefore involve so painful a break
with the past.

* As a member of the Berne Postal Union the Turkish Government was
bound to make its postmarks, &c., intelligible to other members. The Turkish
Post Office had previously fulfilled this obligation by the use of French as
well as Turkish inscriptions, e. g. ‘ Postes Turqiies *. The change consisted
in substituting the Turkish phrase, ‘ TGrkiyeh Postalary \ written in Latin
characters, for the French.
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Sect.ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 71

In the administrative sphere the ‘ Young Turk ’ regime had made
a beginning by a law of the 12th March, 1017, which had placed the
Sheri'eh courts under the authority of the civil Ministry of Justice.^
The Great National Assembly followed this uy)—in the Law of the
2nd May, 1920, in which it set up an executive government only
nine days after it had come into existence itself—by substituting for
the old offices of SheykhuhLsldm (i. e, princiy)al mufti or jurisconsult
on the SherVeh) and Minister of Evqdf (Pious Foundations), a single
Commissary {Vekil). Subsequently, the former functions of the
Sheykhul-Islam, as Chief Mufti or jurisconsult on the Sheri' eh, which
})e had discharged through his Fetvd Khdneh, were assigned to a
Council for the emission of legal opinions in resy)ect of the SherVeh
{Ifid Hey'efl). In the first of the four laws of the 2rd Mar(di, 1924,“
the (\)minissariat for the Sheri"eh and Evqdf was abolished and the
former functions of th(^ Sheykhul-Isldrn were assigned to a clepai't-
mental head of religious affairs in the office of tlu^ Primi^ Ministc'i*/^
Having thus cleared the ground of every Islamic encumbrance tiie
Assembly adoy)ted, on the 17th February, 1926, a new^ civil code
which s(‘ems to have been an integral translation of the Swiss civil
code, and on the 1st March a new j^enal code which was an adaj)ta-
tion of the penal code of Italy.^
The introduction of the Swiss civil code brought with it the re-

nunciation of the minority rights wiiich had been st^cured to the
Jewish, Armenian, and Greek Orthodox Christian communities in
Turk(‘y under the Lausanne Treaty (Arts. 37-45). Thcvse rights were
of much the same character as those secured to minorities in Eastern
Euroyn; under the Minorities Treaties and otht^T dipionuitic instru-
ments wiiich had formed part of the h]uroj)ean yieace settlement
after the War of 1914-18—a mere shadow of the rights which the
non-Muslim communities of the old Ottoman Empire had formerly
possessed under the Millet S3^stem.^ In October 1925 the Temporal
and Spiritual Council of the Jewish Rabbinate in Turkey notified
the Turkish (fOvernment, in the name of the Jewish community,

^ Pritsch, op, cit., p. 100.
2 The text is jirinted in the Ajipendix to the present volume.
^ The constitutional effect of this chau<je was to make all religious questions

become qut^stions of confidence, by which the wiiolo ministry would stand or
fall instead of one member of it, the Commissary for the f<herVeh and Evqaf,
as formerly.

* Oriente Moderno„ V, 10, p. 510. and VI, 3, y>p. 134-“().
* Both the Millet System and the Capitulations had been abolished in the

Lausanne settlement (see JL P. C., vol. vi, pp. 113-14). The suhstitniion for
the Millet System of minority rights on the post-w^ar European pattern was
in accordance with the Turkish National Pact, Article 5.
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that they renounced these rights in view of the forthcoming intro-
duction of a Western civil code.^ Before the end of the month the
Armenians followed the example of the Jews.^ The Turkish Govern-
ment then set to work to induce the Greeks to take the same step,*
and in January 1926 they did so, though not without a heated debate
at the meeting in which the decision was taken.^ The Armenian
community, in an address to the Turkish Government, welcomed
‘ the auspicious era of the secular regime inaugurated by the Re-
public in j)lace of the precepts of Islam by wliich the country was
formerly governed After the enactment of the new civil code the
Minister of Justice informed the three communities afore-mentioned,
in response to their renunciation of their minority rights, that the
new code would thenceforth be ai)plied to all citizens of the Turkish
Republic without distinction of race, nationality, or religion.®
The abolition of the Commissariat for the Sheri'eh and Evqdf, which

had been effected in the first of the four laws of the 3rd March, 1024,
was followed eighteen months later by the dissolution of various
religious orders and ecclesiastical establishments. Considering that
the Government was in perpetual straits for revenue, and that those
religious institutions had long ceased to perform any social service
proportionate to the toll which they took from the national income,^
it was inevitable that, sooner or later, the Turkish Government
should follow^ the examples of Henry VIII in sixteenth-century Eng-
land and of Prince Couza in nineteenth-century Rumania.® The
Turkish Government’s action was precipitated by the Kurdish
Revolt of 1925,® which was on one side a religious movement of a
reactionary complexion, and in which the religious orders and eccle-
siastical establishments of the Eastern Vilayets were credited with
having taken a leading partJ® On the 2nd September, 1925, the
Government passed three administrative decrees. The first closed
all religious houses {tekkehs and zdwiyehs), and abolished all religious
orders in Turkey ; prohibited individuals from living as members of

^ Le Temps, 10th October, 1925. ® Ibid., Slst October, 1925.
® The Times, 5th November, 1925. ^ Le Temps, 9th January, 1926.
® Ibid., 4th February, 1926. • Ibid., 2nd June, 1926.
^ For sketches of the history of the religious orders and ecclesiastical estab-

lishments in Turkey see The Manchester Guardian, 15th September, and The
Times, 10th October, 1925.

® For the Rumanian decree of 1863 see W. Miller, The Ottoman Empire and
its Successors, 1801-1922 (Cambridge, 1923, University Press), pp. 320-1.

• See Part III, Section (xi) (e) below.
See the Angora HdMmlyeUi-Milllyeh, lOth April, 1926, quoted in Orienie

Modemo, VI, 5, pp. 273-5.
Texts, with common preamble, in Orienie Moderno, V, 10, pp. 513-15.
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orders and from wearing the costumes or bearing the titles associated
therewith ; closed all chapels (mesjids) attached to religious houses
and all inaiisolea (tilrbehs) ; and abolished the office of custodian of
such establishments. The second decree defined the categories of
persons who w^ere to be reckoned as 'ulema, and their costumes, and
prohibited the wearing of these costumes by unauthorized persons.
The third decree laid down that all public servants who were not
required to wear a s])ecial uniform were to dress in ‘ the ordinary
clothes in use among the civilized nations of the world ’—including
the hat {stuipqah )—and were to uncover the head indoors, and also
out-of-doors as a sign of salutation.
The question of head-gear w^as socially and politically significant,

because in the Near East a distinctive head-dress was the traditional
outward mark of differences of nationality, occupation, and religion,
and a general change of head-dress was therefore bound to have a
psychological effect of some importance. Under the old Ottoman
order the differentiation of head-gear had been carried to great
lengths ; and not the least effective of the reforms initiated by
Sultan Mahmud II (1808-39) had been the introduction of the fez
as the uniform head-dress of all Ottoman subjects, whatever their
rank or religion.’ The men of Angora had discarded the fez owing
to its associations wuth the Ottoman regime of the past century, and
had at first adopted the qalpdq—^the black lamb-skin cap of the
Turkish and other nomadic peoples of the Eurasian steppe, which
symbolized the ‘ Turanian ’ as opposed to the Ottoman and Islamic
elements in Turkish national life. The qalpdq satisfactorily expressed
the Turks’ new consciousness of their distinctive nationality and its

historical origins ;
“ but it did not satisfy their now desire—which

was equally strong—to cease to be ‘ a peculiar people ’ and ‘ to
^ Sultan Mahmud appears to have abolished those regulations or customs

which liad made the wearing of certain distinctive heaof-dresses coiiii)iil8ory
for particular classes of Ottoman subjects, and to have given the option of
wearing the /car to all Ottoman subjects alike. On the other hand, he does
not appear to have made the wearing of the fez compulsory except for public
servants (both civil and military). In this important respect his action
differed from the Law of November 1925, which made the wearing of liats
compulsory for private persons as w^ell as for public servants. Though the
fez eventually hocame the universal head-dress of all Ottoman subjects, except
the clerics of the several prevalent religions, in the course of the nineteenth
century, its adoption by private persons appears to have been a voluntary
process.

• The qalpdq also happened to suit Mustafa Kemal Pasha (who was not
indifferent to his personal appearance), whereas the fez happened to be un-
becoming to him. Thus, the Oha’^i had a personal as well as a political reason
for patronizing the qalpdq, and his patronage no doubt assisted materially in
bringing the qalpdq into fashion.
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become as other nations that is, as the nations of the Western
World. The qalpdq, no less than the fez, marked off its wearers from
the Western peoples who wore hats with brims and had inherited
the earth ; and in 1925 the Government of the Republic deliberately
set itself to remove this symbolic barrier.^

In May 1925 the Turkish Navy was re-equipped with caps of
German naval patterns ;

- and, after this beginning, there was a
rapid adoption of Western male head-gear by other public services
and by private individuals.^ The decree of the 2nd September, 1925,
aforcj-mentioned, made the wearing of hats compulsory for all civilian
officials. Finally, in November 1925, the Assembly passed a Law**
making the wearing of hats compulsory not only for officials and for
members of the Assembly itself but for all private citizens. There
were only two dissentients, but one of these was Gtuieral Nuru’d-Din
Pasha, the deputy for Brusah—a distinguished soldier who had been
one of the first to join Mustafa Kemal Pasha in 1 919, and had played
a leading part throughout the Anatolian War. Nuru’d-Din Pasha
sought to prove that the law was unconstitutional, and pleaded that,
whatever regulations might be imposed on officials, all other Govern-
ments—both in Europe and in Asia—allowed private citizens to
wear what head-gear they pleased. Nuru’d-Din Pasha was over-
ruled, but the incident produced disorders. In Constantinople
there were demonstrations by students against Nilru’d-Din, while in
the eastern provinces—both at Mar‘ash in the south-east and at
Sivas and Erzerum in the north-east—^there were riots against the
new law. The Government, which had only just succeeded in
stami)ing out tlie Kurdish Revolt, took these riots very seriously

—

the more so since the disaffected population in this case was not
Kurdish but Turkish, and was therefore indisputably actuated, not
by any desire for national independence, but by a religious hostility
to the secularization policy of Angora. The adoption of the hat was
regarded as contrary to Islam for the specific reason that the Islamic
ritual of prayer required the worsliipjier both to keep his head
covered and to touch the ground with his forehead—two prescrip-

^ The change of policy was abrupt • for when the writer of this Survey was
in Turkey in April 1923 the qalpdq still reigned supreme, and at Angora hats
were in as bad odour fezes—partly because political feeling was still strong
against the Principal Allied Powers, and paitly because, during the Allied
occupation of Constantinople, and the Greek occupation of Western Anatolia,
the members of the non-Turkish minorities had been wearing hats as a symbol
of liberation from Turkish rule.

^ Oriente Moderno^ V, 0, p. 288. ® Op. cit.y V, 7, p. 351 ; 9, p, 456.
* Text in op. cit.y V, 12, p. 631.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 75
tions which could not both be obeyed in any head-dress with a brim

—

as well as on the general principle that ‘ he wdio imitates a people
belongs to that people Thus, the law of November 1925 was
symbolic of the struggle between the secular Turkish national re-
public on the French model and the ‘ counter-revolutionary ’ forces
of Islam, which were now fighting with their backs to the wall. For
this reason the Government suppressed the disorders in the north-
east with great severity. An itinerant ‘ tribunal of independence ’

was sent from Angora to Sivas, Erzcrfnn, Rizeh, and Kerasund ; and
it was reported that at least four persons were cond(‘nmed to death
and a larger number to terms of hard labour and iruprisoiimcnt.“
The Turkish laws of S(*pt(miber and November 1925 had a rapid

repercussion in neighbouring ex-Ottoman countries. In Egypt the
theological students of the Cairo Daru'l-TJlfim (a ‘ Modernist ’

Beminary founded in a.J), 1872) started an agitation, in January
1920, in favour of abandoning the traditional turban and caftan
{quftdn) of their ju'ofessioii for the tarbUsh (the Egy})tian variety of
the fez) and the West(‘rn coat, waistcoat, and trousers as wwn by
Egyptian civil servants and private persons of the Westernized efendl
class. The ludicrous encounters which follow'ed between the students
and the police gave rise to a public controversy, in which 8a‘d Pasha
Zaghlrd, the Rector of Al-Azhar University, and tlu^ Chief Mufti of
Egypt all declared against hats—Zaghlul Pasha on the ground that
traditional costumes were to be regarded as elements in luitional
individuality, and the two ecclesiastics on the groinid that the wear-
ing of hats, so far from being a talisman of progress, was rather the
symptom of a pathological mania for imitating tlie externals of a
foreign civilization.^ The combined opposition of these political and
ecclesiastical authorities was sufficient to quash the moven\ent in
Egypt for the time. On the other hand, no less a person than the
ex-Grand Sanusi presented himself alia franca from the neck down-
wards—with no vestige, except the turban, of his traditional costume—at the Cairo Caliphate Congress of May 1926.®

In Turkey a change in costume of still greater significance—and
this from the practical as well as the symbolic point of view—was

* ‘Man yatashabbahii qawman, huwa minhum’.
* For the disorders in the north-eastern provinces and their suppression

see Orienie Moderno, V, 12, pp. 631-2, and VI, 1, p. 22.
* For the hat controversy in Egypt see op. ci/., VI, 6, pp. 298—303. For

the raising of the same question in ralestine see op. pp. 303-4. .

^ The joint declaration by the Rector and the Chief MuftT (extracts in op.
cif., loc, cit,) was really a reply to the action of the Turkish Government.

* Op. ei<., p. 267.
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the unveiling of women. The seclusion of women, which had become
a characteristic feature of Islamic life, seems to have been a legacy to
Islam from the older civilizations of the Middle East and not a rule
prescribed in the Qur’an or the Traditions. Indeed, the women of
the Prophet Muhammad’s family had played a prominent part in
the politics of their day ; and the women of the Badawi tribes of
Arabia had remained unsecluded from that day to this, as well as
the women of several peoples which had been converted to Tvslam in
comparatively recent times, like the Albanians. Thus a m».)vement
for the emancipation of women, if prudently and moderately con-
ducted, was by no means bound to come into irreconcilable conflict
with the SharVah} The movement for the emancipation of Turkish
women had started after the Revolution of 1908, and had been
hastened on by the War of 1914-18, during which the Ottoman
Government, like other belligerent Governments, had been compelled
to enlist women to perform men’s work in order to release men for
service at the front. Civil marriage, for instance, had been intro-
duced in 1916 (though it was revoked, during the period between the
Armistices of Mudros and Mudania, by Sultan Mehmed Vi’s reaction-
ary Grand Vizier Damad Ferid). In this, however, as in other fields,
the Nationalists of 1919-25 went further than their predecessors.
Civil marriage -was reintroduced by the Government of the Turkish
Republic as from the 1st September, 1926 ;

^ while polygamy was
abolished, not by any ad hoc legislation but in consequence of the
adoption of the Swiss civil code, which came into operation at an
interval of six months after the passage through the Great National
Assembly of the Law of the 17th February, 1926.^
Among the v/omen of the intelligentsia^ who had been educated

in Western countries, or in Western educational institutions in
Turkey such as the Constantinople College for Girls at Arna’ut Koi,
the process of social, as well as legal, emancipation was extra-

^ The Islamic Lawgiver appears, like the Apostle Paul, to have commanded
women to cover their hair, but to have said nothing about their faces.

* Oriente Moderno, VI, 7, pp. 371-2.
® See The Times

^

27th November, 1926. It would hardly have been possible
to forbid polygamy by law but for the two facts that it had already become
unfashionable among the upper class (apart from the Imperial Family, which
was o]d -fashioned, but which had now been expelled) and that, for economic
reasons, it had never been widespread among the poor. Ledslation for giving
women, and especially married women, legal control over their own property,
which had been a prominent feature in the emancipation of women in the
West, was less necessary in Islamic countries, since in this matter the status
of women under the SharVah had been comparatively advantageous. For the
slower and less revolutionary progress of the emancipation of women in Egypt
see Orienie Modemo, VI, 6, pp. 339-42.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 77
ordinarily rapid. The most distinguished exj:>onent of the movement
was a former student of this College, Khalideh Edib Khanym, who
made her name as an authoress and afterwards took an active part
in the Anatolian War of 1919-22, sharing its hardships with her
fellow nationalists of the other sex, and doing much by her example
to inspire her countrymen and countrywomen with enthusiasm for
the Nationalist cause. On the other hand, the circle within which
this rapid and indeed revolutionary social change was taking place
was still very narrow. It was practically confined to society of the
upper and middle class in Constantinople, Angora, and SnijTna ; and
Western observers who travelled in the countryside of Central and
Eawst Central Anatolia during the years 1925 and 1926 reported that,
while among the menfolk in the villages the working of the new
Western leaven was already perceptible, the traditional subordina-
tion and effacement of the w’omenfolk showed no sign of change.^
Among the women of the Turkish intelligentsia a landmark in the

progress of emancipation had been the introduction of co-education
in th(‘ University of Constantinople (owing to the natural unwdllingness
of the professors to deliver each lecture twice over to sej)arate male
and female audiences) ; and this was also a step tow ards the unifica-
tion of the various educational systems which hitherto had existed
in Turk(iy side by side and sometimes in conflict with one another.

There had been at least five distinct educational systems in the
field. First, there w^as the traditional Islamic system—conij^ara-
tively well-endow'ed by Pious Foundations (EvqaJ)—which consisted
mainly of medresehs or semmarics, where theological students studied
the works of the medieval Islamic Schoolmen, and of mektebs or
mosque schools for the cliildren of the people. Originally, the curri-
culum in the mektebs had consisted almost entirely in learning by
heart passages from the Qur’an in a Classical Arabic of which the
pupils did not understand the meaning ; but in course of time this
had been supplemented by elementary instruction in the reading and
writing of Turkish and in other subjects, such as geography and
arithmetic. Secondly, there w^ere the schools maintained out of

^ Among the rural population of Turkey the seclusion of women had never
been carried so far as among the urban population of the w^elbto-do classes.
Nevertheless, the observers in question prophesied that any attempt, on the
part of the Angora Government, to enforce tlio emancipation of women in
the rural districts by the same drastic methods which tlicy had employed in
forcing hats upon the men would raise a storm. At the time of writing the
Government had been attempting to make the abandonment of the veil
obligatory in the Vilayet of Trebizond and in certain other districts, but had
been compelled to abandon this experiment owing to the strength of the
opposition which it encountered.
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their own resources by the non-Turkish minorities—schools which
were of ecclesiastical origin, but which had gradualh^ adopted to a
large extent tlie enlightened outlook and efficient methods of the
modern West. Thirdly, there w'ere institutions of secondary or t'ven
University standard whicdi w^ere maintained in Turkey by Wevsterners—in some cases by Western (k>\ ernm(‘nts, in others by Western
monastic orders, and in others again by private Western j^hilanthro-
pists. These Western institutions—among which the French Gatliolic
and American Protestant schools w€>re in tlie front rank—probably
offered to the }H*ople of Turkey and adjoining Near Eastern countries
a better education than they could obtain in any native institutions.
At the same time th(‘ir ecclesiastical or political origin gavc^ rise to
a suspicion—even among Turks who appreciated their educational
work at its full value—that they had the ulterior purpose of pro-
moting in Turkey the interests of some particular foreign religion or
foreign state. Fourthly, there w^ere institutions wdiich had be(m
deliberately founded by the Ottoman Government on the AV'(*stern
model and w^hich were paid for out of public funds. Since the reign
of Sultan *Abdud-‘AzIz (1861-70), state schools, of three grades,
had been established in the chefs-lieux of the various administrative
divisions of the Ottoman Empire : an ordinary primary school in
the chef-lieu of every qazd, a higher primary school in that of every
sanjdq, and a secondary school in that of every vildyet. After the
Revolution of 1908 the secondary schools were differentiated, like
the primary, into two classes, and about twenty secondary schools
of the higher grade were organized. Theses institutions—the most
distinguished of w^hich was tlie Galata Serai Lycee at Constantinople—satisfied the desiderata of Turkish Nationalists by supplying an
effective Western education without being in foreign hands ; but
they were still inadequate in numbers to supply the country’s needs.
The fifth system in the field was that of the Turkish private schools,
among which the tliree classes of ordinary and higher elementary
schools and ordinary secondary schools w^ere represented.
Of the five groups of institutions here mentioned those formerly

maintained by the non-Turkish minorities disappeared with the
virtual disappearance of the minorities themselves from all terri-
tories of the Turkish Republic with the important exception of the
Vilayet of Constantinople. During the period under review the
Angora Government set itself to increase the size, number, and
efficiency of the state schools of the Western pattern, and at the
same time to bring the private Turkish schools, the Islamic schools,
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 79
and the foreign schools under Government control. In the case of
the Lslainic schools this aim was carried into effect in the second
of the three laws of the ttrd March, 1924.^ The Islamic educational
institutions which had formerly been controlled by the Commissariat
for the SherVeh and Evqdf were transfi^rred to the Ministry of Public
Instruction ; a theological faculty was organized in the state uni-
versity of Constantinople ; and after this the medresehs were
abolished. “ In the case of the foreign schools the Angora Govern-
ment laid down the general principle that henceforth th(\y should
be sijl)ject to exactly the same regulations as the native schools,
wh(*ther national or private.^ In particular they required that the
Turkish language, literature, history, and geography should be taught
in all foreign schools, for a prescribed number of hours per week, by
Turkish teachers appointed by the Turkish Ministry of Public In-
striuition. They further j)rohibited the teaching of religious dogmas
and the exhibition of religious emblems in foreign schools ; and this
prohibition, which was inspired by French j)recedents, brought the
Government of the Turkish Bepublic into conflict with the ('atholic
Church and with at least two CatholitJ Governments—the Italian
(Tovernment and the French Government itself, wliich had always
exercised a traditional protectorate over Catholic institutions in the
Levant, whatever its relations with the Catholic Church at home.
The authorities of the French and Italian schools defied the law
by declining to remove the crucifixes from their class-rooms ; and,
accordingly, the Turkish Government closed these schools on the 7th
April, 1924. The disturbance to the educational life of Turkey was
very great, since there were tliirty-six French schools with 12,000
pupils in the Constantinople district, and twenty-five with 3,000
pupils in Anatolia. The French Government made an official pro-
test, but this had no effect, and the conflict was finally brought to
an end by the intervention of the Papal Nuncio at Bucarest, Mon-
signore Dolci, wdio went to Constantinople (where he arrived on the
2Gth August, 1924) on an official mission. As a compromise it was
agreed that crucifixes should still be exhibited in schools or class-

^ The text of this law is reprinted in the Appendix to the present volume.
® Vigorous protests against tlie abolition of the medresehs were made in the

Assembly on the 17th April, 1924 (summary of the debate in Orienie Moderno,
IV, 5, pp. 297-9).

® The application of this principle to the foreign schools in Turkey was a
corollary to the abolition of the Capitulations. See the letters on the subject
which were exchanged on the 24th July, 1923, at Lausanne between Tsmet
Pasha and the heads of the Allied Delegations (e. g. in Cmd. 1929 of 1923,
pp. 231-3).
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rooms exclusively attended by Catholic children, but not in mixed
schools ; and on these terms all the French and Italian schools were
reopened.^
In Egypt, where Islam was more alive intellectually than it was

in Turkey, and where from the outset the process of ‘ Westerniza-
tion ’ had followed a less revolutionary course, there was not, during
the period under review, a conflict between a militantly secular state
and the whole Islamic order, but rather a conflict, within Islamic
society itself, between the modernists and the reactionaries. This
Egyptian battle was fought over two books : Islam and the Founda-
tions of the State : A Study of the Caliphate and Government in Islam
{Al-Isldm wa Usulul-Hukm : Bahthun ftl-Khildfati wal-Hukumati
fVl-Isldm), published in 1925 by Shaykh 'Ali ‘Abdu’r-Razzaq, a mem-
ber of the faculty of Al-Azhar University and qadi of the SharVah
court of first instance at Mansurah ; and An Essay on Pre-Islamic
[Arabic] Poetry {FVl-Shi‘rH-Jdhili), published in 1926 by Taha
Husayn Efendi, Professor of Arabic Literature in the Faculty of
Letters of the University of Egypt. Taha Husayn Efendi applied
Western methods of ‘ higher criticism with devastating results, to
what were traditionally supposed to be genuine relics of the earliest
Arabic literature. Shaykli ‘Ali ‘Abdu’r-Razzaq attacked the tradi-
tional theocratic basis of Islamic society.^ His thesis was that
Muhammad’s religious and political activities had nothing to do with
one another ; that his government and his wars were purely mun-
dane, like those of any other ruler ; that he never contemplated the
Caliphate, and that there was no warrant in the Islamic religion for
the doctrine that all Muslims ought to form a single political com-
munity under a single sovereign ; tliat Islam had nothing to do with
political affairs ; and that in the political sphere Muslims were abso-
lutely free, from the religious point of view, to reconstruct their in-
stitutions of government in accordance with the most recent and
most approved experience of mankind. Upon the publication of
this book the Rector of Al-Azhar, in virtue of powers conferred on
him by an Egyptian law of the 13th May, 1911, arraigned Shaykh
‘All ‘Abdu’r-Razzaq before a disciplinary coimcil ; and after a de-
tailed exposition of the case on both sides this council, on the 12th
August, 1925, unanimously condemned the Shaykh to expulsion
from the ranks of the 'ulamd. In virtue of the Egyptian law above-

^ For the history of this conflict over the crucifixes see Oriente Moderno,
IV, 2, pp. 92-4 ; 4, pp. 251-4 ; 8, pp. 483-4 ; 9. p. 457 ; 10, p. 609.

* For the history of the ‘Abdu'r-Razzaq case see Oriente^ Modernoy V, 9,
pp. 492-6, and 12, pp. 680-1.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 81

mentioned this act of the disciplinary council of Al-Azhar made it
incumbent on the Egyptian Minister of Justice to dismiss the Shaykh
from his post as qadi. Tlie sequel to the case, which passed at this
point from the realm of Islamic theology into that of Eg^qjtian party
politics, has been dealt with elsewhere.^
The events recorded in this section were all outward symptoms of

the same proci'ss of mental change. To enter into a direct discussion
of tiiat change itself would be beyond the scope of the present Survey.

(/) The Caliphate Concjress (MuHamarul-Khildfah) held in
Cairo on the 13th-19th May, 1926.^

In Egypt, as in other Islamic countries, the first effect of the
Turkish Law of the 3rd March, 1924, was to produce perplexity and
divided (counsels ; but the authorities of the University-Mosque of
Al-Azhar at C'airo—^the most distinguished seat of theological learn-
ing in the lslami(^ World —quickly adopted a definite policy.
Ttnucupon the rank and file of the Egyptian Udamd fell into line.
On th(^ other hand, the Egyptian laity—iTicluding King Fu^ad, Sa‘d
Pasha Zaghlul (at that time Prime Minister), the Wafd as a paitiy,
and the Western-educated classes as a whole—held aloof throughout
from these proceedings.
On the 1 2th March the Egyptian Association for Solidarity among

the ‘Ulaina published a proclamation ^ to the Islamic World in wliich
they declared that the action of the Tui'kish Government could not
invalidate the allegiance, (bay'ah) which the Society had telegraphed
to ‘Abdu’l-Mejid Efendi on the 6th December, 1922 ;

^ and, under
the patronage of Prince ‘Umar Tusfm, a member of the Egyptian
Roj^al Family who was a supporter of the Ottoman Dynasty, com-
mittees were formed at Cairo and Alexandiia to advocate this point
of view.^ On the other hand, the leading religious authorities of

^ See below, p. 227.
2 See Bevue du Monde Musulman, 1926 (2me trimestre), volume Ixiv :

Les Deux Coii^^s Generaux de 1926 : Le Coiigrca du Khalifat (ie Caire,
13-19 Mai, 1920) et le Oongrds du Monde Musulman (La Mekke, 7 Juin-
5 Juillet, 1926). Proems 'Verbaiix r6unis, analyses et traduits par Achille
S<^kaly. (Paris, 1926, Leroux.) In the present volume of this Survey theM • i;ca Conference is dealt with in Part III, Section (v) (d) below.

* The prestige of Al-Azhar throughout the Islamic World before the in-
vasion of Western thought resembled the prestige of the University of Paris
throughout Western Christendom before the Renaissance and the Reformation.
At the time of writing students still repaired to Al-Azhar from all parts of the
Islamic World—^particularly, perhaps, from the outlying fringes.

* Orienie Moderno, IV, 4, p. 218. ^ See above, p. 23.
Oriente Moderno, IV, 4, p. 222, and 6, pp. 292-3.
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Egypt, who had refrained, in December 1922 from lending their
names to the Egyptian "ulamds' declaration of allegiance to ‘Abdu’L
Mejid, mot together, on the 25th March, under the chairmanship of
the Rector of Al-Azhar, and published a decision in which, after
reciting the traditional functions of the Caliphate, and in particular
the exercise of temporal power, they declared that

the Caliphate of Prince ‘Abdul-Mejid was not a legal Caliphate, since
the Islamic religion does not recognize a Caliphate in the terms which
were laid down for him [by the Turkish Govx'rnment] and which he
acocptf‘d. Hence the allegiance [bay'ah] paid to him by Muslims w^as
not valid in Islamic Law.

They concluded that the Islamic community was not bound to
‘Abdu’l-Mc^jld EfendT ; and they announced that they considered it

indispensable to hold an Islamic religious congress, to which repre>
se>ntatives of all Islamic peoples should be invited, in order to con-
sider upon wdiose shoulders the Islamic Caliphate ought to be placed.
In vieiw^ of ‘the privileged position of Egypt among the Islamic
peoples ’ they proposed that this congress should be held in Cairo,
under the presidency of the Shaykhnl-lsldm (Chief Mufti or juris-
consult on the SJiartah) of Eg5^pt, in March 1925.^

This decision w-^as published in the names of the Rector of Al-Azhar,
who was also President of the Establishments for Higher Religious
Instruction in Egypt ; the President of the Supreme Court of the
SharVah in Egypt ; the Shaykhu'l-Isldm of Egypt ; the Vice-Rector
of Al-Azhar ; the Director-General of Establishments for Higher
Theological Study ; the rectors of those establishments ; the heads
of de])artments in Al-Azhar ; and other eminent Doctors of the
Islamic Law.
Meanwhile, *Sa‘d Pasha Zaghlill had declared that the Egyptian

Government intended to maintain the strictest neutrality in regard
to the Caliphate ; King Eu’ad had announced that he took no
persojial interest in the matter;^ and on the 18th March the
Egyptian Ministry of Awqdf had prescribed a formula for the
Khuthah in wliich the name of King Fu'ad was substituted for the
traditional reference to the Caliph,^ ‘ In lay and j^olitical circles in
Egypt the initiative taken by the ‘ulamd was not received with
much sympathy—largely owning to an impression that the intention

^ For a French translation of th*' decision see Revue du Monde Musuhnan,
nurn. cit., pp. 29-33 ; for an Italian translation, Oriente Moderno, IV, 4,
pp. 223-0. An English translation is printed in the Appendix to the present
volume.

* S^kaly, op. cit, p. 7. ^ Oriente Moderno. IV, 4, p. 240.
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was to transfer the Caliphate to Egypt. ... It was pointed out that
the Ottoman Caliphate had always been an object of suspicion to the
European Powers ; that the Powers regarded it as the centre of
a movement which was dangerous to the security of their colonial
possessions ; and that they had often made it the pretext of their
hostility towards Turkey. Egyi>t, whose liberty was still in its
infancy, had no interest in taking over from the Ottoman Empire this
invidious role. Finally, it was argued that it would not always be
easy to reconcile the Caliphate with the maintenance of a constitu-
tional monarchy ; that cases might arise in which it would be
ifficult to demarcate the prerogatives of the Caliph and the King ;

and that, on any hypothesis, the conception of a power \vhi(;h was
spiritual and temporal in one might become an obstacle to the rapid
evolution of the country along the j)atli of modern civilization, and
was, indeed, an evident anaehroiiism.’ ^

Notwithstanding this lay hostility, and notwithstanding the pro-
tests of the Egyptian supporters of ‘Abdui-Mejid Efendi,- the pro-
moters of the Cali})hate ("oiigress held to their course. The Rector
of Al-Azhar immediately appointinl a permanent s(H;rctariat to
perform the necessary work of })reparation and organization ;

^ and
invitations were issued. On the 17th January, 1925, howx^ver, the
Administrative Council of the General Islamic Congress for the Cali-
phate (Majlis Iddrl li'l-Mvdamaril-Isldmlyi'l-'Ainnilyi IVl-Khilafah)
met again under the cliairmansliij) of the Rector of Al-Azliar and
decided to postpone the date of the (ingress for a year,^ on tlie triple
ground that the preparatory w ork had not yet been com])le^ted, that
the Hijaz was in a state of war,'^ and that Egypt had been plunged
unexpectedly into a geiu^ral election.*’ At a further meeting held
on the 3rd February, 1920, the Council fixed the 1 3th May, 1926, as
the opening date, and appointed a committee to draft a fresh letter
of invitation and a set of rules of procedure. The fresh invitation
was duly issued,’ and the draft rules of procedure (wliieh were
modelled entirely on Western patterns) were a])proved by the
Council on the 26th April.® At tliis latter meeting of the Council the

^ S4kaly, op, cit.^ pp. 7~8. ^ Boo Orienie Moderno^ IV. 5, p. 292.
^ Text of uiiB order in op. cit., IV, 4, p. 226, quoting AVAhrdm of Cairo,

28th March, 1924.
^ Text of their decision in Revue du 3Ionde Musulmariy num. cit., pp. 34-6.

Cf. Orienie ModernOy V, 2, pp. 91-3.
® See Part III, Section (v) below.
• See Part III, Section (i), p.' 225 below.
’ Text of letter in Revue du Monde 3fu8%Uman, num. cit., pp. 37-41.
® Text of rules of procedure, as approved, in op. cit., pp. 42-5.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



84 GENERAL Part I

agenda of the Congress was changed.^ The purpose, as originally
announced in the decision of the 25th March, 1924, had been to
appoint a new Caliph. For this practical task there was now substi-
tuted a programme of six points which the Congress was to be
invited to examine ^dthout itself taking action in regard to them.

L The definition of the Caliphate and of the qualifications required
in the Caliph.

2. Is the Caliphate a necessity in Islam ?

3. How is the Caliphate' contracted ?
4. Is it possible at the present time to constitute a Caliphate which

fulfils all the requirements of the SharVah"i
5. Supposing that the answer to the fourth point is in the negative,

what action should be taken ?
6. Supposing that the (\)ngress decides that it is necessary to appoint

a Caliph, what steps should be taken to give effect to this decision ?

It w as further decided that the delegates should only speak in their
own names and not in the names of the peoples whom they repre-
sented.“
A protest against this restriction in the scope of the Congress was

made by the Vice-Rector of Al-Azhar,^ but he did not prevail with
his colleagues. The Administrative Council as a whole appear to
have felt that the Congress had not obtained sufficient support in
the Islamic World to invest any Caliph elected by the Congress with
the necessary moral authority ; and meanwhile their position in
p]gypt had been shaken by the ‘Abdu’r-Razzaq affair,"* which had
provoked a violent controversy and had brought the authorities of
Al-Azhar into bad odour with the Westernized elements in Egyptian
society.^
As early as the 3rd April, 1924, the Cliief Qadi of Transjordan, in

a letter addressed to the Rector of Al-Azhar, had denounced the
Congress as an innovation which was contrary to religion.® Coming,
as it did, from a supporter of King Husa^m’s candidature in a small
and backward country, this protest had no great significance. It
was more serious that the Central Committee of the Indian Khilafat
Conference and the Association of Indian TTlama both declined the
definitive invitation of February 1926 on the ground that the Con-
gress was inopportune.’ Turkey naturally held aloof ; and the new

^ Eevue du Monde Mueulman, foot-note on p. 42 , Orienie Modernot VI, 5,
pp. 263-4.

* Orienie Modernoj VI, 5, p. 264. * Op. eit., loc. eit * See above, p. 80.
* For Egyptian attacks on the Congress see Orienie Moder.no, Vl, 6,

pp. 256-60.
® Pride of his letter in op. di., IV, 5, pp. 294-5.
’ Op. di., VI, 6, pp, 262-5.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 85

Turkish Ambassador who arrived in Cairo on the 14th March, 1926,
informed a representative of As-Siydsah that the question of the
Caliphate did not exist for his country.^ As regarded the attitude
of the Egyptian Government it was intimated that King Fu’ad
neither desired the Caliphate for himself nor wished to see it im-
ported into Egypt. It was further alleged that the Spanish liovern-
ment liad protested to the Egyptian Government because one of the
parties invited to the Congress had been ‘Abdu’l-Karim ; and that
the Egyptian Government had replied that it had nothing to do with
the Congress, w’hich was entirely unofficial, but that, nevertheless, it
had given instructions not to permit the entry into Egyj)! of any
delegates whom 'Ahdu’l-Karim might send.^

TIh^ inaugural sitting of the Congress, which w^as duly held in Cairo
on the 13th Ma}^ 1926, under the presidency of the Rector of Al-
Azliar, was attended by Muslims from the following countries :

Egypt, Libya, Tunisia, Morouco, »South Africa, the Dutch East Indies,
the (Non-hY‘derated) Malay State of .l()h()r(‘. Tbitish India, the
Vaman, the Hijaz, Palestine. ‘Iraq, and Poland. The Egy])tian
delegation, w’hieli was ju'iietieally identical witli the Administrative
CouiKul of the Congress, was th(' most able and aiitlioritative, while
in both resjx^cts the Pah^stinian flelegation came second. Among the
repr(»s(mtatives of Libya was Sayyid Idrlsu’s-Sanusi.'^ The Moroccan
re])resentative came from the (ilhumarah country—at that time still
at war with Spain and France under the leadership of the Rifi
‘Abdu’I-Karlm.** One of the representatives of ‘Iraq was the Tuni-
sian Nationalist ‘Abdu’l-‘AzizuTh-TJiaTilibT Efendi, who at this time
held a professorship in Baghdad.^ The British Indian representative
attended in a private capacity.® It will be seen that, while the
Congress was attended by representatives of some of the most remote
Islamic communities, such as those in Poland,^ the East Indies,® and

' Op. cit., p. 262. Op. cit., p. 263.
* His presence elicited a protest from the Italian Government (op. cit.^

p. 267), and it may have been owing to this that he withdrew from the Con-
gress after the first sitting.

^ See Part II, Sections (v)-(viii) below.
* See Oriente Moderno, IV, 7,pp. 431-4, for the text of an address on the

Pan-Arab movement which Ath-Tha‘alibi delivered at Nablus on the 5th
June, 1924, and in which he advocated the method of action by congress. For
Ath-Tha‘alibrs previous political career in Tunisia see pp. 176-80 below.

* He was for some years Vice-Principal and Professor of Mathematics and
Science at the Islamlyah College, Peshawar.

’ See Oriente Moderno, VI, 5, p. 273, for an account of the Muslim com-
munity in Poland given by their representative Ya‘qub Efendi Shcnkovich.

® The Muslim community in the Dutch East Indies had responded more
enthusiastically than any other Islamic people to the decision of the 25th
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86 GENERAL Part I

South Africa,^ some of the most powerful or most progressive peoples
of the Islamic World were conspicuous by their absence. For
example, there was no representative of either Turkey, Persia,
Afghanistan, the Najd, or the Muslim community in Russia.*^ Nor
was the Muslim community in India adequately represented by a
single individual attending in a private capacity, in tlie absence
of delegates from the Indian Association of 'Ulama, the Indian Khila-
fat Conference or the All-India Muslim League. Further, none of the
delegates were accredited by Governments. Nine out of the thirty
had been directly invited by the Administrative Couiicil in Cairo and
had not come with any mandate, even of a non-official character,
from their own countrymen. Finally, all excicpt the Egyptian repre-
sentatives, one of the Palestinian representatives, and the unrepre-
sentative Indian member—that is, twenty-three out of the thirty

—

seem to have been persons no longer resident in the countries which
they were supposed to represent.^ These facts obviously detracted
from the authority and significance of the Congress. Nevertheless,
the organization, however imperfect, of an Islamic Congress on the
Caliphate Question under the auspices of Al-Azhar was in itself an
event of historical importance.
At the first sitting of the Congress ** on the 13th May, 1926, which

was mainly occupied with formalities, there w^as appointed, on the
motion of the President, a First Committee of thirteen members (one
for each country represented) to examine proposals and bring them
before the Congress. At the second sitting on the 16th a Second and
a Third Committee were appointed to report respectively on points

March, 1924. They had immediately resolved to send a delegation, consist-
ing partly of Malays and partly of representatives of the Arab colony in the
East Indies ; they had resolved to organize a local preparatory congress of
their own ; and they had taken steps to educate their own people on the
Caliphate Question (see Oriente Modernoy IV. 12, pp. 727-8).

^ The South African Muslims wxre partly descended from nineteenth-
century British Indian immigrants and partly from seventeenth- and eigh-
teenth-century Dutch East Indian immigrants. The latter element w^as not
of pure blood, but was mixed with European and Hottentot strains. All ele-
ments in the South African Muslim community ranked as ‘ Coloured People *—the intermediate caste among the three castes into which South African
society under the Union was divided.

* In contrast to this the Turkish and Afghan Governments and the Eussian
Muslim community sent delegations to the Mecca Congress (see Part III,
Section (y) (d) below). The non-representation of Persia at either congress was
natural, since Persia was a ShT‘I country. The Cairo Confess did, however,
prevail upon the Persian Government to appoint an unofficial observer (Revue
du Monde Musulman, num. cit., p. 73 ; Oriente Modemo, VI, 5, p. 269).

* Revue du Mov^de Musulmany num. cit., p. 48.
* For the actual proceedings of the Congress see Oriente Moderno, VI, 6,

pp. 265-72, and Revue du Monde Musulman, num. cit., pp. 46-122.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 87

1, 2, and 3, and points 5, 6, and 7 in the agenda of the 25th April,
1926.^
The First Committee resolved by twelve votes to one (Ath-Tha-

‘alibi Efendi alone dissenting) to propose that the sittings of the
Congress should be secret. It also resolved to propose that thc^ (Con-
gress should record a formal protest against tlie bornbardmfmt of the
Maydan quarter of Damascus by the French forces on tlie 7t}) May,
1926 “—though this resolution was not passed without vigorous
opposition from members who urged that inte^rvention of this kind
in current political affairs was beyond the scope of the Congress and
would not raise but lower its prestige. The former proposal was re-
jected by the plenary Congress, which decided (on the 19th May, at
its fourth and last session !) to admit a representative of the Egyptian
Press Syndicate. The proposal to record a protest against the
Maydan affair was adopted, though there was a sharp division of
opinion on this question in the plenary sitting also.^
The Second Committee, after resolving to examine the three points

submitted to it by reference to the of)inions of the classical Doctors
of the Islamic Law, to the exclusion of independent interpretation,^
presented a report ® which faithfully reproduced the academic ex-
positions of Al-Mawardi and his brethren in matters orx which there
was no difference of traditional opinion, while in regard to matters
on which the Doctors disagreed they were content to note their dis-
crepancy without attempting to decide between them. They noted
the fact of discrepancy in regard to three questions : Was it indis-
pensable for the Caliph himself to possess the faculty of Ijtilmll
Was it indispensable for him to belong to the Quraysli ? Was it in-
dispensable for him to be of good character ?
The reading of this report at the third plenary sitting of the Con-

gress, on the 18th May, gave rise to an interesting debate in which
the protagonists were Ath-Tha‘alibi Efendi and Shaykh Muham-
madud-Ahmadiyu’l-Zaw^ahirl, the Director of the Religious Estab-

^ See p. 84 above.
^ See i)p. 451-2 below.
® Eevue du Monde Musulman^ num. cit., p. 98.
^ Op. cit, pp. 98-100.
® This distinction of methods was traditional in Islamic theological study.

The imssive reproduction of the opinions of the classical Doctors (correspond-
ing t<j the Christian Fathers) was called Taqlld ; the exercise of independent
judgement in interpreting the SharVah was called Ijtihdd. The same distinc-
tion existed in Jewry in the time of Christ, who drew attention to himself by
speaking with authority (i. e. exercising Ijtihdd) and not as the scribes (who
were exponents of Taqlld).

® Text ill Revue du Monde Musulman, num. cit., pp. 73-7.
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88 GENERAL Part I

lishraents at As-Siyut in Upper Egypt/ who had served on the Second
Committee.

It is not suflicient [Ath-Tha‘alihi EfendT submitted] to examint^ the
question from tlie ])urei3' theoretical point of viev^'. Sonu' account must
be taken of the necessities of circumstances and places, of the influence
ex(‘rted upon Islamite institutions by the policies of certain foreign
Powers. . . . Tf you allirm principles which arc not susceptible of applica-
tion in our epoch, what will be the consequence ?

We have confined ourselves [Shaykh Zawahiri rt^torted] to investi-
gating the principles admitted by the recognized doctrines of Islam. As
for the application of *th(‘se principles, it is for you to declare that that
is beyond our (^ompt^tence. ... It is dangerou!^? for Islam to raise the
question of the applicability, at one epoch rather than ancjtlier, of the
dispositions of the SharVah. We feel that the application of the general
principles of rr ligion ought to be subject to no exccptiojis ; and we
consider that thc^re is no occasion to establish new conditions in defer-
cnc(‘ to the exigencies of the age.

It vas noteworthy that in this debate Ath-Thabllibi Efendi was
supjiorted by Shaykh Asadu’sh-Shukayri, one of the delegates from
Palestine, wh(.> aigued that Ijtihad was not c‘xtiuet, and cited as
an (‘xain])l(^ a fatan rendered by an ex-Shaj/k/iul-lsIdm of Egyj)t,
Muhamiuad Baklilt (himsitf a member of the Congress), in wdiich
he had ])ronounced that ])hotography did not bn^ak th(' (‘OTiimand-
meiit forbidding the representation of the human form. Shayldi
Muhammad Bakhit thereupon rose to confirm the survival of Ijtihdd,
and at the same time to explain it away by the proposition that ‘ in
our times the mujlahid can only arrive at the sainci deductions as
the Ancients and would find himself unable to depart from w'hat
they had said or written
In the fourth and last plenary sitting of the Congress, on the 19th

May, the report of the Second Committee w^as adopted ; but the
consequences foreshadowed by Ath>Tha‘alibJ Efendi immediately
became apparent when the report of the Third Committee on the
last three points of the agenda was heard. The Third Committee,
which had worked under the Chairmanship of Sayyid ‘Abdu’l-
Hamidud-Bakri, the Head of the Religious Fraternities in Egypt,
advised that

^ Shaykh Zawahiri belonged to the Shafi‘Iyah School of traditional inter-
pretation of the SharVah,

* Mujtahid (participle) « Exerciser of Ijtihdd (infinitive).
® Incidentally, Shaykh Bakhit threw another apple of discord into the Con-

gress by remarking that ‘ it would be impossible to maintain that the Cali-
phate is exclusively spiritual, as it has been said to be by the heretics When
the minutes of the third sitting were read at the opening of the fourth, Ath-
Tha*alibi Efendi asked that the word * heretics * should ne expunged, but he
was overruled.
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Sect, ii ABOLITION OF OTTOMAN CALIPHATE 89
the Caliphate according to the Islamic Law, fulfilling all the con-
ditions laid down for it in the Scriptures, as summarized in the Report
of the First Commission which has been approved at the fourth sitting
of the Congress—the most important of the said conditions being ability
to defend the possessions of the Faith in all Islamic countries and to
put into execution the precepts of the Islamic Law—is incapable of
realization at the present time, in view of the situation in which Mus-
lims find themselves.

In reply to the question what action should be taken in this
eventualit}^ the Third Committee suggested that the Administrative
Council of tluj Congress at Cairo should be maintained in being, on
the undeivstanding that it should establish branches in tlie several
Islamic countries and sliould keep in touch with such branches with
a view to convening successive congresses, as need might arise, to
examine the question of the Caliphate and arrive at a decision in
consonance with the dignity of the olBce.^

This report dam]K‘d the spirits of the Congress and was depre-
cated by JShaykh Zawfdiin as ‘ a funeral oration upon Islam The
Shaykh exhorted his (colleagues not to adopt a conclusion so dis-
couraging to th(^ Islamic World, and to assert instead that a Cali-
phate fullilling all the prescribed conditions w^as still a possibility.
On the motion of a Palestinian delegate the Congress decided not
to communicate to the j)ress a certain passage in the Third Com-
mittee's explanatory memorandum ; and, on the motion of Shaykh
Zawahirj, it adopted the following order of the day :

The Congress has de(?ided :

That the Islamic Caliphate in conformity with the prescriptions of
the SharVah is capable of realization ;

That it is the duty of Muslims in all parts of the world to prepare
the ways and means for this and to take the necessary measures to this
effect

;

That it is desirable to avoid, in this regard, anything which might
create division among Muslims ;

That to this end it is indispensable that all the Islamic peoples should
be represented adequately at an assembly—to be held in a country
which shall be chosen by the delegates of the Islamic peoples—in which
the delegates of the Islamic peoples shall meet to discuss the measures
to be taken with a view to the establishment of the Caliphate fulfilling
all the conditions prescribed by the SharVah ;
That all the Islamic peoples are not completely represented at the

present Congress ;

^ The memorandum in which the Third Committee set forth the considera-
tions on which its report was based was the most interesting document pro-
duced by the Congress. For French and Italian translations of the text see
Revue du Monde Muaulman, num, cit.^ pp. 105-9, and Oriente Modemo, VI, 6,
pp. 272-3 respectively. An English translation is printed in the Appendix
to the present volume.
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And finally
That this Congress makes an appeal to all the Muslims in the World

and exhorts them not to neglect the question of the Caliphate, which
is the soul and the manifestation of Islam, but to work together for the
establishment of the Caliphate under the conditions indicated above,
and thus to accomplish one of their essential duties.

This order of the day was adopted by the plenary Congress (Shaykh
Muhammad Bakhit alone dissenting), with the annotation that tho
delegates who had taken part in the present congress had expressed
the desire that the next congress likewise should be held in Cairo.

Therewith the first Caliphate Congress broke up,^ without fixing
a date for the second. The able members of the Third Committee
might console themselves for the rejection of their report with the
reflection that possibly, after all, it was they who had said the last
word in the oldest of all Islamic controversies.
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PAKT II

NORTH-WEST AFRICA (1920-6)

Iiitroduetioih

North-West x4frica or Al-Maghrib (‘the West’ of the Islamic
World), together with the islands, seas, and steppes which it partly
commanded, had repeatedly chang(‘d hands between (?onf]icting
civilizations/ Severed from Western Europe by the Mediterranean
and from the Middle East and Tropical Africa by the Sahara it

w'as itself virtually an isla nd which served as a stepping stone between
the larger regions around it. In climate and physiography its closest
affinities werewith the adjoining parts of Europe, with the inhabitants
of whicli the mod(‘rn populations of Nort h-Wc'st Afru^a appeared to bo
more closelj' akin in physical race than with Ihose of the other parts
of the African Continent. “ In civilization, on the other hand, North-
AVest Africa, tbrougliout recorded history, had been more closely
and continuously connected with the Middle East ; and, down to
the period under review in this volume, European ascendancy there,
thougli repeatedly asserted, had invariably proved transitory.

^ See E. A. Froemari ; Historical Essays, Third Series, x : 'Sicilian Cycles
{2rul edition, London, 1892, Macmillan).

* Traces of a common racial name are pn*served in different forms from
widely separated dates in several languages ( Mashnwasha in Ancient Egyptian,
Maxyes in Ancient (?rreek, Byzac\ene] and Mazices in Latin, Amdzigh in the
modern Berber dialect of trie Kif, and Imdshanh in the language of the
Tawariq nomads of the Sahara) ; but though these traces thus appear in
every part of North-West Africa, and this as far back as the thirteenth
century b. c,, it is impossible to say whether they represent the original name
of one of the primitive stocks of the ro^on, while it is certain that the x^opula-
tion of North-West Africa is no less mixed than that of Europe. Though all
existing elements (with the exception of a nt^^gligible infusion of negroes)
belong to the White Race, they range, as in Europe, between the extreme
types of blondes and brunettes. The -Egyptian monuments of the thirteenth
century b. c. represent the Libyans as a blond race ; and according to Ch.
Tissot (Qeographie de la Province Eomaine de VAfrique, vol. i, p. 403), quoted
by Th. Mommsen (The Provinces of the Bom<m Empire, English translation
of 1886, vol. ii, p. 305), upwards of a third of the modern inhabitants of
Morocco are blondes, the proportion rising as high as two-thirds among the
Rifis domiciled in Tangier. Ehysically, therefore, the population of North-
West Africa seems to show closer affitiities with the population of Europe
than with that of North-East Africa, notwithstanding the l»ct that the
Berber language belongs to the Ilamitic group, like Ancient Egyptian, Coptic,
Gralla, Somali, and other pre-Semitic languages of the Nile Basin and Somali-
land, and that the Hamitic and Semitic groups themselves are traceable to
a common root.
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INTRODUCTION 93
After having first been won for Oriental civilization by the

Phoenician pioneers the region was conquered for Hellenism by the
Romans ; but it was reattached to the Middle East by the Arabs,
and thereafter—in spite of half-hearted lodgements on its coasts
which were made by the Sicilian Normans in the twelfth century
after Christ and by the Portuguese and Si)aniards in the fifteenth
and sixteenth—it remained on the whole singularly impervious to
European penetration until the nineteenth century. Down to the
close of the Napoleonic Wars the Barbary Corsairs took tribute from
Western shipping in the Mediterranean and the Atlantic, and it was
in reprisal for this piracy that an effective European penetration
began again (after an interval of more than 1,100 years since the
extinction of the Byzantine regime by the Arabs) with the French
descent upon Algeria in 1 830.
The lateness of this date may seem strange, considering that the

nations of Western Europe had long since taken a firm hold of regions
so far afield as India and the Americas, and considering further
that North-West Africa, besides being so much nearer home, occupied
a key position, commanding the Mediterranean water-route from
Western Europe to the East as well as the Saharan overland-route
from the southern shores of the Mediterranean to Tropical Africa.
The truth is that, fully three centuries before France began to build
up her North-W^est African Empire, the Si)aniards and Portugiiese
had been on the verge of conquering Al-Maghrib—carrying their
long-sustained offensive against Islam from the Iberian Peninsula
across the Straits of Gibraltar—when they hit upon the easier
alternative of outflanking it. Before they had conquered more than
the nearest corner of Western Morocco the Portuguese reached
Tropical Africa and the Indian Ocean by sea, and the conquest
of the Atlantic deflected the remaining energies of the Peninsular
peoples towards the New World. Thus Al-Maghrib obtained a
respite from Western penetration because, for three centuries, it

failed to maintain its normally commanding position. In the course
of the nineteenth century, however, it was restored to that position
by two events : the consolidation of a British Empire in India,
which Jed to the reopening of the short cut from Western Europe
to the East via the Mediterranean ; and the penetration of Tropical
Africa by the West European nations (who, so long as India and the
Americas had absorbed their energies, had been content to establish
ports of call and shipment along the Tropical African coasts and to
leave the interior to Muslim pioneers). These two events suddenly
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94 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

brought North-West Africa back into the mid-stream of international
affairs, and a West European intrusion immediately began—the
lead, this time, being taken not by S})ain or Portugal but by France,
who established her empire simultaneously over Al-Maghrib and the
nearest parts of Tropical Africa.
The fortunes of Al-Maghrib were now reversed. Instead of being

the least westernized portion of the Islamic World she rapidly
fell under Western ascendancy to a much greater extent than the
Middle East—partly on account of her geographical proximity to
Western Etu'ope and partly because in Al-Maghrib Islamic civiliza-
tion was comparatively weak and backward and therefore relatively
less capable than elsewhere of holding its own against foreign
penetration. During the half-century which ended with the coming
into force of the Versailles Treaty on the lOth January, 1920, there
seemed even less prospect of an Islamic revival in Al-Maghrib than
in other parts of the Islamic World, and the region was the theatre
of an international struggle, not between the West and Islam, but
between the Great Powers of the West among themselves.

In the period under review North-West Africa continued to be
a focus of international conflicts, but the scene underwent a striking
change. With the total exclusion of Germany from Moroccan affairs,
which was effected in the Versailles Treaty,^ the Franco-German
conflict, which had previously dominated the North-West African
stage, was finally closed in France’s favour, Italy, as the newly-
established sovereign of Libya and the mother-country of the
majority of the European settlers in Tunisia, might dream of even-
tually taking up Germany’s role ;

“ Great Britain and Spain might
resist, more or less effectively, the extension of French ascendancy
over the Mediterranean coast of Morocco and over Tangier ;

^ while
Spain and Italy might hint at a ra2)prochement between the two
weaker Latin Powers of the Mediterranean in demonstrations such
as the Spanish Royal Visit to Italy in November 1923. Nevertheless
it was evident that, as between the Powers of the West, the struggle
for North-West Africa had been decided in favour of France ; and
that if a Western dominion over North-West Africa were to be
consolidated that dominion would be hers. At the very moment,
however, when France triumphed decisively over her Western rivals,
the general ascendancy of the Western world over Al-Maghrib was
challenged—suddenly and unexpectedly—^by the native peoples.

^ Part IV, Section V, Articles 141-6. * See Section (xi) below.
® See Sections (i) and (ix) below.
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Sect, i INTRODUCTION 95
The contemporary dual movement in the Middle East, in favour
of the adoption of Western ideas and institutions but in revolt
against political and economic control by Western Powers, had its
counterpart in the Islamic West. The tribes of the Libyan hinter*
land proved themselves as unconquerable, on their own ground, as
the tribes of Arabia ; the Nationalist agitations in Egypt, Palestine,
and Syria found an echo in Tunisia and Algeria ; and in July 1921,
when the militant resistance offered by the Turks, under Mustafa
Kemal Bey, to the Greeks and their Western patrons was reaching
its climax, the Rifis, under ‘Abdu’l-Karim, struck the first signal
blow in their war against the Spaniards and the French in Morocco.^
From several points of view the successful uprising of the Rifis

was a greater portent than that of the Turks. The Rifis were a
smaller people, more ignorant than the Turks of Western technique
and much less well versed m the Western arts of war and diplo-
macy ; and at the same time they were challenging more formidable
opponents. Spain—as a Western nation, twenty millions strong,
with a great military past—was a more dangerous adversary for
the Rif than Greece was for Turkey ; and, after Spain, the Rifis
had to deal with France, who, with her North-African Empire at
stake, was bound to intervene in Northern Morocco much more
vigorously than Great Britain intervened to avert or retrieve the
Greek disaster in Anatolia.
From the >’ear 1921 onw^ards the reaction of the native peoples

of Al-Maghrib against West<Tn ascendancy began to replace the
rivalries of the Western Powers as the dominant issue in North-West
African affairs.

(i) The Reaction of the North-West African Peoples against Western
Asceiidaney.

In order to appreciate the significance of this movement, which
dominated the North-West African stage in 1925, two facts must
bo noted at the outset.

In the first place the reaction of the native peoples of Al-Maghrib
against Western ascendancy originally declared itself, not against
the French, who, from 1830 onwards, had taken the leading part
in the Western penetration of the region, but against the Spaniards
and the Italians, who stepped into the arena late in the day (in
1909 and 1911 respectively) and on sufferance from the leading

^ See Section (v) below.
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96 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

Western Powers. Italy and Spain were only permitted to gratify
their imperial ambitions at the south-eastern and north-western
extremities of Al-Maghrib, in districts which greater Powers did not
covet for themselves—partly because the natural resources were too
scanty and the inhabitants too warlike and partly because, in the
case of the district which became the Spanish Zone of Morocco, the
potential strategic value of the position was so high that no Great
Power could afford to let it pass under another Great Power’s
control. Spain and Italy had not the strength of mind to reject the
crumbs thus thrown to them from rich men’s tables ; and, in the
event, all parties suffered—the Great Powers for their selfishness
and the lesser for their rashness—since the Italians and Spaniards
rapidly incurred disasters which lowered the prestige and weakened
the position in North-West Africa of the Western World as a whole,
and which ultimately caused particular damage to France, who had
acquired a far larger stake in the region than any other Western
State. ^ The mountaineers of the Rif and the nomads of the Libyan
hinterland, who proved formidable opponents for French and British
troops wdien they came into collision with them, were more than
a match for the Spanish and Italian armies, and they soon learnt
Napoleon’s secret of making war pay its own way by distraining
upon their nominal protectors or sovereigns for arms, munitions,
money, and all the elaborate equipment on which Western armies
had learnt to depend in the War of 1914-18. Fitted out with this
equipment, experienced in the art of war on their own terrain, and
elated by their victories over the Spaniards, the Rifis ventured to
turn their arms against the French ; and at the same time a Nationa-
list movement became perceptible among the more civilized popula-
tions of Tunisia and Algeria, who had long been living under the
French dominion.
The second point to note is that this reaction against Fr(mch

ascendancy in North-West Africa did not break out (as might have
^ There was a striking parallel here to the rise of Nationalism in South-

Eastern Europe during the preceding century. At the close of the general
war of 1792-1815 the whole of South-Eastern Europe was still under the
dominion of the three Empires of the Hapsburgs, Komanovs, and ‘Osmanlis.
The first independent national states were created at the expense of the
weakest of the three Empires—the Ottoman Empire—and it was only when
it had secured a base of operations in former Ottoman territory that South-
East European Nationahsm became a menace to Austria-Hungary and
Russia. Similarly, after the general war of 1914-18 the younger Nationalism
of the North-West African peoples won its spurs in conflict with the Italians
and Spaniards before it threw down the gauntlet to the far more formidable
empire of France.
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Sect, i REACTION AGAINST WESTERN ASCENDANCY 97

been expected) during the War of 1914-18, when France was fighting
for her life on her own invaded soil in Europe. During the year
1914 the French occupied the Taza corridor between the two
unsubdued highlands of the Rif in the north and the Atlas in the
south-east of Morocco, thus linking up the lowlands along the Atlantic
coast, which they had occupied effectively already, with their older
dominions in Algeria and Tunisia. Throughout the European War
Marshal Lyautey, the French Resident-General in Morocco, con-
tinued to increase the area of effe^ctive French occupation year by
year (though naturally at a slower pace than before) ;

^ and mean-
while White African troops frcim AI-Maghrib, as well as Black African
troops from the Western Sudan, fought loyally for France against
Germany on the European Front, went into garrison in the Rhineland
after the Armistice, and subsequently took part in the invasion of
the Ruhr. Such attempts as the Germans made to undermine the
loyalty of these Maghribis appear to have met with little success,
notwithstanding the fact that Germany was the ally and France
the opponent of the Ottoman Empire, which was at that time the
leading Power in the Islamic World. It was not until after the
Armistice of the 11th November, 1918, that France began to
encounter serious native opposition to her ascendancy in North-
West Africa.^

(ii) The Genesis of the French, Spamsh, and Italian Titles to Sovereignty
or Control in North-West Africa.

Before tracing the course of this native opposition which declared
itself ultimately against France, but first against Italy and Spain,
it will be convenient to recapitulate briefly the genesis of the several
dominions held by Western Powers in North-West Africa, as they
existed at the beginning of the year 1920. For this purpose it is
unnecessary to discuss the complicated and controversial history
of the Franco-German diplomatic struggle over Morocco, since,
under the Versailles Treaty (Arts. 141-6), Germany had been
excluded, at least for the time being, from any participation in
Moroccan affairs.

Before the 14th June, 1830, when the French troops landed on
^ See I. Bowman : The New World, map on page 108 (2nd edition, London,

1924, Harrap). Between the Ist January, 1914, and the 1st July, 1017, the
effectively occupied area was increased from 163,000 to 235,000 square
kilometres (Foreign Office Peace Handbook, No. 101, French Morocco).

* Compare the experience of Groat Britain* in Egypt (R. P. O.. vol. vi,
pp. 193-206).

H
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98 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

the Algerian coast, the only Western holdings in North-West Africa
had been the four Spanish 'presidios of Ceuta (Sabta), Pefion de Velez
de la Gomera, Alhucemas, and Melilla along the northern (that is,

the Mediterranean) coast of Morocco. Two of these holdings were
island rocks ; Melilla, though on the mainland, was cut off from the
interior by the mountains of the Rif ; and even Ceuta was less
favourably situated, as a base for the penetration of the Moroccan
lowlands, than Tangier, Rabat or Casablanca. These Spanish
holdings were mere relics of Spanish colonial policy in the sixteenth
century after Christ, and it was not till 1909 that Spain, und(jr the
stimulus of French expansion in the vicinity, attempted to advance
beyond them.^
Between 1830 and that date the Western penetration of Al-

Maghrib was conducted entirely by France. She conquered Algeria,
up to the northern border of the Sahara, between 1830 and 1847.
She established a protectorate over Tunisia (with the approval of
the German and British representatives at the Berlin Conference
of 1878 by the Franco-Tunisian Treaties of the 12th May, 1881,^
and the 8th June, 1883^ (instruments which empowered France
not only to take over the conduct of the foreign relations of Tunisia,
but to occupy and administer the country). She began to occupy
Morocco (from the Algerian border and from the Atlantic coast
simultaneously) in March 1907, after the international Algeciras
Conference of the 16th January~7th April, 1906 ; and her effective
establishment in the lowlands of the Atlantic sea-board was com-
pleted by the occupation of Fez (Fas) in April 1911, and of Marrakish
in September 1912.
The French occupation of Morocco (unlike the previous occupa-

tions of Algeria and Tunisia) gave rise to prolonged and often acute
diplomatic controversies, and it was not till she had come to terms
with Great Britain, Spain, and Germany that France was able to
place her protectorate over Morocco on the juridical basis of a
treaty with the Sultan. French commitments to Germany regarding
Morocco having been liquidated in the Versailles Treaty (Arts.
141-6), the treaty obligations by which France was still bound
during the period beginning on the 10th January, 1920, were briefly

‘ The Spaniards began to advance into the interior from MeliUa in 1909 and
from the Atlantic coast between Tangier and Al-‘Ara*igh in 1911.

* As a quid pro quo Great Britain obtained French recognition for her
occupation of Cyprus.

* British and Foreign State Papers, vol. Ixxii, 1880-1.
Op, dt, vol. Ixxiv, 1882-3.
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Sect, ii GENESIS OF TITLES TO CONTROL 99

as follows.^ In a public Anglo-French Declaration respecting Egypt
and Morocco, which was signed on the 8th April, 1904, Great
Britain, in return for corresponding French concessions in regard
to Egypt, had recognized that it appertained to France to preserve
order in Morocco and to provide assistance for the purpose of all
administrative, economic, and financial reforms which that country
might require ; but the scope thus given to France by Great Britain
had been limited by certain conditions. Existing British treaty rights
in Morocco were to stand ; there was to be no fiscal discrimination ;

‘ in order to secure the free passage of the Straits of Gibraltar *

a stretch of Moroccan coast, comprised between, but not including,
Melilla on the Mediterranean and the right bank of the River Sabu
on the Atlantic, was to remain unfortified ;

^ and France was to
come to an understanding with Spain in regard to Spain’s Moroccan
interests. In the third of the secret articles attached to this public
declaration the Spanish Zone of influence was equated wdth the
hinterland of the littoral wdiich was not to be fortified, and it was
stipulated that Spain would have to undertake not to alienate any
of the territory thus placed under her authority, while in the fourth
secret article it was agreed that the Anglo-French Declaration should
stand, even if Spain declined to accede to it. Spain did, however,
accede in a Franco-Spanish Declaration of the 3rd October, 1904 ;

and, in a secret Franco-Spanish Convention of the same date, the
limits of the future Spanish Zone in Northern Morocco were defined
(Art. 2).^ In virtue of these understandings, and others to which
Germany was a party, France and Spain began to occupy portion
of their respective Zones—France in 1907 and Spain in 1909

—

though at these dates neither party w as authorized to do so by any
formal agreement with the juridical sovereign of the country. As
far as France was concerned her occupation was given juridical
sanction, post everitum, by the Franco-Moroccan Treaty signed at
Fez on the 30th March, 1912, which not only placed France in
control of the Sultan’s foreign relations, but gave her the initiative
in introducing internal reforms ; empowered her to carry out the
military occupation of Moroccan territory at her discretion ; and
bound her to ‘ lend a constant support to his Sharifian Majesty

' For texts of the principal relevant diplomatic documents see Foreign
Office Peace Handbook, No. 101, French Morocco, Appendix. The stipulations
regarding Tangier are dealt with separately in Section (ix) below.

* With the express exception of tne existing Spanish presidios.
* And also, though less precisely, those of a Spanish Zone at the south-

western extremity of Morocco.
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100 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part n
against any danger which might threaten his person or his throne,
or which might compromise the tranquillity of his dominions This
treaty was negotiated by the French Government with the legal
sovereign of the whole of Morocco and without any express territorial
limitations, except for a saving clause in regard to Tangier and
a provision that the French Government should come to an agree-
ment with the Spanish Government in regard to Spanish interests
in Morocco. This provision was carried out by the signature of
a new Franco-Spanish Convention at Madrid on the 27th November,
1912, the first article of which opened as follows :

The Government of the French Republic recognizes that, in the
Spanish Zone of Influence, it appertains to Spain to watch over (il
apjKirtient a I Espagne de veiller d) the tranquillity of the said zone
and to lend her assistance to the Moroccan Government for the intro-
duction of all administrative, economic, financial, judicial, and military
reforms which it may need.

The Spanish Zone w^as to be administered by a Khalifah or
representative of the Sultan of Morocco under the control of a Spanish
High Commissioner (the respective attributions of these two func-
tionaries being modelled on those of the Sultan and the French
High Commissioner as laid down in the Franco-Moroccan Treaty
of the 30th March, 1912). The Sultan’s Government was to bear no
responsibility for the Khalifah’s administration. Spain undertook
not to alienate any part of her Zone (Art. 5). The non-fortification
of the littoral between Melilla and the River Sabu, and the special
treatment of Tangier, were again provided for (Arts. 6 and 7) ; and
the limits of the second Spanish Zone in the south-west were more
precisely defined (Art. 3).

This agreement was evidently more advantageous to France than
to Spain. It based the juridical position of Spain in the Spanish
Zone, not upon a direct contract between the Spanish Government
and the Sultan of Morocco, who was still the legal sovereign of the
territory (as the position of France in her Zone was based upon the
Franco-Moroccan Treaty of the 30th March, 1912), but upon a con-
tract with a third party to whom the Sultan had given a power of
attorney for that purpose. In other terms the Sultan had leased
the whole of his territory to France and France had Sub-leased
a portion of it to Spain with his previous sanction. At the same time
France had divested her prot6g6 (and, by implication, herself) of
responsibility for the administration of the sub-leased territory
and had transferred this responsibility to Spain (at least, according
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Sect, ii GENESIS OF TITLES TO CONTROL 101

to one interpretation of the text of the first article of the Franco-
Spanish Agreement of the 27th November, 1912).
This was the juridical position of Spain in Morocco at the beginning

of 1920. It remains to recall how Italy acquired the title which she
possessed at that date in Libya.^
Having obtained the preliminary acquiescence of France and

Great Britain in an eventual Italian occupation of the two Ottoman
Vilayets of Tripoli and Benghazi (Cyrenaica) as far back as the years
1901-2, Italy declared war upon Turkey on the 29th September,
1911, and landed troops on the Libyan coast on the 5111 October.
The Italian Government proclaimed the annexation of the two
provinces in a royal decree of the 5th November, 1911 ; but, in
the public peace treaty between Italy and Turkey which was signed
at Ouchy on the 18th October, 1912, it was simply provided that the
Ottoman troops and officials should evacuate the jirovinces, while,
in the secret preliminary agreement signed at the same place three
days earlier, the Ottoman Sultan, as (.^aliph, was allowed to retain
the Muslim ecclesiastical patronage of Tripoli and Benghazi in his
hands. ^ Thus no formal transfer of sovereignty was made on this
occasion, and the Italian annexation remained a unilateral act of
the Italian Government until Turkey expressly renounct^d the rights
which she had retained in 1912 under Article 22 of the Lausanne
Treaty, which was signed on the 24th July, 1923, and came into
force on the Gth August, 1924.

(iii) The Reaction against the Italians in Libya.

The Italian landing on the Libyan coast on the 5th October, 1911,
opened a new era in North-West African history. It was a patent
act of aggression and it wm committed at a time wdien the Islamic
World w^as just beginning to reacquire a common consciousness
(thanks to the new Western mechanisms of communication). Muslim
opinion everywhere was aroused, and at the same time Turkey, the
so^’^creign of the invaded provinces, quickly discovered that her
most effective means of fighting the Italians w as to arm and organize
the native Arab and Berber population. The resistance thus aroused
in an arid and inhospitable country was so vigorous that, from 1911
to the time of writing, the Italians never succeeded in completely
pacifying their new dominion.^ The Sanusiyah Religious Fraternity,

^ See Foreign Office Peace Handbook, No. 127, Italian Libya.
* See Part I, Section (ii), p. 35 above.
* See Foreign Office Peace Handbook, No. 127, for a more detailed account
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102 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

which controlled the oases in the interior of Libya, entered the lists
against Italy in 1914 ; and in the summer of 1915, after Italy’s
intervention in the Great War, the people of Libya, under Turkish
and Sanusi leadership, drove the Italians back to half-a-dozen points
on the coast, the Grand-Sanusi Ahmad himself taking up his quarters
at the coast town of Sallum, which had been the westernmost
Egyptian post towards the Libyan border.^ On the 14th April, 1917,
British and Italian representatives signed with Sayyid Idris, the
insubordinate lieutenant in Cyrenaica of Sayyid Ahmadu’s-Saniisi,
two separate agreements^ which restored peaceful relations between
the two Powers and one faction in the Order without entering into
the questions of sovereignty or frontiers.

Nevertheless, the resistance of the tribes in the interior was
maintained, and continued after the termination of the General
War. The Italian Government failed to bring them to terms by
promulgating in 1919 new statutes for the tw o provinces, under which
the inhabitants were to become Italian citizens and were to receive
parliamentary institutions (though not full parliamentary self-
government) ;

® and in February 1922 the Italians (who had hardly
recovered any ground since the disasters of 1915) set out to reassert
their authority by force of arms. The western littoral of Tripolitania
was reconquered in April 1922 ; Gharian, in the immediate western
hinterland, in November 1922 ; parts of the central littoral in
February 1923 ; and the port of Misurata in March 1923. Yet the
remainder of Tripolitania and the greater part of Cyrenaica was
still unsubdued ; in the autumn of 1923 contumacious tribesmen
advanced to within fifteen miles of Misurata ; the immediate hinter-
land of that port was only occupied at the close of the 5’^ear ;

^ and
the conquest of the Tripolitanian littoral was not completed until
the occupation of Sirte on the 23rd November, 1924,® though the
oasis of Ghadamas, 500 kilometres south-west of Tripoli Town, at
the junction of the Libyan, Tunisian, and Algerian borders,® had been
of the military operations between the 5th October, 1011, and the Armistice
of the 11th November. 1918.

^ For the readjustment of the Libyan-Egyptian frontier see Section (xii)
below. Strictly, the name of tlie disputed town should be written Sullam,
but it was pronounced Sallum in colloquial Egyptian Arabic.

* Texts in Foreign Office Peace Handbook, No. 127, Appendix.
* See C. Bchanzer : ‘ Italian Colonial Policy in North Africa ’ in Foreign

Affairs of New York, vol. ii. No. 3, 15th March, 1924 ; Oriente Moderno,
Anno IV, p. 357. Down to the time of writing this option of acquiring Italian
citizenship appears to have been taken up by very few Libyan Muslims.

^ The Corriere della Sera, Ist, 7th, and 12th January, 1924.
* Jbid., 26th November, 1924.
* For the rectification of frontier between the Italian and French possessions
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Sect, iii REACTION AGAINST ITALIANS IN LIBYA 103

occupied on the preceding 17th February.^ The military situation
existing at the close of 1924 had not appreciably altered by the
close of the year 1925.^ At the latter date Ghat and Fazzan, in the
more distant interior of Tripolitania, remained unoccupied, while
in C5Tenaica, where desultory fighting had not ceased, the Italian
troops were still confined to a few positions on the coast.
The statute of 1919 relating to Cyrenaica had been repudiated

by the SanusI and his adherents because it implied the assertion of
Italian sovereignty ; and this led, after long negotiations, to the
replacement of the agreement of 1917 by a new agreement, which
was concluded at Regima on the 25th October, 1920. Under this
agreement Sayyid Ahmad was to evacuate Cyrenaica in return for
an indemnity of 2,000,000 lire (gold) and for his recognition by
Italy as the autonomous ruler, under Italian suzerainty, of the oases
of Jaghbub, Aujila, Jalu, and Kafara. Though he duly received
his money Sayyid Ahmad apparently did not carry out his part of
the bargain, and in April 1922 he made common cause with the
Tripolitaniana in arms against Italy, who recognized him as their
Amir in August.^ Thereafter he fled to Egypt, and in the spring
of 1923 the Italians took the offensive and occupied his residemce
at Agedabia (Ajdabiyali) ; but this success was neutralized by a
disaster which overtook two Italian columns in June 1923, in an
attempt to advance further into the interior, and the work of sub-
duing Cyrenaica had to be started over again.

(i\

)

The Absence of Concerted Action among the Peoples of
North-West Africa,

This failure on the part of Italy, after fourteen years of effort, to
occupy effectively more ilian a portion of the territory in Libya of
which she had nominally acquired the sovereignty, dealt the first
serious blow^ to European prestige in this part of the Islamic World ;

in North Africa by a Franco-Italian agreement of the 12th September, 1919,
see the Survey for 1920-3, pp. 360-1.

^ The Corriere della Sera, 18th February, 1924.
* For an account of the cain])aign8 of 1922 and 1923, as viewed from the

Berber side, see the narrative of Signor P. Uhorardi, an Italian national, who
was a prisoner in the insurgents hands from the 26th January, 1922, until
the close of the following year. (Extracts and precis, in translation, in
Renseignements Coloniaux, 7 Sis, Supplement to V Afrique Fran^aise. July 1925,
from the Corriere di Tripoli, issues of March 1924).

^ See F. Lo Bello; premiers dix ans de rOccupation italienne en
Cyr<SnaXque\ extracts published (in translation) in L'Afrique Frangaise,
April 1925, from La Rivista Ooloniale, January-February 1925.

Texts of their letter of recognition and Sayyid Ahmad's letter of accep>
tance (13th November, 1922) in Lo Bello, loc. eit.
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but, by the end of the year 1921, the discomfitures inflicted on the
Italian arms by the Libyans were eclipsed by the more sensational
reverses which the Spaniards were suffering at the hands of the
Rifis at the other extremity of North-West Africa. The activities
of the Rifis and the Libyans had a common stimulus in the wave of
revolutionary feeling which was passing at this time across the
Islamic World and which was manifesting itself simultaneously in
the Middle East. At the same time there is no evidence that the
reactions of the various peoples of Al-Maghrib against Western
domination were deliberately concerted. The inhabitants of this
vast region were isolated from one another by many barriers. Apart
from the linguistic division between the Arabic and Berber-speaking
elements (a division which had relatively little political significance
in a society which was hardly yet influenced by the Western con-
ception of linguistic nationality, and in which Arabic was the
universal language of administration and culture) there was the
ancient estrangement of the nomad from the townsman and the
agriculturist, and there was also a geographical differentiation
between Morocco (the Islamic Maghribu’l-Aq&a or ' Far West ')

and the rest of North-West Africa. LTnlike Algeria, Tunis, Tripoli,
and Benghazi, Morocco had never been incorporated in the Ottoman
Empire ; and, without being sectaries, the Moroccans (including the
Rifis) acknowledged as Caliph, not the Ottoman Sultan at Constan-
tinople, but His Sharifian Majesty of Fez.

It was doubtless probable that a solidarity of feeling among the
native peoples of Al-Maghrib would arise as France, who was now
the mistress of the greater part of the region, consolidated her
empire and improved its internal communications ; but throughout
the period under review^ the French hold upon the Taza corridor
between the Atlas and the Rif, which linked the Atlantic lowlands
of Morocco wdth Algeria and Tunisia, was still precarious, and the
three French administrations in these three territories were still
working not only on independent but on very different lines. The
first co-ordinating conference between the Governor-General of
Algeria and the Residents-Goneral of Tunisia and Morocco was
held at Algiers on the 7th-10th February, 1923, the second at Rabat
on the 7th~9th April, 1924, and the third on the 22nd~24th March,
1926 ;

^ but these conferences between French high officials still

^ At the second conference customs duties, railways, the policing of the
Sahara, and intellectual co*operation came under review. See Le Temps.
7th and 17th April, 1924 ; The Times^ 9th, 10th, 11th, and 23rd April, 1924 ;

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect, iv ABSENCE OF CONCERTED ACTION 105

left a great gulf fixed between the French regimes in the three
territories. In Algeria, and to a hardly lesser extent in Tunisia,
the policy of France from the outset had been assimilation, and
since 1881 the littoral of Algeria had been organized into three
French departments ranking juridically as integral parts of France
herself. In Morocco, on the other hand, a diametrically opposite
policy had been initiated, and carried forward with remarkable
success, by the brilliant French Resident-General, Marshal Lyautey.
Marshal Lyautey took pains to preserve everything that was con-
structive in the native institutions of the country and to conduct
the administration through the agency of the Sultan’s Government
at the centre and of the hereditary feudal magnates in the interior,
especially in the more primitive south. ^ At a time when there was
still so much local divergence in the North-West African policy of
the paramount Power solidarity between the native peoples was
not to be looked for ; and thus the general revolutionary wave,
wliich was affecting all these peoples in some degree, produced among
them, at this stage, separate and unco-ordinated reactions.

(v) The Ileactioii against the Spaniards in Morocco (1909-26).

In 1898 Spain, who had been sinking under the weight of her
colonial empire for the past three hundred years, was relieved, in
spite of herself, of almost the last fragments of it by the United
States in the Spanish-American War. Only six years later she took
upon her shoulders fresh imperial liabilities under the Franco-
Spanish Declaration and Convention of the 3rd October, 1904, in
regard to Morocco ;

* and, as soon as she set out to occupy the new
domain thus assigned to her, she found herself face to face with
a people even less submissive than the Cubans and far more for-
midable in arms.

In order to trace the resistance which was encountered by the
Spaniards in their Zone of Morocco from 1909 (when they began their
attempt to occupy it) onwards, and which gathered momentum
there until the French, in turn, began to feel its force in 1925, it is

necessary to bear in mind the main topographical features of the
country.
The entire western (Atlantic) littoral of Morocco, from the south-

L'Afrique Franmise, April 1924 ; Renseignements Coloniaux^ No. 4 bis
(Supplement to L'Afrique Fran^ise, April 1926).

^ See a series of articles published in L'Afrique Frangaiee, October 1926, on
the occasion of Marshal Lyautey’s resignation.

* See above, p. 99.
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106 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

western extremity, where the Atlas Mountains came down to the
Atlantic, up to the threshold of the Straits of Gibraltar at Tangier,
was fringed by lowlands ; but, north of the Wadi’l-Qus (the ‘ River
Lukkus ’), these lowlands were only about twenty-five miles wide,
and all the rest of the Zone assigned to Spain, extending eastward
along the Mediterranean littoral to the Algerian frontier, was
mountainous. This hill-country fell into two divisions : one range
starting from the southern shore of the Straits, just west of Ceuta,
and running southwards, roughly parallel to the Atlantic coast,
up to the divide between the head-waters of the Wadi’l-Qus and the
Wadi Lau ; and the other range starting from the eastern edge of
the Wadi Lau and sweeping thence eastwards in a shallow curve,
conforming to the line of the Mediterranean coast, as far as the
outskirts of Melilla. The stretch of coast which this easterly range
enclosed was known at this time by the natives as the Rif or fertile
country (a somewhat ironical name), and th(r westerly range as the
Jibalah or mountain country. The Rif was inhabited by two groups
of tribes : on the east the Rifis proper (the leading tribe among them
being the Banu Wuryaghal in the* immediate hinterland of the
Spanish on Alhucemas Island) and on the west the Ghumarah.
The Ghumarah country was separated from the Jibalah by the line
of the Wadi Lau. To the west of this the Jibalah was transversed
by a route running southwards from Tatwan (Tetuan), on the left
bank of the Wadi Martin six miles above its outflow into tlie Mediter-
ranean, to Shifshawan, near the head-waters of the Wadi Lau and
only a few* miles north of the imaginary line of demarcation betw^een
the Spanish Zone and the French. The Jibalah was further articu-
lated, by the Tatwan-Tangier road, into the Jibalah j>roper, to
the south of that line, and the country of the Anjara and Hawz
tribes, in the triangle between Tatwan, Tangier, and Ceuta. From
Tangier another route, skirting the Atlantic coast and following the
alignment of the future Tangier -Fez Railway,^ ran through Al-'Ara’ish
(Laraiche) and then across the Franeo-Spanish border. It may be
added that tlie border w^as only definite in this Atlantic lowland
sector, where from 1911 onwards both the Spaniards and the French
had been in effective occupation of their respective territories. Along
the rest of its course the border was an imaginary line, described in
the diplomatic documents in terms of unsurveyed physical features
and unascertained tribal boundaries, and there was a considerable
discrepancy between the iracee of the line as it appeared on Spanish

^ See Section (ix) below.
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Sect. V REACTION AGAINST SPANIARDS IN MOROCCO 107

and French maps respectively. The discrepancy was greatest in
regard to the right bank or northern half of the basin of the River
Wargha ; and this was important, since the Wargha itself was
a right-bank affluent of the River Sabu which—skirted, as it was,
by the route from Rabat to Fez—lay in the heart of the French
Zone.
The Spaniards, in setting out to occupy the Zone assigned to them,

had to reckon with the character, not only of the country, but of
its inhabitants.^ While the peoples of the Jibalah and the Rif were
alike in being warlike and freedom-loving there were important
points of difference between them. For example, the tribes of the
Jibalah had been Arabized, owing to their proximity to the centres
of Islamic culture in the Atlantic lowlands, whereas the Rifis had
retained not only their native Berber language, but also the racial
name of Amazigh,^ the record of which in North Africa dated back,
as has been mentioned above, to the thirteenth century b. c.^
During those centuries when Algeria, Tangier, and Spain formed part
of the Roman Empire the Rifis not only maintained their inde-
pendence but appear in the Roman annals as inveterate raiders of
the Spanish provinces across the Straits.^ Their defacto independence
was not diminished by claims to sovereignty over the Rif on the part
of the Arab Caliphs, and of the various Islamic dynasties which
followed the Caliphs in Morocco, down to the reigning house of the
Filali Sharif8. At the same time the Rifis were not altogether out
of touch with the world, for the very ruggedness of their country,
by which their independence was safeguarded, compelled them, like
many other mountain peoples, to seek a livelihood abroad. They
were not only to be found as wage-earners in Tangier and the

^ See Commandant M. Bernard :
‘ Left Tribus de la Zone nord et uord-

ouest dll Maroc' in Eenseignements Coloniaux. Nos. 2 and 3 (Supplements to
L'Afrique Fran^mae, February and March 1926) ; J. Dumaine, Les Elements
du prollime du Rif in op. cit.. No. 2 his (February 1926).

* The Romans latinized the name as Mazices. * See above, p. 92.
* After the Rifis had begun to display their military prowess against

Spanish and French troops. English and American antiquarians, informed of
their * Nordic physique , conjectured that they were descendants of the
Vandals or the Visigoths, who had survived to cross swords once again with
the descendants of the Roman provincials. In reality, neither the V^isigoths
nor the Vandals, nor the Romans before them, had ever set foot in the Rif.
In Morocco the Romans never held more than the littoral of the Straits and
the Atlantic lowlands from Ceuta to Rabat, while the Vandals and Visigotlis
had no holdings there whatever. Tangier and Ceuta were apparently
in Roman hands when the Arabs reached the Straits in a. d. 711. (See
Th. Mommsen : The Provinces ofthe Roman Empire, vol. ii, pp. 321 and 324-5 ;

T. Hodgkin : itedy and her Invaders, vol. ii, p. 233 ; and C. H. Becker in
The Cambridge Modern History, vol. ii, p. 371.)
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108 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

Atlantic lowlands of Morocco, but went annually to reap the harvest
in Algeria.^
The chief port of embarcation for these migrant Rifis was the

Spanish presidio on the island of Alhucemas, at the mid-point of the
Rif coast ;

^ and thus the tribe of the Banu Wuryaghal, on the
mainland opposite Alhucemas—a tribe which was stronger and
wealthier than its neighbours,^ because it possessed the only consider-
able pocket of fertile land in the Rif—was in closer contact than the
rest of the Rif with regions under Western rule. This contact led
to the discovery, by Western prospectors, that the Banu Wuryaghal
district possessed mineral as well as agricultural resources ; and that
discovery not only led to the usual competition betw^een pros|)ectors,
but gave a potential value to the nominal political jurisdiction over
the Rif which appertained to the Sultan of Morocco, in virtue of his
traditional title, and to the Spanish Government, in virtue of the
Franco-Spanish Conventions of the 3rd October, 1904, and the
27th November, 1912. The pioneer prospectors in the Banu Wurya-
ghal country were the German brothers Mannesmann.'* They
entered first into direct relations with the head of the ruling family
in the tribe, ‘Abdu’l-Karimu’l-Khattabi.^ Indeed, without the
sanction of the tribal chief, who was the de facto local sovereign, they
could not have prospected at all. At the same time they sought
to strengthen their juridical position by securing a concession from
the reigning Sultan of Morocco in October 1909 ; and after the
Spanish Protectorate had been established juridically by the Franco-
Spanish Convention of the 27th November, 1912, they tried to come
to terms with Spain. Seeing that the Spaniards set store by their
newly acquired political rights in Morocco, yet shrank from the
formidable task of making their juridical authority effective in the
Rif, the brothers Mannesmann proposed to the Spanish Government

^ Statement by M. Painlev6 in the French Chamber on the 28th May, 1925.
M. Briand, on the same occasion, estimated the average annual volume of
this seasonal immigration at 40,000 to 50,000 persons, while, on the 9th July,
1925, the deputy for Oran declared in the Chamber that in that very summer,
when France and the Rif were at war, the number of Rifi harvesters in
Algeria was greater than ever.

* M. L6on Rollin in Le Temps, 2nd June, 1926.
® It was estimated that the Banu Wuryaghal accounted for 10,000 out of

30,000 households in the Rif proper (excluding the Ghum&rah country),
though they were only one of fourteen tribes or fractions of tribes domiciled
in this territory (Bernard, op. cit.).

^ For the history of mineral prospecting in the Rif see L'Afrique Frangaise,
October 1921 ; Le Temps, 2nd June, 28th July, and 6th September, 1926 ;and the Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung, 20th June and 22nd Sej^mber, 1926.

® i. e. descendant of the second Caliph ‘ Umaru’bnu'l-Khatt&b. The
genealogy was no doubt fictitious.
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Sect. V REACTION AGAINST SPANIARDS IN MOROCCO 109

that it should charter a company, to be promoted by them, and that
this company should take advantage of the local goodwill which the
brothers Mannesmann had already secured in order to open up
the Rif and the Jibalah economically in agreement with the tribes
themselves. This proposal was rejected by Spain ; and on the
19th and 20th January, 1914, the Sultan of Morocco, acting on the
initiative of France as protecting Power and in pursuance of Article
112 of the Algecirae Act of the 7th April, 1906, issued two ddhirs
setting up an Arbitral Commission to settle disputed mineral claims
through the whole juridical extent of his dominions.^
The work of the Arbitral Commission was interrupted by the

General War of 1914-18, and after being resumed in April 1919
was finally complet(^d on the 1st June, 1922. The Mannesmann Con-
cession was pronounced by the Arbitral Commission to be without
legal validity—in respect of the Spanish Zone by a decision of the
29th February , 1920, and in respect of the French Zone by a decision
of the 16th February of the same j^ear.^ Already, however, the
Mannesmann brothers, convinced that the defeat of Germany in
the General War had placed them at too great a disadvantage to
carry on their Moroccan enterprises in their own right, had retired
into the background, and their project was taken up by a Spanish
industrialist, Sefior Echevarrieta of Bilboa. Whether or not Senor
Echevarrieta had an understanding with the Mannesmann brothers
or had been made privy to the results of their researches, at any rate
he inherited the goodwill of the Khattabi family, which they had
first acquired. His agents, a Spanish ex-officer named Got, and
a Moroccan named Idris b. Sa‘id, were actually in negotiation with
the then chief of the Banu Wuryaghal, the celebrate^d Muhammad
‘Abdu’l-Karimu’l-Khattabl, when General Silvestre started on his
ill-fated march to Anwal in July 1921 ;

^ and in January 1923 Senor
^ For the history of this Arbitral Commission see VAfrique Fran^ise,

June 1922, and Le 5th September. 1925.
* Meanwhile it had been provided in Article 144 of the Versailles Treaty

that mining rights which might be recognized as belonging to German nationals
by the Arbitral Commission 8ln)uld be valued by the latter, and that these
rights, like other German property in Morocco, should be treated on the general
principles applicable under the treaty to German property abroad. Accord-
ingly, the Arbitral Commission, having ^pranted prospecting permits to
thirteen German firms, made a valuation of six of them, but left the remaining
seven unvalued, because they lay in an area in which the Sultan’s Government
had declined to guarantee the personal safety of foreign travellers, and were
therefore somewhat nebulous assets. Since Spain was not a signatory of
the Versailles Treaty, the Germans contended that the treaty did not apply
to the Spanish Zone in Morocco without the Spanish Government’s express
consent. * Seep. 115 below.
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110 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

Echevarrieta himself negotiated successfully with Muhammad
‘Abdul-Karim for the ransoming of the Spanish prisoners.^ His
business plans, however, were upset by the breach between his own
Grovernment and ‘Abdu’l-Karim.'

Meanwhile, ‘Abdu’l-Karimu’l-Khattabi had come to the con-
clusion that his tribe possessed valuable economic assets and that,
if they were to hold their own in negotiating with Western entre-
preneurs for the exploitation of them, some members of the ruling
family of the Khattabi must themselves acquire Western technical
knowledge.^

Believing that he could not obtain his ends without the assistance
of a European nation, he chose Spain, because she was the nearest
and the likest to us in national character. He wished for union with
her and was preparing for the acceptance of a true protectorate. This
protectorate was to preserve to the Moroccans their usages, customs
and laws. The military occupation was to place force at the disposal,
and under the orders, of the native authorities.*

His first step was to send his younger son, Mahamrnad, to Malaga,
to take a University course, and thence to Madrid, to study mining
engineering. His elder son, Muhammad,^ who had studied the
Arabic humanitiewS at Fez, settled in the Spanish presidio of Melilla,
w'here he became Qadi of the local Islamic community, editor of
a newspaper called El Telegrama del Rif, and also, apparently,
adviser on native affairs to the Spanish authorities. These good
relations ceased, however, long before the Spaniards attempted
the military occupation of the Banu Wuryaghal territory.

‘Abdu’l-Karim became disillusioned with the Spanish protectorate
through his experiences in dealing with the officers by whom Spain
was represented in Morocco. In 1915 he complained to the Spanish
and Moroccan Governments and was told to place himself in the

^ See p. 119 below.
® Thereafter, in the spring of 1925, it was rumoured that an Anglo-American

group, headed by Mr. Otto Kahn, had approached the Spanish Government
regarding a new project for a chartered company, which, if reported correctly,
virtually reproduced the Mannesmann project of 1913 on a more ambitious
scale. {Le Temps, 5th Se})tember, and the Deutsche Allpemeine Zeitung
22nd September, 1925.) The truth of the rumour was denied categorically
by Mr. Kahn.

^ For the personal history of ‘AbduT-KarimuT-Khattabi and his two sons,
Muhammad, the elder, who made the family name of ‘Abdu’l-Karira famous
in his own person, and Mahaiiimad, the younger, sec a remarkable interview
with the two brothers published in the Spanish Journal Lihertad by the editor,
Senor Luis de Oteyza. who visited Ajdir in August 1922. See also UAfrique
Frangaise, October 1921 and October 1923, and Le Temps, 2nd June, 1925.

* Statement by Mahamrnad ‘Abdu’l-Karim to Senor de Oteyza.
* ‘ Of the two sons, the elder is Muhammad and the younger Mahamrnad,

quite distinct names in this country.’ (Note by Mr. W. B. Harris.)
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hands of Gk*neral Jordana, the then Spanish High Commissioner
(1915-18). The High Commissioner ordered the chief of the Banu
Wuryaghal to pay his respects to him at Alhucemas. "Abdu’l-Karim
refused, and then, on General Jordana’s orders, his son Muhammad
was arrested at Melilla and thrown into the prison of Cabrerizos.
Here, according to his own statement, he remained for eleven months
less two days in all, and for six months after he had been cleared,
in a judicial inquiry by a Spanish judge, of charges relating to an
affair which he had had with a Spanish captain of native police.
His father waited until he was released, and until his brother had
completed his studies at Madrid. Then, as soon as both his sons
wxTC safely back at Ajdir, he broke with the Spaniards. After this
Mahammad ‘Abdu'l-Karim received letters from his educational
directors at Madrid, inviting him to return, to which he replied by
giving them an account of the situation—explaining that, unless
the Spaniards changed their behaviour, there would be war, owing
to the exasperation w^hich prevailed, especially among the tribes
which had already submitted to Spain. He concluded by asking
that an able civilian should be sent out by the Spanish Government
on a tour of inspection. To these letters he received no answer,
but afterwards learnt that copies of them had been sent to the
Spanish military commandants at Melilla and Tatwan, in whose
eyes he was thenceforth a marked man.
When, in August 1920, the Spaniards occupied Tafarsit in the

Upper Kert valley on the road from Melilla to Alhucemas Bay,
‘Abdu’l-Karim set out with a force to attack them ; but he died
on the march and his elder son Muhammad, w'ho succeeded to the
chieftainship of the Banu Wuryaghal tribe with the support of his
younger brother Mahammad and of his uncle ‘Abdu\s-Salam, decided
to stand on the defensive, w^hile making ready to resist any invasion
by the Spaniards of his own tribal territory. ‘ We waited absolutely
quietly. We did not even enter into relations with the tribes which
had submitted. We wished still to see whether peace was possible.’ ^

The crisis came when the Spanish Commander in the Melilla sector,
General Silvestre, undertook a further advance in 1921 : but, in
order to understand the disaster which followed, it is necessary to
give a brief account of the Spanish attempts, down to that date,
to extend Spanish rule from the presidios to the new Zone assigned
to Spain in their hinterland.*'®

^ Statement by Mahammad ‘Abdu’l-Karim to Sehor do Oteyza.
* For Spanish policy and operations in Morocco from 1909 onwards sea
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The failure of Spain in Morocco was due not only to the character
of the country and its inhabitants but to the condition of the Spanish
people, who proved unequal to the task which they had undertaken.
The ascendancy of the corps of officers, which overshadowed the
life of the home country, was accentuated in the protectorate ; and,
in striking contrast to their French colleagues in the adjoining Zone,
the Spanish military leaders showed themselves incompetent to
make either peace or war. They never rose to that conception of
a protectorate which was dreamed of by the elder ‘Abdu’l-Karim
and acted upon by General Lyautey (who would have made ‘Abdu’l-
Karim into one of the corner-stones of the protectorate, had the Banii
Wuryaghal district happened to lie in the French Zone). They con-
ceived of their protectorate, not as a friendly co-operation between
Spaniards and Moroccans for their common advantage, but as
a Spanish dominion to be imposed upon the natives for the glory
and advantage of kSpain ; and, in attempting to impose it, the
only peaceful methods which they evolved were the subsidizing of
one native magnate to hold the rest in nominal allegiance to Spain
(the polic}’' of Generals Jordana and Burgiiete towards Raysuni)
or the fomenting of tribal feuds in order that Spain might divide
and rule (the declared policy of General Berenguer, who was possibly
the best Spanish commander and administrator in Morocco during
the period under review).^ Such poverty of staU^smanship placed
the Spaniards under the necessity of relying almost entire!}^ on
force ; and this was unfortunate for them, since they were certainly
no less inferior to the French in arms than they were in diplomacy.
The Spanish army was ill-trained and ill-organized ; and though it
gradually provided itself with the elaborate mechanical equipment
which had been evolved on the European fronts in the War of
1914-18 this ultimately benefited its opponents, who captured
Spanish war material in large enough quantities to equip an army
of their own. As regarded organization the Spanish forces in
Morocco were divided into three commands (Melilla in the east,
Ceuta on the Straits, and Al-‘Ara’ish on the Atlantic coast) which

tlie monthly rexjorci in L'Afrique Frangaise ; an admirable article by Com-
mandant R. Messal entitled ‘Le Drarae d’Anoual : Le (>6n6ral Berenguer,
Commandant en Chef in Eenseignements Coloniaux, No. 9 (Supplement to
L'Afrique Frangaise, September 1923) ; General Berenguer : Camparias
en el Uif y Yebala, 1921-2 : Notos y documenioe de mi diario di operaoiones ;

and an article by M. Reginald Kann in Le Temps, 14th December, 1924.
^ See the passage quoted by Commandant Messal from General Berenguer’s

book : La Gtierra en Marrueoos, which was published before he was appointed
High Commissioner.
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were not merely isolated from one another geographically but had
independent relations with the Ministry of War at Madrid. Even
General Berenguer, who on the 1st September, 1920, was appointed
Commander-in -Chief in Africa in addition to the post of High Com-
missioner which he held already, announced four days afterwards
that he proposed to leave the relations of the three commands as
they were ; and, during the fateful year which followed, he failed

—

with disastrous results—to impose his own policy and strategy upon
his subordinate, General Silvestre, who commanded at Melilla.^

In setting out to occupy their Zone, under these unfavourable
auspices, the Spaniards started from three bases : on the east from
the ancient presidio of Melilla, whence they began their advance
into the interior on the 2r)th September, 1909 ; on the Straits
from the ancient presidio of Ceuta, whence they advanced south-
wards along the Mediterranean coast to Tatwan in April 1911 ;

and on the Atlantic littoral from the strip of coast between Al-‘Ara’ish
and the Tangier Zone, which they occupied in the summer of 1911.
Their conquest of these patches of lowland was comparatively easy ;

but they did not at first attempt to penetrate the Rif and they were
baffled by the Jibalah. Here in September 1915 the then High
Commissioner, General Jordana, abandoned force for diplomacy
by entering into a somewhat humiliating compact with Raysuni

—

a brigand of Sharifian lineage, who had originally taken up his
quarters in this district in order to prey upon the wealthy Franks
in the neighbouring port of Tangier and had carried on this business
with such success that he had become an international celebrity.^
This attempt to control the Jibalah by proxy proved unsatisfactory,
since Raysuni, though well-connected, was neither a reputable
character nor an hereditary chieftain like those in the highlands of
the French Zone, through whom at this time Marshal Lyautey was

* This failure was partly due to technical deficiencies—General Berenguer
appears to have had no general staff, and the means of communication
between the three commands were inadequate—and partly to the extent to
which discipline in the highest ranks of the army was vitiated by political
and pergonal factors, (^^neral Silvestre appears to have been forced upon
General Berenguer by influence and to have been actuated by rivalry towards
his chief in copducting a forward policy at Melilla, when General Berenguer
desired to concentrate all his stren^h on his own operations in the west. If
General Berenguer failed to keep his subordinate in order, that was largely
because General Silvestre was supported against his chief by private intrigue
and public opinion at Madrid.

* Jj Afrique FrangaisCf October 1921.
® For the career of Mawl&T Hamidu’bnu Muhammadi’bni *Abdi’ll&hi*r-

Raysuni (‘ Raisuli ’) see the obituary notice in UAfrigue Franqaise,
May 1925.
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working with such signal success. Accordingly General Berenguer,
who succeeded General Jordana as High Commissioner in November
1918, reverted to a policy of military action. His plan was to
concentrate his forces upon subduing one district after another,
and to stand on the defensive on every sector except that on which
he was operating at the moment, in order to avoid a dispersal of
energies. As far as it lay with him he proceeded to execute this
plan with ability and perseverance. After first subduing the Anjara
he broke with RaysunI by causing the Sultan’s Khalifah in the
Spanish Zone to proclaim him an outlaw on the 5th July, 1919. On
the 14th October, 1920, he occupied Shifshawan ; and, after thus
isolating and encircling the Jibalah, he attacked RaysunI himself
in 1921. In operations carried out between the 25th June and the
16th July of that year he penetrated to within six kilometres of
Raysuni’s stronghold of Tazarut, in the territory of the Banu 'Arus
tribe. At this point RaysunI showed a disposition to treat, and
General Berenguer gave him until the 22nd July to make a proposal.
On that very date General Silvestre’s army suffered a debdcJe in
the Melilla sector, at the hands of the Banu Wuryaghal under the
leadership of Muhammad Abdu’l-Karim ; and when Raysuni’s
letter reached General Berenguer he and his troops were already
far away, trying to save what they could from the wreck.
While Greneral Berenguer was executing, step by step, his plan of

operations in the west, General Silvestre, in the Melilla sector, had
been developing an ambitious project of his own which not only
ran counter to the strategy of his chief but was bound to lead to
war betw^een Spain and the Banu Wuryaghal tribe—as it turned out,
with disastrous effects upon the whole position of Spain in Morocco.
In 1920 General Silvestre advanced one stage west of the line of
the River Kert, occupying Dar Drius in May and Tafarsit in August.
On this occasion he encountered no opposition from the Banu
Wuryaghal, for reasons that have been explained above, and he
at once began to put pressure upon General Berenguer to sanction
his advancing a stage further. Eventually General Berenguer gave
his consent against his better judgement, whereupon General
Silvestre seemed to justify his importunity by winning in the
space of a few weeks a series of successes which culminated, on the
15th January, 1921, in the occupation of Anwal on the threshold of
the Banu Wuryaghal territory.
At this juncture ‘Abdu’l-Kanm sent emissaries to General

Silvestre—first Senor Got and then one of his own tribesmen

—
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warning him to advance no further. Yet, although General Beren-
guer had informed General Silvestre on the 21st January that he
was not to expect reinforcements, and although Colonel Morales

—

the commandant of native police in the Melilla sector and a personal
friend of ‘Abdu'l-Karim’s—appears to have advised conciliation,
General Silvestre returned a rough answer. Spain, he said, according
to the Rifi envoy’s own account of the interview,^ had the power
to go where she chose, and he himself had made up his mind to
enter the territory of the Banu Wuryaghal, even if all the ‘Abdu’l-
Karims in the world opposed him. He preferred entering by force
to entering on conditions.

Without, apparently, consulting General Berenguer further,
General Silvestre carried out his threat by occupying, on the
1st June, 1921, Mount Abaran, twelve kilometres in advance of
Anwal, in the range of hills which overlooked from the east the Bay
of Alhucemas and the basin of Ajdir—the heart of the Banu Wurya-
ghal country. On the same night the new post (which was garrisoned
by about 250 men, of whom 200 were native troops) was violently
attacked by the Banu Wuryaghal and carried by assault (the native
troops deserting their officers and joining forces with the tribesmen).
During the next eighteen days and nights the Banu Wuryaghal
extended their attacks to a number of the Spanish posts in the area
which had been occupied during the previous December and January.
Their offensive was sustained with an intensity which was a new
feature in Moorish warfare, and which presaged the great offensive
against the French in 1925.^ On the 19th July, when the post of
Igueriben signalled a desperate appeal for water and ammunition,
a relieving column, reinforced from the rear, failed to break through
the besiegers’ lines. Thereupon General Silvestre concentrated at
Anwal all the forces available in the Melilla sector and made a
supreme attempt to break through to Igueriben on the 21st July ;

but again the Spaniards were repulsed by the Rifis, who had now
regularly entrenched themselves. Then the evacuation of Igueriben
was ordered ; there was a sauve qui pent of the garrison, the officers
committing suicide ; and by the evening it became evident that
General Silvestre’s main force at Anwal (which was as ill-chosen
a position from the tactical point of view as it could possibly have
been) was caught in a trap. During an agonizing night of indecision
the commander lost control of the situation and the troops lost their

' Statement by ‘ Pajarito ’ to Sehor de Oteyza. (See VAftique Frangaue,
August 1922.) * See Section (vi) below.
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moral ; on the morning of the 22nd, under the menace of an imme-
diate assault, General Silvestre gave the order for retreat ; and
there followed a catastrophe which reminds an English reader of
Lady Sale’s journal of the British retreat from Kabul in 1841.
General Silve\stre remained rooted to the spot, and his fate was
never known. The Spanish column poured back along the road
towards Melilla in ever-increasing demoralization, as all the native
troops deserted and all the tribes rose in their rear—not only those
which had submitted in 1920 and 1921, but tribes which had been
conquered at the first advanc(' in 1909. Of the 130 Spanish posts ^

between Anwal and Melilla the majority were simply abandoned
by their garrisons ; the remainder were isolated, besieged, and
forced to surrender. By the 25th the country up to the walls of
Melilla was in hostile hands. On the 29th the rcminants of the
retreating column under General Navarro—after losing their last
artillery, which was promptly turned against them—threw' them-
selves into the fortified position of Mount Arruit, 40 kilometres
from Melilla ; General Berenguer, who arrived at Melilla on the
23rd, was impotent to relieve them ; and on the 9th August General
Navarro and his surviving troops capitulated to the local tribesmen
and were handed -over by them to ‘Abdu'l-Karira. (The body of
Colonel Morales was restored to his countrymen by the victors
with military honours.) General Silvestre’s entire army had ceased
to exist, and at Melilla, before reinforcements arrived, only a few
hundred men could be mustered to defend the presidior The
moral defeat was even greater than the losses in munitions and men.
No such disaster had been inflicted by tribesmen on an organized
Western army since the defeat of the Italians by the Abyssinians
at Adowa in 1896.® From that moment onwards the Moroccan

^ The Times (28tli Juno, 1924) places the nuiuber as high as 142.
“ The actual figures of the losses depend on those of the force as it had been

before the disaster. The norninal strength of Gent^ral Silvestre’s command
at tliat date was 20,301 Spanish troops and 3,784 natives (L'Afrique Frangaise,
September 1921) ; the actual strength on the 22nd July, 1921, is diversely
reportt d as 588 officers, 16,581 men, and 3,592 animals and as 841 officers,
20,139 men, and 5,251 animals (see Commandant Messal, loc. cit). The
Spaniards themselves appear to have admitted officially the loss of 14,772
men, 29,504 rifles, 392 machine-guns, and 129 guns; and ‘AbduT-Karim
collected altogether 570 prisoners.

® For further light on the Anw^al disaster see the reports of the trials of
(rcnerals Berenguer and Navarro at Madrid in June 1924 (e.g. in The Times,
28th June, 1924) and the following records by participants : Lieut. -Colonel
Perez Ortiz : De Anual a Monte Arruit y diez y ocho meses de cautiverio :

Cronicas de un testigo (Madrid, 1923) ; Lieut. Casado : Igueriben (Madrid,
1923); ‘N. G. El Panico de Anual y el secorro de Monte Arruit (Buntmder,
1924, Libreria Moderna).
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Sect. V REACTION AGAINST SPANIARDS IN MOROCCO 117

question overshadowed the life of Spain—draining her man-powc^r,
overwhelming her finances, and increasing the desire of the (efficient
and prosperous Catalans to sever their connexion with Castile.

* Who devised the plans of the victory at Anwal ? ’ an American
journalist asked ‘Abdu’l-Karlm two years afterwards. ‘ God/ was
the reply, ‘ but I was there.’ ' In large measure the credit was due
to the foresight of the victor’s father, 'Abflu'l-Karhn the elder,
in s(‘n(ling his sons to study Western civilization at first-hand.
During their sojourn at Malaga, Madrid, and Melilla the two brothers
had evid(‘ntly discerned both the potentialities of Western mechaTiical
technique and the inefficiency of the Npaniards in manipulating if

Th(‘ fruits of his first and greatest victoiy taught Muhammad
'Abdu’l-Karim what strategy to })ursue. 'rhe sinews of war could
be torn from the Spariiards and turned against tlu^m ; and. in fact,
from this time onwards, the Rifis kept thomsf‘lves supplied a])iin-
dantly, at the Spaniards’ expense, with arms and munitions, tele-
jdiones and typ(‘W'rit<n*s, and other Western apparatus eaptuiHMl on
the field of battle, and w ith money jKiid as prisoiuu’s’ ransoms. As
‘AV)dni-KarIm went on from strength to stnmgth it was |)er|)<i ually
rumoured that he was receiving surreptitious asshlance in arms,
money, and expert, service from abroad—the }>r(\ss of each Western
country accu.sing tlu^ nationals of other Western countries of being
his purveyors. Dowui to the time of wTiting no substantiated (evi-

dence for any of th(\se (diarges was forthcoming, and th(‘y were
categorically denied by ‘Abdu’l-Kanm himsedf in ins first official
emrimunique, w^hicli was reci'ived by the TangieT corres|)ondent of
The Times on the 12th October, 1924.^ The ineptitude of the
Spaniards and the force of character, ability, and training of the
leaders of the Banu AVuryaghal sufficiently account for the events
which followed. As a result of thi.s fii-st exp(‘ri(mce of crossing swords
with Spain ‘Abdu’l-Karim made up his mind on two points : he would
repudiate the Spanish protectorate and stand out for absolute inde-
pendence ;

® and he would rally to his cause not (3nly his own tribes-
men, but all the peoples of the Rif and the Jibalah, in a national w ar.^

^ L* Europe Nouvelle, 15th November, 1924.
* The Times, 13th October, 1924.
® In the interview cited above, Muhammad ‘Abdu’l-Karlm said to Renor de

Oteyza :
‘ The Protectorate is a name for the process of trainj)ling on our

rights. As used by th<j Spanish Government, the w(jrd has no other—
‘ Then you want nothing less tlian independence 1 '—

‘ Nothing less.’
• For first-hand accounts of interviews w'lth ‘Abdu'l- Karim see, b<*si(ies

the sources already (juoted. The Times, 15th September, 1023, ami The Man>
Chester Guardian, 29th Ai)ril, 1 926.
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118 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

If the full extent of their victory had been realized by the victors
themselves the war might possibly have been ended at a blow by
the capture of Melilla, which, for the first few weeks after the
disaster, was virtually defenceless. As it was the Spaniards obtained
a respite during which, being a nation of twenty millions, they wore
able to pour reinforcements of over 60,000 men into the tlu'eatened
presidio, and on the 12th September, 1921, fifty -six days after the
disaster, General Berenguer started a counter-offensive ;

^ but it

vras not till the first week of November that the heights of Mount
Gurugu, commanding Melilla from the south-west, were finally
cleared of the enemy ; and the line of the lower Kert River was not
regained till the first week of December. Before the end of the year,
however, the Spaniards had recovered the whole of tlu^ littoral
between the mouths of the Kert and the Muluya, and on the
10th January, 1922—by which time there were not less than 150,000
S])anish troops on Moroccan soil—they rooccupied Dar Drius in
the upper Kert valley. At this point the coiuiter-offensive in the
Melilla sector was arrested by General Berenguer, who reverted at
the earliest possible moment to his original strategy of first pacifying
the western sector. Yet here, too, the Spanish position had changed
for the w^orse. Not only had Raysuni slipped out of General Beren-
guer’s grasp when he was on the eve of capture, but on the 21st
October, 1921, a Rifi force, commanded by Mahammad ‘Abdu’l-
Karim and equipped with captured Spanish artillery, attacked and
beleaguered the Spanish posts on the line of communications betw^een
Tatwan and Shifshawan. The Rifis received active support from
Raysunl's men, and it was not till the 19th November that these
Spanish posts were finally relieved after long and heavy fighting.

In 1922 General Berenguer reverted to his original strategy of
concentrating on the Jibalah,^ and on the 12th May he succeeded
in capturing Raysuni’s stronghold of Tazarut ; but the Government
now made him the scapegoat of the rising national resentment against
the burden of Morocco, and on the 10th July he resigned.^ His

* For details of the following operations see LWfrique Fran^ise, September,
October, November, and December 1921.

^ For the details of these operations, which began on the 19th December,
1921, and were resumed, after a break, on the 28th May, 1922, see the monthly
records in L'Afrique Frangaiae.

® On the 17th June, 1924, General Berenguer and his subordinate General
Navarro (who had surrendered Mount Arruit, commanding Melilla, after holding
out for twelve days in a desperate situation) were brought to trial at Madrid
before the Supreme Court of Military J ustice. On the 26th General Navarro was
acquitted, but General Berenguer was sentenced to be struck off the active list
* for ineptitude ’ This sentence appears to have been quite unjust and was
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Sect.v REACTION AGAINST SPANIARDS IN MOROCCO 119

successor, General Burguete, deliberately undid his work. He
immediately reopened negotiations with Raysuni, in order to con-
centrate his military efforts on the Melilla sector against ‘Abdu’l-
Kanm. After negotiations which lasted from the 6th August to
the 28th September, 1922, Raysuni duly ‘ surrendered ’ on terms
which left him master of the situation. The Spaniards evacuated
Tazarut, made good the damage done during their military opera-
tions, and removed not only native but Spanish officials and officers
who were displeasing to Raysuni. At this price in the western sector
General Burguete was able to resume operations in the Melilla sector
in October ; but though some further ground was regained in this
difficult terrain the advance was checked by a reverse at Tizi ‘Aza

Tizzi-Assa ’) which was a repetition of the Anw^al disaster on
a minor scale.

Meanwhile, ‘Abdu’l-Karira had not only held his OAvn against the
Spaniards but had extended his authority from tlu^ district occupied
by his own tribe, the Banu Wuryaghal, over the whole of the Rif
and Ghumarah country ; and thus, perhaps for the first time in
l)istorv, the tribes of the Greater Rif, who had usually divided their
eni^rgies betw een fighting one another and fighting their neighbours,
were united under a single effective Government for a common
purpose.^ The capital of this new' national state (for such it was in
embryo) was established in the Banu Wuryaghal district—'Abdu’l-
Karirn's home country—at Ajdir, a village on the mainland three
miles distant from the Spanish island of Alhucemas (where, with
artillery captured from the Spaniards themselves, the Rifis had
bombarded and sunk a Spanish steamer discharging munitions, in
reprisal for the Spanish Government’s action in declaring a blockade
of the Rif on the 18th March, 1922). In Alhucemas Bay, on the
27tb January, 192:1, Senor Echevarrieta, the Spanish industrialist
who has been mentioned above, negotiated with ‘AbdifbKarira
tlie release of the surviving prisoners from Anwal for the sum of
4,137,000 pesetas (approximately £137,900) and in exchange for the
Moroccan prisoners at Melilla, Ceuta, and Taiwan.^ During the
rutnoured to have been inspired by political motives (General Berengiier being
in favour of a return to constitutional government). Next month the King
restored (reneral Beronguer to the active list and afterwards raised him to
honour. {The Times, 28th June and 7th July ; Le Temps, 1st July, 1924.)

^ In 1922 ‘Abdii’l'Karlm sent a delegation to European countries to plead
the cause of the Republic of the Rif. This Rifi mission visited not only raris
but liondon ( The Times, 5th August, 1922), but did not succeed in establishing
official relations with either the French or the British Government. For
their experiences in Paris see pp. 130-1 below.

* For details see UAfrique FranQaise, February 1923.
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120 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

summer of 1923 ‘Abdu’l-Karim pressed hard upon the Spanish
lines in the Melilla sector. On the 15th July Don Diego Saavedra,
the Secretary-General of the Spanish Zone, sent 'Abdu’l-Karim
a written offer of ‘ a kind of independence ’ under the protectorate
of Spain and the suzerainty of the Sultan of Morocco. On the
24th ‘Abdn’l-Karim replied with a categorical refusal to recognize
the Spanish protectorate and with an appeal to the doctrine of
‘ self-determination which he believed to have been enshrined in
the Versailles Treaty by European statesmen whose hearts had been
made contrite by the lessons of the Great War.^ This correspondence
led to no result, and in 1924 the Spanish Directory, which had been
brought into power on the 12th Septembtft*, 1923, through a coup
d'etat by General Primo de Rivera, Marquis do Estella, had to face
a more serious military crisis in Morocco than any which had
occurred since July 1921.
In the first days of March 1924 the Rifis renewed their j)re8Suro on

the Melilla front (w^here General Burguete's advance of the prt^vious
autumn had burdened the Spanish line with a dangerous salient at
Tizi ‘Azfi), and on the 26th June the Marquis de Estella announced,
in a public speech at Malaga, that the Directory had decided to
withdraw all outlying military posts and retire to the coast on both
fronts.^ Before the month w^as out ‘Abdu'I-Karim's forces were
delivering an attack, in a new’ and unexpected quarter, against the
Spanish posts along the line of the Wadi Lau, which covered the
road from Taiwan to Shifshawan in the western sector, and were
inciting the tribes of the Jibalah, by precept and example, to rise and
join them. Throughout July and August the Rifi pressure on the
Wadi Lau line was maintained ; and though the Spanish troops
in the western sector were continually reinforced until, by the
beginning of September, there were 100,000 of them there (60,000
of these being concentrated round Taiwan),^ by that date the Wadi
Lau front had been broken ; Raysuni—who was handicapped by
illness and whose star was sinking as ‘Abdu’l-Kaiim’s rose—had
failed to hold the Jibalah tribes ;

* and the united tribesmen had
cut not only the road from Tatwan to Shifshawan (where a Spanish

^ English translations of the texts of these two letters were published in
The Times, 9th June, 1924. This exchange of notes appears to have been
preceded in April 1923 by a secret interview at Ajdir between the Spanish
General Castro Girona and ‘AbduT-Karim (UAfrique Francaise, June and
July 1923).

* The Times, 30th June, 1924. ^ Ibid., 6th September, 1924.
^ In spite or perhaps because of the fact that the Spaniards had made a

fresh pact with him on the 23rd April, 1923 (UAfrique Frangaise, July 1923).
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Sect. V REACTION AGAINST SPANIARDS IN MOROCCO 121

force of 3,000 men were thus isolated, 39 miles away from the
Spanish base of operations) but even the road from Tatwan to
Tangier. By the end of the first week in September the Spaniards
were being attacked at less than two miles’ distance from Tatwan
itself,^
The Marquis do Estella now decided to carry out his policy of

withdrawal as soon as the garrison of Shifshawan had been relieved.^
It was intimated soon afterwards that the Spanish occupation was
to be confined, on the Melilla sector, to the territory west of the
River Kert, and, on the western sector, to an area including the
Tatwan- Tangier road and the Atlantic littoral but excluding the
Jibalah. ‘Abdu’l-Karim was to enjoy de facto autonomy, on con-
dition that ho acknowledged the juridical authority of the Sultan
of Morocco, of his Khallfah at Tatwan, and of Spain as the j)rotect-
ing Power. ‘Abdu’l-Karira, on his side, was reported now to demand
independence, the payment of reparations by Spain for war damages
inflicted on the Rif and the Jibalah during the past twelve years,
the payment of a ransom for the Spanish prisoners in Rifi hands,
and the withdrawal of the Spaniards to the confines of their original
pre>sidios,^

Shifshawan was relieved, after ten days’ strenuous lighting, on the
29th September.'* The general withdrawal then began, and on the
16th October the Marquis de Estella caused himself to be aj)pointed
both High Commissioner and Commander-in-Chief in the Zone, in
order to conduct it in person.® On the same date, in a frank interview
given to a French war correspondent, he stated that there had been
400 separate Spanish posts, with garrisons ranging from 10 to 100
men and absorbing 20,000 troops in all, and he implied that these
posts (many of w^hich had been planted on waterless hill-tops) had
been little better than hostages in the tribesmen’s hands.® Indeed,
in accounting for the abundance of arms and munitions possessed by
the enemy, he laid more stress on the surrender of Spanish posts than
on gun-running as a source of supply.’ Frequently, the Spanish

^ The Times t 3rd and 9th September, 1924.
* Ibid,, 18th September, 1924. The Marquis visited the Tatwan Sector

both in July and in September {Le Tenwe, 13th July and 7th September,
1924). ® The Times, 18th September, 1924.

^ See The Times, Ist and 3rd October, 1924, for an account of these opera-
tions and of certain counterbalancing RifI successes in the Jibalah.

* The Times, 17th October, 1924.
* See the two maps, showing the positions of Spanish posts in the eastern

and western sectors respectively, in L'Afrique FranQaise, June 1922, as
reproduced from El Liberal,

’ The Times, 23rd October, 1924, quoting from Le Journal of Paris.
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122 NORTH WEST AFRICA Part II

garrisons appear to have bought from the tribesmen the privilege
of withdrawing by the surrender of their arms and munitions, some-
times with the addition of a heavy ransom in money.^ When the
withdrawal of 180 posts had been effected the troops at Shifshawan
began their retreat on the 16th November, and by the 1 2th December
they had arrived in safety at a point five miles from Tatwan. This
closed an operation which undoubtedly strengthened the Spanish
position from the military point of view% and the Marquis de Estella
must be given credit for moral courage in carrying it through. The
accompanying circumstances, however, were so damaging to Spanish
prestige that, before the end of October, even the Anjara tribe, in
the Tatwan-Ceuta-Tangier triangle overlooking the Straits, began
to be restive, and on the 12th December it rose and captured the
Spanish post of Qasru'l-Saghir (Alcazar Seguir) on the south coast
of the Straits between Tangier and Ceuta.'^ 'I'hiis, even before the
new Spanish line w^as stabilized, a fresh revolt had broken out in
its rear, and the Cbuta-Tatwan railway was seriously threatened.
Nor did the withdrawal bring peace between Spain and the Rif any
nearer. During the [leriod while the withdraw^al was taking place
the Marquis de Estella appears to have dispatched two successive
emissaries to the Rif (the second being Sefior Echevarrieta, who had
negotiated the ransoming of the prisoners in 11)23) to offer the terms
outlined in September, but on either occasion ‘Abdu’l-Karini was
reported to have insisted upon withdraw'al to the presidio.^ and
payment of reparation.^ The six months of active operations from
June to December 1924 were officially reported to have cost the
Spanish army a total of 21,250 casualties.^ During the first half of
1925 the Spanivsh Government attempted to realize those economies
of life, money, and effort which it had hoped to effect as a result of

* The Times, l8t November, 1924. In the case of the post of ‘ Huharritz’,
where the garrison of 3.50 men capitulated on the 11th October at the end of
a forty-one days’ siege, wlien an attempt at relief had failed and tbo water-
supply had been in the enemy’s hands for a fortnight, the Spanish HighCommand at Taiwan were reported actually to have delivered, in advance, to
the beHiegers a number of new rifles equal to the number which the garrison
possessed, because this was the only condition on which the besiegers would
permit the garrison to retreat to Tatwan with their arms. (Le Temjfs,
12th I)ex»-ember ; The Times, 23rd October, 1924.)

* The Times, 13th December, 1924.
Ibid., 28th October and 15th December, 1924.

^ Le Temps, 23rd November, 1924.
* Ibid., flth March, 1925, quoting the Spanish Boletin OficicU del

Ministerio de la Guerra. The figiires were: 190 officers killed, 00 missing,
700 wounded ; 3,800 soldiers killed, 2,600 missing or prisoners ; 14,000
wounded : total, 21,250.
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Sect. V REACTION AGAINST SPANIARDS IN MOROCCO 123

withdrawing to the new line. This hope was partly disappointed
by the revolt of the Anjara, which necessitated a fresh series of
operations ; but the Spaniards did not try to reoccupy the Anjara
country. They contented themselves with reopening the Tatwan-
Tangier road, which thus became a Spanish corridor between two
unwibdued areas—the Anjara to the north and the Jibalah to the
south—and with drawing a cordon between the recalcitrant tribes
and the land-frontier of the Tangier International Zone, which was
the tribesmen’s chief market for selling their produce and buying
supplies.^ Bt^fore the end of January 1925 the landward blockade
of the Anjara country had been effectively established, and on the
30th March this was supplemented by the reoccupation of Qasru’l-
Saghir.'*^ Otherwise, operations were confined to the bombing of
villages from the air and the haravssing of parties of tribesmen
(including many women) who were driven by lack of supplies to make
their way at night-timc' to and from Tangier through the chain of
Spanish blockhouses.^ By confining itself to these tactics the
Spanish Government w^as able to reduce its forces in its M(3roccaii
Zone',** but only at th(* price of making the ultimate^ solution of the
problem more difficult. The new' tactics, which were effective
chiefly against non-combatants, exasperated the trib(‘smen without
bringing them to terms ; and internlitional complications continually
threatened to arise out of the violation of the International Zone by
the Spaniards when in pursuit of their enemies.’^ The least dc‘fensible
feature of the blockade was the refusal to ])crmit tli(» entry of medical
stores to alleviate th(‘ sufferings of the w'ounded (including the
Spanish prisoners) on the Moroccan sid(‘.®

* This customs barrier was removed by tbe Spaniards <»n the. 2r>tli July,
192b. after tlie collapse of ‘AbduT- Karim, on tlic understanding that 25 per
cent, of the jiet revenue of the Tangier Maritime Customs should h(^ paid
into the account of tbe Spanish Zone {The Times, 20th July, 1920).

® Ibid., 27 1 h January and Jlst March, 1925.
® Ibid., 14th and 21 si February, 1925.
^ The reduction was rtu>orted to have been as much as 50 per cent. {The

Times, 7th May, 1925), U Afrique Frangaise, April 1925, states that between
the 24th March and the 1.5th April that year 20 battalions of infantry and
certain other units, totiilling 14,000 men, w^ere withdrawn : that the with-
drawal of 40,000 num altogether was contemplated ; and that the Spanish
forces in Morocco were reorganized on the footing of 66,387 Spanish conscripts,
making a total garrison of about 87,000 men including the foreign legion
{Tercio) and the native Regulares.

* See Le Temps, 22nd February, 1925.
* Permission to import medical stores into the Rif was sought in vain by

the British Red Crescent Society. See a letter from representative.s of the
Near and Middle East Association in The Times, 25th November, 1024, and
Mr. Austen Chamberlain’s answer to a parliamentary question from Captain
W. Benn on the 2nd March, 1925.
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Meanwhile, ‘Abdu’l-Karim was consolidating his position in the
Jibalah. The Jibalah tribesmen, though they had made common
cause with the Rifis against the Spaniards, did not submit without
a struggle to the discipline which "Abdu’l-Karim had already imposed
on his own countrymen and which he now extended to them. In
Janxiary 1925 there was an outbreak against the Rifi ascendancy
in Shifshawan,^ but this was promptly suppressed, and the Rifis
secured a loyal body of local adherents by confiscating the property
of their enemies in the Jibalah and distributing it to others.^ The
incorporation of the Jibalah in ‘Abdu’l-KarTm’s dominions was
sealed by the siege and capture of RaysQni in his castle of Tazarut
on the 25th- 27th January, 1925.^ The treasure accumulated during
a lifetime of remunerative lawlessness all passed into ‘Abdu’l-Karim's
hands.^ Raysfini himself was carried away captive to Ajdir, where
he died in April ;

^ and no other leader was left in Northern Morocco
with either the prestige or the resources for maintaining a rival
military establishment. The whole military and political strength
of the Moroccan people in the Spanish Zone was thus concentrated
in ‘Abdiri-Karim’s hands.®
An official statement of ‘Abdu’l-Karlm’s policy and peace-terms

at this time—dated Shifshawan, 28th January, 1925, and signed
by Abdu l-Karun’s brother, Mahammad, as Commander-in-Chief
of the Rif and Jibalah forces—was received by private persons in
England.^ In this document it was stated that the liberation of the
Rif and the Jibalah was the sole object of the war ; that when the
war was over the tribesmen intended to devote themselves to
internal reform and development ; that they were willing to leave
Ceuta and Melilla in Spanish hands but might change their mind
on this point if the Spanish Government remained intransigent

;

that there were neither foreign officers nor Bolshevik agents in the
country ; that they wished to live on good terms with France and

^ The Times, 11th and 13th January, 1925.
® Le Temps, 13th May, 1925.
® For details see The Times, 30th and 3l8t January, 2nd February and

2lBt May.
* For figures of XtaysunFs profits by ransoms and subsidies see the obituary

notice in VAfrique FranQaise, May 1925. He had received £14,000 for
releasing Mr. Perdicaris, an American millionaire who lived at Tangier, and
£20,000 for Ka’id MacLean, the Scottish generalissimo of the Sharifian army

;

but he had refunded the latter sum to Sultan Mawla’I Hafid, in.consideration
of his investiture with the government of the Jibalah tribes.

* The Times, 14th February and 6th May, 1925; Le Temps, 25th April, 1925.
* For a description of the machinery of government organized by ‘Abdu’l-

Karim see L' Afrique Frangaise, February 1926, pp. 100-1.
’ The text was published in The Manchester Guardian, 12th February, 1925.
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with the authorities in the French Zone, if the latter showed the
same spirit ; and that they had no intention of attacking the Tangier
Zone or of interfering with its existing regime. ‘ The Rif bears no
animosity against any of the Euroi)ean nations so long as its inde-
pendent status shall be acknowledged by them.’ They claimed to
be capable of self-government. In building up a national state
they proposed to combine the basic teaching of the Qur’an with the
best achievements of the West in science and industry.
Although these terms were far removed from any which Spain

was yet prepared to consider the respective military commands
appear to have negotiated in May 1925 for a truce on three con-
ditions ; the cessation of all hostilities ; the immobilization of the
Spanish forces in their existing positions ; and the opening of neutral
markets at three or more points near the Spanish lines. Before
the month was out, however, these negotiations were broken off ^

because Spain had been drawn into the new conflict which had broken
out meanwhile between the Rif and France.

(vi) The Repercussion of Events in the Spanish Zone of Morocco upon
the Situation in the French Zone (1924-5).

Before considering the repercussion of ‘Abdu’l-Karim’s victory
over Spain in Morocco upon the policy and position of France, it may
be well to draw attention to the difference between the Spanish and
the French regimes. From the foregoing narrative it is evident that
the Moroccan activities of the Spaniards during fifteen years had
produced more disorder and suffering in the Zone assigned to them
than had afflicted the inhabitants of that Zone before Spain had
intervened. The results of contemporary French activities in the
French Zone were of a different order. The French, likewise, em-
ployed methods of violence, and these were probably unavoidable
in a country Vhere violence had reigned from time immemorial ; but
the coercive measures of the French were effective and therefore
resulted, on the balance, in a notable gain for law and order. Among
foreign observers there was a remarkable consensus of admiration
both for the principles on which Marshal Lyautey's administration
was based and for the skill and tact of the French Resident-General
and his subordinates in applying those principles in practice. In
fact, down to the spring of 1925 the French regime had an almost

’ The Times, 22nd and 25th May, 1925. The report that negotiations had
been taking place was borne out by a diplomatically worded statement which
the Marquis de Estella published on the 25th May ( The Times, 26th May, 1 925).
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unbroken record of success, notwithstanding the abnormal strain to
which it had been subjected during the General War of 1914-18. It
might conceivably be argued that Western ascendancy over non-
Western communities was morally wrong, even at its highest level

;

or again that, apart from the moral question, the times had changed
since the Great War and that the day of Western ascendancy was
over, at any rate in the Islamic World. This latter proposition was
to be put to the test by the struggle between France and the Rif,
which began in the spring of 1925. The crisis, however, would
hardly have arisen at this time or from this quai-ter but for the ante-
cedent events in the Spanish Zone, for which France was only in-
directly responsible, and over which she had had no opportunity of
exercising control.

In the struggle betw^een France and the Rif the immediate issues
were military and political. Statesmen responsible for French
policy in North-West Africa were convinced that if France failed to
drive ‘Abdu’l-Karlm’s forces out of her Zone and to chastise him for
having invaded it this failure Would be the beginning of the end of
French ascendancy not only in Morocco, but in Algeria and Tunisia
as well.^ In the background, however, there was a further issue
which was less precise but more profound.
The Rlfls in the Spanish Zone of Morocco resembled their kinsmen,

the Atlas tribes in the French Zone, in being Berbers who had not
exchanged their native language for Arabic and had only been super-
ficially affected by Islam. It is true that this relative imperviousness
to Islamic influence was not due to conscious hostility towards it, but
to the remoteness and the conservative temper of these highlanders
and to their passion for political freedom, which had kept Islamic
Governments, and therewith Islamic institutions, out of their
country. If asked whether they were Muslims most Moroccan
Berbers would have replied in the affirmative. Nevertheless, their
tincture of Islam was less than skin-deep, and in effect these Berber
j>eoples were primitive barbarians—the only members of the White
Race who were still not yet definitively incorporated in either
Western, Oriental Christian, or Islamic society. This circumstance
had not escaped the attention of the French, who, at the time when
they began their effective occupation of Morocco, were already con-
cerned over the decline of their own population. Here was a vigorous
and prolific race of White Men whom Islam had failed to appropriate
after tw^elve centuries of opportunity. There was a feeling in France

^ See M. Painlev^’s repeated statements, quoted below on p. 133.
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that the French Government had no call to accomplish for Islam
what it had failed to accomplish for itself. In the already Islamized
and Arabized portions of her Moroccan Protectorate France should
scrupulously respect the civilization which she found in possession ;

but she need not assist Islam to extend its domain, as the result of
French sacrifices of blood and treasure, over White barbarians who
were possibly capable of being turned into Frenchmen.^

Naturally, the French Government made no official declaration of
policy in this sense ; but on the 1 1th September, 1914, a few months
after the French forces in Morocco had made their first contact with
the Atlas mountaineers, Marshal Lyautey caused the Moroccan
Government to issue a dahir providing that districts with Berber
customs should continue to be governed by their own customs and
usages. This was a negative way of laying down that Islamic institu-
tions, with their inseparable vehicle* the Arabic language, were not to
be imposed on the Berbers ; and, as one Berber community after
another submitted, the French hastened to forestall the infiltration
of Islamic culture by organizing Berber self-government under com-
munal councils, an administration of justice under Berber customary
law, and the beginnings of a secular education in which the teachers
were either Frenchmen or Kabyles (Algerian Berbers) and the lan-
guages of instruction Berber and French but not Arabic. Here were
potential Berber-French islands in the great Arabic-Muslim ocean of
Al-Maghrib.
This French vision of the future was rudely disturbed by the

career of ‘Abdu’l-Karim. In the Rif a Berber nationalism had been
born, and whatever the outcome of the military struggle between
the Rif and France might be the cultural side of ‘Abdu’l-Karim's
movement was likely to react unfavourably upon French cultural
policy in the Atlas—that is, upon the accomplishment of one of the
objects w'hich lay nearest to the heart of French administrators in
Morocco.
The repercussion of events in the Spanish Zone upon the situation

in the French Zone began to make itself felt during the year 1924.
By the beginning of that year the French had completed the

effective occupation of the Wazzan district in the Atlantic lowdands
adjoining the border of the Spanish Zone at its western extremity,
w^hilc to the east they held the Taza corridor, which isolated the un-

^ For the French point of view and the administrative action in which
effect was given to it see M. Paul Marty ;

‘ La Politique Berbdre du
Protectorate’ in Reuseignements Coloniaux, No. 7 his (Supplement to
1j Afrique Fran^aise, July 1925).
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subdued tribes of the Atlas, in their Zone,^ from the unsubdued
tribes of the Rif in the Spanish Zone.^ During the three preceding
years they had come so near to completing the effective occupation
of the Zone assigned to them that they had reduced their forces in
Morocco by 30,000 men.^ Between Wazzan and Taza, however, and
immediately north of Fez, to which it was dangerously close, lay the
unoccupied district of the Upixjr Wargha Valley, the northern half
of which (as has been explained above) ^ was debatable territory
between the two Zones. At the beginning of the campaigning season
of 1924 the French and Spanish High Commands in Morocco appear
to have agreed upon a concerted and simultaneous advance, in this
sector, up to the theoretical boundary between the two Zones, from
the south and the north respectively,® and the French duly carried
out their part in the plan. Beginning operations on the 27th May
they reached and crossed the Upper Wargha without encountering
any serious opposition ; rapidly organized the newly occupied area
with a view to defence against attacks from the north ; and, on the
25th July, drove back with loss a raiding party of about 1,200 Rifia
who attempted a turning movement from the Upper Laban Valley.®

Meanwhile, on the 26th June, just a month after Greneral Lyautey’s
operations had begun, the Marquis de Estella had announced his
policy of withdrawing all outlying military posts and retiring to
the coast ;

^ in the Spanish Zone the offensive had been taken
not by the Spaniards but by the Rifis ; and, in contrast to the
reverse which the French had inflicted on them on the 25th July, the
Rifis had gained against the Spaniards a series of important successes,
Tliis left the new French northern front unexpectedly exposed, and
on the 30th July Marshal Lyautey made a public statement ® in which

^ In 1925 the only remaining patch of unpacified territory in the Northern
Atlas was the so-called ‘ Tache de Taza immediately south of the Fez-
Taza Railway.

® See Le Temps, 24th January, 1924, for an official retrospect of the
situation in the French Zone at the close of 1923.

’ Statement by M. Painler^ in the Chamber of Deputies, 28th May, 1925.
* See pp. 106-7 above.
* This was stated by Marshal Lyautey in an interview which he gave

to the Tangier correspondent of The Times on the 30th July, 1924, at
Casablanca, when the Marshal was on the point of travelling to France
on leave. In the debate in the French Chamber of Deputies on the 28th May,
1926, M. Painlev^ cited a dispatch, asking permission to occupy the Upper
Wargha line, which Marshal Lyautey had addressed to the French Govern-
ment on the 22nd March, 1924.

* Le Temps, ist June and Slat July, 1924.
’ See p. 120 above.
® In the interview with the Tangier correspondent of The Times mentioned

above (see The Times, 1st August, 1924).
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he explicitly denied that France harboured any ambitions in regard
to the Spanish Zone and declared that he had always hoped to work
hand in hand with the Spaniards, but remarked that their constant
changes of policy rendered concerted action impossible, mentioned
the fact that the French operations on the Wargha had been set in
motion as part of a joint plan, recorded the failure of the Spaniards
to do their part, and deplored their decision to withdraw to tlie coast.
He pointed out that though the Rifis were raiding the French Zone,
the French had no right to push their punitive expeditions into the
Spanish Zone from which the raiders came, and that in these circum-
stances the failure of the Spaniards to pacify their Zone was bound
to increase the military burdens of France in hers.
During the next month the situation of the Spaniards became so

critical that the French decided to secure a still more favourable
defensive line in anticipation of the possibility that the main strength
of the Rifis might shortl}^ be turned against them ; and accordingly,
on the 3rd~5th September, two further advances were made—one in
the Upper Wargha Valley and the other in the north-eastern corner
of the French Zone, where it adjoined the Melilla Sector of the
Spanish Zone and the French territory of Algeria.^

In October Marshal Lyautey informed the French Government
that it wx)uld be necessary to fortify the newly occupied positions
north of the Wargha, and asked for reinforcements ; and on the
10th November, when the final Spanish withdrawal in the western
sector was in progress, he made a second public statement,^ in which
he declared that the Rifis had encroached upon the still unoccupied
northerly strip of the French Zone and were preaching rebellion
among the tribes on the French side of the line. He intimated that
France might decide to take the offensive against these interlopers
with a view to driving them back across the Spanish border, and
made an important announcement regarding the French view of
Spanish treaty obligations.

It is the contention of the French Government that the Spaniards
are under a distinct obligation to control and keep order in their Zone,
and that failure to do so is not only contrary to their treaty engage-
ments, but also places the northern ^stricts of the French Protectorate
in an impossible position on account of the adjacent and unrestricted
state of anarchy existing on the Spanish side of the frontier.

^ The Times, 8th September ; Le Temps, 9th September and 9th October,
1924, and 7th January, 1925.

“ Again to the correyaondent of The Times at Tangier, where he touched
on his way back from France to Kabat.

K
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He also expressed the opinion that the campaign in the Spanish
Zone of Morocco was being watched with the greatest interest all over
the Islamic World, and that the situation which had arisen there was
a distinct menace to all Western Powers with Islamic interests—not
only to France in North-West Africa but likewise to Great Britain.

Apparently the French Government contended that the word
‘ appartient ’ in the text of the first article of the Franco-Spanish
Convention of the 27th November, 1912, which has been cited
above, ^ implied an obligation, while the Spanish Government argued
that it implied an exclusive right which Spain was at liberty to
exercise or not at her discretion.^ Up to the time of writing these
two conflicting interpretations—^the one imperative and the other
permissive—had not been submitted to any international legal
authority for an advisory opinion ; but in the second week of Decem-
ber 1924 the French Ambassador at Madrid received instructions
from the Quai d’Orsay to ascertain the views of the Spanish Govern-
ment regarding the future control of that portion of the Spanish
Zone which was in process of being evacuated by the Spanish forces.®
Meanwhile, the views of ‘Abdu’l-Karim regarding the control of the
districts which the French had occupied in the course of 1924 were
destined to have a greater practical influence upon the development
of events in 1925. Some time between September 1924 and April
1926 he made up his mind to dispute the possession of this territory
with France by force of arms.

Could war between France and ‘Abdu’l-Karim have been avoided ?
[the Tangier correspondent of The Times asked himself in retrospect
on the 27th October, 1925.]^ The reply appears to be that at the
moment when war broke out between the French and ‘Abdu’l-Karim,
in the spring of this year, it was inevitable ; but I am of opinion that,
had the situation been made clear to the frontier tribes and, directly
or indirectly, discussed with ‘Abdu’l-Karim himself during the six
months which preceded the outbreak of war, and explanations given
of French aims and intentions, it might have been avoided. War arose
through unnecessary misunderstancfings on both sides.

‘Abdu’l-Karim himself alleged that France had rebuffed overtures
from him on two occasions. In 1923, he declared,® his brother
Mahammad had visited Paris and had seen M. Painlev6 personally,

^ See p, 100 above.
* See The Times, 11th November, 1924, for a clear expose of these two

conflicting interpretations by the Tangier correspondent.
* The Times, 16th December, 1924.

28th October, 1926.
* In an open letter to the French Parliament published flrst in As-Siyas&h

of Cairo and afterwards in L'Humanite of Paris (21gt August, 1926). See
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communicated with M. Poincare indirectly and attempted to get
into touch with other highly placed personages in the hope of bringing
about an understanding between France and the Rif. On the
French side M. Painleve admitted ^ having had the interview and
having reported it to M. Poincar^, M. Poincar^ declared that he had
no recollection of having had any dealings with Rifi emissaries in
1923, and M. Briand stated, in his capacity as Foreign Minister of the
day, that there was no official record of any such dealings at the
Quai d’Orsay.^ It may be inferred that, on this occasion, French
‘ official circles ’ had deliberately avoided entering into relations with
the Rifis—partly, perhaps, because they underestimated their
political and military importance, but chiefly, no doubt, because
‘Abdu’l-Karim possessed no status in international law, but was
technically a rebel against the Sultan of Morocco in a Zone of
Moroccan territory which was under the protectorate of Spain,
a Power friendly to France. According to Ibn Haj j Hatimi, who was
Mahammad ‘Abdu’l-Karim’s secretary on this mission to Paris,
the emissaries were referred by the authorities in Paris to Marshal
Lyautey.

In the second place, both the French and the Rifis agreed in stating
that, in the spring of 1924, immediately after the French operations
north of the Wargha had been started, an emissary from ‘Abdu’l-
Karlm arrived at Fez and was given an interview by Commandant
Chastenet, the French director of military intelligence in Morocco.®
Out of deference to the treaties and to Spain Commandant Chastenet
refused, apparently, to take official cognizance of the Rif or to enter
into negotiations with representatives of the Rif for a delimitation of
boundaries, but informed the emissary which tribes the French
authorities regarded as falling within their Zone and the Spanish
Zone respectively, and assured him that the French had no intention
of trespassing beyond the limits thus indicated. Incidentally, he
seems to have warned the Rifi emissary not to interfere with the

also a statement by Mahammad*s secretary, Tbn Hajj Hatimi, who had been
a member of the Rifi mission to Paris in 1923, in Le Matin, 3rd September,
1925.

^ L*Afrique Frangaise, August 1926.
* Statement in the Chamber of Deputies, 27th May, 1925.
* See the statements from ‘Abdu’l-Karim and Ibn Hajj Hatimi, cited

above ; a reconstruction of the interview in Le Matin, 6th September, 1926 ;and a statement hrom Marshal Lyautey which M. Painlev4 read to the
French Chamber on the 27th May, 1925. The French sources imply or
declare that the emissary was sent entirely on the initiative of ‘Abdu’l-
Karim, while, according to Ibn Hajj Hatimi, he was sent at the suggestion
of the French civil administrator of Taurirt.
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Banu Zarwal, over whom the French claimed jurisdiction, and also
to have promised the Banu Zarwal French support in resisting by
force any attempt on ‘Abdu’l-Karim’s part to exercise authority
over them.
Whether or not ‘Abdu’l-Karhn’s decision to challenge Franco was

provoked by an unfriendly attitude on the French side, his action in
throwing down such a challenge to a new and far more formidable
adversary before arriving at a settlement with Spain suggests that
his head had ])een turned by his victory over an inefficient Western
country, and that he did not realize the risks wdiich he was incurring
in entering the lists against the greatest surviving military Power in
the ^V('stern AV'orld. At the same time he had positive reasons for
making this new vcaiture and rational grounds for expecting, if not
to succeed, at least to escape the extreme penalties of failure.
To begin with ho could not afford to let tlie Upper Wargha Valley

remain in French hands without a struggle—and this on two accounts,
one economic and the other political. The valley was ^ the granary
of the Rjf ', from which its people drew tlie margin of food-supplies
which they could not raise in their own barren territory ;

^ and at
the sanu' time the Upper Wargha tribes belonged to the Jibalah
Confederacy. The northern members of this group had accepted
Cibdu’l-Karlm’s rule in this very year 1924 because he had enabled
them to liberate themselves from the Spaniards ; but his prestige
among these new adherents would remain precarious if he failed to
liberate the remainder of their Confederacy from the domination of
another Western Power ; and he might even suffer in the eyes of his
own people, since the Banu Wuryaghal, one of the Upper Wargha
tribes, bore the same name as ‘Abdu'l-Karim’s home tribe at Ajdir.

This question of prestige had an even wider bearing. Since the
discomfiture and withdrawal of the Spaniards Abdul-Karim and
France w^ere left face to face as the two effective Powers in Morocco ;

and these two Powers could hardly live permanently side by side,
dividing the allegiance of the tribes, since they represented irrecon-
cilable forces—on the one side Western ascendancy, and on the other
side the combating of Western ascendancy by Western weapons in
native hands. Sooner or later the tribes would incline in a body

* The harvest of the Upper Wargha Valley seems partly to have found
its way to the Rif as a result of systematic raids, which were annually
conducted by the Rlfls when the crops were ripe for the spoiler (see
M. Maginot’s" statements in the French Chamber on the 28th May, 1925).
At the same time, there was probably a certain amount of legitimate
purchase, since the Rifis, like other highlanders, obtained funds by seasonal
migrations, as wage-earners, to neighbouring regions (see pp. 107-8 above).
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towards whichever force proved itself the stronger. Force had been
the basis of political power in Al-Maghrib since time immemorial, and
France and ‘Abdu’l-Karim alike were ruling and extending their
respective spheres of influence by force at the moment when they
came into collision. This was common ground between the two
parties, as was made clear, during the campaign of 1925, by M. Pain-
lev6 on several occasions, particularly in the debate of the 28th May
in the French Chamber of Deputies.

The idea [he declared] which must be grasped by everybody before
peace becomes possible is that, between the Wargha and Fez, though
there may exist no natural obstacles, there stands France with all her
forces. If there are Frenchmen who recoil from the responsibilities
of such a policy, I ask them to measure with me the full consequences
of their abdication. It is not only Fez that would have to be abandoned
to this onslaught of Islamic fanaticism. It is the whole of Morocco,
the whole of Algeria, the w'hole of North Africa.^

Again, in a speech delivered on the 3rd August at Autun, he
pronounced that while

it would be a crime to fight [in Morocco] an hour longer than necessary,
nevertheless the dilemma is inexorable. We must either defend Morocco—I mean the Moroccan Zone assigned to our sphere of influence—or
else abandon North Africa, and abandon it under what disastrous
conditions, at the risk of what massacres ! It would be the end of our
colonial empire, the end of our economic independence, which is
impossible without the colonies, the end of the prestige and influence of
France in the world.

Indeed, from the moment when France and the Rif found them-
selves at war, the French Empire in North-West Africa was in
jeopardy as seriously as the existence of the Hapsburg Monarchy
in the Danube Basin had been placed in jeopardy by the outbreak of
war between Austria-Hungary and Serbia in July 1914.
On the other side, what was the apparent extent of the risks which

‘Abdu’l-Karim was running ? For victory he doubtless calculated
upon the inadequate numbers of the French forces on the spot and
upon the likelihood of widespread defections among the tribes behind
the French lines in case he achieved striking initial successes. For
avoiding the penalties of defeat he probably counted upon the war-
weariness of France ; upon her financial straits ; upon the violent
resistance of the Communists,^ and the more staid but weightier

^ In the same assembly, during the debate of the 23rd June, 1925, in defend-
ing the French Government’s action in taking up ‘Abdu’l-Karim’s challenge,
M. Painlev4 repeated and elaborated this estimate of the situation.

* On the 20th September, 1924, M. Doriot, one of the leaders of the
Communist Group in the French Chamber, sent a telegram to Abdu’l-
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opposition of the Socialists, to a warlike policy ; upon the difficulties
of the terrain which lay between the Upper Wargha Valley and his
own home-country ; and finally upon the difficulties of the diplo-
matic situation in which France seemed likely to find herself, sup-
posing she succeeded in delivering a counter-attack, so soon as her
troops reached the indeterminate threshold of the Spanish Zone.
This combination of geographical and diplomatic obstacles would
make it extremely difficult for the French to track him to his lair
between the mountains and the Mediterranean coast ; and, short of
this, no partial victory in the field would save them from being
morally the defeated party, for the world would have Seen ‘Abdu'l-
Karim defy the lightning and escape annihilation.

In the autumn of 1924 the French forces in Morocco stood at about
64,500 all told, including troops of both colours and units of the
Colonial Army and the Foreign Legion as well as the JFrench Army
proper.^ On the 11th and 21st December Marshal Lyautey twice
urgently repeated his request for reinforcements to be sent, in tw^o
relays—the first to reach him in February aiid the second at the
beginning of the campaigning season, between the Ifith April and
the 1st May. At the same time he announced his intention of
standing strictly on the defensive. ‘ I rule out absolutely he wrote
to the French Government, ‘ all idea of setting foot in the Rif, which
is a veritable wasps’-nest where we should have everything to lose,
I rule out equally all idea of entering the Spanish Zone, as fixed by
the treaties, at any point whatever.’ ^

In the Wargha sector that frontier, as described in the convention
of the 27th November, 1912 (Art. 2), was to cut the river below its
source, leaving the head-waters in the Spanish Zone, and, from the
point of intersection w^estwards, was to follow^ the line of heights
dominating the right (i, e. northern) bank, while also coinciding, as
nearly as possible, with the northern boundaries of the riverain
tribes. Since, however, this tract remained a terra incognita to both
French and Spanish surveyors, the relation between the watershed
(if that was meant by ‘ the heights ’) and the tribal boundaries was
unknown, and the treaty frontier was therefore not a precise line

Karim congratulating him on his victory over Spain and expressing the
hope that, * in liaison with the proletariat of France and of Europe he
would carry on the struggle against all imperialisms, French imperialism
included, until the complete liberation of the soil of Morocco.’ The text
of this telegram was recited by M. Painlev^ in the Chamber on the 23rd
June, 1925, and was not repudiated by M. Doriot, who merely corrected an
error as to the date. ^ The Times, 18th October, 1924.

* Statement in the Chamber by M. Painlev4, 28th May, 1925.
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but a nebulous zone which could hardly fail to give rise to diplomatic
complications if and when either party extended its effective
occupation to the vicinity.
The watershed between the Wargha and the Mediterranean (what-

ever the intention of the Franco-Spanish Convention might be) was de
facto in the hands of the Rifis, while the French line cut across the suc-
cession of roughly parallel ravines and ridges which ran down, in a
north-and-south direction, from the watershed to the river. Thus the
French were facing up-hill, with a river at their backs ; and, though
they had made good use of their time in building roads and bridges,
the bridges might be carried away by floods or cut by hostile raiding
parties, while the forts and blockhouses (of which the French, like
the Spanish, line consisted) might be isolated and blockaded. When
once the raiders had filtered through the fortified line they could
raiwse the tribes in the rear (who would be impressed by their success
and coerced by their presence) and could press on towards three
objectives : Wazzan on the north-west, Fez in the centre, and Taza
on the east.^ Immediately south of Taza lay the so-called ‘ tache de
Taza ’—a block of unsubdued territory—and south of that, again,
lay the much larger unsubdued area in the fastnesses of the Atlas
range. If the Rifis could capture Taza they would not only cut the
railway linking Rabat and Fez with Algeria, but might raise the
Atlas tribes ; and then the French military cordon, at present
lightly held, which gripped the Atlas like a vast horseshoe open only
towards the south, might be requickened into an active military
front. This would increase the military burden of France in Morocco
immeasurably.

If the general strategic situation was thus in ‘Abdu’l-Karim’s
favour the tactical advantages were also on his side. The prospec-
tive scene of operations, like the adjoining parts of the Spanish Zone,
was an arid treeless country, covered with a thorny undergrowth,
broken up by ravines, and cursed with a scanty water-supply ; and
this was almost an ideal terrain for the Rifi forces, who were
thoroughlj^ at home in their native environment and at the same
time had adopted such elements in the Western art of war as could
be employed there to good purpose. Every Rifi fighting-man was an
adept at taking cover and, notwithstanding the brokenness of the
country, he was disconcertingly mobile, since he lived in the open and

^ Wazzan was important as a religious centre, Fez as the historic capital
of Maghribu’l-Aqsa, and Taza as the connecting link between the effectively
occupied part of the French Zone in Morocco and the rest of French North-
West Africa.
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carried no impedimenta except a handful of food, in the hood of his
cloak, and his rifle and ammunition. With rifles, machine-guns, and
small-arrns ammunition tlie Rifis had supplied themselves abundantly
at the Spaniards’ expense ; and, although the captured Spanish
artillery was clumsily served and there was no air force on the Rifi
side, these were luxuries and not necessities under the local conditions.
On the other hand, the RifI High Command had not only captured
but learnt to utilize field telephones, and by means of these they were
able to keep in touch with their widely scattered and constantly
moving units, and to execute concerted manoeuvres over as wide
a field as their opponents. They appear to have established district
depots of rifles and ammunition, to which the tribesmen could be
called up at short notice, fitted out, and then dispatched to any point
where they were needed. The bulk of their forces was extremely
fluid—the men being perpetually called up in relays and perpetually
released (as far as the course of the campaign allowed) to work in the
fields. Every tribe, however, appears to have been required to
supply a permanent contingent, and the tribal levies were stiffened
by a small standing army of regulars ^ (mostly drawn from ‘Abdu’l-
Karim’s own tribe, the Banu Wuryaghal of Ajdir) who were uni-
formly trained and equipped and were in receipt of pay and rations—in consideration of which they had to hand over their booty to
the Government.
The Rifi tactics (which were directed by ‘Abdu’l-Karim’s brother,

Mahammad, the mining engineer, as Commander-in-Chief) were to
send forward a screen of irregulars who filtered through the enemy’s
line and raised the tribes in his rear—if necessary by coercion. By
this means the Rifi army grew like a snowball as it advanced, each
tribe whose territory became the scene of fighting being called out pm
masse. The tendency towards desultoriness and incoherence, which
was to be looked for in an army recruited in this way, was guarded
against by placing all the tribal contingents under the command of
regulars, but the main body of the regular troops was carefully hus-
banded and kept in reserve. Advancing behind the screen of tribes-
men they dug themselves in, provided a support upon which the
skirmishers could fall back, and resisted enemy counter-attacks in
hand-to-hand fighting, with a tenacity which reminded their French
adversaries of European warfare.^

^ Estimated at from 6,000 to 10,000 men (Foreign Affairs of New York,
January 1926).

* * Marshal Lyautey has found himself in the presence, not indeed of
highly scientific armies, but of a remarkable infantry, which is the equal
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Within the limits of this survey it is impossible to trace the course
of the*Rifi offensive which opened on the 13th Ai3ril, 1925, or its
reaction upon the internal situation in France.^ It can merely be
noted that, for more than three months, adequate White reinforce-
ments were not sent out from France, and the brunt of the fighting
was borne by the handful of French troops already in Morocco ;

^

that the Rifis penetrated the French line and raised the tribes in the
French army’s rear ; and that the French fortified posts, which were
thus cut off from their bases, had to be evacuated one after the other.
The crisis was reached between the 26th June and the 6th July in the
Taza sector, where the Rifis were attempting to break through to
the ‘ Tache de Taza ’ and the Atlas.® This attempt was eventually

of any infantry in the world in courage, character and marksmanship ’

(M. Painlev6 in the French Chamber, 9th July, 1925). For accounts of the
military organization and tactics of the Rifi forces see The Times, 19th May,
1925 ; he Temps, 2l8t and 23rd May, and 22nd June ; three articles by
M. Reginald Kann in Le Temps, 7th, 9th. and 13th August ; and an article
by Signor Luciano Magrini in the Corriere della Sera, 30th August.

^ In addition to the information in the daily press see L'Afrimie Fran^ise
for the excellent monthly summaries of events in the French and the Spanish
Zones of Morocco, compiled by M. Ren6 Thierry and M. L6on Rollin
respectively. Procks-verhaux of large portions of the Morocco debates in
the Frerich Chamber of Deputies on the 27th, 28th, and 29th May, the
16th and 23rd June, and the 9th July, and in the Senate on the 30th May
and the 2nd July were printed in Renseignements Coloniaux, Nos. 6 and 7,
which were published as supplements to UAfrique Fran^ise, issues of
June and July 1925.

* The French troops when the Rifi offensive opened appear to have
numbered 72,500 in all (Foreign Affairs of Now York, January 1926), but
only five battalions of them were Frenchmen (M. Reginald Kann in Le
Temps, 7 th August, 1925), and the rest consisted of Maghribis and Senegalese
and the non -French European troops of the Foreign Legion, of whom 40
per cent, may have been Gormans and another 40 per cent. Russians
(Foreign Affairs^ loc. cit). These aliens in the French service remained
remarkably loyal under the severe test to which they were subjected, only
one case of treachery among native African troops being officially reported.

‘ A post of which the garrison comprised about twenty native as well
as two French artillerymen, a French sergeant and an Algerian sergeant,
was encircled by the Rifis. After having suffered cru^ly from thirst
and seen the two artillerymen killed by the Rifi fire, the natives yielded
to the temptation of giving in, killed the French non-commissioned
officer, tied up the native non-commissioned officer, and surrendered to
the Rifis. Gentlemen, this unique case offers a striking contrast to the
innumerable distinguished actions accomplished by all these isolated posts
on the Wargha.’ (M. Painlevd in the French Chamber, 23rd June, 1925.)
An American observer, who had spent some months at the French front

as a war-correspondent, related to the present writer a conversation which
he had had with a German serving in the Foreign Legion. This German
(an ex -officer in the German Army) admitted that some of his compatriots
had deserted, but deplored their conduct—not because it was prejudicial
to their French paymasters, but because it was unprofessional.

* For an account of the battle for the Taza corridor see the Survey in
L'Afrique Frant^aise, July 1925, and the dispatches (official and unofficial)
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foiled after very severe fighting ; but the precautionary evacuation
of European women and children from the town of Taza was ad-
mitted by M. Painleve in the French Chamber on the 9th July, and
on the night of the 29th July a Rifi raiding party actually succeeded
in cutting, for a few hours, the railway between Taza and Garsif
(" Guercif ’).

The battle for Taza gave a sufficiently lively shock to French
public opinion to make it possible for the French Government to
carry out drastic changes of personnel in high places and to provide
for the immediate conduct of operations on a far larger scale than
theretofore. On the 6th July General Stanislas Naulin was gazetted
to the new post of commandant superieur des troupes du Maroc ;

^ on
the 17th Marshal Petain arrived at Rabat on a special mission ; on
the 28th it was announced officially at Fez that the reorganization
of the French forces (which had been worked out by MM. Naulin,
Petain, and Lyautey in consultation) had been completed ;

^ and for
the next few weeks the situation remained more or less stationary
while General Naulin was preparing to deliver a counter-stroke with
greatly increased forces and with Spanish co-operation.

Meanwhile, ‘Abdu’l-Karim’s military successes against France

—

maintained, as they had been, for three months continuously—were
producing exhilaration throughout the Islamic World,^ particularly
amongMaghribiMuslims under French domination, and a correspond-
ing degree of depression in France. The situation also offered the
French Communist Party an opportunity for striking a blow at the
French "bourgeois ' state by championing the Rifi cause, on that prin-
ciple of a ‘ common front ’ between the Western proletariat and the
non-Western subject peoples which was part of the fixed policy of the
Third (Communist) International.^ Just as the Rifis might hope to
from Morocco of which extracts are there given. See also an article in the
Gorriere della Sera, 8th August, 1926, by Signor Luciano Magrini.

^ Texts of the two decrees in the French Journal Officiel, 7th July, 1925.
See further Le Temps, 8th July, for a public statement by M. Painlev6
(who was careful to say that the appointment had been made in complete
agreement with Marshal Lyautey) and for an account of General Naulin’s
career. He had had previous experience in both North-West Africa and
Syria, but his relative youth (he was 65 years old !) gave colour to the
rumour that he had only been appointed after Generals Weygand and
Guillaumat had refused. On this see M. Painlev6*s cautiously worded
statement in the French Chamber on the 9th July.

Le Temps, 29th July, 1925.
* See extracts from the Egyptian press in L*Afrique Fran^ise, June

1925, pp. 310-11, and from the Arabic press, both I^tionalist and Com-
munist, and also from the French Communist press of Tunisia in Fenseigne^
menis Ooloniaux, No. 6 bis (Supplement to L'Afrique Francaiset loc, cit.).

* See the Survey for 1924, Part I C.
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Sect, vj REPERCUSSION IN FRENCH ZONE 139
raise their fellow tribesmen in the rear of the French army, so the
French Communists might hope to arouse the French nation against
the Moroccan War ; for the French nation—which had recently
strained all its moral and material resources to the uttermost in
a life-and-death struggle on its own soil—had become extremely
sensitive to further loss of life and expenditure of money in war,
especially in a campaign overseas along the indeterminate border of
a recently acquired protectorate. This sensitiveness increased when
the Moroccan campaign of 1925 developed on lines reminiscent of
the fighting on European fronts. The daily communiques from the
North Moroccan front evoked harassing mental associations which
every Frenchwoman, if not every Frenchman, would fain have been
spared ; and thus, though the military situation, at least at certain
moments, was critical enough, the nervous tension wliich it produced
in France was even greater than it would have been under ordinary
psychological conditions. The French Communist Party was quick
to see and seize its advantage. M. Doriot^s telegram of the 20th
September, 1924, to ‘Abdu’l-Karim ^ was followed up in May 1925
by the publication of a manifesto, in the name of the Central Com-
mittee of the French Communist Party, in which the French Govern-
ment was represented as the aggressor, and recognition of the
Republic of the Rif and evacuation of the French Zone in Morocco
by France were demanded.^ Meanwhile, a Communist agitation had
been set on foot among the French and other European colonists in
Morocco.* On the 31st May three residents of Casablanca were
expelled from Morocco on the charge of having taken part in the
activities of a Communist ‘ cell ’ which was said to have been founded
in that place by an emissary of the French Communist Party during
the preceding winter. The objects of this ‘ cell ’ were alleged to
include both spying and propaganda. A few days later an official
of the Residency was likewise expelled on the charge of having
betrayed official secrets. During June two women and four men
were arrested on similar charges at Marseilles, and others at Tours.^

Critical moments in this struggle on the French ‘ home front ’ were
marked by the debates in the Chamber of Deputies on the 27th, 28th,

^ See p. 133 above,
* Quoted in Le Temps, 15th May, 1925, from L'Eumaniie,
* EAfrique Fran^ise, May 1925, quoting a telegram of the 8th May

from Rabat to Le Matin,
* UAfrique Frar^ise, June 1925 ; The Times, 3rd, 4th, and 8th June,

1925. See also R. Raynaud, ‘ La propacande communiste dans I’Afrique du
Nord * in Renseignements Coloniaux, No. 1 his (Supplement to UAfrique
Framqaise, January 1926).
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and 29th May, the 16th, 19th, and 23rd June, and the 9th July, in
which the Government revealed its nervousness in regard to the
trend of public opinion by emphasizing the defensive and pacific
character of its policy.

(vii) The Franco^Spanish Co-operation against ‘Abdu’I-Karim (1926).

The Franco-Spanish agreements which were negotiated in July
1926 were a testimony both to the diplomatic maladroitness of the
Rifi leader and to the effectiveness of his military pressure. Nothing
short of acute military danger could have brought about that col-
laboration between the two European nations, which, up to that
time, had been so thoroughly estranged in Morocco by mutual
jealousies and recriminations that each had taken satisfaction in
the misfortunes of the other.
The initiative was now taken on the French side in an unofficial

visit which M. Malvy paid to Madrid in the third week in May.
There he found both the Government and public opinion well-
disposed towards the idea of co-operation ;

^ for, while Spanish
amour propre was consoled by the fact that a first-class military
power like France was finding formidable adversaries in the tribes-
men who had so deeply humiliated Spain, any feeling of satisfaction
was tempered by a disquietude as to what might be ‘Abdu'l-Karim’s
next move if the French suffered a serious reverse, and also by a wish
not to let slip a possible opportunity of enlisting France for the
furtherance of Spanish aims in exchange for Spanish co-operation
with France at a critical juncture. Accordingly an agreement was
reached between the two Governments for a conference, to be held
at Madrid ; the plenipotentiaries duly met there on the 17th June ;

and their meetings lasted from that date to the 25th July.*
The proceedings of the Madrid Conference, which were at times

delicate, were kept strictly confidential, and the texts of the several
agreements which were concluded still remained unpublished at the
time of writing—official information being confined to the summary
which the Spanish plenipotentiary, General Jordana, gave to the
press on the closing day. The first question taken up was that of
collaboration in suppressing the contraband trade with ‘Abdu’l-
Karim’s country, and on the 24th June the signature was announced

^ The Times, 19th, 23rd, and 26th May, 1925, and L'Afrique Frangaise,
May 1926.

® See L*Afrique Fran^cdse, August 1926, where General Jordana’s com-
munique, ^ven to the Press on tne 26th July, 1926, is printed in full ; see
also The Times, 26th July, 1926.
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Sect, vii FRANCO-SPANISH CO-OPERATION 141

of an agreement providing for the joint naval surveillance of the
greater part of the Moroccan coast, including a section in the French
Zone. Spanish warships were to receive facilities in certain Algtjrian
ports and French warships in certain Spanish ports. This agreement
was notified to the other Powers on the 26th. ^ It was supplemented
by another agreement (signed on the 8th July) for the suppression
of contraband by land, and this was supplemented in turn by a
special agreement (signed on the 2l8t “), regarding surveillance in the
International Zone of Tangier. This was the most difficult point in
the negotiations, for Spain not only demanded the right to follow
up parties of insurgents from her own Zone into the international
territory, but seemed disposed to reopen the whole Tangier question,
which had been closed diplomatically, after a long-drawn-out con-
troversy, in the Tangier Convention of the 18th December, 1923.^
In declining to contemplate any modification of the Tangier Con-
vention France appears to have been supported by Great Britain.
In pursuance of Article 4 of the convention the British Government
sent four torpedo-boat destroyers at the beginning of August to
participate in the patrolling of the coast of tlie International Zone
(though not of any other section of the Moroccan littoral).'* The
Franco-Spanish agreement of the 21st July provided for a more
effective control of the landward boundaries of the International
Zone through an increase in the strength of the police force created
under the 1923 convention—the additional expense to be borne by
the two Powers concerned.
The above-mentioned agreements might be expected to prevent

‘Abdu’l-Karlm from obtaining further supplies in any substantial
quantities ; but it was recognized that he depended much less upon
the contraband trade than upon material captured from his oppo-
nents themselves, and that accordingly even an effective blockade
would not break his resistance without active military operations.
A military convention was therefore signed in which France and
Spain granted one another the right of sending aeroplanes over their
respective Zones and of following up enemy formations across the
boundary between them ; and a meeting between the Marquis
de Estella and Marshal Petain took place at Ceuta and Tatwan on
the 27th July. The reciprocal granting of the droit de survol and
droit de suite raised once more the question of where the boundary

^ The Times, 24th and 27th June ; Le Temps, 24th June. 1925.
* Le Temps, 22nd July, 1925. ® See Section (ix) below.
* Statement in the House of Commons, 5th August, 1926, by the First

Lord of the Admiralty.
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142 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

between the French and Spanish Zones lay,^ and the French seem to
have been in favour of an immediate delimitation of the still indeter-
minate sectors. In deference, however, to Spanish views, they con-
tented themselves with a modus vivendi which laid down a provisional
line for practical purpovses, pending a definitive settlement when the
territor}^ through which the boundary ran should have been brought
under effective occupation.
The most important of the Madrid instruments was the political

agreement, signed on the 11th July,^ in which the two Powers
severally pledged themselves not to conclude a separate peace and
laid down jointly the general terms on which peace would be
acceptable to them.

It has been mentioned above ^ that negotiations for a truce be-
tween Spain and the Rif were reported to have been opened and then
broken off in the third week in May—that is, about the time of
M. Malvy’s visit to Madrid'. It may be inferred that the Spanish
Government—which, with the tribes of the Jibalah still pressing
upon Tatwan and the Anjara still in revolt in the rear, was not
obtaining as much alleviation as it had hoped from the withdrawal
of the preceding year—divined the possibility of enlisting French
efforts in order to end the war by a military decision, with very little
additional military effort on the part of Spain. At any rate Spain
agreed, as hsis been seen, to a conference in which the above-men-
tioned agreements for Franco-Spanish co-operation were concluded ;

and on the 25th May the Marquis de Estella oflficially denied that
he was making peace overtures as distinct from ‘ taking political
action
On the other hand, on the 20th June, three days after the opening

of the Madrid Conference, Senor Echevarrieta, furnished with
instructions from the Spanish Government and from the Marquis
de Estella, had another interview with ‘Abdul-Karim in Alhucemas
Bay, and brought back propositions—which were, however, rejected
by the Spanish Government on the 10th July.® In June, too,

^ For details see The Times, 10th July, 1926.
* Ibid,, 13th July, 1926. * See p. 126 above.
* The Times, 26th May, 1926.
* L*Afrique Frangaise, July 1926. Sefior Echevarrieta refused to take

with him a Spanish officer who was afterwards deputed to convey to
Melilla the Franco-Spanish peace-terms of the 18th July (see below) for
*Abdul-Karim’s information. Since his imprisonment in Melilla, *Abdul-
Karim had always insisted on dealing only with Spanish civilians. Sefior
Echevarrieta is reported thereafter to have refused an invitation from the
Marquis de Estella to serve on the Spanish delegation at the Madrid
Conference. According to Le Temps (26th June and 4th July, 1926) the
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M. Gabrielli, the French administrator of Taiirirt, on the Taza-
Wajda Railway, was authorized by the French Government to accept
an invitation from ‘Abdu’l-Karim to visit him at Ajdir, ‘ on condition
that he abstained from anything resembling peace-talk.’ ^

Wliile the Madrid Conference was still in session the question of
peace-terms was raised by ‘Abdu’l-Kaiim. On the 21st July ‘ an
outline for peace-terms between France, Spain, and the Rif ’ was
circulated by an English friend of ‘Abdu’l-Karim’s, Captain R.
Gordon Canning. The territorial demands in this document were
high,^ but the economic offers were conciliatory and the political
proposals diplomatic.

Early in July ‘Abdu’l-Karlm also sent emissaries to Tangier, who
apparently intimated to the French and Spanish Governments that
‘Abdu’l-Karim was disposed to treat for peace.^
On the 18th July the French and Spanish plenipotentiaries at

Madrid signed the following memorandum,^ based on their political
agreement of the 1 1th :

1. The French and Spanish Governments, acting jointly, are in
agreement to assure to the tribes of the Rif and the Jibalah, who are
concerned, as much autonomy as is compatible with the international
treaties by which the Sharifian Empire is regulated ;

2. The two Governments are in agreement to open without delay
joint negotiations with a view to re-establishing peace and inaugurating
the new regime.
The essential points in the negotiations are the following :

1. Reciprocal release of prisoners ;

2. Reciprocal amnesty, fuU and complete, to take effect from the
Ist January, 1921 ;

3. Definition of the regime of administrative autonomy ;

4. Determination of the territories which are to be placed under this
regime

;

6. Fixing of the police effectives designed to ensure order and security
in these territories

;

6. Commercial freedom ® shall be recognized and ensured in the said

question of developing the mineral resources of the Rif was again discussed
between Seiior Echevarrieta and ‘Abdu’l-Karim on this occasion.

1 UAfrique Frangaise, August 1925. M. Gabrielli was in close relations
with ‘Abdu’l-Karim because large numbers of Rifis passed through his
district on their seasonal miration to reap the harvests of Algeria.

* The north bank of the river Wargha was to be the southern boundary
of the Rif State, which was to include the whole of the Jibalah, Spain
retaining nothing on the mainland save her original presidios of Ceuta and
Melilla and the iron ore mines already in operation about 15 kilometres
south of Melilla.

® French official communiques of the 5th and 14th August, 1925.
^ Text made public by M. Painleve in a speech of the 3rd October

{JjAfrique Frangaise, October 1925).
* Presumably this meant, not * free trade *, but ‘ the open door
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territories, as far as may be compatible with the international treaties
and especially with the international stipulations concerning customs
questions ;

7. The traffic in arms and munitions remains prohibited ;

8. Designation of a sector of the coast which should be occupied
peaceably by Spain upon the cessation of hostilities.

These terms—which, on territorial questions, diverged widely from
those of ‘Abdu’l-Karim, and on which the French and Spanish
plenipotentiaries themselves were reported to have had some
difficulty in agreeing ^—were not made public. M. Gabrielli at
Taiirirt had been instructed, however, on the 16th to inform ‘Abdu’l-
Karim that the text would be obtainable, if he desired to consult it,

from French and Spanish emissaries at Melilla, and these gentlemen,
who received the text from their principals on the 20th, duly waited at
Melilla from the 24th July to the 14th August.*^ Instead, however, of
addressing himself to them ‘Abdu’l-Karim wrote two letters to his
own emissaries at Tangier for communication to the local French
authorities. In these letters he expressed no desire to consult the
Franco-Spanish terms but simply stated that, as a preliminary to any
peace negotiations, he must receive an assurance that the indepen-
dence of the Rif w'ould be recognized and that the negotiations would
take place at Tangier. The documents were communicated on the
26th and the contents telegraphed to the French Residency at
Rabat.^ Receiving no reply ^ the Rifi emissaries addressed them-
selves to the Marquis de Estella, who promptly invited them by
telegram to visit him at Tatwan.^ Here they were hospitably enter-
tained and held friendly conversations with the Marquis de Estella,
the tenor of which they rex)orted to Ajdir. They apparently left
Tangier on the 29th July and returned on the 2nd August. The
Marquis evidently communicated to them the substance of the
Franco-Spanish terms, but the French Government denied that he had
given them the text of the memorandum of the 18th July,® and both
Governments published dementis of the terms which the Marquis was
reported in the press to have offered them.’ About a week later

^ The Times, 6th July, 1925.
* Speech by M. Painlev^ of the 3rd October, 1925.
® The Times, 26th and 30th July and 4th August, 1925.
* On the 30th and the 31st July the Quai d’Orsay denied any knowledge

of ‘Abdu’l'Karim’s letters (The Times, 3i«t July and 1st August, 1925).
® For this incident see the telegrams from the Tangier correspondent

of The Times which were published on the 30th July and the Ist, 3rd, and
4th August, 1925.

* Communique of the 8th August, 1925.
^ French and Spanish communiques of the 5th and 6th August respec-

tively.
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a more fully accredited envoy from ‘Abdu’l-Karim appears to have
presented himself at Tatwan and again informed the Marquis de
Estella that the recognition of the independence of the Rif was the
necessary preliminary condition for peace negotiations.^ On the
14th and the 15th August the French and Spanish respectively
published notes " in which they declared that independence could not
be accorded to the Rif and that the war must therefore go on ; and
since ‘Abdu’l-Karim continued to pay no attention to the Franco-
Spanish emissaries at Melilla the latter were instructed on the
15th August to withdraw.^
The counter-offensive was heralded by the return to Morocco of

Marshal Petain, who arrived at Casablanca on the 22nd August after
conferring with the Marquis de Estella at Algeciras on the 21st. At
this meeting the Marshal seems to have promised the Marquis to
assist Spain to deal ‘Abdu’I-Karim a ‘ knock-out blow ’ by sending
French forces to attack him in his home-country in the Spanish Zone,
beyond the political limits assigned to France under the treaties

—

but this only on condition that the Spaniards performed certain
specified military operations on their side."* General Naulin, on the
other hand, seems to have preferred the less ambitious but less
hazardous course of acting independently of the Spaniards and
concentrating French efforts upon the recovery of lost posts to the
north of the Wargha. In the event there seems to have been a com-
promise—General Naulin’s plan and the eastern part of Marshal
Petain’a plan being both put into operation—but it is possible that
the French counter-offensive was hampered by this division of aims
under dual control.^ It was also handicapped by climatic conditions—the intense heat of the season at which it opened and the immi-
nence of the autumn rains, which might be expected to bring
operations to a standstill a bare month after they opened.

^ Le Petit Parisien, 11th August; French semi-official communique^
12th August, 1925.

* Texts in I/Afrique Frangaise, September 1926 ; see also The Times,
15th and 17th August, 1925.

® M. Painlev6, speech of the 3rd October, 1925 ; Le Temps, 21st August ;

French semi-official note of the 21st August, 1925.
^ If the Spaniards marched upon Shifshawan from Al-Qasr on the WadFl-

Qus, then a French column would advance upon the same objective from
Wazzan. Again, if the Spaniards made a landing in Alhucemas Bay and
simultaneouwy advanced upon Ajdir from the east along the Anwal road (of
evil memory), then a French column would attempt to join*hands with them
by advancing from Taza through Kifan up the valley of the M’sun and pushing
across the watershed into the valleys running down northwards to the
Mediterranean. (See The Times^ 24th September, 1925.)

^ See Le Temps

^

Slat October ; Le Matin, 2nd November, 1925.
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On the Wargha sector the French employed the tactics of con-
temporary European warfare. After an artillery preparation on the
10th September they launched their first attack on the 11th, and
followed it up by a succession of short advances—isolating, encircling,
and clearing up one massif after another.^ On tliis sector the
operations terminated and the troops took up a permanent line for
the winter on the 27th October.^ By that date the French had here
recovered at many points the line which they had held before the
opening of the Rifi offensive in April, while at one point they had
advanced beyond it.^

More spectacular progress was made on the Taza sector, in execu-
tion of Marshal Petain’s plan of co-operation with the Spaniards.
In spite of a Rifi diversion against Tatwan a Spanish expeditionary
force succeeded, between the 11th and the 16th September, in
landing on the Rif coast at a point west of Alhucemas Bay, and on
the 2nd October they fought their way down into the plain of Ajdir.^
For the next few days it was a race between the French force ad-
vancing from Taza and the weather—the question being whether
the French advance-guards would be able to join hands with the
Spaniards coming from Melilla and Ajdir before the country became
impassable.® Notwithstanding the exertions of the French cavalry

—

who, on the 10th October, reached Sidi ‘Ali’bu Raqbah, a point only
about 40 kilometres from Ajdir by the military road which ‘Abdul-
Karim had constructed—the junction had not been effected ® before
the operations were brought to a standstill by the increasing rain.’
A week later the French cavalry were withdrawn from Sidi ‘Ali to
Suqu’s-Sabt, and the infantry to the watershed between the Rif and
the Muluya Basin.®

^ For details see Le Temps, 18th September, and The Times, 18th Septem-
ber, 22nd and 24th October, 1925.

* Jj Afrique Frangaise, November 1925.
® On the other hand, they had failed to achieve General Naulin’s ultimate

object of encircling the southern Banu Wuryaghal and reducing them to
submission. {Le Temps, 31st October, 1925.)

* For details of the operations, with excellent plans and panoramas,
see UAfrique Frangaise, September, October, and November 1925.

® For these operations see The Times and Le Temps daily as well asVAfrique Frangaise, October 1926.
® On the 6th October, French cavalry on the Taza sector did join hands

at Sidi’bHasan with Spanish cavalry from the Melilla sector, but not
with any Spanish troops from Ajdir.

’ On the ISth^Octooer it was announced semi-of&cially that the opera-
tions ‘ w ere regarded as virtually terminated * and that the next step was
to isolate the several tribes in their respective fastnesses by establishing
a series of ‘ watertight compartments * (luAfrique Frangaise, October 1925).

® See UAfrique Frangaise, November 1925, for the official explanations
of this withdrawal.
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Marshal P6tain virtually admitted in an interview with a corre-
spondent of Le Matin ^ that the weather had prevented his original
plan from being carried to completion ; but this season there was
nothing more to be done ; and, after presiding over a final Council
of War at Fez on the 1st November, the Marshal returned to France.
‘Abdu’l-Karim, meanwhile, had moved his head-quarters inland and
south-westward to Targist.
The foregoing account of the military operations of 1925 would be

incomplete without some attempt to strike a balance of the situation
at the close of the campaigning season.^ In the first place, it is

evident that both sides in turn had just failed to attain their objective.
On the one hand, ‘Abdu’l-Karim, in his spring offensive, after
forcing the line of the Wargha and reaching the gates of Taza, had
failed either to enter Fez * in triumph or to join hands with the Atlas
tribes. On the other hand, the French and Spaniards, in their
autumn counter-offensive, had failed either to destroy ‘Abdu’l-
Karim's field army, or to cut his territory in half by occupying a
continuous line from Taza to Ajdir, or to bring about any widespread
defection among the tribes which paid him allegiance. In other
words, no military decision had been reached and the struggle re-
solved itself into one of endurance, in which the prospects depended
partly on the strategic situation, partly on the relative military
strength and military exhaustion of the combatants, partly on their
relative prestige among the tribes.
As regarded strategic positions nine French i)osts had been

captured, thirty-two evacuated, and two blown up during the Rifi
offensive—^that is, forty-three posts in all had been temporarily lost
out of sixty-six. Of these twenty-one had been recovered in the
French counter-offensive and a number of new posts established

—

particularly on the Taza sector, where the French had taken from the
Rifis the command of the watershed which covered the southern
approaches to Ajdir. Incidentally, the Spanish expeditionary force
had compelled ‘Abdu’l-Karim to evacuate his capital. On the other
hand, Tatwan was still under Rifi gun-fire ;

^ the Anjara tribe in the
Tatwan-Ceuta-Tangier triangle was still unsubdued, and so, on the
French front, were the Aslas (who commanded the southern bank

^ Quoted in L'Afrique Frangaise, November 1925.
* See Le Temps^ 23rd, 30th, and Slst October ; The Times, 28th and

30th October, 1925.
^ * Les pieces que nous avons entre les mains attestent que sa pens^e 6tait

bien de se faire proclamer Sultan.’ (Statement by M. Briand in the French
Chamber on the 30th December, 1925.)

^ Le Temps, 22nd November, 1925.
L2
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of tlie Wargha at the point nearest to Fez) and the southern Sanhajah
(who occupied the between the Warglia and the Laban com-
manding the weakest point in the French line). Thus, strategically,
the close of the campaign left either party very much at the other’s
mercy.
As regarded relative military strengtii and military exhaustion

‘Abdu’LKarmi had started his offensive with 35,000 fighting men
(25,000 from the Rif and 10,000 from the Jibalah) and, as the tribes
in the invaded areas of the French Zone had come over to his side,
his numbers were estimated by the French to liave risen to nearly
100,000 at their highest.* Of his new adherents he had then lost
about 20,000 lighting men as a result of the recovery of ground by
the French and the consequent return of tribes or portions of tribes
to their original allegiance. Yet he ended the campaign with a force
of about 60,000 men—25,000 more than he had had at the beginning—and his nucleus of regulars, from 6,000 to 10,000 strong, which bf^ui

hardly come into action, w^as intact.
On the French side, after the crisis in the Taza sector at the begin-

ning of July, the army in Morocco had been tardily reinforced by
eleven European French infantry battalions - and a number of
artillery and technical units, in addition to reinforcements of native
troops. When Marshal Petain and General Naulin opened their
offensive on the 10th September they had at their disposal seven
divisions— two each on the three sectors of the front, and one (the
Moroccan Division, recalled from the Rhineland) in reserve at Fez

—

and these seven divisions contained 1 14 battalions of infantry,
25 squadrons of cavalry, and 22 squadrons of aeroplanes (each con-
sisting of six machines).^ On the 2 1st October M, Painleve appa-
rently informed the Finance Committee of the Chamber that the
total number of effectives in Morocco on that date was 158,000.^ Of

^ Le Temps

f

Slst October, 1925. According to a French senii official
review of the campaign of 1925, published in Le Temps on the 23rcl October,
‘Abdu’l-Karlrn’s forces during that season attained a maximum of 6(>,000
on the French front and 40,000 on the Spanish front, 60,000 of the total
being Kifi, Ghumarah, and Jibalah tribesmen from ‘Abdu’l-Karhn’s owm
dominions and 40,000 insurgents from the invaded portion of the French
Zone. An American student of the Moroccan War (in Foreign Affairs ofNew York, January 1926) estimated the maximum total strength of the
Rifis as low as 40,000 to 50,000. For an estimate of the numbers of the
various elements on the Hifl side see also Le Temps of the 24th June, 1925.

* Statement by M. Painlev4 in the Chamber, 3rd November, 1925;
Le Temps and The Times (30th October, 1925) give the number of French
battalions sent out as fifteen.

3 Foreign Affairs of New York, January 1926.
^ L'Afrique Frangaise, October 1925.
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these only 12,000 (i.e. about 7*6 per cent.) appear to have been
Frenchmen.^ Of the remainder 12,800 were non-French Europeans
belonging to the Foreign Legion, while the other 133,000 were mostly
natives of Al-Maghrib. In other words, the Maghrib! troops serving
in the French Army of Morocco constituted nearly 85 per cent, of
the whole, and were more than double the number of their com-
patriots serving under 'Abdu’l-Karim at the end of the campaign.
The disproportion was increased again after this by the return to
France of twenty-one battalions, including all the European PVench
battalions which had been sent out during the campaigning season.^

Tlie French casualties down to the 31st July were reported to be
1,285 killed and 5,300 wounded, and from the 1st August to the
15th October (covering the period of the counter-offensive) 891
killed and 2,991 wounded. During this latter period the total
number of European French casualties was as low as 293.^ These
proportions of French effectives engaged and casualties incurred,
compared to native effectives and casualties, show that the native
troops were being made to bear the brunt and that, in North-West
Africa, France had become militarily de]>endent upon native man-
power. This hazardous policy had been forced upon the French
Government by French public opinion, wdiich had become extremely
sensitive to the blood tax since the decline in the birth-rate of France
had been accentuated by the terrible casualties of the General War
of 1914-18. Even so public opinion remained restive, and North-
West African service was becoming so unpopular that on the
20th September, 1925, the Government issued a decree making
elaborate provision for the drafting by lot of the inconsiderable
number of conscri])ts annually required for this service, and for
exempting from it married men, orphans, and men who had had
a father or two brothers killed in the General War.^
By the 21st October the total cost to France of the Moroccan

campaign for the current year had risen to 950,000,000 francs,

^ Foreign Affairs, loc. cii.
* M. Painlev6*s statement of the 3rd November, 1926. The number

of divisions was not decreased (see an account of the dispositions for the
winter in Le Temps, 30th October, 1926). On the other hand, the total number
of French effectives was reduced to 110,000. (For details see UAfrique
Frant^aise, November 1925 ; Le Temps, 22nd November, 1926.)

* L'Afrigue Frangaise, October 1925.
* The Times, 2 let September, 1925. See Livy, Book xxxi, chapters 6-8,

for the similar difficulty experienced by the Homan Government after the
close of the JIannibalic War in obtaining drafts for overseas service. TheRoman Government, like the French, sougnt to meet the difficulty by increas-
ing the proportion of non-citizen troops in its foreign garrisons.
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NORTH-WEST AFRICA150 Part II

together with 400,000,000 francs’ worth of war material borrowed
from the home forces.
As for the Spaniards the permanent strength of their army in

Morocco, on its reduced footing after the withdrawal of 1924, was
69,290 Spanish and 15,000 native regulars ; but reinforcements were
sent out for the autumn oflFensive, and the number of additional
troops had api)arently risen to 35,000 by the beginning of October.
At the close of the campaign Spain had 45,142 men in the Mclilla
sector, 40,516 in the Ceuta-Tatwan sector, 18,537 in the Al-‘Ara’ish
sector, and 14,000 on the Rif coast adjoining Ajdir.^ In the Spanish
army, as contrasted with the French, the proportions of Europeans
and natives w(U'e reversed, but tliis advantage was neutralized by the
mediocrity of the fighting power of the Spanish soldier and the
organizing power of the Spanish High Command when judged by
French standards. In all there were 280,000 Franco-Spanish troops
in line against 60,000 Rifis at the end of October.
As regarded the allegiance of the tribes, which was the political

stake at issue in the military struggle, it was reckoned that about
one half of those who had fallen away from the French since the
opening of ‘Abdu’l-Karim’s offensive had been brought back to their
allegiance.^ As far as this went the balance was in favour of
‘Abdu’l-Kariin. On the other hand, he had not succeeded in his own
wider project of raising a general revolt in the I\*ench rear, particu-
larly in the Atlas,
The close of this critical year was signalized by the departure from

Morocco of Marshal Lyautey, who sent in his resignation on the
24th September, 1925, and sailed from Rabat for France on
the 10th October.^ While, during the parliamentary debates of the
previous summer, the Socialists had insistently demanded the sub-
stitution of a civil for a military Resident-General, Marshal Lyautey

^ These figures are taken from Foreign Affairs of New York, January
1926. Le Temps of the 16th August, 1925 (before the reinforcements were
sent), gives the numbers as 70,000 Spanish troops with 3,000 Spanish
officers, 13,000 natives and 7,000 legionaries.

2 For a detailed survey of the tribal situation at this stage see an
article from Fez (apparently written on the 17th. October) in Le Temps,
23rd October, 1925 ; see also an article by Monsieur R. Poulain in Le Temps,
Slst October, 1925.

® Marshal Lyautey had travelled to Paris to report towards the end of
iiuguBt, a few days after Marshal P^tain’s arrival in Morocco, on the
22nd August, to direct the French counter-offensive. On this oooasion his
resignation had been foreshadowed in the press, but the Government had
merely announced (on the 2nd September) that he would return to Morocco
and then come home to report a second time in October. He had duly
returned to Morocco in September (L'Afrique Fran^ise, September 1925).
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himself had asked leave to resign, for reasons of health, as early
as 1924 and 1923. Whether or not ‘Abdu’l-Karim was right in
placing the blame for the outbreak of hostilities between France and
the Rif on the Marshal’s shoulders, there was little doubt that, when
his work was seen in perspective, History would pronounce Marshal
Lyautey to have been one of the greatest colonial administrators of
his generation.^ That work was hindered and imperilled by two
external factors which were beyond his control— the General War
of 1914-18 and the failure of Spain to pacify her Zone of Morocco
during the years 1921-4. Nevertheless, his achievements under
these adverse conditions won him the admiration, and his personality
the affection, not only of his own countrymen in Morocco and at
home, but of foreign residents and observers, foreign soldiers and
administrators who could judge from their own experience, and,
above all, of Moroccans of all classes—townsmen and tribesmen,
Arabs and Berbers. In dealing with the people of Morocco his
watchword was :

‘ The adversaries of to-day are the collaborators
of to-morrow.’ Free and friendly collaboration between Frenchmen
and Moroccans for their common advantage was his ultimate aim
throughout, and this w^as a notable departure from the traditions of
French colonial policy in North-West Africa, which had been evolved
in Algeria on a basis of native subordination to French domination
and privilege. This new departure was due to Marshal Lyautey ’s

personal initiative. He had been originally appointed to his post on
the 28th April, 1912, just four weeks after the Franco-Moroccan
Treaty of the 30th March, 1912, had placed the French Protectorate
on a judicial basis. Thus the French Protectorate over Morocco had
not yet existed apart from his administration of it, and this made his
departure an event of more than ordinary significance.

(viii) The Collapse of ^AbduU-Karim (1926).

Although the Rifi offensive and the Franco-Spanish counter-offen-
sive had equally failed to bring about a military decision in the
campaigning season of 1925, that failure was riot equally serious for
both parties. Nothing short of a swift and decisive victory could
have counteracted the moral effect of the exhaustion which inevit-
ably followed the almost superhuman military effort of the Rif
against the combined forces of two vastly superior opponents ;

' For an appreciation of the Marshal and his work see UAfrique Frangaise,
October 1925, and The Times, 20th September, 1925. See also an interview
with Marshal Lyautey himself in The JSfew York Times, 10th March, 1926.
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152 NORTH AFRICA Part II

whereas France and Spain, though they both felt the strain of the
Moroccan War severely, could afford, in partnership, to purchase a
decision at the price of a further campaign. Thus, as the winter of
1925-6 wore on, the confidence of ‘Abdu’l-Karim, the moral of his
tribesmen, and tlie loyalty of the other tribes under their hegemony
steadily weakened,^ while the confidence and determination of the
French and Spanish Governments steadily rose. Moreover, the
French Government was accurately informed by its military intelli-
gence service of the true state of affairs in the enemy’s camp,^ whereas
'Abdu’l-Karim appears to have buoyed himself up, almost to the last
moment, with false hopes that the Communist Party would force the
French Government to make an inconclusive peace or even that some
other Power or Powers would intervene diplomatically at Paris and
Madrid in order to bring about peace by mediation. Had ‘Abdu’l-
Karlm been as well informed of the internal situation in France or
of the international position as the French W'ere of his own affairs,
he would probably have accepted the best terms that he could have
obtained during the winter rather than abide the verdict of another
campaign.
On the other side the increase of confidence was particularly per-

ceptible in Spain. On the 16th October, 1925, immediately after the
termination of the 1925 campaign, the leader of the Catalan Regiona-
list Party, Sehor F. de A. Cambo, addressed an opem letter to the
Marquis de Estella, in which he preached the vanity of all ‘ im-
perialism ’ and urged the Government to take advantage of the feat
of arms at Cfedabilla Bay in order to make a dignified withdrawal
from Morocco. On the 21st the Marquis, in an elaborately con-
ciliatory reply, announced his intention of continuing with constancy—though with prudence—to act in concert with France, but endorsed
Senor Cambo’s judgement on ‘ imperialism ’, and concluded, in a
burst of frankness :

‘ This Moroccan business, my dear friend, is

a bad business.’ ® Before the end of November, however, his atti-
tude stiffened, and he now talked of overthrowing ‘Abdu’l-Karim,
systematically disarming the tribes in the Spanish Zone, and then
maintaining order in the Sultan’s name through the agency of the
tribal chieftains (a leaf taken from Marshal Lyautey’s book).^ On the
2nd November the Marquis de Estella resigned the posts of High

^ Le Temps, 13th December, 1925 ; The Times, 2nd January and 16th
April, 1926.

• L'Afrique Frangaise, June 1926, p. 341.
• Text of both letters in op, cit, November 1925, pp. 586-9.
• Op. eit, December 1925, pp. 669-61.
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Compriissioner and Commander-in-Chief in Morocco, which he had
held since the 16th October, 1924, to General Sanjurjo.^ On the 15th
December, 1925, there was created a Directorate-General of Morocco
and the Colonies under the immediate control of the Prime Minister,^
and General Jordana was appointed head of the new organization.®

In the French Zone General Boichut was appointed to succeed
General Naulin in the supreme command on the 28th December.^
The French had less reason than the Spaniards to force the issue
with ‘Abdu’l-Kanm to extremes. Almost all the tribes which the
close of the 1925 campaign had still left under ‘Abdu'l-Karim’s
dominion la}^ in the Spanish Zone, so that the degree of autonomy
to l)e accorded to them was immaterial to the French so long as they
kept the peace and stayed within their borders. On the other hand,
the close of the campaign had left the French army with a much
longer front to hold than the Spanish—and this in the mountainous
borderland between the two zones, far from the French base, where
the troops were exposed to the rigours of a Moroccan winter.® In
a debate ® on Moroccan credits in the ChambcT on the 30th Decem-
ber the Communists again delivered a violent attack on the Govern-
ment's j)olicy. Nev’^ertheless, the French Government, like the
Spanisli Government, had made up its mind to secure a decision,
though it might differ in regard to the precise terms of peace which
that implied.

Pending the resumi)tion of regular operations in the spring the
French High Command carried on the struggle for the allegiance of
the tribes by tactics borrowed from ‘Abdu'l-Karim himself. While
the regular troops remained in their positions parties of Moroccan
irregulars, recruited among tribes friendly to France, worked their
way—under the leadership of French officers and with the support
of French aeroplanes—into the territories of the recalcitrant tribes
adjoining the French front and brought them, one after another, to
the point of submission, which the French authorities allowed them
to make on easy terms.’ The climax was the capitulation on the

^ The Times, 3rd November, 1926.
* Text of the Royal Decree, with the Marquis de Estella’s coverin^j letter,

in L'Afrique Frangaise, January 1926, pp. 46-6. This decree was modified by
another of the 4th January, 1926.

® The Times, 2l8t December, 1926.
* Tbid., 29th December, 1926.
* For the hardships which the French troops at first endured in winter

quarters see Le Temps, 2l8t November, 1926.
* Reported in Benseignemenis Coloniwx, No. 1 (Supplement to UAfrique

Frangaise, January 1926).
’ Details in L'Afrique Frangaise, January 1926, pp. 62-4.
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154 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Partn
23rd December of the Musbah fraction of the Sanhajah, whose terri-
tory had remained a dangerous unsubdued salient in the French line
when the regular operations had ceased in October.^ The Jaya and
the southern fraction of the Banu Wuryaghal—both seated on the
middle course of the Wargha, dangerously near to Fez—capitulated
before the end of January.^ ‘Abdu’l-Karim realized how serious for
his cause these tribal defections were, and attempted to stem the
tide by a succession of counter-raids in the ‘ no-man’s land ’ between
the two fronts/*^ In February this pressure on the Rifi side caused
the French to evacuate the important post of Biban ;

^ and on the
26th-27th of that month it culminated in a regular attack, by picked
troops, on the territory of the M’tTwa tribe, north-west of the Musbah
Sanhajah. The French reaction, however, was prompt and effec-
tive ; and a counter-offensive launched on the 28th February and
sustained until the 2nd March carried the French line at some points
beyond ‘its original positions, though on this occasion the Rifis
fought with all their former stubbornness.^

Meanwhile, on the Spanish north-west front, the Anjara tribe, in
the Ceuta-Tatwan-Tangier triangle, began to come to terms in
January, and their submission was completed on the 20th February.®
On the 7th March the Spaniards captured—^though at a considerable
cost in casualties—^the artillery positions on the heights south of
Tatwan from which the Rifis had been shelling that town for more
than a year past with captured Spanish guns.’
The change of temper on both sides following the change in the

military situation was indicated by the fate of a peace mission which
was undertaken by an Englishman, Captain Gordon Canning, who

^ The Times, 28th December, 1925 ; Le Temps, 6th January, 1926. The
Musbah Sanhajah were required by the French authorities to comply with
the following conditions : (i) To sacrifice one bull for every ten families ;

(ii) to undertake to provide labour (which was to be remunerated by the
French) for repairing roads and tracks ; (iii) to reconstruct without remunera-
tion roads destroyed by the tribesmen themselves ; (iv) to furnish 36 hostages
as security for the safety of French troops in their territory ; (v) to deliver
one rifie and 300 francs per family within a week, and 12,000 francs im-
mediately ; (vi) to undertake to provide ‘ friendlies ’ (partisans) for future
operations [against other recalcitrant tribes]. These conditions were duly
fulfilled.

* The Times, 27th January. 1926 ; UAfrique FranQaise, February 1926.
® The Times, 20th January and 9th February, 1926.
* Ibid., 16th February, 1926.
* Le Temps, 6th March, 1926; The Times, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th March, 1926.
* The Times, 18th and 19th January and 22nd February, 1926.
^ Ibid,, 8th and 9th March, 1926. For a description of the Spanish positions

at Tatwan and Al-Ara’ish at the close of the winter of 1925-6 see tWd., 29th
and 30th March, 1926.
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sympathized with the Rifis* struggle for independence,^ and who had
been instrumental in making public ‘Abdu’l-Karlm’s original peace
terms of January 1925.^ Towards the end of October 1925, imme-
diately after the close of the 1925 campaign , Captain Canning had been
received in Paris by the then Prime Minister, M. Painlev6, and had
been authorized by him to proceed via Rabat to the Rif ^ in order
to advise "Abdu’l-Karim to ask officially for the Franco-Spanish
peace terms of the 18th July.^ This time ‘Abdu’l-Karim took the
step which ho had omitted to take in the summer ; and on the 23rd
December, 1925, Captain Gordon Canning arrived in Paris, via Rabat
and Marseilles, as the accredited bearer of an official request from
the Rifi leader for the July peace terms,® in the hope of obtaining
an audience with the new Prime Minister, M. Briand. M. Briand,
however, sent him word at Marseilles that he would not receive him ;

and when challenged in the Chamber on the 30th December by
the Communist Deputy, M. Cachin, he not only admitted this but
took the opportunity to foreshadow a new departure in policy. Ho
described ‘Abdu’l-Kanra’s hold over the tribes as having been estab-
lished solely by terrorism on the part of a well-armed nucleus of Banu
Wuryaghal tribesmen. Now the tribes wore seeking to escape from
this tyranny. The frontier was being policed by the Moroccans them-
selves. During the past two months the French casualties had been
reduced to a minimum. The improvement was incontestable.

Moreover, contacts arc being made all this time with the tribes and
negotiations are being pursued. Wc are not obfiged to consider ‘Abdul-
Karim as necessarily the person with whom we have to negotiate. . . .

If he were able to say to-morrow, ‘ You see, the French have been
obliged by the pressure of their public opinion to enter into relations
with me ; peace negotiations have begun,’ he would obtain an im-
^ Captain Canning acted, of course, as a private individual and not on behalf

of the British Government. The French press (though not the French Govern-
ment) freely accused him of being a ‘ concession-hunter ’ who was pursuing
schemes for personal profit under the cloak of sympathy with ‘ a people rightly
struggling to be free Captain Canning was reported to have committed the
indiscretion of accepting part-payment of travelling expenses (which he after-
wards refunded) from a certain Herr Hacklander, who was stated to be an
associate of the brothers Mannesmann (see a telegram from The Times corre-
spondent at Tangier in The Times

^

30th January, 1926). There was no evi-
dence, however, that Captain Canning’s motives were less disinterested or less
honourable than those of the English Philhellenes and Italophils during the
Greek War of Independence and the Italian Risorgimento.

* See p. 124 above.
^ The Timesr 18th December, The Manchester Guardian, 31st December,

1925. ^ See p. 143 above.
* The alleged text of a letter from ‘Abdu’l-Karim, of which CJaptain Gordon

Canning was said to be the bearer, is printed in Le Temps, 23rd December,
1925.
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mediate renewal of credit all round . . . and the result of the heroic
efforts of our soldiers would have been compromised by our ?nulndres8e,
, . . We are advancing not merely by military operations but thanks to
conversations, which we propose to continue and extend. As successive
famihes and tribes submit, we arc giving them protection. ... No one
in tliis Chamber will demand of us that we should forcibly and arbi-
trarily bring und(U' the crook of a shci)herd like ‘Abdu’l-Karim com-
munities which are begimiing to desire separation from him.^

On the 1st January, 1926, there was published in the French press
an official letter from the Quai dX)rsay to Captain Gordon Canning,
rejecting the request for an audience with M. Briand wiiich he had
made in a letter of tlie 27th. Thereupon, Captain Gordon Canning
announced that ‘Abdui-Karim's offer to consider the July peace
terms had lapsed,^ and repaired to Tangier ;

^ but he left Morocco
on the 4th February without being able to achieve anything further.'*
The failure of Captain (Gordon C'anning\s peace mission ^ was followed
on both sides by preparations for a fresh campaign in the spring.
At Madrid, on the 6th February, a scheme of operations was drawn
up in concert by Marshal Petain and the Marquis de Estella.® At
the front, especially on certain sectors facing tlie Fi’eneh, the Kifis
constructed elaborate entrenchments suppiorted by ' dug-outs \ In
one sector there were no less than three successive positions, each
composed of several lines of trenches—an organization which bore
' a remarkable resemblance to that at which the French and Ger-
mans had arrived by the end of 1918 Nevertheless, the failure of
Captain Gordon Canning was reported to have lowered perceptibly
the 7noral in ‘Abdu’l-Karim's camp and to have stimulated the

^ M. Briand also took the cround that he could not enter into relations with
Captain Gordon Canning w^ithout disloyalty to Spain. It was not easy to see
the force of this argument, since the jicace terms of the 18th July, 1925, which
‘Abdu’l-Karim was now prepared to accept, had been put forward by Spain
and France jointly, and Spanish participation in the conversations which
Captain Gordon Canning sought could have been arranged, had the French
and Spanish Governments desired it. It was evident that M. Painlev^ had
not acted incorrectly in October, but that, before Captain Gordon Canning’s
return to Paris in December, M. Briand had changed the French Government’s
policy.

* The Manchester Guardian, Slst December, 1925.
® The Times, 11th January, 1926.
* The Manchester Guardian, 2nd February ; The Times, 8th February, 1926.

Captain Gordon Canning left Tangier on the advice of the British Consul
General, whom he consulted on the point, but not under any pressure or com-
pulsion (statement of the 4th February, 1926, in the House of Commons at
Westminster, by the Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs).

* For the history of this mission see Te Temps, 16th, 18th, 23rd, and 26th
December, 1925; The Times, 18th, 22nd, 23rd, 24th, and 29th December
1925.

* Le Temps, 21st June, 1926. ’ Ibid., nth May, 1926.
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movement of defection ;
^ and ‘Abdu’l-Karim quickly made fresh

overtures through other channels. On the 27th January, for example,
he addressed a letter, declaring his readiness for peace, to the editor
of The Times, which eventually reached its destination and was pub-
lished in that journal on the 17th March ;

“ and he maintained a
correspondence with the French administrator of Taiirirt, M. Ga-
brielli.^ Towards the end of February he offered, through this latter
channel, to allow his Spanish and French prisoners to communicate
with their friends and to receive clothing, medicines, and provisions ;

^

and in April a medical mission, commanded by M. Gabrielli himself,
loft Taiirirt for Targist.^ This conciliatory gesture vas accompanied
by fresh suggestions for negotiation, and this time the French and
Spanish Governments did not show themselves intransigent.®
On the 30th March a conference was lield in Paris between

MM. Briand (Prime Minister), Painleve (Minister for War), Ponsot
(Sous-Directour des Affaires d’Afrique at the Quai d’Orsay), Steeg
(Rc^sident-General in Morocco), and Marshal Petain ;

’ and on the
5th April it was announced officially that the prospects of negotiation
were considered favourable. On the 7th April M. Briand conferred
with the Sj)anish Ambassador, Sehor QuiuonevS de Leon ; and there
w^as a Cabinet meeting at Madrid, at the close of which the Marquis
de Estella announced that France and Spain were in complete agree-
ment.® On the 9th, after a further Cabinet Council in Paris, it was
announced by the Quai d’Orsay that the French and Spanish Govern-
ments had decided to take up 'Abdud-Karirn’s proposal to enter into
negotiations and had appointed delegations which were to conduct
pourparlers at Wajda, about the 15th April, with ‘representatives
of the recalcitrant tribes of the Rif The nances of the French,
Spanish, and Rifi delegates were given. The three Rifi delegates
named were Si Muhammad Azarqan, the brother-in-law of ‘Abdu’l-
Karirn and his ‘ Minister of Foreign Affairs who was to

^ The Times, 2nd January, 1926 ; Le Temps, 10th January.
^ An English translation of the original Arabic text by the correspondent

of The Times at Tangier is reprinted, from T'he Times of the 17th March,
1926, in the Appendix to the present volume.

^ See above, p, 143.
* The Times, 4th March, 1926 ; VAfrique Franoaise, April 1926, p. 195.
* The Times, 9th April, 1926.
® For the origin of these negotiations see a dispatch from Wajda to Le

Journal, printed on the 14th April, and reprinted in VAfrique Franqaise, April
1 926. For their subsequent course see L^Afrique Frangaise, April and May 1 926.

’ The Times, Slst March, 1926.
* Ibid., 8th April, 1926.
* Azarqan had been personally instrumental in bringing the negotiations

about (Ibid,, 16th April, 1926).
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168 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Partn
represent the Banu Wuryaghal, and Si Muhammad Hitni and
Si Ahmad Shaddi who were to represent the other tribes. On
the 12th April it was further announced in Paris semi-officially
that the principal conditions which would be presented at Wajda
by the French and Spanish delegates would be the recognition
of the sovereignty of the Sultan by the tribes, their disarma-
ment, and the withdrawal of 'Abdu’l-Karim from the country.
The tribes were then to be accorded a certain autonomy within
the framework of the existing treaties, but were to have no
direct relations with foreign Governments other than those of Sj^ain
and France in their respective zones. An Armistice was to be
granted to the tribes at the price of military guarantees. There was
to be an exchange of prisoners. Until the definitive conclusion of
peace the French and Spanish preparations for the spring campaign
w^ere not to be suspended. These terms were inevitably more severe
than those of the previous July, but they were interpreted next day
by M. Painleve as being ' not strictly conditions but bases for dis-
cussion and they implied one substantial concession. In fact,
though not in form, the French and Spanish Governments were
waiving the important condition (foreshadow^ed by M. Briand on the
3(>th December) that there were only to be separate settlements with
the several tribes and no comprehensive settlement with ‘Abdu’l-
Karim, and were consenting to treat for a general peace with ‘Abdu’l-
Karira’s representatives.^
The conditions published in Paris on the 12th April appear to have

been communicated to Azarqan on the 11th and to have been
accepted by ‘Abdu’l-Karim on the same day ; but unhappily the
negotiations went badly from the outset.^ On the 18th April the
Rifi delegation ^ held a preliminary meeting with the French and
Spanish delegations at Camp Berteaux (on the road from Taiirirt to
Targist). At this meeting the head of the French delegation, General
Simon, who acted as spokesman on the French and Spanish side,
informed the Rifis that negotiations regarding the political conditions

^ On this point see The Times^ 15th April, 1926. The formula that the
second and third Rifi delegates represented the other tribes was a diplomatic
fiction, for both of them appear to nave been members of the Banu Wuryaghal
and to have held positions of trust under *Abdu’l-Karim, and Hitni appears
to have been ‘AbduT-Karim’s cousin. The purpose of the formula was to
avoid any official recognition of ‘Abdu’l-Karim except as chief of the single
tribe of the Banu Wuryaghal.

* For the first phase at Camp Berteaux see The Times, 28th April, 1926.
^ On the Rifl dele^tion Si Muhammad Hitni was replaced at the last

moment by the qa’id Haddu, a Moroccan with a French education (L'Afrique
FrcmQa4se, April 1926, p. 203).
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Sect, viii 159THE COLLAPSE OP ‘ABDU’L-KARIM
could not be opened until after the fulfilment of certain military
conditions, namely, the exchange of prisoners and the rectification
of the Franco-Spanish front.^ Azarqan demurred to these military
conditions on the double ground that they were unacceptable in
themselves and that they had been sprung upon him without warn-
ing ;

^ and at his request the qa’id Haddu was conveyed to the Rif
by aeroplane in order to lay the matter before ‘Abdu’l-Karim. On
the 20th April instructions from ‘Abdu'l-Karim were received, and
on the same day the Rif! delegation published a communique to the
press, in which they declared that the political conditions put
forward on the French and Spanish side would be acceptable with
the following modifications. In place of the Franco-Spanish formula
requiring acceptance of ‘ the situation resulting from the submissions
[already made] to the Sultan ’ they proposed the formula ‘ recog-
nition of the Sultan’s temporal and spiritual authority In regard
to the demand for the withdrawal of ‘Abdu’l-Karim they represented
that an immediate withdrawal might throw the Rif into a disorder
which would be contrary to the interest of all parties, and they
suggested that the Amir should abdicate spontaneously after a
certain interval, and on the understanding that he should be allowed
to retire to some other Islamic country. Disarmament should not
preclude the maintenance of a local militia recruited among the tribes
themselves. The exchange of prisoners shoidd follow and not precede
the conclusion of peace. The publication of this communique caused
General Simon to protest against the practice of ‘ open diplomacy ’

;

but the French and Spanish delegations, in their turn, now consulted
their principals, and on the 26th April it was announced that the
French and Spanish Governments had waived the preliminary
military conditions which had been put forward on the 18th.^ On
the same day the Rifi delegation, which had held another informal

^ The French and Spanish military authorities apparently desired to ad-
vance to the line of the River Kert, in the neighbourhood of Sidi ‘Alfbu
Raqbah, where their failure to effect a junction in the previous October (see
p. 146 above) had left an awkward salient of unoccupied territory at the
south-eastern comer of their line (The Times

y

iiist April, 1926).
* * It is admitted in official circles here that they [the Rifi delegates] were

not informed that this particular demand [for a rectification of the front]
would be put forward.* (Telegram, dated the 20th April, 1926, from the Paris
correspondent of The Times,)

® Text in Le Temps, 22nd April, 1926. According to the special corre-
spondent of The Times at Wajda this communique was drawn up before
*Abdu*l-Karlm*8 instructions arrived (The Times, 2l8t April, 1926).

^ The Spanish Government appears to have a^eed to this at the instance
of the French Government, and somewhat reluctantly (The Times, 28th
April, 1926).
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160 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

meeting with the French and Spanish delegations on the 24th at
Al-‘Ayun, proceeded to Wajda, and the peace conference was
formally opened in that place forthwith.
The Wajda Conference was protracted from the 27th April to the

6th May, but as early as the 29th April a deadlock was reached

—

especially over the questions of disarmament and autonomy.^
The Rifis insisted that their disarmament should be carried out by
themselves under the supervision of French and Spanish control
officers, and not by French and Spanish troops ; while they failed to
comprehend the meaning of ‘ autonomy within the framew^ork of the
existing international treaties ’—a failures for wffiich they could
scarcely be blamed, since the meaning was almost incomprehensible
to the French and Spanish experts w'ho expounded it to them.^ The
Rifi delegation requested time for another personal consultation
with ‘Abdu’l-Karim, and on the 1st May the French and 8j)anish
delegations acceded to this request, with the notification that, unless
the original conditions of the 11th April were accepted in principle
by the 6th May and all the prisoners liberated by the same date, the
two Governments would resume their freedom of action on the Tth.^
Azarqan and Haddu immediately left for Targist and duly returned
on the 5th ;

^ but on the 6th, when the conference reassembled, it
appeared that their instructions from ‘Abdui-Karim did not conform
to the Franco-Spanish ultimatum ; the French and Spanish delega-
tions broke off the proceedings after a quarter of an hour ; and the
Rjfi delegation left Wajda again the same evening.’^ The Franco-
Spanish offensive began next day.

After an aerial bombardment on the 7th the French and Spanish
troops advanced upon Targist on the 8th from two directions—from •

the line of the River Kert and from the positions held by the Spanish
^ The Times, Ist May, 1926.
* On the negotiations at Wajda see the Franco-Spanish official memoran-

dum of the 1st May, published in Le Temps, 3rd May, and a statement by the
qa’id Iladdu, published in UCEuvre, Ist May, 1926. The French and Spaniards
censured the Rifis for refusing to liberate their prisoners forthwith. The Rifis
did, however, offer to liberate forthwith the severely wounded or dangerously
ill prisoners of war, as well as the women and children, and to give facilities
for the dispatch of a medical mission (Franco-Spanish memorandum of the
Ist May). Considering that, throughout the War, the French and Spanish
Governments had remorselessly refused to allow doctors and medical sup-
plies to enter the Rif for the benefit of the Rifl wounded, there was little
justification for their complaint against the conduct of the Klfis in this matter.

^ The Times, 3rd May, 1926.
* Between the Algerian port of Nemours and a point on the shore of Alhu-

cemas Bay they were conveyed, both going and coming, on a French torpedo-
boat destroyer.

^ Le Temps, 8th May, 1926.
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Sect, viii 161THE COLLAPSE OF ‘ABDU’L-KARIM
expeditionary force in the hinterland of Cedabilla Bay.^ This
Spanish force had to overcome a resistance which cost it heavy
casualties ;

^ but elsewhere the Franco-Spanish advance was practi-
cally unopposed, and the two converging forces made contact with
one another on the 20th.^ Anwal had already been entered by the
Spaniards on the 18th,^ and on the 23rdTargist itself was occupied
by French Moroccan irrt^gulars.^ On the same day the Spanish
High Commissioner, General Sanjurjo, demonstrated, by travelling
overland from Ajdir to Melilla, that the country between these
points (including almost the whole territory of the Banu Wuryaghal)
had been effectively conquered. On the same day, again, letters
from ‘Abdu’l-Karim, suing for a suspension of hostilities, were
conveyed to General Sanjurjo at Melilla and to M. Steeg at Fez ; but
on the 25th these overtures were rejected,® and on that day ‘Abdu’l-
Karim delivered to the French officer commanding the detachment
which had occupied Targist a second letter addressed to M. Steeg, in
which he offered unconditional surrender. M. Steeg declined to treat
with him until he had liberated his prisoners. The prisoners were
accordingly delivered on the 26th, and at 5.15 a.m. on the morning
of the 27th ‘Abdu’bKarim liimself rode into the French lines.’ He
was received, by the express orders of General Boichnt, with the
traditional courtesy of the French army towards a vanquished
enemy, and on the 29th he was conveyed to Taza.
The surrender of ‘Abdu’l-Karim was followed by a collapse of

resistance everywhere. On the Tatwan front the offensive had at
first been taken by the Ilifis after the renewal of hostilities ;

® but in
the Jibalah before the end of the first week in June the people of Shif-
shawan expelled ‘Abdu’l-Karira’s representatives ;

® and, although
the Jibalah tribesmen elected a new leader of their own a few
weeks later,^® this did not portend a serious renewal of the struggle
against the Spaniards in the still unconquered districts. Before the
middle of July the Spanish forces had occupied the remainder of the
Rif proper and the whole of the Ghumarah.^^ On the 2nd August
operations were opened against the Jibalah and on the 10th these

^ Ibid., 10th May, 1926. - The Times, 19th June, 1926.
® Le Temps and The Times, 22nd May, 1 926.
* The Times, 24th May, 1926. * Ibid., 25th May, 1926.
® Le Temps and The Times, 26th May, 1926.
’ For details see The Times, 27th and 28th May, 1926, and a narrative by

the Marquis de Segonzac in VAfrique Franqaise, June 1926, pp. 284-7.
« The Timesr 18th and 19th May, 1926.
• I/Afrique Fran^ise, June 1926, p. 340.

The Times, 22nd June, 1926.
Ibid., 14th and 16th July, 1926. Ibid., 4th August, 1926.

M
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162 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

resulted in the occupation of Shifshawan.^ By the close of the
campaigning season of 1926 the whole of the Spanish Zone of
Morocco had been brought for the first time under effective Spanish
control—except for a few roving bands of insurgents who were still

at large in the Jibalah.^ Within the same period the French made
their position in their own zone doubly secure by practically wiping
out the Tache de Taza.^
The political questions raised by the surrender of ‘Abdu’l-Karira

and the submission of the tribes wliich had formerly followed his
lead were dealt with in a Franco-Spanish Conference at Paris, which
opened on the 14th June and resulted on the 10th July in the signa-
ture of a comprehensive agreement providing for the delimitation,
on the ground, of the French and Spanish Zones as defined in the
convention of the 27th November, 1912 ; for the maintenance, in
concert, of naval supervision over the entire coastline of Morocco ;

and for military and administrative co-operation, on land, along the
border. On the 13th July this agreement was confirmed by the
signatures of M. Briand and the Marquis de Estella, who came to
Paris in person for the purpose.^ It was also decided at the con-
ference that ‘Abdu’l-Karim should be interned in a French posses-
sion, the Island of Reunion.
The consummation of Marshal Lyautey’s work in Morocco, within

a year of his retirement, was signalized by a state visit of the Sultan
to France® in July. Perhaps the greatest tribute to Marshal
Lyautey’s work, and the best assurance that it would not again be
placed in jeopardy by upheavals in the Spanish Zone, was afforded
by a decision, on the Spanish Government’s part, to adopt—in
substance if not in name—^the Lyautey policy. This new departure
was foreshadowed by the Marquis de Estella to the correspondent of

^ The Times, 11th August, 1926 ; Le Temps, 13th August, 1926.
* See The Times, 13th December, 1926. The Spanish authorities announced

that between May and December 1926 they had laid hands, either by capture
or surrender, upon 30,000 rifles (half of that number being repeating rifles),
135 guns and 240 inachine-^ns in the conquered territory. They believed
that very few rifles remained in the tribesmen’s hands in the Rif, but not less
than 10,000 in the neighbourhood of Shifshawan in the Jibalah.

® See the monthly chronicle in L'Afrique Frangaise and an article in Ben-
seignements Coloniaux, No. 6, 1926 ; also Le Temps, 30th June and 16th and
19th July, 1926, and The Times, 29th June and 17th, 2lBt, and 24th July,
1926.

^ See L'Afrique Frangaise, July 1926, pp. 383-4 ; The Times, 15th June
and 14th July, 1926. The official communique giving a resume of the terms
of agreement is printed in Le Temps, 16th July, 1926.

® The Times, 13th July and 9th August, 1926. The Sultan arrived in Paris
on the 12th July and left France on the 7th August. On the 16th August he
had a meeting in Paris with the Bey of Tunis.
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The Times in Morocco as early as November 1925,^ and was duly set
on foot when the fall of ‘Abdu’hKarim presented the occasion.^ The
inauguration of an enlightened policy on the Spanish side probably
accounted in large measure for the comparative ease and rapidity
with which the Spaniards established effective control throughout
their zone in 1926, since the very different policy wliich they had
previously pursued had undoubtedly been the cause of their breach
with the House of ‘Abdu’l-Karim and of the disasters and humilia-
tions which they had suffered in Morocco from 1921 onwards. If the
new Spanish policy were maintained there seemed no reason why
Morocco should not enjoy peace, so far as the relations between the
Moroccan people and the two Protecting Powers were concerned.
At the moment, however, when the menace of a national uprising
against Western ascendancy, which had been hanging over the
Spanish and French Protectorates in Morocco for six years, seemed
at last to have been removed, a fresh cloud, no bigger than a man’s
hand, arose out of the sea. When the Marquis de Estella arrived in
Paris, to put his signature to the new Franco-Spanish agreement, he
made a public statement foreshadowing an intention to reopen
the question of Tangier.^ On the 7th August a new phase was
opened in the relations between the Powers interested in North-West
Africa by the signature, at Madrid, of a treaty ^ of amity, conciliation,
and judicial regulation of disputes between Spain and Italy. On
the 14th August the Marquis de Estella made a second public
statement—this time at Madrid^—in which he put forward an
explicit claim that Tangier should be incorporated in the Spanish
Zone, and hinted that, if this claim were not conceded, the Spanish
Government might decide to abandon its Zone in Morocco and
withdraw from the League of Nations. Thus the collapse of *Abdul-
Karim did not have the effect of removing the problems of North-
West Africa from the field of international affairs.

(ix) The Status of Tangier (Tanjah).®
For nearly five centuries before the status of Morocco became an

international question Tangier had been differentiated in status
^ The Times, 27th April, 1926.
* See ibid., 1 9th and 30th June, 19th August, and 13th December, 1926.
^ Ibid., 14th July. 1926.
* Italian text in the Corrierc della Sera, 17th August, 1926.
* Interview with a representative of the A.B.C. of Madrid, summarized in

The Times, 16th August, 1926.
® See Dr. Kurt-Iritz von Gravenitz : Die Tanger-Frage (Berlin, 1925,

DUmmler).
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from other parts of the country through the fact of its being the main,
and indeed almost the only, point of contact between Morocco and
the Western World.
Tangier was conquered in a. d. 1437 by Portugal and remained

a Portuguese possession until 1662, when, together with Bombay,
it was presented to King Charles II of England as the marriage-
portion of Queen Catharine. Thus, when the British Government
abandoned it in 1684 as not being worth the expense of maintenance,
Tangier had been iinder Western government continuously for 242
years ; and it remained the seat of a Western commercial settlement
like those successively established, at earlier and later dates, in
certain ports of the Ottoman Empire, the Indian Peninsula, and
China.
These Western commercial settlements had very different histories

in different regions. In the Ottoman Empire, while the Western
residents acquired those privileges of extra-territoriality, under
the jurisdiction of their own diplomatic and consular authorities,
which became known as the Capitulations, the territorial sovereignty
of the Ottoman Government over Constantinople, Smyrna and the
other fJchelles du Levant remained intact. In India, at an early
date, the several Western nations engaged in the overseas trade
acquired de facto territorial sovereignty over the sites of their re-
spective ‘ factories and in the British case this sovereignty eventually
expanded into an empire embracing the whole of India, save for
the few enclaves where the sovereignty of France and Portugal over
their own original settlements survived. In China a process parallel
to that in India began after the Anglo-Chinese war of 1840-2.
Hong-Kong was ceded by China to Great Britain in full sovereignty
in January 1841 and the five territories leased by China to various
foreign Powers in 1898 seemed also destined in the end to pass out
of Chinese sovereignty completely.^ On the other hand, at Shanghai,
which was the most important of the Western commercial settle-
ments on the Chinese coast, there was a development along different
lines. At iShanghai, side by side with a specifically French settle-
ment, there grew up an international settlement in w^hich Chinese
sovereignty was theoretically preserved intact, while in practice
an urban zone, containing not only foreign residents but a much
more numerous native population, was governed by municipal

^ For the negotiations over these Chinese leased territories during the
Washington Conference of November 1921-February 1922 see Survey for
1920--3, pp. 456-66.
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institutions which the foreign elements organized and controlled
under the leadership of the consular body. The developments at
Tangier resembled those at Shanghai (making due allowance for the
small scale of affairs in Morocco as compared with China) more
closely than those at any other port along the Atlantic and the
Mediterranean coast-lines of the Islamic World.
At Tangier the sovereignty of the Sultan of Morocco became

ineffective without any single Western Power taking over the
territorial administration. The Western Governments compelled
the Sultan to grant capitulatory privileges to their nationals resident
in Morocco (which meant, in effect, at Tangier) on the Ottoman
model. ^ In 1844, at a time when Islamic Governments were begin-
ning to adopt the Western quarantine system, the Sultan officially
handed over the control of public health to the local representatives
of the Western Powers, and in 1879 he created an International
Sanitary Council, consisting of the members of the diplomatic
corps, with functions analogous to those exercised by the Inter-
national Boards of Health which had been set up at Alexandria and
in Constantinople in accordance with the International Sanitary
Convention of May 1853. In 1892 the diplomatic corps, in its
capacity as Sanitary Council, was given authority over the
streets and markets of Tangier, with power to levy rates, and it

delegated these new functions to a Commission d'HygUne et de
Voirie. This latter body was presided over alternately by the French
and the Spanish Consul ; and a Reglement of the 3rd March, 1903,
provided that it should consist of twenty-six members, fourteen of
whom were to be nominated and twelve elected from among the
foreign residents. Of the nominated members, ten were to be
selected by the foreign consulates, one Moroccan by the Sultan, two
native Muslims by the local native authorities, and one Jew by the
Grand Rabbi of Tangier. Of the elected representatives, not more
than four were to belong to any one nation.

This was the situation of Tangier when the Moroccan Question
arose.

Tangier was not mentioned by name in the Anglo-French Declara-
tion of the 8th April, 1904, or in the secret articles attached to it
(though the port lay in that sector of the Moroccan coast which,
under the seventh public article, was to remain unfortified). On the
other hand, Article 9 of the secret Franco-Spanish Convention of

' Capitulations were granted in Morocco to France in 1630 and 1767,
to Spam in 1767 and 1799, and to Great Britain on the 9th December, 1856.
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166 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

the 3rd October, 1904, provided that ‘ The City of Tangier shall
retain the special character which is given to it by the presence of
the diplomatic corps and by its municipal and sanitary institu-
tions ’

; and Article 1 of the subsequent secret Franco-Spanish
Treaty of the 1st September, 1905, laid down that, in virtue of the
above stipulation, the police of Tangier should be confided (fpr
a first term of fifteen years) to a Franco-Spanish corps commanded
by a Frenchman.
The status of Tangier was still further differentiated from that

of other parts of Morocco by the work of the Algeciras Conference,
as embodied in the General Act of the 7th April, 1906. In this
instrument Tangier was not only designated as the seat of various
new Moroccan institutions and public bodies which were set up
under an international control to be exercised through the agency
of the local diplomatic corps, but the municipal institutions of
Tangier itself were developed further. For the upkeep and improve-
ment of the city a specific share in the proceeds of the city house-tax
was assigned to the Sanitary Council, which was to be resj>onsibIe
for the expenditure of this fund pending the creation of a municipal
organization (Article 61, Paragraph 5) ; and the diplomatic corps
w^as given a number of legislative and administrative ])ower8 to
make these financial pow ers effective and to control the execution
of public works. It was also given a control (which in this case
was not very effective) over the local Franco-Spanish police force.
The provisions of Articles 59-74, in which these powers were assigned,
were only to be alterable by agreement between the diplomatic corps
and the Sultan’s Government (Art. 75).
A further secret Franco-Spanish Agreement regarding the police

at Tangier and Casablanca was signed on the 23rd February, 1907.
In the Franco-German Agreement of the 4th November, 1911,

under which Germany gave France a free hand in Morocco without
any territorial reservations, Tangier was not mentioned ; but the
British Government, in acceding to this Franco-German Agreement
in a note of the 14th November, took occasion to recall the excep-
tional character of Tangier, in the terms of the Franco-Spanish
Convention of 1904, and to suggest that international agreements
should be negotiated with a view to the definitive establishment of
international control over Tangier and its municipal district.^

^ Further correspondence followed with the French Government, and the
British Government did not finally adhere to the convention until an assur*
a nee had been received from the French Government, on the 2l8t November,
that the terms of the Franco-Spanish Agreement of 1004 relating to Tangier
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In the Franco-Moroccan Treaty of the 30th March, 1912, by which
the French Protectorate over Morocco was juridically established,
it was provided that ‘ the city of Tangier shall retain the special
character which it has been recognized as possessing and which
shall determine its municipal organization ’ (Art. 1, Par. 4) ; and
in the Franco-Spanish Convention of the 27th November, 1912,
which was negotiated in pursuance of the foregoing Franco-Moroccan
Treaty (Art. 1, Par. 3), it was not only laid down that ‘the city
of Tangier and its neighbourhood shall be endowed with a special
regime, which shall be determined subsequently’ (Art. 7), but for
the first time the boundaries of the Tangier ‘ Zone ’ ^ were designated.
To this Franco-Spanish Treaty there was attached a protocol

regarding the Tangier-Fez Railw^ay, which provided that the enter-
prise should be put up to public tender, that 60 per cent, of the
capital should be French and 40 per cent. Spanish, and that the
seats on the Board of Directors should be allotted in the same
proportion.
The draft of a Tangier statute which was to fulfil the terms of

the two treaties of 1912 was prepared by an Anglo- Franco-Spanish
Commission which sat at Madrid from March to June 1913;^ hut
on several points it proved impossible to reconcile the French and
Spanish points of view. In September 1913 the French Government
made fresh proposals with a view to securing Spain’s adhesion to
the draft, but the exchange of views dragged on until it was inter-
rupted by the outbreak of the General War of 1914—18.
Immediately upon the outbreak of war the French treated German

nationals and German property in the French Zone of Morocco as
if this had been French territory, and during the course of August
they took similar measures in the Tangier Zone. On the 19th August
the German and Austro-Hungarian representatives were given their
passports and deported to Palermo on board a French cruiser ;

on the 27th August the Sultan’s Na’ib in Tangier gave notice to

would not be superseded as a result of the Franco-German Convention
(‘Le Gouvernement de la K^publique ne se pr6vaudra pas do ses accords
avec rAllomagne pour revenir sur la clause de la convention franco-
espagnole de 1904 relative il . . . Tanger ’).

^ The application to the Tangier district of the same word as was used
to describe the French and Spanish spheres of influence in Morocco was not
unimportant diplomatically. In Article 13, Paragraph 2, relating to the
distrioution of customs receipts between the three Zones, the Tangier
Zone was referred to as ' the Internationalized Zone

* An Anglo-Franco-Spanish Commission had previously worked at the
same task from June to September 1912, but had suspended its labours
pending the conclusion of a Franco-Spanish understanding.
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quit to other nationals of the Central Powers, resident in the Tangier
Zone ; and by a decree of the Sultan, dated the 29th September,
German and Austro-Hungarian property in Tangier was seques-
trated. In the diplomatic controversy with Germany which arose
out of these proceedings the French Government maintained, in
a verbal note of the 8th February, 1918, that, until the "special
regime ’ contemplated for Tangier had actually been introduced,
the Tangier Zone remained an integral part of the Sultan’s dominions
and therefore subject to the French Protectorate. At the time
Spain made no protest either against these French proceedings in
themselves or against the theory on which they were justified by the
French Government ; and when France emerged victorious from
the General War she was in a distinctly stronger position at Tangier
than she had been before.
On the 25th February, 1919, during the Peace Conference of

Paris, M. de Peretti della Rocca, at that time Sous-Directeur d*Afrique
in the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, read before the Council
of Ten a memorandum ^ in which he declared, with truth, that
Tangier had remained in the condition in which the whole of Morocco
had been before the signature of the Protectorate Treaty of 1912,
described the draft international statute of 1913-14 as ‘a dead
letter and proposed that the Algeciras Act should be " suppressed ’

and that the Tangier Zone, " which belonged to the French Pro-
tectorate in law, should be attached to the French Zone in fact
These demands were not accepted either by the other Governments
represented at the Peace Conference or by the neutral signatories
of the Algeciras Act, and in the Versailles Treaty Tangier was not
mentioned by name ; but in Articles 141-6 of the Versailles Treaty
Grermany was compelled to renounce all her rights and property in
Morocco without qualification ; the Versailles Treaty was put into
force, so far as it related to Morocco, as from the 10th January, 1920,
by a decree of the Sultan dated the 11th January ; and France took
action against Germany and German nationals in the Tangier Zone
on this ground. On the 17th January, 1920, the Sultan’s flag was
hoisted over the German Embassy at Tangier ; by a decree of the
Sultan dated the 30th August, 1920, German real and movable
property in Tangier was liquidated ; and two decrees of the
9th January, 1920,^ and the 11th January, 1920, which dealt respec-
tively with the import of German goods into, and the settlement

^ Text in L*Europe JSfouvelle, 7th July, 1923.
‘ Retnodelled on the 8th August, 1922.
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of German nationals in, the French Zone, were made applicable to
the Tangier Zone subsequently.
The strength of the French position in Tangier lay in the fact that,

since the conclusion of the Franco-Moroccan Treaty of March 1912,
France was the de jure protectress of the Sultan throughout his
dominions and the de facto mistress of the Sultan’s Government at
Fez, so that the Na’ib (Lord-Lieutenant) and the Pasha (Governor-
General) who represented the Sultan at Tangier were under French
control ; and this

.
control gave France the means of gradually

assimilating the Tangier Zone to her own Zone, so long as the
indeterminate status of Tangier was not replaced by a statute
investing it specifically with an international character. Thus time
was on the side of France, while it was in the interest of Great
Britain—who was unwilling to allow a port which occupied such
a commanding position in respect of the Straits of Gibraltar to pass
under another Great Power’s control—to reopen the conversations
of 1913-14 and bring about the negotiation of an international
statute for Tangier as quickly as possible. This was really also in
the interests of Spain, who could not seriously hope to secure
acceptance of the thesis which she cherished in her heart, namely,
that the Tangier district was a part of the Spanish Zone in which
Spain was merely pledged to establish a special regime. Spain
had never ventured to put this thesis to the test of action. On the
other hand, she shrank from the formal renunciation of her preten-
sions which the negotiation of an international statute would involve—even though the internationalization of Tangier would likewise
preclude its incorporation in the French Zone, which was a more
imminent possibility. This rather weak and negative attitude of
Spain was another point in France’s favour.
The Tangier question was reopened as early as September 1920 ;

but it was not until the 29th June, 1923, that Great Britain suc-
ceeded in bringing together in London a preliminary conference of
British, French, and Spanish experts to discuss whether the calling
of a definitive conference of the three Powers was possible. The
main conference duly met in Paris on the 27th October, and, after
laborious negotiations, a Convention for the Port of Tangier was
signed by experts on the 1 1th December,^ and a Convention regarding
the Organization of the Statute of the Tangier Zone ^ by the diplo-
matists on the 18th December, 1923.

^ Bisumi in The Maneheeter Guardian, 14th December, 1923.
* See the British White Paper Cmd. 2203 of 1924 for French and English
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Under the convention of the 18th December, which was to run for
twelve years from the date of ratification, the Tangier Zone was
to ‘ be placed under a regime of permanent neutrality Under
authority delegated by His Sharifian Majesty the Zone was to
‘ possess the most extensive legislative and administrative powers
and this delegation of authority was to be ‘ permanent and general
As regards internal administration the native population and Muslim
institutions were to be administered (Art. 25) ‘ by a Moroccan staff
appointed directly by the Sultan and under the control of his agents ’

—that is, implicitly, under the control of France as Protecting Power.
The Sultan was to be represented by a Mandub, who was to ad-
minister the native population directly and preside over the Inter-
national Legislative Assembly. This Assembly was to consist of
twenty-six members, all nominated.^ Its enactments were to be
subject to veto by a Committee of Control, composed of the consuls
of the Powers which had signed the Algeciras Act, and the field of its
legislative activity was restricted, for the first two years, by seventeen
decrees and regulations dealing with the minutiae of municipal
government (Art. 33), and in perpetuity by seven judicial codes to
be drawn up by the British, French, and. Spanish Governments
within three months of the signature of the convention. A Mixed
Court of French, British, and Spanish magistrates was to administer
justice, under these seven codes, to foreign nationals, and the
Capitulations were to be abrogated. The decisions of the Assembly
were to be carried out and the international administration directed
texts of the convention itself and French texts of the followiiif? annexes :

(1) R6gleinent de la Gendarmerie de la Zone de Tanger ; (2) Projet de Dahir
Ch^rifien orgariisant radministration de la Zone de Tanger ; (3) Projet
de Dahir sur Torganisation d’une juridictiou internationale k Tanger.
The Police Regulation was an elaboration of Article 47 of the convention.
The ddhirs were a translation into the form of Sultanic decrees of those
provisions of the convention which concerned the internal regime in the
Tangier Zone and not the relations between the signatory Powers.

^ With the important exception that the area might be crossed in transit
by troops proceeding to or coming from the French or Spanish Zones.

® In diplomatic matters, however, the Sultan was still to be represented
abroad by France in respect of Tangier, as of his other dominions (in
accordance with Art. 5 of the Franco-Moroccan Treaty of the 30th March,
1912) and Moroccan subjects of the Tangier Zone were also to be protected
abroad by the French authorities (Art. 6).

^ Four French members, four Spanish, three British, two Italian, one
American, one Belgian, one Dutch, one Portuguese—to be nominated by
their respective consulates—and six Muslim and three Jewish subjects of
the Sultan—to be nominated by the Mandub, the three Jews being chosen
from a list of nine names submitted by the Jewish Community.

^ Which might be abrogated or modified only by agreement between
the French and Spanish Zones in Morocco and the Committee of Control
(Art. 32).
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by an Administrator, who for the first six years was to be a French-
man with a Spanish and an English assistant-administrator and
a French and a Spanish engineer (Art. 35).

This instrument, which had cost so much time and labour, was
cumbrous and imperfect. The International Legislative Assembly,
which was designed to confer self-government upon the native and
foreign inhabitants, was in at least one respect less satisfactory than
the Commi^ssion (THygiene et de Voirie which it replaced, since twelve
out of the twenty-six seats in the older body had been elective,
whereas all the members of the new body were to be nominees.^ On
the other hand, the separate administrative and judicial machinery
which this shadowy autonomy involved was likely to place additional
financial burdens upon the inhabitants’ shoulders. As for the Powers
France had failed to incorporate Tangier in her Zone ; yet the pre-
ponderant position which she had secured in the administration
caused the Spanish delegates to sign merely ad referendum and with
sweeping reservations, (ireat Britain stood to gain most advantage,
because her aims were the most negative ; but her possible gain was
contingent upon the statute coming into operation, and, at the
moment of signature, this was far from being assured.
On the 9th January, 1924, the Spanish Directory handed to the

French and British Embassies in Madrid a note suggesting certain
modifications in the text of the convention as it stood, and apparently
demanding, as compensation for the definitive exclusion of Tangier
from the Spanish Zone of Morocco, the enlargement of those enclaves
round the presidios of Ceuta and Melilla which w^ere under direct
Spanish sovereignty.^ The French and British Governments went
some way towards meeting these demands, and on the 7th February
the same Spanish delegates who had signed the convention ad
referendum at Madrid on the 18th December, 1923, signed it again,
this time unconditionally, in Paris, On the same date the con-
cessions made to the Spanish point of view were embodied in an
exchange of notes between M, Poincare and Senor Quinones de Leon.®
The French Government agreed that, during the first term of twelve
years, the existing Spanish ecclesiastical dignitaries at Tangier
should not suffer by the change in the status of the Zone ; that one

^ In the case of the four French members to be nominated by the French
Consul, it was afterwards arranged, by agreement between the local French
community and their home Government, that the selection should be made
out of a panel of sixteen persons to be elected by the community (he Temps^
16th November. 1924).

* The Times

y

10th and 17th January, 1924.
® Text in Le Temps

y

16th February, 1924.
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172 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

of the senior customs officers should be a Spanish national ; that, as
regarded the expulsion from Tangier of natives originating from the
Spanish Zone,^ it should be obligatory upon the simple demand of
the Spanish Consul, on the understanding that these natives, while
resident in the Tangier Zone, should not be withdrawn from the
Mandub’s jurisdiction ; that the nomination of one native Muslim
and one native Jewish member of the Assembly should be made by
the Mandub on the Spanish Consul's recommendation ; and finally,
that the areas under direct Spanish sovereignty round Ceuta and
Melilla should be enlarged so far as to include the springs from w^hich
these towns drew their respective water-supplies. Of these con-
cessions that relating to the right of expulsion was the most impor-
tant, since it safeguarded Spain against the danger that malcontents
from her Zone might make Tangier their city of refuge and base of
operations with the connivance of other Powers.

After the Spanish objections to the convention had thus been
overcome ratifications were deposited by the three signatory Powers
on the 14th May, 1924 ; but before the new regime could legally
come into force the convention had to be recognized by the remain-
ing Powers signatories of the Algeciras Act, except the Central
Powers, who had been compelled to sign away their rights in the
peace treaties—^that is, by Belgium, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal,
Russia, Sweden, and the United States—and the United States and
Italy, the two most important of the parties concerned, both raised
difficulties. The United States Government appears to have doubted
whether the convention sufficiently safeguarded the principle of the
Open Door, and to have hesitated to renounce its capitulatory rights
before it had examined the Anglo-Franco-Spanish codes by which
the new Mixed Court was to be governed.^ Italy objected not so
much to the substance of the convention as to the fact that her
desire to take part in the negotiation of it had not been met by the
three Powers immediately concerned. It might be pointed out that
on the 28th October, 1912, Italy had concluded a treaty with France
in which she had unreservedly granted France a free hand in Morocco
in exchange for a similar French concession to Italy in regard to
Libya,® and further that Italy had not asked to participate in the
Anglo-Franco-Spanish negotiations over Tangier in 1912 or in
1913-14. As a member of the victorious Entente, however, Italy

^ See Article 20 of the convention for the provisions regarding expulsion.
* The Times, 14th July, 1924.
* See E. Rouard de Card : Traitee ei Accords eoncemcmt le Proteetorat

de la France au Maroo (Paris, 1914, P4done).
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had become more exacting in her demands ; she regarded herself as
being interested in Tangier in her capacity as a Mediterranean Great
Power ; and she was annoyed to see her request rejected. She now
took up the position that she had no wish to collaborate in the
working of a statute which she had had no part in drawing up, but
that she regarded the status quo ante at Tangier as being still in
existence as far as Italy and Italian nationals were concerned. This
official Italian attitude might be awkward in a practical way for
Italian nationals on the spot, whose retention of their former
privileges would hardly compensate them for standing outside the
new organization of the Zone ; but it was still more awkward
juridically for the three Powders w^ho were signatories of the conven-
tion, since it confronted them with the alternative of either post-
poning the inauguration of the new regime indefinitely, or else
inaugurating it on an unsound juridical basis and with the old regime
remaining in force for one element among the inhabitants of the
Zone.^
The three Powers took the course of introducing the new regime,

piece by piece, de facto. The French Administrator, M. Alberge,
arrived in November 1924.^ The Mandub, Saj’yidu’l-Hajj Muham-
mad abu ‘Ashrin, arrived from Rabat and was officially inaugurated
on the 1st December ;

^ the 27th January, 1925, saw the first meeting
of the Committee of Control—represented by the consuls of France,
Great Britain, Spain, Belgium, and the Netherlands.^ (The two
latter countries had by this time recognized the convention.) By the
1st February Spain had taken a number of steps which were necessary
to further progress ;

^ on the 6th February Italy accepted the
harbour tariffs,® which were duly introduced on the 14th and which
disquieted the inhabitants of Tangier on account of the high rates at
which they were fixed.’
The Legislative Assembly was opened by the Mandub on the

16th February, twenty-one out of the twent3^-six members being
present,® and within the first few weeks of its existence it asserted
itself by defeating the Administrator on a financial question. On
the 2nd March, at his first meeting with the Financial Sub-Com-
mittee of the Assembly, the Administrator had proposed that his

^ On the difficnltios created by the Italian attitude see The Timei,
26th July, 1924.

* Le Temps

t

16th November, 1924.
® The Times, 2nd December, 1924. * Ibid,^ 29th January, 1926.
^ Ibid., 2nd February, 1925. * Jbid., 9th February, 1926.
’ Le Temps, 16th February ; The Times, 16th February, 1926.
* The absentees were the Americans, the Italians, and the Portuguese*
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174 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

own and his colleagues’ salaries should be augmented by certain
bonuses which were payable to officifi|,ls in the French Zone. The
Sub-Committee threw out these proposals ; the Administrator re-
introduced them in a modified form ; and the Assembly itself
rejected them on the 6th April by fourteen votes to five. It was note-
worthy that the votes were not distributed on lines of nationality.^

After repeated announcements and repeated delays the new
statute was officially brought into force on the 1st June, 1925,^
though the convention still remained unrecognized by Italy, the
United States, and Portugal.^ Before the month was out the
Mandub had been presented with a petition, signed by about 800
members of the commercial and industrial population of all nationali-
ties, demanding a revision of the economic clauses in the convention
and the establishment of new autonomous institutions which would
impose a less heavy financial burden upon the Zone.'* On the 2nd
July this petition was reinforced by a general strike, and certain
French shops which refused to close in sympathy had their windows
broken, while the offices of one of the local French newspapers were
wrecked.
The French element in the population was in favour of the statute

for the political reason that it secured to their country the largest
measure of control over Tangier which she could hope to obtain.
The other foreign elements resented the increased financial burdens
which the statute entailed, and the disturbances took the form of
a conflict between the local French community and the Spanish,
which was the largest element in the foreign population. From these
disturbances of the 2nd July, 1925, the native population of the
Tangier Zone studiously held aloof, and the Frankish rioters were
dispersed without loss of life by the native police, reinforced for the
occasion by a hundred armed tribesmen from the rural districts of
the Zone, who had offered their services to the French police-com-
mandant for the maintenance of law and order.®

^ For the history of this controversy see The Times, 3rd, 20th, and
30th March and 7th April, 1925. On the 6th April the Administrator
actually withdrew his proposals immediately before the vote was taken.

^ The Times, 2nd June, 1926.
® The failure of Portugal to recognize the convention had been due not

to lack of the will to do so, but to the instability of successive Portuguese
Governments.

* The Times, 22nd June, 1925.
® Ibid . , 3rd July, 1 926. The disorderly conduct of the Prankish population

on this occasion was an ironical commentary on the perpetual prophecies
of an attack upon Tangier by the Rifis. As a matter of fact, the only
violations of the neutrality of the Tangier Zone which occurred during the
period under review were committed by the Spanish military forces. For
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(x) Nationalism and Reform in Tunisia and Algeria (1918-25).^

Juridically, the relations between France and the peoples of
Tunisia and Algeria during the period under review were an internal
affair of France,^ but a survey of the reactions of the peoples of
North Africa against Western ascendancy would be incomplete if its
horizon were confined to the boundaries of Morocco.

Tunisia and Algeria reacted differently from Morocco and from
one another. They differed from Morocco in being exclusively under
JYench control, and in having been under it continuously for nearly
half a century and a century respectively. They differed from one
another not only in respect of the age of the French domination but
in their juridical, social, and cultural conditions. Juridically, Tunisia
was a protectorate which had never lost its statehood, while Algeria
was French territory, part of which was organized, like the French
territory in Europe, into departments. Socially, they differed in the
extent of Western colonization. In Algeria, by March 1921, there
were 831,000 Western colonists out of a total population of 5,800,000,
and of these some 400,000 were of French origin. In Tunisia, by the
same date, there were 156,000 Western colonists out of a total
population of 2,095,000 and those of French origin numbered only
54,500.^ Finally, the two countries differed culturally, inasmuch as
Algeria w^as an outlying part of the Islamic World, in which Islamic
society was hardly competent to hold its own against Western
penetration out of its own resources, whereas Tunisia, which had
been the point of contact between North-West Africa and the
Oriental World since the time of the Phoenicians, not only had a
cultural life of its own but also felt the influence of movements
originating in the more advanced countries of the Islamic World.

Before the establishment of the French Protectorate in 1881
Western political ideas had already stimulated in Tunisia an abortive

the incident of November 1924 see The Times, 14th November. 1924, and
for the incident of the 10th June, 1925, ibid,, 1 1th and 13th June, 1926. In
reply to a Franco-Spanish proposal for the landing of French, Spanish,
and British troops at Tangier to protect the Zone, the British Government
declared itself unfavourable to the suggestion, and declined to participate
in any military action on land. (Statement by the Foreign Secretary in
the House of Commons on the 15th July, 1925.)

^ For the French version of events see UAfrique Frangaise, •passim

;

for the
Tunisian version see Orients Moderno, Anno III, No. 4, 15th September, 1923

;

article by E. Eossi, containing an interview with the founder of the Tunisian
Constitutional Party, Ath-Tha‘alibi Efendi.

* For the juridical bases of the French ascendancy in Tunisia and Algeria
see above, p. 98.

^ Statesman's Year Book, 1925.
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attempt to introduce constitutional government ;
^ and after the

General War of 1914-18 Tunisia reacted in sympathy with the
Nationalist movement in Egypt—a country with which she was
brought into close touch by community of language and geographical
proximity. In Tunisia, as in Egypt, a Nationalist Party was
organized which succeeded in rallying to itself almost the entire
local Arabic press and the great majority of the native educated
class ; and, as in Egypt, this organization, while powerless to impose
its will upon the dominant Power by physical fcwce, was successful
in interposing itself between the foreign authorities and the native
peasantry, who (wherever their true interests may have lain)
instinctively ranged themselves behind leaders of their own nation-
ality and culture against aliens and infidels.
The Tunisian Nationalists of the Hizbu'hHxirrVd-Dusturl (Consti-

tutional Party) did not follow their Egyptian counterparts in
demanding complete independence ; but on the other hand the
juridical position of France in Tunis was stronger than that of Great
Britain in Egypt, and the French were not prepared to go as far as the
British in making concessions, so that, in effect, the gulf between the
Nationalist demands and the dominant Power’s point of view was
equally great in both cases. The Tunisian Dusiurls' demands were
formulated in March 1920 in a programme of nine points.^ They
asked for a deliberative assembly composed of Tunisian and French
deputies possessing equal rights and elected by universal suffrage,
w^ith complete financial control ; for a Government responsible to
this assembly ; for the separation of legislative, executive, and
judicial powers ; for the appointment of Tunisian candidates to all
official posts which they showed themselves capable of filling ; for
‘ equal pay for equal work ’ as between Tunisian and French officials
in Tunisia ; for elective municipal councils ; for liberty of the press,
of association and of institutions ; for compulsory education ; and
for the particijJation of Tunisians in the acquisition of lands for
colonization and of crown-lands (whereas the French regime had
been concentrating its efforts upon planting these lands with French
colonists). These demands were presented by two deputations to
Paris, in June and November 1920, and by a further deputation on
the 21st January, 1921, to a new French Resident-General in Tunisia,

^ For the ideas of the Tanisian reformers in the ei^teen-sixties gee
Khayru’d-Din Pasha: Aqwamu^l-Maadlik fl Ma^rifaii^HwdW l-MamSlih
(Constantinople, a. h. 1293 ; French translation : Beformes necesaaires
aux JBtaU Muaulmana (Paris, 1875, Dentu).

* Statement by Ath-Tha'alibi in Oriente Modemo, loc. cii.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect, z TUNISIA AND ALGERIA 177

M. Lucien Saint, upon his arrival in the country. As an instalment
of reform the French authorities created on the 24th April, 1921,^
a Tunisian Ministry of Justice which was somewhat freer from French
control than the previous judicial organization ; but this was far
from satisfying the demand for constitutional government, and in
April 1922 the tension culminated in a crisis.

According to Ath-Tha‘alibi Efendi, the leader of the Tunisian
Constitutional Party this crisis arose because the French Resident-
General persuaded the Bey to grant an interview on the political
situation and then caused to be published in the French press
a version of this interview in which the Bey was incorrectly repre-
sented as having pronounced that a constitution was unnecessary.
The Bey gave a dementi of this interview and asked the Resident-
General to do the same. The Resident-General refused ; and there-
upon, on the 4th April, 1922, the Bey gave the Resident-General
notice of his abdication. This last demarche was undoubtedly made,
whatever the occasion of ft may have been, and it placed the French
authorities in an awkward position, since M. Milierand, the President
of the French Republic, was on the point of paying a state visit to
the Protectorate. The spread of the news among the population
evoked mass demonstrations of loyalty to the Bey on the 5th, and
on that date the Bey published a dementi of his alleged intention to
abdicate. He did, however, present to the Resident-General a pro-
gramme of the Constitutional Party’s demands (the number of which
had now risen from nine to eighteen) with an intimation that he
would abdicate unless these demands were granted ; and according
to Ath-Tha‘alibi Efendi this ultimatum was sent after, not before,
the dementi of the 5th. Whatever the truth on this point may be
it is certain that the crisis lasted until the 15th, and that it was ended
on that day by a military demonstration in the form of a state visit
by the Resident-General, with an escort of French troops, to the
Bey’s palace.^ After this visit no more was heard of the eighteen
demands for the time being, and there was a change of ministry

—

though here again there is a discrepancy between the French and
Tunisian accounts of what happened. According to the French
account * the Bey dismissed certain Nationalist members of his
entourage who were undesirable in the eyes of the French authorities,
while, according to Ath-Tha*alibi Efendi, the French demonstration

^ L'Afrique Frangaiae, February 1922.
• See OAenie Moderno, loc, cit.
* Compare Lord Allenby’s similar visit to Zaghlul Pasha on the 22nd

November, 1924. * L*Afrique Frangaise, May 1922.
N
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failed to deter the Bey from dismissing ministers who, in his opinion,
had not supported him during the crisis loyally. In any case no
incident occurred during the sojourn in Tunisia of M, Millerand,
who arrived on the 27th April and whose arrival the Dusturla
had hoped to forestall by a sensational demonstration of the Bey’s
sympathy with their cause. Although, however, their strategy
failed on this occasion, it moved the French Government to introduce
reforms which, while not radical, were comprehensive. On the
29th June, 1922, the new French policy was foreshadowed in a semi-
official announcement ;

^ and on the 4th and 5th July there was
a debate in the French Chamber which ended in a vote to maintain
in all circumstances the authority and rights of France in Tunisia, to
encourage French colonization on the small and the medium scale (as
opposed to the creation of latifundia owned by absentees), and to
carry out broad measures of political reform.
The promised reforms were embodied in six Beylical decrees and

one arrUe by the French Resident-General.^ Three decrees of the
13th July, 1922, respectively instituted Conseils de Cdidat and Conseils
de Region in Tunisian territory under civil control and laid down
the constitution, attributes, and procedure of a Grand Conseil de la
Tunisie ; theResident-General’sarre/edealt withthecompositionof the
French section of the Grand Conseil ; and three more Beylical decrees
of the 14th July somewhat relaxed French administrative control.
As regards the legislative reforms the Grand Conseil marked in

several ways an advance upon the previous Conseil Consultatif,^
but even in the new body the Section Frangaise and the Section
Indigene were normally to deliberate apart ; they were forbidden
to discuss resolutions of a constitutional and political order ; and
even in the field of finance their proceedings were kept under the
close control of the French Government. In a subsequent Beylical
decree provision was made against possible deadlocks between the
two sections by creating a Commission Arbitrate du Grand Conseil
out of the existing Conseil Superieur de la Tunisie}

^ I/Afrique Frangaise, July 1922.
^ Texts in Eenseignements Coloniaux, No. 9 of 1922 (Supplement to

L*Afrique Frangaise, September 1922).
® The Conseil Consultatif h&d been created on the 22nd February, 1896,

as an organ of the French community in Tunisia (the members being
nominated as representatives of various economic interests and not directly
elected by the French colonists), and had been enlarged on the 2nd February,
1907, by the addition of a Section Indigene. See G. Rectenwald : * Lea
assemblees 61ues du prote^ctorat fran9ais en Tunisie ’ in Benseignements
Coloniaux, No. 6 of 1923 (Supplement to UAfrique Frangaise, June 1923).

^ See Kectenwald, loc. cit
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The first elections to the Conseils de Caidat, the Conseils de Region^
and the Grand Conseil de la Tunisie were held in November and
December 1922, and the first session of the latter body, which
opened on the 11th December, 1922, passed off without incident,
except for the c^xpression, by some of the French elected members,
of a feeling that the interests were still over-represented on the
Council and that the elective element was inadequate.^
The deeper dissatisfaction of the Dusturl Party with these measures

of reform seems to have found expression, not in the deliberations
of the Section Indigene of the Grand Conseil, whose powers were
strictly circumscribed, but in a rapprochement with the Communist
element in the foreign population of the country. Tunisia was the
principal point of contact of Al-Maghrib not only with the rest of
the Islamic World but with Western Europe, and the European
colonists, like the native inhabitants, were more susceptible here
to outside influences than they were in Algeria. While the spread
of Fascism among the Italian majority of these European colonists
in Tunisia made them more diflScult for the protecting Power to
handle than ever,^ greater disquietude was aroused by the spread
of Communism among the French minority. The relations between
the native Tunisian Nationalists and the local French Communists
were discussed in the French Chamber as early as the debates of the
4th and 5th July, 1922.
The Dusturl Party also opposed very strongly a French law of

the 20th December, 1923, which offered French nationality to Muslim
and Jewish Tunisians possessing certain qualifications. Their reasons
were that acceptance of a Western nationality implied renunciation
of certain vital Islamic principles and was tantamount to apostasy
(a view which was undoubtedly in conformity with Islamic tradition);
that though the law was theoretically permissive, the inferiority
in status of Tunisian vis-a-vis French citizens would in practice
make acceptance of the option compulsory ; and finally that the
law infringed the sovereignty of the Bey and therefore violated the
treaty of the 12th May, 1881, on which the French Protectorate
was founded.®

After M. Herriot’s assumption of office in France on the 1st June,
1924, two out of the three opposition parties in Tunisia—the Hizbul-
Isldhl (Reformists) and the Tunisian Branch of the French Socialist

^ See JjAfrique FranQaiae, December 1922. * See Section (xi) below.
® Oriente Moderno, Anno IV, pp. 367 segq. Aooordinff to Le Temps,

27th November, 1925, only 395 Tunisian Muslims adopted French nation-
ality between 1921 and 1925.
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Party—more or less made their peace with the French Government.
In June 1924 the Dusturi Party sent a fresh delegation to Paris
which put forward the original nine points once again. M, Harriot
did not receive this delegation, but in the following October did
receive a joint delegation from the other two parties which presented
fourteen points covering the same ground as the Dusturls' nine.^
In November M. Harriot, who was dependent on the Socialist vote
in France, went some way towards meeting the demands of the
joint delegation by appointing a consultative commission to ‘ study
the measures which the French Government will find it possible
to propose to His Highness the Bey in conformity with the disposi-
tions of the treaties in force between the two countries ^ This
commission held its first meeting on the 26th February, 1925.^ It
was not well received in Tunisia, especially as it included no repre-
sentatives either of the French colony or of the native population,
and a rumour regarding ct^rtain of its conclusions caused some
excitement in March 1925. Demonstrations were organized in the
principal centres of the country on the 21st March, and a delegation
representing all native Tunisian parties had audience of the Bey.
A contributory cause of this excitement was the repressive action
which had been taken earlier in the year against local journals and
individuals suspected of Communism. The commission had con-
pleted its work and returned to France by the beginning of May
1926. It did not recommend any very far-reaching reforms, but
confined itself mainly to suggesting improvements in the conditions
of service, and reductions in the numbers, of the administrative
staff.^ In accordance with the commission’s recommendations,
thirteen decrees, dealing with the numbers, method of appointment,
salaries, &c., of tlie personnel, and standardizing conditions through-
out the country, were issued on the lOth November, 1926, and were
subsequently published in the Tunisian Journal Officiel.^

Meanwhile, in Algeria, reforms® of a still more conservative
character than those in Tunisia had been introduced, in this case on
French initiative and not under the pressure of an organized political
movement on the native side. Compulsory military service had
been extended to the native population of Algeria in 1912 ; and

^ Oriente 3Ioderno, Addo IV, p. 778.
* Le Temps and The Times, 28th November, 1924.
^ Benseignements Coloniaux, No. 5 his of 1926 (Supplement to VAfrigue

Frangaise, May 1925).
< Le Temps, 6th May, 1926. ^ Ibid., 25th November, 1926.
• See V. Piquet : Les Beformes en Algerie et le Statut des Indigines

(Paris, 1919, Larose).
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between the outbreak of the General War and the end of the year
1917 Algeria had furnished France with no less than 111,000 native
troops and 44,000 civilian labourers.^ A sense of gratitude, combined
with a realization of the increased expectations with which these
Algerian soldiers and workmen would return to their homes, had
its effect upon French public opinion. On the 22nd February, 1918,
before the end of the W^ar, the question of Algerian reforms was
debated in the French Chamber ;

^ and steps were taken to equalize
the burden of taxation as between natives and European colonists,
to give the natives a share in the municipal government of places
with a mixed population, to introduce the rudiments of local self-
government in the purely native districts, and to enable natives
of certain categories (particularly ex-service men) to obtain French
citizenship without being compelled (as hitherto) to renounce the
different ‘ l^ersonal Statute ’ under which they lived as Muslims.
Whether or not these reforms were the cause the fact is certain

that, during the j)eriod under review, Algeria was a comparatively
tranquil spot in an agitated region, and that the native inhabitants
of this French possession showed little sign of being affected either
by the pacific efforts of their Tunisian neighbours to obtain constitu-
tional government or by the military resistance which the free tribes-
men of Morocco and Libya were making to the imposition of Western
rule.

(xi) The Status of the Italian Settlers in Tunisia.

It has been mentioned above that in Tunisia the position of France
as protecting Power was complicated by the presence of 101,500
non-French nationals among the European settlers in the Protec-
torate, as against only 54,500 persons of French origin. The
complication was increased by the fact that in this non-French
element there were no less than 85,000 Italians as against 13,500
Maltese and 3,000 others.'^ The controversy between France and
Great Britain over the Maltese residents in Tunisia has been recorded
in a previous volume.^ At the time of writing the more serious
controversy between France and Italy over the Italian residents
remained unsettled.
The Italian colony in Tunisia was in an exceptional position, owing

partly to its numbers and organization, partly to its proximity to

^ Op. cii., pp. 13-14.
* iJAfrique Frangaise, January-March 1918.
® Figures of 1921, quoted in Statesman's Year Book, 1925.
* Survey for 1920-3, pp. 358-60.
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the mother country,^ and partly to the policy of the Italian Govern-
ment and the sentiment of the Italian people concerning the Mediter-
ranean in general and Tunisia in particular. Italy regarded herself
as the Mediterranean Great Power par excellence, both because she
possessed no coastline on any other sea and because she claimed
to be in some peculiar sense the heiress of the Roman Empire. She
also felt that, through having achieved her national unity so late
in the day, she had been deprived of her fair share of dominion on
the Islamic shores of the Mediterranean Basin. Hence her sensitive-
ness at being excluded from the negotiations of 1923 concerning
Tangier,- and her still greater sensitiveness in regard to the French
Protectorate over Tunisia and the Italian colony in that country.
The Italians felt that Tunisia was the natural outlet for the overflow
of Italian population, and that the flag ought to follow the emigrant.
They had never reconciled themselves to the establishment of a
French instead of an Italian protectorate over Tunisia in 1881 ^

—

an historical event which had doomed the Tunisian Italians to live
under a foreign a.scendancy, and which, by enabling France to create
a naval base at Bizerta, had caused France instead of Italj* to share
with the sovereign of Malta the naval command over the passage
between the Western and the Eastern Mediterranean.
The French, on their side, pointed out that in 1881 there had

only been 11,000 Italians in Tunisia as against 7,000 Maltese ; that
the subsequent increase in the numbers of the Italian colony had
taken place under the aegis of the French Protectorate ; but that,
w’^hile the Italian immigration had reached its maximum betwe^en 1891
and 1901, between 1906 and 1911 the Italians in Tunisia had only
increased by 700 as against a French increase of 11,500.^ They also
pointed out that Italj’^’s susceptibilities in re'gard to Tunisia had
received consideration from France in a series of international
agreements w^hich had preserved for the Italians in Tunis an excep-
tionally favourable status. After the General War of 1914-18
the French Government looked forward to assimilating the status
of Italians in Tunisia to that of other non-French European settlers
in that country, whereas Italy, with her particular grievance con-

^ Of the 49,000 Italian residents in Tunisia in 1911 who had been born
not in North-West Africa but in Italy, no less than 41,000 were Sicilians
and 4,000 Sardinians (L'Afrique Frangaise, February 1921).

^ See Section (ix) above.
^ In 1869 Italy, as well as France and Great Britain, had been represented

on the International Commission of Financial Control which was appointed
in that year owing to the bankruptcy of the Tunisian Government.

^ Figures in L'Afrique Frangaise, loc, cit.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s
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cerning Tunisia still unappeased and her self-assertion stimulated
by the ware of national self-consciousness which expressed itself
in Fascism, was less inclined than ever to surrender any treaty
rights by which her nationals in Tunisia were benefiting.
The Treaty of Bardo, by which the French Protectorate over

Tunisia had been established on the 12th May, 1881, had safeguarded
existing treaties between the Bey and other Governments, and the
Italo-Tunisian Treaty of the 8th September, 1868, did not expire
till 1896, Down to the latter date Italy surrendered nothing except
her consular jurisdiction over her nationals in Tunisia—which she
renounced in the Franco- Italian agreement of the 25th January,
1884, without ])rejudice to her other privileges under capitulations
and treaties. On the 28th September, 1896, there were signed in
Paris three Franco-Italian agreements : a commercial and naviga-
tion convention ; a consular and settlement convention [Cojivenzione
conmlare e di stahilimenio) ; and an extradition convention. The
second of these instruments stipulated (Art-. 13) that ' persons who
shall have retained Italian or Tunisiiin nationality according to the
laws of their country shall be regarded as Italian subjects in Tunisia
and as Tunisian subjects in Italy ', and an annexed j>rotocoI provided
for the maintenance of the stains quo in regard to Italian scliools
and other institutions in Tunisia.

This Franco-Italian convention, by exempting Italian residents
in Tunisia from the operation of French or Tunisian nationalit}^
laws, enabled them to continue to take advantage of the custom,
originally prevailing in Tunisia under the regime of the Ottoman
Capitulations, that foreign residents and their descendants born
and residing in the country should retain their foreign nationality
from generation to generation indefinitely. Considering that, in
1911, nearly half the Italians then resident in Tunisia had been born
in th(^ country ^ the value of this customary privilege in the particular
instance is evident.
The three conventions of the 28th September, 1896, were to remain

in force until the 1st October, 1905, unless denounced before that
date, or otherwise until one year after their subsequent denunciation
by either party. From 1905 until the close of the General W^ar of
1914-18 the state of the Moroccan question in particular and the
international situation in general deterred the French Government
from opening the door to a controversy with Italy ; and when, on
the 9th September, 1918, France did denounce the first and second

^ L'Afrique FranQaise^ loc. cit.
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184 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

conventions (though not the third), she proposed, and Italy agreed,
that, when the year’s grace had elapsed, the conventions should
continue to be renewed by tacit consent for periods of three months,
pending fresh negotiations. This remained the position down to
the time of writing ; and, in consequence, the French and Tunisian
decrees of the 8th November, 1921, regulating nationality in Tunis,
which provoked the Anglo-French controversy above mentioned,
did not affect the Italian settlers in the country.

Meanwhile, the acquisition of Libya by Italy in 191 1~12 had been
followed, on the 29th May, 1914, by the signature at Rome of
a Franco-Italian agreement regarding the status of Tunisians in
Libya and Italian colonial subjects in Tunisia.^ In this instrument
it was provided (Art. 2) that Italian colonial subjects in Tunisia
and Tunisians in Libya should enjoy the same rights as co-religionists
of theirs who were foreign subjects of the most favoured nation,
except in judicial matters—^in regard to which it was provided
(Art. 3) that, for a period of five years, Italian colonial subjects in
Tunisia were to be amenable to the same tribunals as their native
co-religionists.
Other Italian interests in Tunisia—for example, equality of taxa-

tion for contracts for the sale of real estate, equality of status for
Italian and French private schools, and equality of compensation to
workmen for injury during employment—were secured in a Franco-
Italian Agreement of the 12th September, 1919.

(xii) The Delimitation of the Frontier between Italian Libya and Egypt.^

The border between the North African province of Benghazi or
Cyrenaica and Egypt lay in an almost waterless region sparsely
occupied by nomadic tribes. The two countries were thus effectively
separated by a natural frontier ;

^ and so long as both of them were
under the juridical sovereignty of the Ottoman Empire no diplomatic
difficulties were created by the fact that the boundary had never
been delimited. When, however, in the autumn of 1911 the Italians
invaded the Ottoman provinces of Tripoli and Benghazi and declared
a blockade of the coast as far ea^st as the 27th degree of longitude

^ Text in Journal OffLciel Tunisien, 20th June, 1914. Katifications were
exchanged on the 16th June, 1914.

* See A. Giannini ; * L’Accordo Italo-Egiziano per le frontiere della
Cirenaica ’ [with map] in Oriente Moderno, Anno VI, pp. 1-6 ; Fr. Meriano

:

La Questione di Giarabub (Bologna, 1925).
* This natural frontier was in fact the dividing line between those two

sections of the modern Islamic World which, in this Survey, are described
as ‘ North-West Africa ’ and the ‘ Middle East ’ respectively.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s
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east of Greenwich, the British Foreign Office was cotistrained to
protest on behalf of Egypt, which was under British occupation,
that the Egyptian frontier lay west of the port of Sallum. Salliim
itself was then occupied by an Egyptian detachment, while the
heights commanding it on the west were occupied by the Italians.
The British Government afterwards notified Italy that the Egyptian
frontier also ran west of the oasis of Jaghbub, which lay about
100 miles S.S.E. of Sallum in the Libyan desert, and which at that
time was under the de facto rule of the Sanusiyah Order.

In Article 13 of the treaty which was signed in London on the
26th April, 1915, by the representatives of Italy on the one side
and of France, Great Britain, and Russia on the other, and in virtue
of which Italy intervened in the War against the Central Powers,
it was provided as follows :

In the event of France and Great Britain increasing their colonial
territories in Africa at the expense of Germany, those two Powers agree
in principle that Italy may claim some equitable compensation, particu-
larly as regards the settlement in her favour of the questions relative
to the frontiers of the Italian colonies of Eritrea, Somaliland, and Libya
and the neighbouring colonies belonging to France and Great Britain.

As a result of the War all the former German colonies in Africa fell
into the hands of the British Empire,. France, and Belgium ; and,
although it was decided that the new holders should not annex these
territories but should administer them as mandatories of the League
of Nations, it was recognized that Italy was entitled in the circum-
stances to put forward claims under the Article quoted above.
The Franco-Italian negotiations regarding the south-western

hinterland of Tripoli and the Anglo-Italian negotiations regarding
Jubaland have been dealt with elsewhere.^ It remains to deal with
the parallel negotiations regarding the frontier between Libya and
Egypt, which Ittily was able to include in her claim owing to the
fact that Great Britain had declared a protectorate over Egypt
on the 18th December, 1914—an act which evidently constituted
Egypt a British colony Avithin the meaning of Article 13 of the
treaty of April 1915, until Great Britain recognized the independence
of Egypt on the 28th February, 1922.
The oasis of Jaghbub contained the tomb of Muhammad b.‘Ali

As-Sanusi, the founder of the Order w^hich perpetuated his name ;

and when the Sanusiyah Fraternity entered the lists against Italy,
and showed itself a formidable enemy on its own ground, as it did

^ Survey for 1920-3^ pp. 360-1 ; Survey for 1924

^

pp. 463-71.
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186 NORTH-WEST AFRICA Part II

after the outbreak of the General War of 1914-18, it became a matter
of some political importance for Italy to bring within the recognized
frontiers of her North-African dominions a place which, though
insignificant in itself, was one of the religious centres of the SanusI
Power. The aggressiveness of the Sanusiyah gave Great Britain
a certain common interest with Italy in this quarter ; and in an
Anglo-Italian agreement of the 31st July, 1916,^ Great Britain
admitted in principle that the Libyan-Egyptian frontier was an open
question in a clause declaring that ‘ the dispositions of this agree-
ment do not prejudice the questions still to be settled in fixing the
frontiers between Egypt and Cyrenaica—questions with regard to
which the position of the contracting parties remains as before

In the International Committee on Article 13 of the London
Treaty of the 26th April, 1915, w^hich was set up (luring the Peace
Conference of Paris in May 1919, the British representative. Lord
Milner, was unwilling to abandon the Egyptian title to Sallilm, but
offered to recognize Italian sovereignty over Jaghbiib.^ In April 1921
a draft agreement embodying this offer of Jaghbub to Italy, in
return for a slight rectification of frontier in Egypt’s favour in the
neighbourhood of Sallum, was presented by the British Foreign
Office to Signor Scialoja ; but the Italian negotiator had not sub-
mitted his counter-proposals before Great Britain recognized the
independence of Egypt on the 28th February, 1922 ;

^ and the
British Government then informed the Italian and Egyptian Govern-
ments that the frontier question had become a matter for direct
negotiation between them.^ The Egyptian Government had care-
fully held aloof from the previous Anglo-Italian negotiations. In
June 1921, when the British Government had communicated to it

the draft of April 1921 for its opinion, it had kept its owm counsel ;
®

and it thus entered upon the negotiations with Italy with its hands
free. The substitution of Egypt for Great Britain as the other party
to the issue inevitably po.stponed the settlement of the Italian claim.
An Italo-Egyptian agreement® regarding the minor question of

the juridical status of Libyan residents in Egypt was signed at
Cairo on the 14th April, 1923, ratifications being exchanged on the

^ Text in Foreign Office Peace Handbook, No. 127, Italian Libya.
* The Times, 5th January, 1924.
* The Italian counter-proposals seem actually to have been submitted

to Great Britain in April 1922, a year after the British proposals had been
presented (see The Manchester Guardian, 16th April, 1925).

* The Times, 6th January, 1924.
* The Manchester Guardian and The Times, 16th April, 1925.
* Frida in the Carriere della Sera, 9th January, 1924
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Sect, xii FRONTIER BETWEEN LIBYA AND EGYPT 187

30th December ; but the frontier question remained in suspense,
and meanwhile a controversy between the two Governments arose
over the disposal of certain Tripolitan Nationalist leaders who had
crossed the Egyptian frontier as refugees in November 1923. The
Italian Government demanded that, as Italian subjects, these
refugees on Egyptian soil should be handed over to the nearest
Italian consul in virtue of the Capitulations. On the 14th February,
1924, the Egyptian Government refused, on the ground that these
were political refugees and not criminals subject to extradition,
as the Italian Government contended. Eventually the Italians
abandoned their demand for extradition on condition that the
refugees should be required to leave Egyptian territory immediately.^

In the autumn of 1924 Italy consented to a further postponement
of delimitation, on the understanding that a modus vivendi should
be arranged for the supervision of the frontier ; but the prolonged
delay excited anti-Egyptian outbursts in the Italian press, to which
the Egyptian press responded by allegations that Italy was on the
point of seizing Jaghbub by a coup de ynain. Early in the year 1925
the Italian (^lovernnient intimated to the Egyptian Government
its dt^sire for a definitive settlement of the frontier on the basis of
Lord Milner’s offer to Signor Seialoja, and once more the Egyptian
Government asked for delay in consideration of the internal political
situation in Egypt. On the 13th April, 1925, the Italian Government
reopened the question ; and this time the Egyptian Government,
after sending a commission of inquiry to the frontier zone, agreed,
on the 18th May, 1925, that a Mixed Italo-Egyptian Delimitation
Commission should be appointed.^ On the 6th December, 1925, an
agreement was at last signed at Cairo.*^
Under this instrument ^ Egypt recognized the sovereignty of

Italy over Jaghbub, while Italy ceded to Egypt the Ramlah wells
north-west of Sallum. The new frontier .started from a point on the
coast ten kilometres west of the northern extremity of Sallum Bary,
and ran thence in a southerly direction, approximately coinciding
with the line of longitude 25° east of Greenwich. As in the Anglo-
Italian agreement regarding Jubaland ^ and the frontier agreements
between Ibn Sa‘ud and the Governments of ‘Iraq and Transjordan,®
the seasonal migration of nomadic tribes across the frontier in

The Times, 16th and 25th February, 1924.
The Times, 2l6t February, 16th April and 20th May, 1925.
Ibid., 7th December,. 1925.
French text in Oriente Moderno, Anno VI, 1, pp. 10-13.
Survey for 1924, pp. 463-71. * See pp. 343-5 below.
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search of pasture was taken into consideration (this question and

the question of the national allegiance of the local populations being

left over for settlement by a Mixed Commission). The tax-free

passage of caravans between Sallum and Jaghbub and freedom

of access to the tomb at Jaghbub for Muslim pilgrims were also

guaranteed. Differences over the interpretation of the agreement

were to be settled bv arbitration.
%

While this agreement was received with satisfaction in Italy and

Egypt, as putting an end to the friction between the two countries,

it was less satisfactory to the inhabitants of Jaghbub itself. So

long as the frontier controversy between Rome and Cairo had

remained unsettled the remote and diminutive oasis had been exempt

from the rule of either party, and its handful of inhabitants were

possibly unaware that their destiny was the subject of protracted

negotiations between distant Powers, In February 1926, in virtue

of the agreement of the 6th December, 1925, Jaghbub was occupied

by an Italian column.
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PART III

THE MIDDLE EAST
(i) Egypt and Great Britain (1922-6).

In the History of the Peace Conference of Paris * the relations
between Egypt and Great Britain have been dealt with from the
declaration of a British Protectorate over Egypt on the 18th Decem-
l)er, 1914, down to the unilateral renunciation of the Protectorate
and declaration (with certain crucial reservations) that Egypt was
an independent sovereign state, which was made by the British
Government on the 28th February, 1922,* and was approved by
Parliament on the 14th March. Since this act opened a new
chapter it may be convenient, before continuing the narrative, to
recall the main elements in the situation at that moment.

In the internal condition of Egypt during 1919 and 1920 a note-
worthy feature had been the coexistence of exceptional economic
and financial prosperity with exceptional political tension and dis-
turbance, and this prosperity suffered only a temporary set-back
from the world-wide economic depression of 1921.® This was remark-
able, considering that the main source of Egypt’s increase in pros-
perity during and after the General War had been the increase in
the amount and value of the exports of cotton, and that cotton
prices fell from $187 to $18 a cantar between February 1920 and
February 1921, while the emergency financial measures necessitated
by this crisis reduced the Egyptian Government’s general reserve
fund from over £E17,000,000 on the 31st March, 1920, to only
£E 1,500,000 a year later. Nevertheless, both the quantity and the
value of cotton exports began to rise again in 1922, and this recovery
of the cotton market not only re-established the balance of trade
in Egypt’s favour in the same year but in the following year re-
expanded the total volume of Egyptian trade to the highest level

* Vol. Vi, pp. 193-206.
* The formal procedure was that the British High Commissioner in E^pt,

Lord Allenby, addressed to Sultan Fu'ad a communication enclosing a demara-
tion which the British Government were prepared to recommend for the
approval of Parliament. Both documents were drafted in London (texts in
British White Paper, Cmd. 1592 of 1922. pp. 28-30).

* The following facts and figures are taken from the annual Reports on the
Economic and Financial Situation of Egypt, published by the British Depart-
ment of Overseas Trade.
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previously attained This economic revival was reflected in public
finance. In the financial year 1921-2 an expected deficit of nearly
£E2,000,000 was converted into a surplus of over £E4,000,000 on
a budget of £E36J01,000 ; in 1922-3 an estimated surplus of
£E2,000,000 grew to an actual figure of £E7,51 6,573 on a budget of
£E33,630,000 ; in 1923-4 an estimated surplus of £E550,000 grew
to nearly £E5,000,000 on a budget of £E34,905,000 ; and in 1924-5
the surplus realized was nearly £E6,000,000, while by the close of
that year (31st March, 1925) the general reserve fund had risen to
approximately £E24,000,000. These facts and figures are important
because they show that in Egypt political troubles during the period
under review cannot be traced to economic or financial stress, which
in a large measure accounted for the contemporary political troubles
in many European countries and in India. Another important
aspect of this prosperity was the range of action which it gave to
the Egyptian Government when, in consequence of the British
declaration of the 28th February, 1922, it obtained a free hand in
the internal administration of the country. In the field of education,
for example, Egypt, almost alone among Islamic countries at this
time, was financially in a position to adopt the methods and standards
of the most progressive Western communities. The steps which
were taken in that direction during the period under review fall
outside the scope of this Survey ;

^ but it may be noted that, in this
and kindred spheres, Egypt seemed likely to hold that primacy in
the Islamic World which in the political field was held by Turkey.^

^ Sec Oriente Moderno, IV, 7, p. 466, for the number of Egyptian students
in different European countries in May 1924 (totals of 280 students financed
by the Egyptian Government and 1^^204 studying at their own expense) ;

and op, city loc. cit., and V, 8, pp. 434-6, for plans for the organization of
a new Egyptian University on the Western model.

2 It must be recorded that, even at the close of the period under review,
the developn>ent of education in Egypt was still in its infancy. Only 5 per
cent, was allotted to education in the budget estimates of 1924-5, and 5*8 per
cent, in 1925-6 ; while, in the census taken on the 7th March, 1919, the pro-
portion of illiteracy among the native Egyptian population was alleged to
be 94 per cent. This was almost certainly a considerable over-estimate (see
Report on the Economic and Financial Situation of EgypU June 1925), yet even
so the proportion was evidently so great as to render the satisfactory working
of parliamentary institutions difficult. Considering how gradual, in the recent
experience of the most progressive Western countries, had been the develop-
ment of national education (the limiting factor being the training of teachers
and not the possession of funds), it is not unfair to attribute the responsibility
for this educational backwardness of Egypt to the British Government, which
was the occupying or protecting Power in Egypt from the end of 1882 to the
beginning of 1922, rather than to the Egyptian Governments which held
office, under the new regime, in the years 1922-5. On the other hand, from
1919 onwards the Egyptian Nationalists did a serious disservice to the cause
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As regards the political troubles in Egypt during the years 1919-21

the grievances which engendered them are fully and frankly set out
in the report of the Milner Mission/ while the course of the troubles
themselves has been described in the History of the Peace Conference,
Briefly, Great Britain had easily maintained effective military control
over Egypt—except for a few days in March 1919, when the pro-
vinces as well as Cairo were out of hand—but had not eradicated
the disorder, which continued to manifest itself in riots and assassina-
tions. More serious had been the British Government’s failure, in
its negotiations with successive Egyptian ministries, to reach an
agreed settlement of the relations between the two countries. Even
the most moderate and conciliatory Egyptian ministries had been
unwilling ^ to enter into a treaty embodying the British Govern-
ment’s desiderata, and the British authorities on the spot had
discovered by experience the moral and material difficulty of dis-
pensing with an Egyptian ministry’s co-operation. Unlike the Indian
or the Sudanese Governments the Egyptian Government had not
been created by Englishmen, but by Mehmed ‘All, who had begun
to substitute the Napoleonic P’rench for the Ottoman Islamic system
of absolute government more than half a century before the British
occupation began. The infusion of British officials, though their
numbers had been rapidly increased since Lord Cromer’s retirement,®
and especially since the death of »Sir Eldon Gorst, did not enable the
British authorities to caiTy on the government of Egypt without
regard to the Egyptians ; and thus any Egyptian ministry, in spite
of its military impotence, possessed a certain bargaining power in
its dealings with the British High Commissioner at Cairo. At the
same time Egyptian ministries of every complexion were subject,
in the exercise of this power, to irresistible pressure from the political
machine of the Wafd, which had been built up since the termination
of the General War by Sa‘d Pasha Zaghlul. The Wafd (‘ Delegation ’)

had been constituted in order to lay the case of Egypt before the
Peace Conference of Paris ; the wave of actively anti-British feeling

of Egyptian education by deliberately drawing the schools and colleges into
politics, and encouraging schoolboys and students to neglect their proper
occupations in order to employ their energies in political agitation. For an
Egyptian view of educational developments see Appendix VI, pp. 583-4
bSow.

^ Report of the Special Commission to Egypt {Cmd. 1131 of 1920).
® This unwillingness was partly due to conviction and partly to intimidation

by the militant Nationalists. The relative influence of these two factors
naturally varied with the individual concerned and with the situation of the
-noment.

3 Cmd, 1131 of 1920, pp. 8-9.
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which had swept over the Egyptian people in 1919 ^ had given the
creators of the Wafd an opportunity to establish a permanent
organization, amply endowed with funds, throughout the country ;

and this organization, when once established, enabled those in com-
mand of it to mobilize Egyptian public opinion, to bring this opinion
to bear on the Egyptian ministry of the day, and, by controlling
the policy of the Egj^ptian Government, to embarrass the British
authorities in Egypt and baffle the British Government’s efforts to
secure an agreed settlement on its own terms. The dominant per-
sonality in the Wafd, almost from the beginning, was Sa‘d Pasha
Zaghlul—a statesman whose work as Minister of Education had been
commended by Lord Cromer, and a nationalist whose intransigent
bearing in the crisis of 1919 made him a popular figure.^ The
deportation of Zaghlul Pasha to Malta by the British authorities
on the 8th March, 1919, had precipitated the Egyptian rising of
the 10th March ; his release (at Lord Allenby’s instance) had been
one of the necessary preliminaries to the subsidence of the storm ;

his conversations with Lord Milner in London during the summer of
1920, the re^sults of which were embodied by Lord Milner in a memo-
randum of the 18th August,^ had perhaps brought England and
Egypt nearer to an agreed settlement than they found themselves
at any other moment during the period under review ;

^ and his
command of the Wafd organization, together with the hold which
he possesvsed over the emotions of the Egyptian people, as the hero
of their national cause, made him—at least until after the murder of
Sir Lee Stack on the 19th November, 1924—the principal political
force on the Egyptian side in the conflict of wills between Egypt
and Great Britain. The pressure of Zaghlul Pasha ® and the Wafd
upon the Egyptian Government had created the impasse in Egypt

—

^ Before the War anti-British feeling in Egypt had been practically
confined to the intelligentsia. During the War it spread among the fallahin
for reasons which are frankly and fully set forth in the Report of the Milner
Mission, but this new temper among the fallahin did not declare itself actively
until after the Armistice,

* On the career of Sa‘d Pasha Zaghlul and the history of the Wafd from
1919 to 1924 see four articles by Mr. Arthur Ransome in The Manchester
Guardian, 30th and 3l8t March and 1st and 6th April, 1925.

« Printed in Omd. 1131 of 1920.
* The responsibility for the breakdown of the Milner-Zaghlul negotiations

was shared by the British Government with Zaghlul Pasha nimself. Zaghlfil
Pasha seems to have been personally in favour of a settlement, and he could
almost certainly have carried the Egyptian people with him ; but, finally,
he threw his weight into the scale against agreement.

^ Zaghlul Pasha had returned to Egypt from his mission in Western Europe
on the 5th April, 1921.
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described in an official note by the four principal British advisers to
the Egyptian Government ^—which led the British High (Jommis-
sioner, Lord Allenby, to exert corresponding pressure in London,
with the result that the British Government had reluctantly deferred
the hope of negotiating a treaty, and had issued the unilat(^ral declara-
tion of the 28th February, 1922. While pressing this policy upon his
principals Lord Allen})y had implicitly acknowledged Zaghlul Pasha^s
power—and at the same time stigmatized his intransigence—in
another way, and had thereby still further increased Zaghlul Pasha's
prestige and popularity among the Egyptian ]>eople, when, after the
outbreak of fresh disturbances, he arrested him and five of his col-
leagues on the Wafd on the 23rd December, 1921, unde]' British
martial law,“ and conveyed them to Suez, whence they were dej^orted
in the following March to the Seychelles.^ The remaining seven
members of the committee retorted by electing a series of substitute
committce\s whicli were to step into their place successively as often
as the acting members might be arrested and dej)orted ther(*after.'‘
Tlius, the Wafd remained in action ; but at the same time, tliough
it was the dominant political force in Egypt, it was not the only
party in the field.

^

Among the inhabitants of Egypt themselves there was a national
division between the vast majority of native Egyptians (both
Muslims and Copts), of whom Zaghhll Pasha himself was one, and
the small but w^ealthy and influential governing class of ‘Osmanlis
(including the reigning house of Melimed ‘Ali), whose ancestors had
settled in Egypt from Rumelia and Anatolia at various dates since
the original Ottoman conquest of a. n. 1517. While these ‘Osmanlis
were becoming assimilated to the native Egyptians of the upper
class many of them still spoke Turkish in their homes and privately
regarded the native Egyptians as a subject-race. They took part
in politics as individuals and not as a group, but on the whole their
sympathies probably lay with the Liberal-Constitutional Party

^ Printed in Cmd, 1692 of 1922.
^ Egypt had been continuously under British martial law since the 2nd

November, 1914.
“ Oriente Moderno, 11, pp. 497 and 628 ; see also G. Kampffmeyer :

‘ Dio
Aoffyptische Verfassung vom 19. April 1923 ; Arabischor und franzosischer
Text rnit einer Einloitung in die Verfassungsgt^chichte Aegypiens ’ in
Mitteilungen des Seminars fur Orientaliache Spracken, Jahrgahg xxvi und
xxvii, Zwoite Abteilung: Westasiatische Studien (Berlin, 1924, dc Grayter).

* Oriente Moderno, ll, p. 185.
® For a survey of parties and classes in Egypt see M. M. Moreno : ‘ I^a

situazione interna deir Egitto dalP uccisione del Sirdar ad oggi ’ in Oriente
Moderno, V, 5, pp. 225"-34.
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(Hizbu'l-AhrdrVd'Dnsturlyln) which was founded by an ex-Prinie
Minister, Adli Pasha Yakan, in opposition to the Wafd, on the
29th October, 1922.^ The Wafd itself was supported, at least
passiveh% b}^ the mass of the native Egyptian Muslims, and there
were not only Muslims but Copts among its active leaders. There
was also, however, an older Nationalist Party (Hizbul-Watanl)
which had been founded by Mustafa Kamil on the 22nd October,
1907. At the time of the British declaration of the 28th February,
1922, which gave the Egyptians a free hand in the domain of internal
self-government, the Nationalists were the only formally organized
party, since the Liberal-Constitutional Party, as has been mentioned,
was not founded until October 1922, while the Wafdy which had
originated as a delegation, supported by an organization at home,
for presenting the Egyptian case abroad, was not reorganized as a
parliamentary party until the 26th April, 1924.- Meanwhile, both
theWafd and the Nationalist Party sent private delegations to present
the Egyptian case at the Peace Conference of Lausanne (where the
Egyptian Government did not desire to be represented, although
the status of Egj^pt was on the agenda) ; and, on the 14th
November, 1922, these two delegations drew up a common pro-
gramme of action.^ Indeed, during the whole period under review
the declared aims of the several parties were virtually identical, and
were almost entirely concerned with the relations of Egypt to Great
Britain, to the exclusion of internal questions."* The bitter party
feuds which nevertheless prevailed were due partly to disagreement
regarding the methods by which the common aims should be pursued,
but perhaps still more to personal rivalries.^
These parties obtained free play in the internal government of

Egypt in consequence of the unilateral British declaration of the
28th February, 1922, which ran as follows :

Whereas His Majesty’s Government, in accordance with their declared
intentions, desire forthwith to recognize Egypt as an independent
sovereign State ; and
‘ See Oriente Moderno, II, p, 388, for their proceedings and programme on

this occasion.
* Op. city IVy 7, p. 467. * Text in op, eit, II, pp. 432-3.
* Tne main exception was that the Wa/d and the Liberal-Constitutional

Party supported the reigning Sultan Fu’&d, whereas the Nationalists were
adherents of the ex-Khedive Abbas Hilmi, who, having remained in Con-
stantinople and taken sides with Turkey when Turkey became involved in
the War, had been deposed on the 19th December, 1914.

® On Egyptian political parties in general, and their psychology and atmo-
sphere, see Mr. Arthur Ransome in The Manchester Ouardian, 9th and 16th
February, 1925.
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Whereas the relations between His Majesty’s Government and Egypt

are of vital interest to the British Empire :

The following principles are hereby declared :

1. The British Protectorate over Egypt is terminated, and Egypt is
declared to be an independent sovereign State.

2. 8o soon as the Government of His Highness shall pass an Act of
Indemnity with application to all inhabitants of Egypt, martial law as
proclaimed on the 2nd November, 1914, shall be withdrawn.

3. The following matters are absolutely reserved to the discretion of
His Majesty’s Government imtil such time as it may be possible by free
discussion and friendly accommodation on both sides to conclude agree-
ments in regard thereto between His Majesty’s Government and the
Government of Egypt

:

() The security of the communications of the British Empire in
Egypt

;

() The defence of Egypt against all foreign aggression or inter-
ference, direct or indirect

;

(c) The protection of foreign interests in Egypt and the protection
of minorities ;

(d) The Sudan.
Pending the conclusion of such agreements the status quo in all these

matters shall remain intact.

In the covering cornni unication from Lord Allenby to Sultan
Fu’ad ‘ the creation of a Parliament with a right to control the
policy and administration of a constitutionally responsible Govern-
ment ’ was pronounced to be a matter for His Highness and the
Egyptian people to determine ; and it ^vas also declared that there
was ‘ no obstacle to the re-establishment forthwith of an Egyptian
Ministry for Foreign Affairs which will prej)are the w^ay for the
creation of the diplomatic and consular representation of Egypt
The effect of the British Government’s action was substantially

to place the internal government of Egypt, but not of the Sudan,
in Egyptian hands (subject to reservation (c)). On the other hand,
in the field of foreign relations, the re-establishment of an Egyptian
Ministry for Foreign Affairs was little more than a form, and the
designation of Egypt as an independent sovereign state a diplomatic
fiction, in the light of reservations (a) and (6) and of the notification
respecting the status of Egypt w’^hich British dii)lomatic representa-
tives abroad were instructed^ on the 15th March, 1922, to communi-
cate to the Governments to which they were accredited. In this
notification the British Government laid down that ‘ the termination
of the British Protectorate over Egypt involves no change in the

^ These two documents should be read in the light of the speech delivered
by the thou British Prime Minister, Mr. Lloyd George, in the House of Com-
mons on the 28th February, 1922.

* Text in Cmd. 1617 of 1022.
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etatvs quo as regards the position of other Powers in Egypt itself ’

;

pointed out that the ‘ special relations ’ between Great Britain and
Egypt, ‘long recognized by other Governments \ were defined in the
British declaration recognizing Egypt as an independent sovereign
state ; and issued a warning that they would not admit these rela-
tions ‘ to be questioned or discussed by any other Power ’ and would
‘ regard as an unfriendl}" act any interference by another Power in
the aHairs of Egypt \
Although during the period under review the British Government

never transgressed the terms of its own declaration of the 28th
February, 1922, there was a latent contradiction in those terms
theinstdves, since the ‘ sovereign independence ’ proclaimed in the
first clause, if intended in the ordinarih'^ accepted sense of the phrase,
was potentially cancelled by the reservations which followed. What
Great l^ritain did concede forthwith to Egypt was a measure of
internal self-government (though even this fell short of the measure
at that time enjo^xn! by the self-governing Dominions of the British
Commonwealth).^ The extent to wdiich the gulf between this limited
autonomy and true sovereign independence was eventually to be
bridged depended upon the conclusion of agreements which ex
Iiypothesi were not by any means assured. It is only fair, however,
to note on the other hand that an agreed settlement of the four
outstanding issues, while not assumed, was by no means inherently
impossible. On the British side the declaration of February 1922
was undoubtedly intended as a preliminary step in a constructive
policy ; and this intention might have been realized but for such
untoward circumstances as the attitude of Zaghliil Pasha after his
return to Egypt in September 1923, and the breach between King
Fu’ad and Tharwat Pasha over the drafting of the Constitution,
which resulted in Tharwat’s fall, and which led the King to exert
his political influence on the side of the Wafd in the first elections
under the new regime.
Meanwhile, the ‘ sovereign independence ’ of Egypt, like that of

^ The British Government’s reservation of its protectorate over Swaziland
and Bfisutoland, when it gave Dominion sclf-goA’^ernment to the Union of
South Africa, is not comparable to reservation (c) in the declaration of the
28th February, 1922, wliich applied, not to this or that enclave, but to the
entire territory of Egypt. The chief diflerence, however, between Dominion
self-govemmcmt and that conceded to Egypt on the 28th February, 1922,
was that in the Dominions British garrisons were maintained, if at all, by
agreement between the United Kingdom and the Dominion concerned,
whereas in Egypt the British Government continued, under reservation (a),
to maintain a garrison of its own troops at its own discretion.
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the neighbouring Arab states under ‘ A ’ mandates, was not a present
fact but a formula which expressed the future intentions, in certain
contingencies, of another party. This diplomatic draft upon the
future seems, as things turned out, to have had an irritating rather
than an assuaging effect upon Egyptian public opinion. At any
rate it did not demonstrably contribute towards the improvement in
the relations between the two countries which was y^erceptible during
the next two and a half years—an improvement which was evidently
due to the measure of internal autonomy which the British declara-
tion did confer upon Egy})t—nor did it eventually facilitate agree-
luent on the four vital questions which had been left outstanding.
On the other hand, it laid Great Britain open to undeserved criticism
at the crisis created by the assassination of Sir Lee Stack on the
19th November, 1924, when the British (hjvernnient took action
against Egypt which, under the Covenant of the Lt^ague of Nations,
could not legitimately be taken by a Member State against another
State—Member or non-Member—which was sovereign and inde-
pendent in the usual nu^aning of those words.

Moreover, the sovereignty and independence of Egypt, as recog-
nized by the British Government on the 28th Fi^bruary, 1922, was
imperfect, not only in fact, but in international law, since at that
date the sovereignty over Egjq^t still belonged juridically to Turkey.
The Tmkish sovereignty, originally established by right of conquest
in A. I). 1 51 7, had been defined in an annex to the London Agn^ement
of the 15th July, 1840, between Turkey and four European Powers,
and in subsequent firinans from the Ottoman Sultan—particularly
those of the 13th February and the 1st Juno, 1841—and the juridical
position had not been altered either by the Britisli military occupa-
tion of Egypt in and after 1882, or by the outbreak of war between
Great Britain and Turkey in 1914. Juridically, Turkish sovereignty
over Egypt could only be terminated in a treaty signed and ratified
by the Turkish Government. In the abortive Treaty of Sevres,
signed on the 10th August, 1920, Turkey was not only to renounce
all rights and title in and over Egypt, but to recognize the British
Protectorate which had been declared on the 18th Decembtu ,

1914.^
That treaty, however, never came into force, and Turkish rights over
Egypt were not extinguished until the Treaty of Lausanne was
signed by the Government of the new Turkish Republic on the

^ Art. lOL supplementcMi by Arts. 102-12. In regard to the Sudan, Turkey
was to recognize, in Arts. 113-14, the Anglo-Egyptian Conventions of tJie
19th January and the lOtli July, 1899.
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24th July, 1923, and ratified by the Great National Assembly on
the 23rd August following.
The British declaration of the 28th February, 1922, preceded the

meeting of the Lausanne Peace Conference on the 20th November
of that year ; and the British Government, conscious of the mistake
which it had made in 1918, was this time desirous that the Egyj)tian
Government should take part in the peace settlement. The Egyptian
Governnumt of the day, however, decliiitiJ in advance, under the
pressure of public opinion, to send a delegation to Lausanne; ^ and
in the Lausanne Treaty the status of Eg^^pt was dealt with in nega-
tive terms.

Turkey hereby renounces all rights and title whatsoever over or
respecting the territories situated outside the frontiers laid down in
the present Treaty. . . . (Art. 16.)
The renunciation by Turkey of all rights and titles over Egypt and

over the Sudan will take effect as from the 5th November, 1914.
(Art. 17.)
Any question arising from the recognition of the State of Eg}^pt shall

he settled by agreements to be negotiated subsequently in a manner to
be determined later between the Powws concerned. ^ The provisions of
the present Treaty relating to territories detached from Turkey under
the said Treaty will not apply to Egypt. (Art. 19.)

I'hese clauses merely extinguished the Turkish sovereignty over
Egypt without transferring it either to Great Britain or to Egypt
hcrs(df, and the two latter parties had still to settle betw^een one
another what the definitive status of Egypt was to be.

It remains to trace the relations between Great Britain and Egypt
during th(‘ period under review. The status of the Sudan, which
was one of the four points reserved for negotiation, is dealt with in
a separate section below .*''

The Egyptian Government did not commit itself to accepting
th(^ terms of the British declaration of the 28th February, 1922

—

tlie Prime Minister, Tharwat (Servet) Pasha, laid stress upon the
^ For joint programme of the unofficial delegations sent to Lausanne

hy two fuivate Egyptian political organizations, the Nationalist Party
{HizhalAVatnnl) and the party led by Sa‘d Pasha Zaghlul (the IFa/d). see
p. 194 ;!.l>ovt‘. For an abstract of a memorandum presented to the Lausanne
('onfereme* by the combined delegations of these two organizations, see
Orientv Moderno, 11, pp. 498-502. For their protest against the terms of
th<* treaty respecting Egypt see o'p, cit^ pp. 618-19.

- Se<‘, for example, the text of an agreement between the British and French
delegatif»ns at Lausanne regarding Article 34 (nationality of inhabitants of
ex-Ottoman territories) of the Treaty of Lausanne of the 24th July, 1923,
respe<ding the nationality of Syrians and Lebanese resident in Egypt, in
British White Paper, Cmd. 1947 of 1923.

’ Section (ii), pp. 232-53.
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unilateral character of the declaration in a speech delivered on the
27th March ^—but at the same time it took the action for which the
declaration had opened the way. On the 15th March Sultan Fu’ad
proclaimed Egypt to be a state enjoying sovereignty and indepen-
dence,*^ and gave formal expression to the new international status
of the country by liimself assuming the title of King (Malik) instead
of Sultan.^ On the 15th April he promulgated a new djmastic law,
in which the ex-Khedive, "Abbas Hilmi, was explicitly excluded
from the succession.^ Meanw'hile, on the 3rd April, a commission
for drafting a new parliamentary constitution w^as appointed by
ministerial decree.® This commission w^as boycotted by the National-
ist Party (Hizbiil- Watanl) on the ground that the Government ought,
instead, to have summoned a constituent assembly ; and thus, for
the first time in many years, Egyptians found themselves divided
politically on a })urely internal question in which- the relations of
Egy{jt with the Occupying Pow^r were not involved. Meanwhile,
before the labours of this commission had resulted in the accession
to office of an Egyptian ministry representing a majority in an
elect i‘d Parliament, the Egyptian Government of the day concluded
agreenuuits w 'lth the British Government on tw’o important nuitkns,
the abrogation in Egypt of British martial law and the retirement
from the Egyptian service of foreign officials,® of wdiieh the first had
been raistnl explicitly and the second implicitly in tlic British Govern-
ment’s declaration.
The jiegutiations over the abrogation of martial law had several

serious obstacles to surmount. In the first place, the ))olitieal
struggle (jf which Egyj)t had been the scene from 1919 onwards
had produced an epidemic of political crime. Tlu^re was a seiies of
murderous assaults not only upon British residents of every class
(including persons quite unconnected with politics, apart from being
nationals of the Occupying Powder), but upon Egyptian subjects w ho
W’ere regarded by the criminals as disloyal to the national cause or

^ Text in Oriente Moderno, I, x>* t)70.
Op. cit., pp. 618 and 677.

® In Islamic international law the title Sultan implied a political authority
delegated hy a Caliph, whereas Midik implied a sovereignty exercised by
a ruler in his own right. The Amir liusayn of the Hijaz had assumed the
title of Bialik on the 29th October, 1916. See p. 287 below.

* Oriente Moderno, I, p. 765. * Op. cit.. p. 763.
• The most important of these foreign officials were of course British

subjects, though the Egyptian public service still included eminent foreign
officials of other nationalities, wdiile the non-British elements were numeri< ally
strong in the less prominent ranks of the hierarchy. (Cf. foot-note on p. 220
below.)
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who were obnoxious to them for partisan or purely private reasons.
While the negotiations were actually in progress an attempt was
made on the 15th July, 1922, against the life of a British officer,
Colonel Piggott (this being the sixteenth attem])t against the lives
of British residents in Egypt since the end of 1921) ;

^ on the 12th
August, 1922, a British official in the Egyptian service, Mr. T. W.
Brown, was shot at while driving, tliree of his party being wounded
and one killed ;

“ on the 16th November, 1922, two distinguished
members of the newly organized Liberal-Constitutional Party were
shot at and wounded, one with fatal results ;

^ on the 27th December
an English professor in the Royal Law School at Cairo, Mr. Robson,
was shot dead in the street ;

^ on the 7th February, 1923, there was
an attempt upon a British railway official, Mr. Ambler ;

^ and on
the 12th and 27th February and the 4th Mareli, 1923, bc>mbs were
tlirowm at groups of British soldiers in ("airo and the neighbourhood—one being actually thi'own from an automobile into the General
Head-quarters of the British Army of Occupation.^ These crimes
not only aroused indignation in Great Britain and still stronger
feeling among the British community in Egypt, who were personally
threatened, but made it difficult for the British authorities to take
the responsibility of surrendering their existing powers,’

British martial law w'as abrogated, nevertheless, in return for the
simultaneous promulgation of an Egyptian indemnity act, by agree-
ment betw^een the two Governments in July 1923. Yet this states-
manlike achievement did not prevent the wave of political crime in
Egypt from culminating in the assassination of Sir Lee Stack in the
following November.®
These crimes were condemned, though sometimes perfunctorily,

in the Egj^ptian press ; they appeared to be depr(*cated by Egyptian
public opinion (so far as such existed) ; and no evidence was forth-

^ The Times

^

17th February, 1922. ^ Ihid.y 14th August, 1922.
^ Orientc Moderno, II, p. 435, quoting Al-Ahhhdr, 19th and 2l8t November,

1922. * Op. cit., p. 503.
^ Op. cit.y p. 557. ® Op. cit.., pp. 016-17.
’ Se-e The Times, 3rd January, 1923, for resolutions pass(‘-d on the let

January at a meeting of Britieh residents in Cairo ; ibid., 24th July, 1922,
for Lord Allenby’s protest to the Egyptian Government regarding the attempt
against Colonel Piggott, and Oriente Moderno, II, pp. 503-4 (quoting AL
Muqattam, 3rd January, 1923), for his communique of the 1st January, 1923,
to the Egyptian press regarding the murder of Mr. Kobson.

* The unsuccessful attempt upon the life of Zaglilul Pasha in July 1924
perhaps hardly falls into the same category as the other crimes mentioned ;

for, though the motive was political, the would-bo assassin appears to have
acted simply on his personal initiative and not as the agent of an organized
gang.
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coming that any of them were instigated deliberately by any member
of any Egyptian Government.^ On the other hand, the language of
some of the Nationalist newspapers continued to be extremely
truculent, and the recognized leaders of certain Egyptian political
parties did not abstain from issuing general incitements to violence
which, in the circumstances, involved them in serious moral responsi-
bility and also made them liable to prosecution under British martial
law. On the 2oth July, 1922, the seven members of the Wafd who
had not been deported in the previoiis December were arrested for
issuing a manifesto of this character' - and vvci‘e sentenced by a
British court martial to fines and imprisonment on the 13th August.^
All but one of them a])pear to have been released on the 14th Novem-
ber ;

^ but, on the otli March, 1923, their rempla(;.ants on the Wajd
were arrested on account of a manifesto wdiich they issued on the
first anniversary of the British declaration of February 1 922.® These
were replaced in their turn by others.^
Meanwhile, the negotiations for the abrogation of the state of siege

went forw'ard, and they were possibly assisted in their (course by the
Brilish Government's considerate treatment of Sa‘d Pasha Zaglilul,
wdiow asremoved from the Seychelles to Gibraltar in August 1922^ and
was released at the beginning of April 1923 on a medical certificate.®
On the 5th July, 1923, there w^cre published simaltaneously a

j)roclamation ® by Lord Allenby, abrogating British martial law in
Egypt (wdth tw o saving clauses relating to cases actually aub judice
and to the execution of the peace treaties, particularly as regarded
the property in Egypt of cx-enemy subjects), and a decision of the

* See, however, pp. 222-5 below, for the legal proceedings after the assassi-
nation of Sir Lee Stack, w hich retrospectively threw light on the instigation and
authorship of the preceding series of crimes.

^ The Times, 2Cth and 27th .Tuly, 1922.
® Oriente Modernot II, pp. 333-4.
^ Op. cit., p. 435, quoting tiu* Egyptian press. The remaining prisoner,

Fakhrl Bey ‘Abdn’n-Nur, nuist liave been released b(‘fore the beginning of
February 1923, since his name reappears among those, of the group arn‘sted
on that oeeasiem.

^ The Times, Oth March, 192.3.
® Orienic Moderno, II, })p. 017-18, quoting AJ Akhhdr, 8th March, 1923.
^ The Times, Oth and 7t}i September, 1922.
® The British (Tovernmeiit's order for Zaghlul Pasha’s release was dated

the 28th March, 1923 {Oriente Moderno, II, p. 095). During his detention
at Gibraltar an attempt was made to (»btain a decree of Habeas Corpus in
bis favour. On the 29Ui September, 1922. tlie judicial authorities at Gibraltar
gave an adverse judgement in regard to this api)lication, and their judgement
was upheld by the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council on the 9th March,
1923 {Oriente Moderno, II, pp. 335-6 and C9G).

• Text in op. ciL, III, 2, p. 119.
French text (from the Egyptian Journal Officiel of tlie 5th July, 1923,
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Egyi^tian Council of Ministers advising King Fii’ad to approve a
draft Jaw promulgating an Act of Indemnity and a draft ministerial
order of the Minister of Justice instituting a committee to deal with
proposals for revising sentences passed on persons condemned by
military courts set up under British martial law ; and to authorize
the Minister for Foreign Affairs to sign a note to Lord Allenby. The
Act of Indemnity estopped the reversal by the Eg5"ptian authorities
of action taken under British martial law' since the 2nd November,
1914. The revisionary committee was constituted of the (British)
Judicial Adviser to the Egyptian Government, with a easting vote,
the Vice-President of the Native Court of Appeal, and two Egy}>tian
Judges of the Court of Appeal. The note to Lord Allenby com-
municated the two foregoing documents and contained assurances
that the Egyptian Government would maintain in force the Act of
Indemnity, ‘ which must be considered as forming an integral part of
an agreement entered into with the Government of His Britannic
Majesty ’

; that it would not expect the abrogation of martial law to
apply to measures taken in resx)ect of enemy property or to the
execution of relevant provisions in the j)eace treaties ; that it would
respect the status quo existing defacto as regarded real estate occupied
by the British military authorities since the 2ud November, 1914,
subject to a future settlement by negotiation after the convocation of
an Egyptian Parliament ; that the revisionary committee' sliould act
only by a majority vote ; and that any eventual cliange in its com-
position should be made only with the consent of the Britisli Govf'rn-
ment. The British Government’s agreement with and accc'plance of
the declarations contained in this note w as conveyed to the Egyptian
Government in the answ^ering note of the same dat(3 from Lord
Allenby.

Before the end of March 1923 the British military authorities in
Egypt had already consented ^ not to proceed with the trial of tliose
members of the tVa/d who had been aiTested on the 5th March. On
the 14th May, 1923, there were set at liberty the seven members
arrested on the 25th July, 1922 ; Fakhri ]k\y ‘Abduii-Nur was
liberated on the llth June, and on the same date two newspapers
wdxich had been suspenchjd since the end of the preceding February
were permitted to resume publication ; another prominent supporter
No. 67), with English translation, of this decision and enclosures, and of an
exchange of notes of the same date btdween the British High Commissioner
and the Egyptian Minister for Foreign Affairs, in British White Paper, Cnid.
1998 of 1923. See also Oriente Moderno, III, 2, p. 118.

^ At the instance, it was reported, of the British Prime Minister.
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of Zaghlul Pasha, Shaykh Miistafa’u’hQayati, who had been in
prison since the 5th January, was released on the 19th June ; and
those five companions of Zaghlul Pasha who had been arrested
on the 23rd December, 1921, and deported to the Seychelles, were set
at liberty on the 1st June, 1923, and had returned to Egypt before
the end of that month. ^ Thus the general abrogation of British
martial law in Egypt, in agreement with the Egyptian Government,
was preceded, on the British Government’s part, by a series of
s])ecific acts of amnesty. On the other hand, a trial by British court
martial of thirteen Egyptians accused of conspiring to murder British
soldiers and officials closed on the 20th July with the pronouncement
of five death sentences and five other sentences to various terms of
hard labour and imprisonment ; and though two of the death-
sentences were commuted on appeal, the tlnee others were upheld
and carried out.“ On the 8th February, 1924, ten days after Sa‘d
Pasha Zaghlul had been invited by King Fu’ad to form a ministry in
accordance with the results of the first general election under the new
Egyptian Constitution, the British Government renounced the pro-
cedure contemplated in the appointment of the revisiemarv com-
mitte(‘ and declared an amruisty for all prisoners condonnuHi by
British courts martial in Egypt, ‘ except those whose liberation was
regarded as dangerous to public security in the unanimous judge-
ment of th(^ [British] High Commissioner and the Egyptian Prime
Minister
As regards the retirement of foreign officials in the Egyptian

service * the controversial question (which had already been raised
in Anglo-Egyptian negotiations previous to the 28th February, 1922)'^
was the scale of compensation ; and on the 14th June, 1922, the
Egyptian Government njected i>roposals on this head vliich had
been presented by Lord Allenbv.® The Egyptian Government's
action was not unreasonable, since the proposals had been op(>n to
criticism as being excessive. During the next twelve months a
modus viveridi was maintained between the Egyptian Government
and the British High (^unmissioner for dealing with individual cases
arising, until an Egyptian law relating to the conditions of service,

^ For all the above facts see Oriente ModernOy III, 2, p. 121.
^ (}p. cit.. Ill, 4, p. 259. ® The Times, Oth February, 1024.
* For the proportion of Britisli subjects among the foreign officials in the

Egyptian service see p. 199 above and p. 220 below.
^ See the resume in an interview given by the Egyptian Prime Mirnster of

the day, Yahya Ibrahim Pasha, at the beginning of December 1923 {Orienic
Modemo, IV, 1, 66, quoting Ah Muqatiam of the 2nd December).

• The Times, 16th June, 1922.
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retirement and dismissal of officials, employees and agents of foreign
nationality (Law No, 28 of 1923) had been drafted by the two parties
in agreement.^

This law applied to foreign officials (excluding ex-Ottoman sub-
jects) employed by the Egyptian state or by Egyptian local authori-
ties (but not to judicial officers, or to officials of the Public Debt,
the Quarantine Service or the Municipality of Alexandria), Pension-
able officials who had entered the service later than the loth March,
1922, and non-pensionable officials who had entered later than the
31st December, 1920, were not entitled to benefit. Foreign officials
who came within the scope of the law were offered two options for
anticipating their contractual dates of retirement. The execution of
the law was placed in the hands of a commission of eight high
officials, nominated by the Prime Minister on the recommendation
of the Minister of Finance, of whom four were to be foreigners and
four (including the president) Egyptians. The beneficiaries under
the law were to receive such pension or indemnity as would be due to
them if they had retired or been dismissed owing to tlui abolition of
their post or owing to illness, together with a special comi>ensation
(based on elaborate tables of age-factors and service-factors), as well
as a repatriation allowance. From indemnities exceeding £E4,000
deductions were to be made on a progressive scale, in such a manner
that no total sum should in any case exceed £E8,500. In a covering
note of the 18th July, 1923, to Lord Allenby, the Egyptian Minister
for Foreign Affairs gave the assurance that the Egyptian Government
considered the law, together with certain undertakings in the note
itself (e. g. in regard to cases under the modus vivendi), as the
expression of an arrangement between the two CJovernments, and
that it would maintain the arrangement in force until it should have
produced all its effects.
The first Parliament to assemble under the new Egyptian Constitu-

tion of the 19th April, 1923, appointed a committee on this law ; and
on the 24th June, 1924, the rapporteur of this committee, while
pronouncing in favour of the substitution of Egyptian for foreign
officials and of the provision of credits for this purpose, called upon
the Government to repudiate the law of 1923, to reopen negotiations,
and to demand from the British Government a refund of indemnities
already paid. In reply the then Prime Minister, Zaghlul Pasha,

^ French text and English translation, together with notes exchanged
between the British and Egyptian Governments, in British White Paper,
Cmd. 1999 of 1923.
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Sect, i EGYPT AND GREAT BRITAIN 205
concurred in this protest but deprecated the reopening of the ques-
tion ; and the credits for pa3dng the indemnities under the law were
voted by a large majority.^
While the J^ritisli and Egyptian Governments were engaged in the

negotiations which resulted in the two agreements described above
the commission for drafting the Constitution appointed by the
Egyptian (h)vernment on the 3rd April, 1923, had l)een performing
its task witliout any intcTferencf^ from the British Higli Commissioner
except on one ])()int in wliich the status of the Sudan was involved.’^
The re])ort of a sub-committers appointed to lay down general prin-
ciple's for the Constitution and for th(5 Electoral Law was published
on the 21st May, 1922 ;

^ and the Constitution itself was enacted by
a Royal Rescript of the 19th April, 1923, and promulgated on the
21st.^ The Royal Decree ordering the first general election under
the new Constitution was })ublished on the 6th September ;

^ Sa"d
Pasha Zaghliil landed in Egypt on the 17th September in order to
lead his party ;

® the elections ’ resulted in the return on the 12th
January, 1924, of 188 supporters of the W afd and only 27 of other
parties ; and, with this overwhelming parliamentary majority behind
him, Zaghhll Pasha w^as invited by King Fu’ad on the 28th January,
1924, to form a ministry.® He accepted on the same day, on the
understanding that this acceptance should not be regarded as a
recognition of ‘ any situation or any right which might be repugnant
to the Wafd \ of which he remained president ; and he appealed to
the results of the elections as a proof that the programme of the
Wafd enjoyed the unanimous support of the Egyptian nation.® The
first session of the new’^ Egyptian Parliament was opened on the
15th March, 1924.^®
These events in Egypt prepared the way for a reopening of

negotiations between the Egyptian and the British Governments
^ Oriente Moderno, IV, 8, pp. 517-18.
* On this see Section (ii) below.
^ Text in Oriente Modemoy II, pp. 43-6, quoting from AUATcUhdr of the

2l8t May, 1922.
* Text (in Arabic and French) in Mitteilungen des Seminars fur Orientalische

SpracheUy lac, cit.
* Oriente ModernOy III, 4, p. 246, quoting Al Ahramy 7th September, 1923.
® Op. cit.y p. 248.
’ Rather more than 60 per cent, of the i)riiiiary electors recorded their

votes (statement by the outgoing Prime Minister, Yahya Ibrahim Pasha
(Oriente Modernoy IV, 1, pp. 66-7)).

* Op. cit.y IV, 2, p. 82.
* See op. cit.y pp. 121-5, for texts of Zaghlul Pasha’s reply of the 28th

January, 1924, to King Fu’ad, and of his speech of the 25th January, in
which he declared his policy. Op. cit.y IV, 4, i>p. 269-70.
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on the four questions wliieli had been res(*rved in the Hritish declara-
tion of the 28th Februarv, 1922. It was true that, in assuming
ofiice, Zaghlul Pasha had expressly retained a free hand, and that
his political record since 1919 suggested that he would be intransi-
gent. On the other liand, the British Govenunent had conceded in
advance' that the eventual agreements should bo concluded ‘ by free
discussion and friendly accommodation on both sides ’

; and while
it might prove even more difficult to agree with Zaghlul Pasha than
with his predecessors in office, it was also clear that, if a settlement
were arrived at with an Egyptian Prime Minister who was the head
of an all-powerful political organization and who had an overwhelm-
ing parliamentary majority behind him, tliis would rest on much
more secure foundations than an agreement with any Egyptian
ministry which was agreeable to the British authorities rather than
representative of the Egyptian people. Moreover, it was not un-
reasonable to calculate that, after his overwhelming victory in the
elections, Zaghlul Pasha could afford to be less intransigent than if

he had been less ampl}^ assured of popular support. If only he had
the statesmanship, he presumably had the strength to make conces-
sions to the British point of view which his weaker predecessors
could not have contemplated, even supposing that they had been in
favour of them on their merits. It wm natural, therefore, that the
reopening of negotiations should be considered on the British side ;

and Zaghlul Pasha, on his part, took the initiative in advocating this
publicly. In a speech delivered three days before taking office, in
whicli he hinted at the hopes aroused in his mind by the recent
accession of Mr. Ramsay MacDonald to office in Great Britain,^ he
declared

:

We, at any rate, are ready to negotiate, in a spirit of equity, with
a view to arriving at an agreement which will guarantee the independence
that wc demand, while respecting such British interests as are reasonable
and acceptable.^

This declaration was renewed—with an insistence that the nego-
tiations should be free and unfettered, and a reference to the
Sudan—^in the speech from the throne at the opening of the Egyptian
Parliament on the 15th March, 1924 ;

® and simultaneously Mr.

^ On the 27th February, 1924, Zaghlul Pasha declined to protest against
a declaration made by Mr. MacDonald in the House of Commons—to the effect
that ‘ His Majesty’s present G-overninent regard themselves as bound by the
Declaration to Egypt of the 28th February, 1922 *—on the ground that
neither Government was bound by the declarations of the other.

* Oriente, Moderno, IV, 2, p. 124. * Op. cit, IV, 4, p. 269.
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c

MacDonald, in a telegram (couched in exceedingly friendly terms)
which he addressed to ZaghJul Pasha on this occasion, announced
that the British Government was disposed to enter into negotiations
with the Egyptian Government at any moment.^ In April Mr.
Miud)ouald wrote to Zaghlul Pasha suggesting that he should visit
London, for thip purpose, at the end of June ;

“ but as the prospect
of negotiations began to take more definite form an apprehension
arose in Egypt that even Zaghlul Pasha might purchase an agreement
by compromise. This apprehension was temporarily allayed by a
statement from the Prime Minister himself in the Chamber on the
10th May. He declared that he rejected the British declaration of
the 28th February, 1922, not only as head of the Wafd, but as head
of the Egyptian Government ; that Mr. MacDonald’s invitation was
entirely unconditional ; that his sole object was to obtain the in-
dependence of Egypt and the Sudan ; and that if there was no hope
of that he would neither enter into negotiations nor remain in ofl&ce ;

and the Chamber responded by giving him an almost unanimous vote
of confidence.^ The prospect was soon clouded, however, by the
increasing tension in the Sudan ;

^ and on the 28th June, in conse-
quence of Lord Parmoor’s declaration of the 25th in the House of
Lords, Zaghlfil Paslia not only repeated in tfie Chamber the declara-
tion which he had made on the 10th May, but actually placed his
resignation in the hands of King Fu’M.^ The King did what was
expected of him by refusing to accept it, and two da3^s later Zaghlul
Pasha reappeared in the (Chamber as Prime Minister, with restored
prestige,® wliile Mr. MacDonald appears to have assured him once
again that no conditions, either explicit or implicit, were attached
to the proposal to negotiate ; that neither party would be com-
promised by listening to an exposition of the other’s views ; and
that the negotiations w^ould be entered into on a footing of perfect
equality.’ Nevertheless, on the 12th July, an attempt was made on
Zaghlul Pasha’s life by an Egyptian medical student (who had
returned home with this intent from Berlin and who declared himself
a member of the Hizbul-Watanl), for fear that, in the forthcoming
negotiations in London, Zaghlul Pasha might betray the Egyptian
cause.® The slight wound which Zaghlul Pasha received scarcely

^ Op. cit, p. 268. * The Times, 24th April, 1924.
* Ibid., 12th May, 1924. * See the following section, p. 246.
* The Times Aud The Manchester Guardian, 30th June. 1924.
• The Times, Ist July, 1924. ’ Ibid., 4th July, 1924.
• For this crime, and for the judicial proceedings that followed it, see

Orients Moderno, IV, 8, pp. 527-9 and 653-4.
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208 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

delayed his departure for Europe, while the outburst of public sym-
pathy for him, which the incident evoked, strengthened his hands
politically ; yet on the 29th August, after lingering for a month on
the European Continent, Zaghlul Pasha simultaneously telegraphed
to his Cabinet that he had renounced the idea of lU'gotiations and
hoped to return to Egypt on the 17th September, and wrote to
Mr. MacDonald declaring that negotiations were now impossible, but
that at the same time he held himself at Mr. MacDonald's dis])Osal,
since it might be possible to dispel the cloud hanging over Anglo-
Egyptian relations. Mi*. MacDonald responded on the 6th September ^

by inviting Zaghlid Pasha to meet him, on his own terms, in London
tow^ards the end of the month. On tliese terms Zaghlul Pasha
accepted. “ He arrived in London on the 23rd September, and
engaged in * conversations ’—not ‘ negotiations ’—with Mr. Mac-
Donald on the 25th and 29th September and the 3rd October.
These ' conversations ’ came to nothing, for, when Mr. MacDonald
asked him to begin by stating freely and fully what were the modi-
fications in the statiw quo in Egypt on which he intended to insist,
he stated them as follows :

() The withdrawal of all British forces from Egyptian t/erritory.
() The withdrawal of the tinancial and judicial advisers.
(c) The disappearance of all British control over the Egyptian Govern-

ment, notably in connexion with foreign relations, wiiich Zaghlul
Pasha claimed were hampered by the notification of His Maj(^sty’s
Gov'^emment to foreign Powers on the 15th March, 1922, that
they would regard as an unfriendly act any attempt at inter-
ference in the affairs of Egypt by another Powder.

(d) The abandonment by His Majesty’s Government of their claim to
protect foreigners and minorities in Egypt.

(e) The abandonment by His Majesty's Government of their claim to
share in any way in protecting the Suez Canal.

^

^ Mr. MacDonald's letter was written from Geneva (where he was attending
the Fifth Session of the Assembly of the League of ><ation8) to Zaghlul Pasha
in Paris.

® For the history of the 'pourvarlers leading up to his acceptance see The
Times, 4th, 6th, 9th, and 11th September, 1924.

* Quoted from Mr. MacDonald’s di^atch of the 7th October, 1924, to
His Majesty’s High Commissioner for Egypt and the Sudan respecting the
position of His Majesty’s Government in regard to Egypt and the Sudan
(British White Paper, Cmd. 2*269 of 1924). The correctness of the account,
given in this dispatch, of the London conversations does not appear to have
been challenged by Zaghlul Pasha—except that he noted the omission, by
Mr. MacDonald, of one of his demands, namely, that the position of the
British reprev«entative in Egypt must be the same, in every respect, as that
of any other foreign diplomatic representatives accredited to tne Egyptian
Government (The Times, 2l6t OctoW, 1924).
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These demands entirely ignored the existence of British interests

in Egypt, and Zaghlid Pasha does not appear to have put forward
any suggestions for reconciling those interests with his own desiderata
beyond that, after the withdrawal of the British troops from Egypt,
the defence of the Suez Canal might be entrusted to the League of
Nations, instead of being left to Egypt alone. ^ On such terms there
was no oj)ening for further conversations, and Zaghlul Pasha returned
to Egyi)t w'ithout any common basis for negotiations having becm
found. Mr. MacDonald, however, had taken the opportunity to
give Zaghlul Pasha a frank exposition of the British point of view
re^garding both the Suez Canal and the Sudan. His declarations,
on this occasion, regarding the Sudan, are d(»alt with elsewhere.-
Those regarding the Canal—which were made to Zaghlul Pasha on
the .‘ird October, after the question had been discussed on the 2nd
at a mec^ting of the Committee of Imperial Defence, at which Lord
Allenby was present—may be quoted here in the words in which
the^' were afterw’ards summarized by Mr. MacDonald himself.

I raised the question of the Canal straight away because its security
is of vital interest to us both in peace and in war. It is no less true
to-day than in 1922 that the security of the communications of the
British Empire in Egy])t remains a vital British interest and that
absolute certainty that the Suez (.anal will remain open in peace as
well as in w ar for the free passage of British ships is the foundation on
which the entire defensive strategy of the British Empire rests. . . . The
effective co-operation of Great Britain and Egypt in protecting those
communications might in my view have been ensured by the conclusion
of a treaty of close alliance. The presence of a British force in Egypt
provided for by such a treaty freely entered into by both parties on an
equal footing would in no way be incompatible with Egyptian indepen-
dence, whilst it w ould be an indication of the specially close and intimate
relations between the two countries and their determination to co-
operate in a matter of vital concern to both. It is not the wish of His
Majesty’s Government that this force should in any w^ay interfere with
the functions of the Egyptian Ck)vernment or encroach upon Egyptian
sovereignty, and I emphatically said so.®

In the same review^ of the conversations Mr. MacDonald stated
that he had by no means abandoned hope that, on further considera-
tion, the basis of an agreement acceptable to both countries could
be found ; but he expressed the opinion that the attitude adopted
by Zaghlfil Pasha had rendered such agreement impossible for the
present. That attitude was illustrated by Zaghlul Pasha himself
in a speech delivered on the 20th October—the day on which he

‘ The Times, loc. cit. ® See below, p. 249.
® British White Paper, Cmd. 2269 of 1924.
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landed at Alexandria.^ He declared that he had returned ‘ without
lo8ing anything of Egypt’s rights and he quoted a ])roverb that
‘ no right is ever lost as long as there is some one ( laiining it

It may be inferred that, eonsciousJ\' or unconsciously, Zaghlfil
Pasha set greater store upon maintaining the integrity of his pro-
gramme on paper than upon the translation of any ])art of it into an
agreement with Great Britain which would put the relations between
the two countries on a stable basis.
The fact seems to be that, from 1919 onwards, Zaghifd Pasha s

action had been directed, not to arriving at the most satisfactory
arrangement with Grt^at Britain which might prove attainabl(\ but
to securing the greatest possible popularity among his own country-
men as the protagonist in an anti-Ihitish agitation. In tliis aim
he had succeeded almost completely, as was dtunonstrated by his
ti’iumj)liant return from Europe after his negotiations witli Lord
Milner in 1920 and by the election results of the 12th Januar\ , 1924 ;

but the very extent of his demagogic success involved him in a
dilemma, owing to the action already taken by the Jhitish Govern-
nwnt on the 28th February, 1922. The grant of internal self-
government to Egypt automatically compelled the lead(T of th(»
strongest Egyptian political party to abandon the easy role of
agitator for the difficult role of statesman : and the policy to whicli
he hacl committed himself irrevocably before the 28th January, 1924,
fatally precluded him from entering upon the path of constructive
statesmanship after taking office as Prime Minister. His over-
whelming parliamentary majority was an expression of the national
faith in his unconditional promises to achieve the impossible. As
soon as ever he touched realities he found himself in immediate
danger of forfeiting his popularity to some rival who was still fr(^('

from the embarrassment of office and was therefore at liberty, as
Zaghlfil Pasha himsolf had been for five years, to sign political
cheques which could not be presented for payment. Yet the man-
date which Zaghlul had received in the elections was too potent to
be ignored. With such a majority at his back, and such popular
expectations of what he was to achieve, he could not simply take
no action at all. The alternatives before him were either to confess
that the expectations which he had himself aroused, and the demands
which he had put into the mouths of his followers, were unattainable,
and then to make the best terms that he could with the British
Government, or else to ride for a fall,

^ The Times, 21st October, 1924.
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In choosing this second alternative—as he did in his conversa-
tions with Mr. MacDonald in London—he chose the crourst^ which
was the less immediately damaging to his prestige at hoinc‘. 'The
enthusiasm with which he was greeted upon his return showed that
his attitudes of mind was shared by the majority of his countrynum ;

yet tliat enthusiasm could not be exj>ected to last unless he cov(*ied
his r(‘treat by striking out some other line of advance. A return to
revolutionary action was confessedly impracticable. It was no
long(T easy to create anti-British disorders in Egypt now" that the
British authorities were in no way responsible* for tlu* n]aint<‘nanr(^
of internal order; and even if this had lM‘en practicahh* it would
only have recoiled upon Zaghlfil Pasha hiins(‘lf. who had taken that
resjumsibility upon his own shoulders.^ A sugg(*stion that .'^onic work-
ing compromise betw"een the programme of the and tin* Ih iti^^h

declaration of February 1922 might be ni'goiiatcd as tlu* basis for a
fresh vu)iluH vhmidi rm*t with no favour.- When the Egyptian Baiiia-
ment reassembled Zaghlfd Pasha repeated, on the 15th Novenibrr,
his gesture of the 28th June, and announced his resignation. On. <

again this produced the de^sired revulsion of heeling in his favour, and
on the following day the resignation was withdrawn ;

^ but tlu*
relations between Egypt and Great Britain remained as tlu\v wt‘re.
Zaghlul Pasha was reduced to an inactivity which was not of the

’ This confeRsion waiR made on the 0th Noveinher, 1924, in La l.iherte of
(?airo, a journal which was believed to be an organ of Zagldiil Pa^ha^s < roveni-
inent {The Times. 7tb, 8th, and lOth Kovember, 1921).

’ La Lihcrte of Cairo, loc. eit.
^ On this occasion Zaghlul Pasha allowed i1 to lx? niiderstood that Iiis

resignation was due to interference by King Fu'ad : and a mob. led by one
of Zaghlul Pasha’s supporters, assembled in the squan? before tlie lloyal
Palace, shouting ‘ Sa*d or Revolution k This suggests that Zaghlfd Pasha
may have contemplated distracting public attention from th<* failure of his
]>oliey towards Great Britain by settingon fo<»t some kind of republican move-
ment . Between his return from Europe and tlu* assa.ssiiiation of Sir bet* Stack.
Zaghlul Pasha also made, or prepared to make, a number of ministerial
changes with the general effect of increasing his personal hold over the (Govern-
ment. For instance, he appointed his ow n nejdiew’. Fat Inidlah Pasha Barakat

,

to the Ministry of the Interior. He gave an under-seeretaryship in tlu* same
Ministry to Mahmud Efendl Natp-asni in ]>laee of ‘All .lamrdn'd-Dni Pasha.
He made Ahmad Efendl Mahir Minister of Edueation. He n placed Tawfitj
Na.sTm Pasha by ‘All Efendl Shanisi in the Ministry of Finance, aiul made
his own groat-nephew*, Bahil’ii’d-Dln Barakat, under-secr<*tary in the Ministry
of Justice. It was reported that he was actually intending to ap])oint
Dr. Shaflq Mansiir to the Directorship of the Department of Ihddic Security.
It will he noted that the last of the individuals mentioued in tliis nolo w*as
afteiwards convicted of participation in the criminal activities which 4*nl-
ininated in the assassination of Sir Lee Stack, and that two of the others
were brought to trial on the san^o account.

^ The Times, 17th November, 1924,
P 2
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masterly kind, but was eminently dangerous not only for him
but for his country.
The danger lay in the fact that Zaghlul Pasha could not immobilize

the relations between Egypt and Great Britain. In discussing with
him in London the question of the Sudan Mr. MacDonald had
warned him that the stains quo there w as being undermined by the
action of the Egyptians themselves ; and the whole situation created
by the declaration of February 1922 was in fact precarious. While
the sovereign independence which the declaration had conferred on
Egypt might eventually be translated from shadow into substance
if the agreements contemplated in the declaration itself were duly
concluded, it was equally true that, if their conclusion were in-
definitely postponed, some untoward event might take even the
shadow^ of independence away from Egypt once again. That wdiieh
one unilateral act of the British Government had established, another
might undo, if serious provocation were given on the Egyptian side
or if other new^ elements were introduced into the situation.
A new element quickly presented itself in the fall of Mr. MacDonald

and the accession to office of a Conservative ministry i?i (ireat Britain,
as a result of the General Election of October 1924 , and, as early as
the 19th November, a note ^ was addressed from the Foreign Office,
in the name of the new Secretarj’ of State, to the Secretary-General
of the League of Nations, regarding the situation which would arise
if the Geneva Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International
Disputes—which, by a resolution of the Assembly of the League,
adopted on the 2nd October, was to be opened for signature not
only by Members of the League but by all other states—were to be
signed by Egypt. After citing the reservations in the declaration of
the 28th February, 1922, and quoting a passage from the circular note
addressed to foreign Powders on the ir>th March, 1922, the British note
of the 19th November, 1924, concluded with the following words :

In these circumstances His Majesty’s Government are unable to admit
that the Protocol, if signed by Egypt, will enable the Egyptian Govern-
ment to invoke the inter\'ention of the League of Nations in settlement
of matters absolutely reserved by that declaration to the discretion of
His Majesty’s Government.

On the very day on which this note was dispatched from London
to Geneva Sir Lee Stack, the Sirdar (Commander-in-Chief) of the
Egyptian Army and Governor-General of the Sudan, was fired at
by assassins in Cairo, as he was driving through the streets from the

^ Text in The Times. 5th December, 1924.
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Egyptian War Office to his official residence.^ Some twenty shots
were fired in all,‘^ and the Sirdar, his aide-de-camp, and his chauffeur
were wounded. The assassins eluded pursuit. Tlie Sirdar's wounds
were mortal, and he died the day after.**

Gpon the news of the outrage both King P\rad aiui Zaghifil Pasha
immediately express(^d, in an official and public form, their horror
at the crime and their sympathy for the victim of it. In the name
of the Egyptian Government Zaghlul Pasha j)ledg(^d himself that
he would leave nothing undone to bring the criminals to account and
would inflict exemplary punishmcmt on them when convicted. Tlie
Egyptian press, of all parties, wrote in tlie same strain, and tlie
Egyptian public signified, in a jiassive way, that it shared the feelings
of the press and the Government. There was no evid(m(‘e that
these expressions of Egyptian feeling, from the King and the Prime
MinistcT dowmwards, were not sincere. On the other hand, Zaghlul
Pasha and his associates on the IVafd unquestionably lioi'C a heavy,
though (except in two cases) ^ indirect, moral responsibility for the
Sirdar’s assassination. It w^as not as if this had been the first outrage
of its kind. ‘ Betweem Septembe^r 1919 and the 19th November,
1924, when Sir Lee Stack was shot, there were no fewer than 46 of
these outrages—namely, 19 against British officers and men, 11
against civilian British officials, and 16 against Egyptian Ministers
and other officials who w^ere for co-operating with the British. Be-
tween December 1921 and December 1922 the average w^as about
twT) per month, and ... in these 46 outrages there were over 60
victims.’ ^

This long campaign of murdc^r had followed the firganized incite-
ments to vir)Ience with wdiich the iru/r/had so inauspiciously started
its career. That did not, of course, in itself })rove that the outrages
would not have betui committed if the }\ afd agitation had never
taken place : and, as a mattiT of fact, th(* y>os/ hoc propivr hoc,

inference w^as at h‘ast partly invalidated, in thv course of the sul)-
sequent judicial proceedings,^ by evidence that Dr. Shaflq Mansur,
the leader of the gang of criminals by whom the (‘ampaign was
conducted, had been implicated in outrages committed as far back
as 1915 and 1910, before the Wafd w^as in existence. A graver count

^ The Times. 20ih Novenibor, 1924.
An unexploded hoinl) w as also found afterwards in the road, at the point

W'hcre the shots w'ore tired.
^ The Times. 21st November, 1924.
* The two exceptions w<Te Ahmad Efendl Mahir and Mahmud Efendi

Naqrashi (see p. 224 below).
* The Times. 27th December, 1924. * The Times. 3rd June, 1925.
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against tlie W (ff<l was that they had not discontinued their incitements
to viol(*nce after the nuird(‘r eaiuj>aign had begun, though that cam-
])aign can }iav<‘ Jeft th(‘m under no illusion as to the encouragement
wbieh tlu ii preaeliing gave to the criminal activities of misguided
individuals among their countrymen. The nature and extent of
th(‘U Tuoral i ( spojisilnlity under this Iiead could not be better formu-
latrd than it laid already Ihm'u in a ju’opht'tie ])assage of Mr. Mac-
Donald's dis])ateh of the 7th October.

As regards tlu' Sudan, 1 drew attention to certain statements which
His Excellency liad made as Prcsiihait of the Council of Ministers before
the Egyptian Parliament during the course of the summer. On the
17th May, according to luy information, Zaglilul Pasha stat(‘d that the
fact that a idr(‘ign olfictr was Comnian(l(‘r-in-(’hief of the Egyptian
Army, and the n^tention in that army of l^ritish oOicers, were incon*
sistciit vith the dignity of independent Kgy])t. The expression of such
sentiments in an ollieia) pronouncement by the responsible head of the
Egy])tian (iov ernment lias f)bvi()usl\ ]>laced not o7iIy Sir Lee Stack as
Sirdar, but all British (*fhccrs attached to the Egyptian Army, in a
dithcult position. I had also in mind that, in June, Zaghlul Pasha was
reported to have claimed for Egypt complete rights of ownership ONcr
the Sudan and characterized the British Government as usurpers.^

In the light of tlu'se facts it is interesting to recall the legal opinion
'whieli on the 24th January, 192^, had been given in general terms to
the Council of the L(‘ague of Nations by a special Commission of
Jurists, appointed to eorisidiu* ceilain questions arising out of the
murder of General Tellini.'- In answer to the question :

In what circumstances and to what extent is the responsibility of a
state involved hy the commission of a political crime in its territory ?

the Jurists made the folhjwing reply :

The responsibility of a state is onh" involved by the commission in
Its territory of a political crime against the person of foreigners if the
state lias negle<!ted to take all reasonable measures for the prevention
of the CTime and the pursuit, arrest and bringing to justice of the
criminal. I'he recognized public character of a foreigner and the cir-
cumstances in which ho is present in its territory entail upon the state
a corresponding duty of special vigilance on his behalf.

After the murder of Sir Lee Stack the British High Commissioner
took action Ixdore it was possible to judge whether Zaghlul Pasha
was honouring his pledge to bring the criminals to justice. On the
other hand, Zaghlid Pasha and his fellow ministers were, to say the
least of it, guilty of that neglect to take preventive measures which,
in t he opinion of the international jurists, would involve the Egyptian

' rmd 22aa of 19*24.
- FtfV the Jariina murders and their sequel see Survey for 1920-~3, pp. 348-66.
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state in resporiKsibilitv fer the political crime committed, on th<r
19th Novemh(‘r, 1924, in the streets of Cairo. Moreover, the duty
of special vigilaiict' on Sir Lec‘ Stac^k’s behalf was pre-eminently
entaih^d by iiis reco^rnized f)ublie <*haraeter as Sirdar nn<l by ilu?
circumstance that he was present in Egyptian territory in that
capacity.

It must be mentioned that, at the date of the crime agaitist Sir
Lee Stack, th(^ two Egyptian oflicials ujam whom, in other circnin
stances, immediate technical responsibility might liavn been po
Slimed to rest—namely, the Commandant of the C^airo (‘ity Enh r
and the Direi tor-General ot the Kurojiean Section of the l)e])ar < m* nt
of Public Security—wer(‘ both Fhiglishrnen. C()nsid(‘ring the ;di<na
tion of feeding at that tinu' ludween British residents in Eg\pt,
oflicial and unofficial, and the Egyptian community, it was eviihuitly
difficult, if not impossi)»Ie, for isolat(‘d Englishmen, however highly
placed in the Egy]»tian serviee, to act rdfectively for the protec t i(»n

in Egypt of their own eounirymen : and it nec^d not be said that no
shadow of blames for failure to prevent the crime attacdied to the
two otficials in quest ion. Indeed, in their own considercKl judgcumuit

,

it was (‘ven impossible for them to participate effectively in f>ringing
th(‘ criminals to justice in the circumstances that then prevailed ;

and on tlu' 20th November they addressed to tlu' British High C um
missionc'r in Egy()t, l^ord Allenby, a joint letter ^ in which they asked
to b(‘ relic*ved from all responsibility for the conduct and r^^su]ts cd
the investigation into the* crime.- Thew instantly assumed r(^sponsi
bility ^ wlien Zaghliil Pasha resigned and a new Cabinet was formed
by Ahmad Zlwar Pasha on the 24th November.'*
The British (ilovernment, on its part, decided to take swift and

vigorous action. Tlic^ Cabinet held an enuTgeney mcH^ting on the*

20th, while Sir Lee Stack was still alive.'^ Upon the news of liis

death they gave orders for British naval and military reinforceme nts
to proceed to Egypt and the Sudan forthwith. On the afternoon of
the 22nd November Lord Allenby, in their name, presented two
communications to Zaghliil Pasha.
The procedure adopted on tliis occasion was humiliating, in almost
^ This letter wa« also sigiiocl by another Englishman who w as chief inspector

(and the only British olficial) iii'tbe Egyptian Department of Public Prosecu-
tions.

" The Times, 22n(l Xovember, 1924.
^ The Manchester Guardian, 23rd January, 1925.
^ Hee below, p. 225.
^ The Cahinc'.t met in London at 4 p.rii. The 8irdar died at Cairo just

before midnight {The Times, 21st November, 1924).
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216 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

every detail, to the Egyptian Government. The British High Com-
missioner's carriage was escorted through the streets of Cairo, not by
the usual pair of military motor-cyclists, but by an entire regiment
of British cavalry. Lord Allenbv, who was accompanied by Mr.
Clark Kerr, the Counsellor of the British Residency, was not wearing
the formal dress which was customary at official interviews. When
tlie cortege arrived at the offices of the Council of Ministers the
regimental trumpeters received Lord Allenbv with a royal salute,
while the regiment, in drawing up, blocked the entrance to the
Egyptian Parliament House. Lord Allenbv read his communications
aloud to Zaghlfd Pasha in English and immediately left, after de-
positing with him written copies in French.^ The English texts of
the two communications were as follows :

First Communication.
On behalf of His Britannic Majesty 's Government I make the following

communication to Your Excellency :

The Governor-General of the Sudan and Sirdar of the Egyptian Army,
who was also a distinguished officer of the British Army, has been
brutally murdered in Cairo.

His Slajesty's Government consider that this murder, which holds up
Egypt as at present governed to the contempt of civilized peoples, is
the natural outcome of a campaign of hostility to British rights and
British subjects in Egypt and the Sudan, founded upon a heedless
ingratitude for benefits conferred by Great Britain, not discouraged by
Your Excellency’s Government, and fomented by organizations in close
contact with that Government.
Your Excellency was warned by His Majesty's Government little

more than a month ago of the consequences of failing to stop this
campaign, more particularly as concerned the Sudan. It has not been
stopped. The Egyptian Government have now’ ailow’ed the Governor-
General of the Sudan to be murdered and have proved that they are
incapable or unw^illing to protect foreign lives.

His Majesty's Government therefore req\iire that the Egyptian
Go\ ernment shall

:

(1) Present ample a})ology for the crime.
(2) Prosecute an inquiry into the authorship of the crime with the

utmost energy and w ithout respect of persons and bring the criminals,
whoever they are and whatever their age, to condign punishment.

(3) Henceforth forbid and vigorously suppress all popular political
demonstrations

.

(4) Pay forthwith to His Majesty’s Government a fine of £500,000.
(5) Order within twenty-four hours the withdrawal from the Sudan

of all Egyptian officers and the purely Egyptian units of the Egyptian
Army, with such resulting changes as shall be hereafter specified,
^ The foregoing details are taken from The Times, 24th November, 1924.

Compare the account, on p. 177 of the present volume, of the similar military
demonstration made by the French Kesident-General in Tunisia on the
15th April, 1922.
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Sect.i EGYPT AND GREAT BRITAIN 217
(6) Notify the competent department that the Sudan Government

will increase the area to be irrigated in the Gezira ^ from 300,000 feddans
to an unlimited figure as need may arise.

(7) Withdraw all opposition in the respects hereafter specified to the
wishes of His Majesty’s Government concerning the protection of foreign
interests in Egypt.

Failing immediate compliance with these demands, His Majesty’s
Government will at once take appropriate action to safeguard their
interests in Egypt and the Sudan.

1 take this opportunity to renew" to Your Excellency the assurance
of my high consideration.

SVrorir/ ( Communication.
Sir,—With reference to my preceding communication, I have the

honour to inform Your Excellency, on behalf of His Britannic Majesty’s
Government, that their specific requirements respecting the Army in
the Sudan and the protection of foreign interests in Egypt are as follows :

(1 ) The Eg}"ptian ofHc€>rs and purely Egyptian units of the Egyptian
Army having been wdthdrawm, Sudanese units of the Egyptian Army
shall be converted into a Sudan defence force, owing allegiance to the
Sudan (iovcTiiment alone and under the supreme command of the
(h)vernor-General, in wiiose name all commissions will be given.

(2) Rules and conditions governing the service, discipline, and
retirement of foreign officials still employed by the Egyptian Govern-
ment, and financial conditions governing pensions of foreign officials
w ho have left the service, shall be revised in accordance wdth the w^ishes
of His Majesty’s Government.

(3) Pending the conclusion of an agreement between the two Govern-
ments regarding the protection of foreign interests in Egypt, the
Egyptian Government shall maintain the posts of financial and judicial
advisers and preserve their powers and privileges as contemplated on
the abolition of the Protectorate and shall respect the status and present
attributions of the European Department of the Ministry of the Interior
as already laid down by Ministerial Order, and give due w^eight to such
rect)mincndati()us as the Director-General may make upon matters
falling within his s])here.

1 take this opportunity to renew to Your Excellency the assurance
of my high consideration.

The Egyptian (bj\'('rninent was given until 8 p.rn. on the 23rd to
comply.

“

After conferring with his Cabinet and wdth King Fu’ad Zaghlul
Pasha that evening laid the British note before the Egyptian Cham-
ber in a secret session. The Chamber voted for accepting the first

four and rejecting the last three of the British demands and commis-
’ i. e. Jazirah, as pronounced (with G for J) in the Egyptian vernacular.
^ Compare the text of the Italian ultimatum of the 29th August, 1923,

to Greece, following the murder of General Tellini (Snrv'ey for 1920-3. p. 348).
The amount of the fine demanded was the same in both cases. Signor Musso-
lini’s 50,000,000 lire being equivalent to £500,000 sterling at the then rate
of exchange.
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218 THE MIDDLE EAST Part 111

sionecl the Cabinet to draft a reply in this sense. Thty aeeordinj^ly
drew up a note in which they once more expressed af)horren(’e ot tlu*

crime but r<‘pudiated the imputations in the second and third para
graphs of the first Britisli c*ommuuieation ; d(‘elared that tht‘ Eg\ p-
tian Government \s sole r(‘sponsibility was to pursm* tlu‘ culprit^,
towards wliieh, they claimed, rapid and efiicaeious measures had
already luam taken ; and based their rejection of the last

demands on the ground that these wen* all (rontrary to exist i?ie

agreements or understandings. An hour and a half later Lord
Allenby delivered a counter reply in which lu* informed the Ivjx ptian
Government that the fine of £500.000, to which it had agr(‘(*d. n\M>i
be paid in l>y noon next day ; that the two reject(‘d (hanands n latiiig

to the Sudan were being made the sul)ject of din‘ct instructions to
the Sudan (Jovernment ; and that Zaghlul Pasha woidd ‘ l(‘ai-n in

due course ’ the action which the British Government v\(‘re taking
in view of his rt‘fusal to comply with th(* flemand regarding tin*

protection of foi*eign interests in Egypt. ^ 'Phe toOO.oiM) \\a,.^ dulv
paid ovt'r to the llesidencv at ll.:>0 next morning, tln^ 24th, At
midday Lord Allenby notified Zaghlfd Pasha that, in eons(*(pience
of the non-aeceptanee by the Egyptian Governm(‘nt of tin* se\'(mtb
British demand, British troops had be(‘n instruct(*d to oeciiju’ the
customs offices at Alexandria. Th<‘reupon Zaghlfd Pasha tt‘nd(*red
his resignation to King FiPad, who this tinu* aec(‘f)ted it and en-
trusted the formation of a new (‘abinet to the Ih’esident of the
Senat(*, Ahmad Ziwar Paslia.
The Alexandria customs offict*s were seized, w ithout resistance, at

4 p.m. Idle saiiH* evening the Egyjdian Senate and the Chamber
a})proved tlu* text of a protest a<ldressed to th(* IxNigue of Nations
and to all the Parliaments of the world.- This document ^ ('haracter-
ized the steps taken by the British Government as acts of aggre.ssion ;

accused the British Government of taking advantage of the assassina-
tion of the Sirdar in order to promote its imf)erialist ideas ; declared
the British demands to be out of ail propcjrtion to the crime—par-
ticularly those regarding the Sudan ; and further argued that there
was no relation between the erimo and the British action in the
Sudan and at Alexandria.
On the 2oth November Lord Allenby and Mr. Kerr (this time in

formal dress) called upon the new Egyptian Prime Minister ;
^ and

on the 26th Lord Allenby entered into discussions with him regarding
^ The Times^ 24th November, 1924.
® Text ibid., 27th November, 1024.

^ Ibid., 25th November, 1924.
^ Ibid., 26th November, 1924.
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Sert. i EGYPT AND GREAT BRITAIN 219
the sovoixth of the British demands, which iavolv ‘d the recognition
hv the Kgyptiaii Government of the povvtns and piivilt^Lrcs of tlie
Financial and Judicial Advisers and the autonomy of their oIHcm^s :

tlie re(‘ognition of th(‘ status and powers tlie Direetor <leiu‘ral of
the Furopean Section of the Department of Pu}>lie Security and ati

iindiTtaking to accept his recoinmendati(»n> in all niatt(*rs apfxatain-
ing to foreign subjects ; and tlie revision in eert.iin most important
n*sp(‘cts of the ccaiditions governing the t<*rriis of s(*rvi(*(N discipline,
and retirement of foreign officials, Tlie British teru's on ihc;M^ three
matters, tlmiigh not the/«c7 arrompli in f h(‘ Sudan,^ were aceei)ted hy
Ziwar Pashas Government in an cwchangc' of n(>t(s of the 29th
Xovcunher, and thercmpon the fhitish troops \\(‘n^ withdrawn from
the enstoms offie(‘s at Alexandria.-
As thc‘ r(‘sult of thc^ diseusdons tin* original lh iti>h dmnaml that

thc‘ adviec^ of the Finamial and Judicial Advi^c is sjaaild ht' aece])tc‘d
p/ov/sr was replac-ed * hy the formula that tlK‘ Kiryptiafi < h)vc*rii

nu'Tit would he expccdcal seriously and sympat lai ieall\ to e(»ii>id(‘r
any adviee given by either of these' oftieials within the limit of tiair
n‘S(>eetiv(' duties, ]>rovid('d that such advice* dicl not clash witli thc'
constitutional responsibility of Ministers. At the* Name time the
Kgy[)tian (h)vernment pledged itself to consult the duclicial Adviser
on a numlxT of spt'citied categories of questions c*onc*('rning foreigners
and foreign interests in Egypt ; and both the Judicial and the Finan-
cial Adviser were to be autonomous in the sense' that the edimatos
for thi'ir departments were to be kej)t separate' from tlie gf'ueral
Budget, and that, within the limits of the' Rc'gulations. thc'v wc'ic'

to be at liberty to deal entirely as they wished with the ir staffs.^

* For the ropercuBsion of the', nuireler of Sir TiC‘c Stuck upon tlie situation
in thc^ Sudan aao the following Beotion.

- The Timpfi, 1st and 2mi Deeeniher, 1924.
Sc^o ibiiL, 2nd Deeeniher, 1924. for a semi -official rf'.'^tnnr of tin* terms of

the Bottleinent. from the stundpoint of the British Bi‘sid<*ncy.
^ Ibid., 3rd December, 1924.
^ In tlie semi offieial resume it was stated that ‘ tln^ settlc‘inent re ostahlislic^s

the powers and privileges of the Financial and Judicial Advise rs w hieh wore
agreed upon when the British Declaration of February 28, 1922, was isBuod,
hut of late, particularly under the Zaghlid (\abinet. wa*n' deliberately ignored
In the text of the dcelariition these two ollicials were not mentioned
explicitly, but their powders and ]»nvileges may have been held to be (‘ovt rod
by reservation (c), in so far as it referred to the j>ro1ection of foreign interests,
since General Allenby, when referring, in his eoveriiig letter of the bame date,
to the abortive project for an Anglo- Egyptian Treaty, had declared that the
draft agreement hetavecu Great Britain and Egypt (wdiic'h had been jiut
forward hy the Briti«h Government hut had tlien just been ahaiidoued) did
not depart from the idea of placing in the Egyiitians’ hands the conduct of
their own affairs, and that, ‘in making provision for the presenee of two
British officials in the MinistricB of Finance and Justice, it was not hc'r
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The European Section of the Department of Public Security was
likewise to be entirely autonomous, and the Director-General of it

was not only to represent and defend foreign interests at large (as
the Financial and Judicial Advisers were to do), but was also to
represent Great Britain in particular as the Power which had assumed
protection of foreign interests in EgyptJ
Another point in the settlement was that the options given, in

the Egyptian Law of 1923 , to foreign officials retiring before their
contractual term were revised substantially in the officials’ favour,
and were at the same time thrown open to classes specifically ex-
cluded from the scope of the existing law'—e. g. to foreign officials
in the service of the Municipality of Alexandria.- Moreover, while
the execution of the existing law- had been under the control of a
committee with an Egyptian chairman and an Egyptian majority,
it was now' handed over to a committee composed of the (British)
Financial Advivser as Ghairrnan, with one other foreign and one
Egyptian member. In regard to a large number of ‘ hard cases '

in w'hich injustice w^as alleged to have been done deliberately, par-
ticularly under Zaghlul Pasha's administration, the new Egyptian
Ministry undertook to give due weight to the Financial Adviser's
recommendations
Meanwhile, the text of the Egyptian Parliament’s protest, in the

intention to Tise these two* officials for the pur})ose of intervening in Egyj>tian
affairs ; but solely in order to preserve the contact requisite for protecting
foreign interests

^ On the 7th September, 1926, a debate took place in the Chamber of
Deputies on credits for the offices of the Judicial and Financial Advisers.
Sec Al’Ahrdm, bth September, 1926.

^ It was stated that at this time a majority of the foreign officials in the
various services in Egypt were not of British nationality, and that a majority
of those serving the Alexandria Municipality were Italians of tlie
setrlenieut in The Times, 2iid December, 1924).

® By January 1925 ‘over 1,000 foreign officials, or over half tlie total
eiuploycd by the Egyptian Government in permanent posts or temporary
posts assimilable thereto’, l)ad ‘already retired since the first a{>plication
of the ( ’ompcnsatiim Schemes of 1922 while, a large nurriber of th<* others
had taken advantage of the new (»ptioij to hasten the date of their departure
{The Times, 20tli and 21st January, 1925).
Towards the end of 1924 the position had been as follow's :

Officials due to leave in 1925 1926 1927
134 76 834

As a result of the fresh arrangement arrived at after the murder of Sir Lee
Stack these figures subsequently read ;

1925 1926 1927
793 87 171

It will thus be seen that a great majority changed from 1927 to 4925.
These figures do not indicate the number of officials who actually left Egypt,
as many were retained on contract.
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concluding paragraph of which it had categorically appealed to the
League of Nations to intervene, had been telegraphed to Geneva and
had been transmitted by the Secretary-General of the League to the
President of the Council ; but, since it did not emanate from a
Government, it was not circulated to States Members.^ The Egyptian
Government itself refrained from making any demarche at Geneva ;

and no State Member of the League attempted to take action on the
Anglo-Egyptian conflict under Article 1 1 of the Covenant.'^ On the
3rd December, 1924, the British Government requested the Secre-
tary-General of the League to circulate its note of the 19th Novem-
ber ^ to all Governments to which the Geneva Protocol had been
submitted : and in a public speech delivered on the same day ^

the new British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Sir Austen
Chamberlain, declared the British (k>vernment\s opinion and policy
regarding the status of the League in the oiisis which had arisen
sinc(‘ the note of the 19th November was drafted.

I think it is quite clear that what has occurred in Egypt does not
come within those provisions of the Covenant which invite or suggest
the interference of the League. But the same respect and regard for the
League has induced my colleagues to authorize my leaving England to
attend the Council of the League, and on their behalf gladly to give the
Council any information as to what has occurred or as to the reasons
for the policy His Majesty's Government has pursued, if it would be of
interest to them to receive such an account.®

On the 5th December this declaration was publicly supported ’

by Lord Cecil, another member of the British Government w^ho was
at the same time one of the foremost champions of the League, not
only in Great Britain but in the world ; and, apart from the in-
terested parties, there was almost a consensus among experts that,
juridically, the Anglo-Egyptian conflict arising out of the murder

’ Le Temps, 27th and 28th November, 1924. It was alleged that in the
text, as originally transmitted telegraphically from Cairo to Marseilles, the
sentence containing the appeal for the intervention of the League was omitted.

^ See The Times, let and 2nd December, 1924, for rumours that the Pereian
delegate intended to act.

® See p. 212 above.
* The Times, 5th December, 1924.
® Ibid., 4th December, 1924.
® On the 15th December, 1924, Sir Austen Chamberlain reaffirmed this

opinion in the House of Commons.
There is nothing in the Covenant in any Article which either requires

or suggests the interference of the League in such a matter as this. On the
contrary, there is an article in the Covenant which recognizes just such
special arrangements as exist between us and Egypt and excludes them
from the general purview of the Covenant.
’ The Times, 6th December, 1924.
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of Sir Lee Stack fell outside the purview of the League, for the
a priori reason that it was not, in the technical sense, an inttT-
national affair.^
The proceedings for the investigation and punishment of the crime

began with the arrest, during the night of the 26th-~27tli November,
of three prominent Egj^ptian politicians : Makram Efendi ‘Ubayd
(a Coptic member of the Wafd), ‘Abdu’r-Rahman Bey Fahmi (a
Wafd parliamentary candidate, w^ho had been convicted by British
c<»urt martial in n>20 and subsequently released under amnesty),
and Jlahmud EfendT Naqrashi (who had been Under-Secretary of
tlie Interior in the Ministry which had resigned three days earlier)/'
Thirty“thr(‘e otlier persons—among them Dr. Shaflq Mansur

—

witc
‘ This opinion was by the British League of Nations Union, as

advised by eertaiu international lawyers (see a letter from tlie Uhairman of
the Executive Ooruniittcc, Professor Gilbert Murray, in The Manrhester
(iunrdian, llKh December, 1924). In the Revue de Droit International ef de
Lf'yifil-atioyL ("ornparee, 1924, No. b. there is a detailed and expert diseusMon
of the proldem by a member of the Permanent Court of Arbitration at The
Hague. Monsieur Ch. de Visscher, in which the same conclusion is n‘a<‘hed.
The ground for this opinion was not that Egypt, at that time, was not a
member of the League (a fact which would not in itself have precluded some
third party, which was a member, from drawing the Council’s attention to
the Anglo-Egypfian conflict under Art. 11 of the Covenant). Incidentally,
tlie international status of Egypt, as determined provisionally by the British
declaration of February 1922, was not a bar to the admission of Egyj)t to
membership in the League, since Cuba (whose independence was Jiinited
by special relations with the United States which were not unlike those
between Egypt and Great Britain) had been an original member, while the
explicit requirement (Art. 1 of the Covenant) that candidates for subsequent
admission should be fully self-governing states, dominions, or colonics liad
not prevented the admission of the Irish Free State. Even, however, if
Egypt had been admitted previously to membership of the League, tliat
would not have given the League a status in regard to those relations ))etw«'en
Egypt and Great Britain which had been y)wifically reserved by the British
Government in its declaration of the 28th February, 1922, and in its notifica-
tion of the 15th March, 1922, to other Powers—so long as those reservations
were maintained. As far a.s those rcscrviitions were <‘oncerned M. de Vis.scher
|)oints out that the British Protectorate over Egyt)t—which had been
instituted on the 18th December, 1914, and had been recognized successively
by France, the United States, Germany, Austria and Hungary before it was
renounced, in other respects, by the British Government on the 28th February,
1922—still remained in force." On this premise he applies the pnncqde that
‘ a state whose sovereignty is limited owing to the continuance of special
relations uniting it to a state which has emancipated it e.annot seek to eseape
from these relations by appealing to the dispositions of the Covenant. The
closed ehara<jter of these special relations is a residue of the Protectorate ;

and for this reason tliose relations themselves present the common character-
istic of all relations between a superior and a subordinate state ; they are of
a eonstitutional and not of an international order

- These gentlemen were arrested by British military police, who haudiul
tlicin over to the Egyptian authorities on the 27th as a result of the new Prime
Minister ZTwar Pasha’s intervention at the British Residency. The British
authorities in Egjyt were stated at the time to have disclaimed responsibility
for these arrests (2’Ac Times, 28th November, 1924).
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arrosl(‘(l on tlio 28th. ^ The majority of these, including the three
gentlenx'Ti first mentioned, were afterwards released on the ground
that 1h(* eviclem^e against them was insufficient.**^ More damning
evi<l«*?i' (*— corroborated l)y attempts to fly the country and siihse-
quciit ronfessions—was obtained by an agent j^Touocateur (who had

Ih en convicted of throwing a bomb at Sultan Husajm in 1915)
against two students, and with this clue Dr. Shafiq Mansur and five
otluM* j>ersons were implicated.*'* One of the students was identified
b\ ('a plain ( ampbell, Sir Lee Stack’s aide-de-camp, who had I)een
wound(Mi with him on the 19th November.'* Another of the prisoners
confessed his eomplicity in nine of tlxe murders, or alt(un[)ts at
mijrd( r, of a jxditical character which had been perpetrated in Cairo
since 1919.* Kvcntually six persons were committed for trial on the
charge of liaving taken part in the actual murder, and two others on
tlir* cliargt^ of having conspired with the six for the c ommission of thci
ci inu*. Of the six, two were students and four employees in public
s(M vic(*s, and only one of them was over 22 years of age. The two
eliaig(Ml with conspiracy were an official in the Ministry of Awqdf,
Ahmad lsma‘il Efendi (aged 28) and a lawyer, Dr. Shafiq Mansur
(aged 47).® Dr. Shafiq Mansur was the only person of any promi-
nenc(* among them. He had l>een a Wafd parliamentary candidate.’

AfU'r being opened and adjourned on the llth May® the trial
finally began on the 26th,® with nine prisoners in the dock and
tlu’ce judges on the bench—the President and one of his colleagues
being Egyptians and the third an Englishman, Judge Kershaw. The
jiroeeedings confirmed the confession of one of the prisoners by
establishing that at least eight of the outrages committed since 1919
had beem the w^ork of one and the same organization, and brought
out the fact that the leading spirit w’as Dr. Shafiq Mansur, who had
(uiterc^d upon his criminal activities as far back as 1906.^* On the

Jhid.^ 29th Novc?mber, 1924.
15th Doceinhor, 1924, and 12th January, 1925, smd The Manchester

Guardian. 23rd January. 1925.
^ For the antecodeiits and activities of this agent provocateur, Najib Halbawl.

Her The Manchester Guardian, 26th May and lOth June, 1925 ; ef. The Times,
,3rd February, 1925.

The Times, 10th February. 1925.
^ Ibid,, 191h and 201h March, 1925. • Ibid,, 22nd April, 1925.
’ After his condemnation ho was publicly disowned by Sad Pasha Zaglilul

in a letter published in the London Times of the 10th June, 1925,
» The Times. 12th May, 1925.
• Ibid, and The Manchester Guardian, 27th May, 1925.
The ninth (a chauffeur who had been waiting to drive the assassins to

safety) had been added after the first oommittal.
** The Times, 3rd June, 1926.
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7th June the eight prisoners originally committed were sentenced to
death ;

^ and, after the dismissal of an appeal on the 23rd July,*
seven of the sentences were executed on the 23rd August, while one
was commuted to penal servitude for life.*

While this first trial had been in preparation a further series of
arrests and re-arrests had begun,^ which resulted, on the 10th Feb-
ruary, 1926, in the committal for trial of seven persons of consider-
ably greater standing, including not only Mahmud Efendi Naqrashi
but Ahmad Efendi Mahir, who for a few weeks had been his colleague,
as Minister of Public Instruction, in the Ministry which fell on the
24th November, 1924. Another of the prisoners was a diplomatist,
another a professor in the Cairo Law School. The prisoners were
accused of being implicated respectively in a number of crimes com-
mitted in 1922.^ The trial opened on the 29th March, 1926, before
a court consisting of two Egyptian members and a British Presi-
dent, Judge J. F. Kershaw.® Convictions were expected ; but on the
25th May the court, after sentencing to death one of the least promi-
nent of the prisoners, Muhammad Fahmi Efendi ‘Ali, acquitted all
the others and ordered their immediate release. This judgement
produced a sensation ; and a rumour that the British President of
the Court had been outvoted by his Egyptian colleagues was con-
firmed by Judge Kershaw^s resignation from the Egyptian Bench on
the 2nd June, which he announced in a letter stating that, in the
case of four of the persons acquitted, the verdict was so contrary, in
his opinion, to the weight of evidence that it constituted a grave
miscarriage of justice.^ On the same day the British Government
presented a note to the Egyptian Government in which they reserved
judgement in respect of the verdict ; declined to accept it as proof of
the innocence of the four persons concerned ; and further reserved
full liberty to take such steps as might prove necessary in order to
fulfil their obligation to ensure the safety of foreigners in Egypt.®

Meanwhile, on the 25th May, the two acquitted ex-ministers had
received a public ovation on their way from the Assize Court to

* The Times, 8th June, 1925. * Ibid,, 24th July, 1925.
3 Ibid., 24th August, and Le Temps, 25th August, 1925.
* The Times, 22nd May, 1925. * Ibid., 11th February, 1926.
® Ibid., 30th March, 1926.
^ Ibid., 3rd June, 1926. On the 22nd June the General Assembly of the

Native Court of Appeal decided, by a unanimous vote of the members
p^rcisent (among whom, however, none of the European members of the Appeal
Court were included), to protest to the Minister of Justice against the terms
of Judge Kershaw’s letter of resimation, on the ^ound that they constituted
an unauthorized disclosure of judicial secrets (Ibid., 23rd June, 1926).

® Ibid., 23rd February, 1926.
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Ra‘d Pasha Zaghlul’s house ; and the political effect of their acquittal
was greatly increased by the fact that it was pronounced three days
after a general election in which the Wafd had secured a decisive
majority once again. The internal politics of Egypt—the relations
of the several parties to one another and to the Crown—fall outside
the scope of this Survey ; but the present narrative would be incom-
plete without a brief retrospective reference to the political vicissi-
tudes wJiicli followed Ra‘d Pasha Zaghlul’s resignation on the 24th
November, 1924, in so far as these events bore upon the relations
between Egypt and Great Britain.^

]t has been mentioned already that when Sa‘d Pasha Zaghlul
resigned office on the 24th November, 1924, he was succeeded by
Ziwar Pasha, and some ac(‘ount has been given of the nCw Egyptian
Priim‘ Minister's difficultie^s in negotiating with the representatives
of (beat Britain regarding the British (iJovernment's demands. He
had an equally difficult internal situation to face, since the resigna-
tion of Zaghird Pasha had not affected the strength of the Wafd
majority in the Chamber. On the 24th December Ziwar Pasha
obtained a dissolution from King Fu’ad ; and in the general election
that followed, in which all the non-Wafd parties joined forces, the
Wafd majority appeared to have been reduced to vanishing jjoint.
Yet w h(*n th(‘ new’ Chamber met on the 22rd March, 1925, it elected
Zaghlul Pasha as its President by 125 votes to 85. Ziwar Pasha

—

who had formed a new* imti-Wafd coalition ministry on the 14th
March on the supposition that the elections had gone in his favour—offered his resignation on the same day, and obtained from the
King, who refused to accept it, an immediate dissolution of the new
Chamber as the alternative. A royal decree for holding a fresh
general election was not signed till the 22nd February, 1920,“ and,
during the eleven months that intervened, the outstanding feature
of Egyptian internal politics was an attempt on the part of, or on
behalf of, King Fu’ad to reintroduce personal government behind a
constitutional fa9ade.

It will be remembered that, in February 1922, Great Britain had
recognized, with certain important reservations, the sovereign inde-
pendence of Egypt on the understanding that the vacuum created
by the partial withdrawal of British control should be filled by an

^ M, M. Moreno :
' La Situazioiie interna dell' Egitto dall' iiecisione

del Sirdar ad oggi in Orienie Moderno^ V , 5, py». 225-34 ; the Cairo correspon-
dent of The Times: ‘Cross-currents in Egypt’ {The Times, Cth and 9th
February, 1926).

^ The TimeSy 23rd February, 1926.
Q
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Egyptian parliamentary constitutional regime. Undoubtedly this
corresponded to the desires of the politically conscious portion of
the Egyptian people ; but King Fu’ad—remembering the autocratic
powers enjoyed by his ancestor Mehmed ‘Ali and by successive
members of the dynasty down to the deposition of his father, the
Khedive Isma‘il, in 1879, which was followed by the British occupa-
tion of Egypt in 1882, and unmindful of the fate which had recently
overtaken autocratic rulers in neighbouring Islamic countries who
had sought to stem the tide of democratic ideas flowing in from the
West—had not reconciled himself to exchanging the role of a British
nominee for that of an Egyptian constitutional monarch. He had
resisted the Constitutional Liberals while they were drafting the
new constitution during 1923 ; and the sweeping victory of the
Wafd at the first general election may have been partly due to the
fact that the King had professed to lend them his support, in the
expectation that they would prove more amenable than the Liberals
to his wishes. This expectation was not realized during Zaghlul
Pasha's tenure of office in 1924 ; and King Fu'ad can hardly have
been displeased when the crisis in the relations between Egypt and
Great Britain, produced by the murder of Sir Lee Stack, brought
about the fall of a national hero who had eclipsed his sovereign.
Accusations of disloyalty towards the CVown, against the Wafd in
general and Sa‘d Pasha Zaghliil in particular, were promptly revived.^
On the 10th January, 1925, a so-called ' Unionist ’ (Ittifidd) Party

was founded—a party of ‘ The King’s Friends in which the moving
spirit was a young and adroit palace official, Nash'at Pasha—and
the president of this party, a former Prime Minister, Yahya Ibrahim
Pasha, who w^as persona gratissima at Court, entered Ziw^ar’s Govern-
ment of March 1925 as Minister of Finance.
On the 20th May, 1925, it was announced by Sir Austen Chamber-

lain in the House of Commons that the British Government had
accepted the resignation of Lord Allenby and that Sir George Lloyd
had been appointed to succeed him as British High Commissioner
in Egypt.^ Lord Allenby left Cairo for England on the 14th June ;

^

Lord (formerly Sir George) Lloyd did not arrive in Egypt till the
20th October. Meanwhile, at the beginning of July, Ziw^ar Pasha

^ See The Times, 3rd and 24th January and 26th May, 1925 ; The Manchester
Guardian, 7th and 12th January and 26th March, 1926.

* For speculations regarding the reasons for Lord AUenby’s retirement
see The Manchester Guardian, 21st May, 1925.

* See The Times, 20th June, 1925, for a review of his six years* tenure of
the High Commissionership since April 19l19.
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had gone to Europe for a cure, leaving Yahya Ibrahim Pasha as
acting Prime Minister ; and, under this regime, Nash’at Pasha
succeeded in imposing a Palace Government upon the country. On
the 6th September the Minister of Justice, ‘Abdu’h'Aziz Pasha
Fahmi, who was the President of the Liberal Party, was dismissed
from office by royal decree on the ground that he had failed to
execute the judgement which had been pronounced by the dis-
ciplinary court of Al-Azhar University against the modernist 'dlim
Shaykh ‘Ali ‘Abdu’r-Razzaq.^ This dismissal led to the resignation
of three Liberal Ministers, including Isma^il Pasha Sidqi—the
strongest personality in the Government, who, though formerly a
strong supporter of Zaghlul Pasha, had become a protagonist in the
campaign against him at the beginning of the Ziwar regime. Thus
the Ittihdd Party, which in effect meant Nash’at Pasha, was left in
sole possession of the field ; but the ejected Liberals now once more
made common cause with the Wafdy and on the 21st November the
Wafd and Liberal members of the Chamber which had been dissolved
on the 23rd March met in Cairo and denounced the Government for
violating the Constitution. On the 10th December King Fu’ad
removed Nash’at Pasha from the post of Director of the Royal
Cabinet ^—apparently at the instance of the new British High
Commissioner, Lord Lloyd—and on the 22nd IVbruary he signed
a decree for the holding of a general election under Zaghlfil Pasha’s
electoral law of 1924.^ In these elections the Liberals, the Wafd, and
the Nationalists made common cause ; and the polling, which took
place on the 22nd May, resulted in the return of 142 representatives
of the Wafd, 28 Liberals, 5 Nationalists, IS Independents, and 7
Unionists.^ The party of ‘ The King's Friends w^hich had been
the creation of Nash’at Pasha, thus collapsed with his downfall, and
the Wafd found itself by far the strongest party in the new^ Chamber.
The Wafd majority, hownver, was not so overwhelming this time as
it had been after the general election of 1923 ; and Zaghlul Pasha’s
first intention was to refrain from taking office himself and to leave
it to his Liberal ally, ‘Adli Pasha, to form a coalition ministry in
which the Wafd w^ould have a numerical preponderance correspond-

^ Oriente Moderno, V, 9, p. 495. The case of Shaykh ‘AH ‘Abdu’r-Razzaq,
which was thus exploited in the field of Egyptian party politics, had a wider
interest which has been discussed above (see pp. 80~1).

® The Times, 11th December ; Le Temps, 13ta December, 1925.
^ The Times, 23rd February, 1926.
^ This was the official return on the 26th May, 1920, when a reballot was

due in ten constituencies, while in the three frontier constituencies the polling
had not yet taken place (The Times, 27th May, 1926).

Q 2
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ing more or less to its strength in the Chamber. Considering his
experience in 1924 and the tragic and catastrophic circumstances in
which his tenure of pflSce had ended this decision was wise ; but
after the acquittal, recorded above, of the tw^o ex-Ministers on the
25th May, which^ was a sensational indication that the Wafd had
recovered its ascendancy in the country, Zaghlul Pasha suddenly
changed his mind ; and this, following the acquittal of the two ex-
Ministers and four of their fellow prisoners, threatened to precipitate
a fresh crisis in Anglo-Egyptian relations. On the 30th May Zaghlul
Pasha called on the British High Commissioner ^—apparently at the
Higli Commissioner’s instance—and the Egyptian situation was con-
sidered at a special meeting of the British Cabinet on the 31st May.“
This was followed on the 2nd June by the resignation of Judge
Kershaw and the presentation of the British note :

^ but on the
3rd June the tension was relaxed by a declaration on the part of
Zaghlrd Pasha, at a luncheon given in his honour by the Coalition
deputies, that he had changed his mind once again.'^ On the ()th

Jun(‘ King Fu’ad, on Zaghlfd Pasha's advice, sent for 'Adli Pasha,
who formed his ministry on the same daj', with three Liberal mem-
bers, one independent, and six representatives of the Wafd. Ziwar
Pasha resigned on the 7th, and the Cliamber was opened on the 10th.®

This denouement appears to have been due to the influence
tactfully but firmly exerted by Lord Lloyd. ^ The British High
Commissioner might fairly claim that he was morally justified in
putting pressure upon Zaghlid Pasha, considering that the general
election itself, and the application of the 1924 electoral law, had
both been due in part to pressure which Lord Lloyd had placed
successively upon King Fu’ad and Ziwar Pasha, in addition to the
pressure exercised by Egyptian public opinion.’ In fact, the Wafd
in large measure owed to Lord Lloyd’s championship of constitu-
tional government in Egypt their own return to power, and he
might reasonably demand of Zaghlfil Pasha that he should not make
such use of this power as to place Egypt and Great Britain at logger-

^ The Times. 3l8t May, 1926. ^ Jhid.. 2nd June, 1926.
^ See p. 224 above. * The Times. 4th June, 1926.
® Ibid.. 7th, 8th, and llth June, 1026.
* L(>r<l Lloyd’s representations to Zaghlfd Pasha were apparently reinforced

by representations from Zaghlul Pasha’s own colleagues on the Wafd. who
had becf)me alarmed at the possible consequences of his taking office, in view
of the British Government’s attitude in the matter.

^ Ziwar Pasha’s own electoral law had aroused widespread resistance not
only in the Senate but among the village headmen. 36 of whom had been
prosecuted for refusing to put it into effect (The Times. 4th January and
9th February, 1926).
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heads again. Thus another crisis in Anglo-Egyptian relations was
surmounted, and this in a manner which was not discreditable to
either party. Nevertheless, it was, at best, a negative and ephemeral
achievement which left the Anglo-Egyi)tian problem as far from a
definitive solution in June 1926 as it had been on the morrow of
the British declaration of the 28th February, 1922, The new' Cham-
ber showed its temper by electing Zaghlul Pasha to be its President ;

and the Liberal minority, by which the new ministry was headed
rather than controlled, differed from the Wafd merely in its methods
of action and not in its declared aspirations, as far as the relations
between Egypt and Great Britain were concerned. The speech from
the Throne which was read in the Chamber on the 10th June, 1926,
contained the following passage :

The Government particularly concerns itself to establish betw^een the
British and Egyptian nations aiul their respective Governments mutual
confidence and cordial relations, and to prepare an atmosphere of good
understanding which will ])ermit Egypt to enjoy complete independence.
The Government considers that tlu* measures taken in the Sudan cannot
impair Egypt's legitimate claims, which remain what they were, and
will do all that is possible to reach in this connexion a solution giving
Egypt satisfaction.

Tlie torn* of this j>ronouneement was conciliatory ; yet at the time
of writing there w as no sign that either party was more willing than
before to make conces.sions ; and without substantial concessions on
both sides there could hardly be an agreed settlement of the four
points which, more than four years earlier, had been reserved by the
British Government for frec^ negotiation. This deadlock was the
nemesis of errors on both sides. The demagogic violence of Zaghhll
Pasha and his supporters had led up to an unintended but tragic
and disastrous climax in the assassination of Sir Lee Stack. There-
after, the severity of the terms imposed upon Egypt in Lord Allenby’s
ultimatum—especially in several points which might reasonably be
regarded as irrelevant to the crime by which the ultimatum had been
provoked—proved fatal to those Egyptian statesmen who had shown
the patriotism and the courage to take on their shoulders the burden
of office in that inauspicious hour. In forcing Ziw^ar Pasha and his
colleagues to accept the terms of the ultimatum with little allevia-
tion the British authorities w^ere forcing them to commit political
suicide, and were thus unintentionally paving the way for that return
of the intransigent forces to power which was accomplished in the
renewed victory of the Wafd at the elections of 1926.
Meanwhile, the relations between the two countries continued to be
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governed by the unilateral British declaration of the 28th February,
1922, to Egypt, and by the notification of the 15th March, 1922, to
other Governments.

These two documents [Sir Austen Chamberlain declared in the House
of Commons on the 15th December, 1924] are the charter of our
position in Egypt to-day. They are the basis and the hope of the policy
of His Majesty's Government. Our position is special, and a special
position carries with it necessarily special obligations. Our interests are
peculiar and vital. They are important to all the world, but vital to
the interests of the British Empire. What is it, then, that we ask of
the Egyptian Government ? His Majesty’s Government have no desire
to interfere with the independence so recently granted to Egypt. What
we require of the Egyptian Government is that they should work with
us and not against us. What we ask of them is that they should dis-
charge in Egypt the duties w'hich are incumbent on any Government in
its own territory, and for the performance of which we have made our-
selves responsible, and that they should accept loyally and frankly, as
the basis of their independence, the conditions which are attached to
its grant in the Declaration.^

In Egyptian eyes, however, the British declaration had bestowed
the name of sovereign independence upon Egypt with one hand and
withheld the substance with the other. At the time of writing the
standpoints of the two parties remained as far apart as ever.

Note on Constitutional Developments in Egypt, 28th February, 1922,
to 31st December, 1925.

The constitutional history of Egypt falls outside the scope of this
Survey, and for the constitution of the 2l8t April, 1923, and its ante-
cedents since 1866, the reader may be referred to an analysis by A.
Giannini in Oriente Moderno, HI, 1, pp. 1~22 ; to a retrospect by the
same writer in op. cit., Ill, 6, pp. 329-38 ; and to an essay on the
constitutional history of Egypt, followed by Arabic and French texts
of the Constitution of the 2l8t April, 1923, by G. Kampffmeyer in
Mitteilungen des Seminars fiir Orientalische Sprachen, Jahrgang xxvi
und xxvii, Zweite Abteilung : Westasiatische Studien. The text of the
electoral law of the 30th April, 1923, is printed in Oriente Moderno, III,
2, pp. 66-77 ; and the text of the electoral law of the 29th July, 1924,
modifying the above, in op. cit., IV, 9, pp. 535-9. The elections of
March 1925 were held partly in accordance with the first and partly in

^ Sir Austen Chamberlain continued as follows ;

I draw a great distinction between what it is necessary for us to require
in relation to the Sudan, where, as I said, our obhgations are direct and
immediate, and what it is desirable we should require in regard to Egypt.
In the Sudan we must have power to fulfil our obligations. In Egypt all
that we desire is that the Egyptian Government should do their duty,
and if they are willing to do that they will find no better, no firmer, and no
more loyal friends than the Government and the people of this country.

The status of the Sudan is dealt with in the following section.
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accordance with the second of these two laws (op, V, 1, p. 38). In
April 1925 a commission was appointed to draft a new electoral law
(op. cit., V, 4, p. 210), and this (third) law was promulgated on the
8th December, 1925 (text in op. cit., VI, 1, p. 66). On the 18th Septem-
ber, 1923, the first Egyptian diplomatic representatives abroad were
nominated by King Fu’ad (op. cit., Ill, 5, pp. 314-15). Fourteen
Egyptian consulates were created on the 6th November, 1923 (op. cit.y
III, 7, p. 459). A law of the 20th October, 1925 (op. cit., V, 11, p. 567),
regulated the diplomatic career ; and a law of the 29th October, 1925
(op. cit., V, 11, p. 572), dealt with political associations.
An unintended effect of reservation (h) in the British Government’s

declaration of the 28th February, 1922, was seen in the omission from
the Egyptian (Constitution of the 21.st April, 1923, of those provisions
for a minimum representation of minorities which had existed in the
Constitution of the let July, 1913. A proposal for the reproduction of
such provisions was rejected by the Constitution Commission on the
25th August, 1922 (op. cit., II, pp. 331-2), after the Coptic community
itself had already pronounced against it in a representative meeting
held at Cairo on the 20th May (op. cit., II, pp. 44-5). The politically
minded Copts appear to have felt that, in view of the British reservation
respecting the protection of minorities, the invidiousness of any special
constitutional provisions in their favour would outweigh any benefits
which they could expect to receive from them.

It may be noted that the Copts were a community wholly resident
in Egypt, scattered throughout the country, and speaking the same
language as the majority of the population. There was no Coptic state
or nation outside Egypt to wdiich they desired to belong, or which
desired, on its side, to acquire their allegiance. Consequently, their
presence did not constitute a danger to the integrity of the country,
and in these circumstances they were not in acute need of protection
against persecution on the part of their Muslim fellow countrymen.
So far from being disloyal to the National cause the Copts took a
prominent part in the leadership of the Wafd during the period under
review.
By the terms of the Constitution of the 21st April, 1923, all Egyptians

were to be equal before the law’, without distinction of race, language,
or religion (Art. 3). Liberty of conscience was to be absolute (Art. 12).
The state was to protect, in conformity with established usages in
Egypt, the free exercise of every religion or belief, on condition that
public order and morality should not be impaired (Art. 13). There was
to be freedom of teaching, subject to the same twm reservations (Art. 17).
On paper these guarantees were amply sufficient, but their effective-

ness evidently depended on the general spirit of the nation and the
general sense of public opinion in this matter. In the Sub-CJommittee
of the Constitution Commission Article 13 aroused lively opposition on
the clerical side, and the reservation ‘ in conformity with established
usage in Egypt ’ was a concession to conservative Islamic feeling
(Oriente Moderno, II, p. 332 ; III, 1, p. 7). In an interview on the
subject of minorities, given during the general election, Sa‘d Pasha
Zaghlul took his stand on the principles laid down in the Constitution
(op. cit., IV, 1, p. 62, quoting La Bourse Egypiienne of Cairo, 6th
December, 1923). The Jewish community in Egypt concurred with
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the Copts in accepting these principles and renouncing any claim to
special representation. At the same time one of their leaders pointed
out that, in these first elections held under the new Constitution,
Jewish candidates had not received from their Muslim co-religionists
the number of votes which they might reasonably have expected (op.
cit., IV, 1, pp. 62-3, quoting an interview given to UImjparziale of
Cairo, 8th December, 1923, by J. E. de Picciotto Bey).

(ii) The Status of the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan (1922-5).

The Sudan, which was the subject of the fourth reservation in the
British Government’s declaration of the 28th February, 1922, con-
sisted principally of the ex-Egyptian dominions in the Nile basin,

^

above (that is south of) Egypt itself, which had been reconquered by
Great Britain and Egypt jointly, in the campaigns of 1896-8, from
the Khallfah of the Mahdl Muhammad Ahmad, who had led a suc-
cessful revolt against Egyptian rule in 1881-5.“ The northern
boundary of the Sudan had been drawm at the 22nd parallel of
latitude in the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement of the 19th January, 1899,
which placed the Sudan under an Anglo-Egyptian condominium.^
The southern boundary, dividing the Sudan from the British Pro-
tectorate of Uganda, had been drawn provisionally along a line run-
ning roughly east and west from Lake Rudolf to the White Nile a
little to the south of the 5th parallel (north).^ The international
frontiers on the east and the west had been fixed by treaties with
Italy and Abyssinia and with the Congo Free State and France

^ Sudan (an Arabic plural from the root s-w’-d) simply means ‘ The Blacks
and the name properly applied not only to the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan in
the Nile basin, out to the entire northern fringe of Tropical Africa from the
Senegal and the Niger to the Upper Nile and the Red Sea.

2 An enclave round Suakin (Sawakin) on the Red Sea coast had never
fallen into the Mahdists' hands.

® The easternmost sector of this boundary was modified by arriie in 1902.
This latter line represented the tribal boundaries, whereas the political frontier
fixed in 1899 was an arbitrary line.

* In Lord Cromer's Report for 1901 (dated February 1902) it w^as stated
that the southern frontiers of the Sudan were still undefined and that Gon-
dokoro was taken as the northernmost station of Uganda and Mongalla as
the southernmost station of the Sudan on the east bank of the Nile. This
was repeated in the Report for 1902 (written in February 1903). In the Report
for 1913 (dated March 1914) it was mentioned that, by arrangement with
Uganda, a delimitation of territories had takfMi place, and that only financial
considerations prevented the Sudan Government from establishing an
effective administration in the districts between the Khor Tabus and Lake
Rudolf and from occupying the Bouna Plateau, but that the Government had
posts at Akobo and Nasser. In April 19,14 an exchange of territories was
effected by which the Sudan was extended southwards to Nimuli, thus giving
control of the whole stretch of the White Nile navigable from Khartum, while
Uganda received in exchange an area of some 4,000 square miles west of the
Nile which had previously formed part of the Lado enclave.
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respectively.^ The effective occupation of the territory comprised
within these limits had been completed by the extension of the Sudan
Government's authority over Darfur in 1916. In 1922 the Sudan
thus comprised all that part of the Nile basin which did not fall
within Ii]gypt, Eritrea, Abyssinia or Uganda. The extreme north-
and-south extcuision of the country, from the point where the White
Nile entered it to the point whore the united river passed over into
Egypt, was scarcely less than the extension of the United States from
the Gulf of Mexico to the Canadian border west of the Great Lakes ;

and the area of the Sudan was approximately equal to that of the
Mississippi basin west of a line joining Chicago and New Orleans.^

In the climate, poj)ulation, and civilization of this vast area there
were sharp local contrasts. The southern provinces, with their
abundant rainfall, fell within Tropical Africa, while the middle and
northern provinces were part of that arid zone, stretching from the
Atlantic to Peking, which separated Europe from the other principal
regions of the Old World. Tlie southern provinces, again, were in-
habited by negro peoples in a primitive stage of pagan culture,'^
while the middle and northern provinces were inhabited by Arabic
and Hamitic-speaking Muslims—Hamitic dialects predominating be-
tween the Nile and the Red 8ea, and Arabic elsew^here. This Muslim
population was divided (as in other countries lying in the arid zone)
into stock-breeding nomads on the steppes and a sedentary popula-
tion in the rare towns and patches of irrigated land. The sedentary
Muslims possessed the ordinary culture and institutions of a rather
backward Islamic country. At the time of writing this Islamic

^ Tlic boundary between the Sudan and Eritrea was fixed by agreements
with Italy of the 7th December, 1898, the 1st June, 1899, and the 16th April,
1901, by a declaration of the 22nd November, 1901, and by an Anglo-ltalian-
Abyssiiiian agreement of the 15th May, 1902. The frontier with Abyssinia
was determined by an Anglo-Abyssinian treaty of the 15th May, 1902 (see
Hertslet. Map of Africa by Treaty, 3rd edition, vol. ii). The frontier between
the Congo Free State and the Sudan w^as fixed by a treaty of the 9th May.
1906. and in accordance with this treaty the Congo Free State transferred to
the Sudan Government in 1910, six months after the death of King Leopold,
the Lado enclave, on the west bank of the White Nile, which the Congo Free
State had been allowed to occupy and administer while the rest of the Sudan
was in the Mahdists’ hands. For the defining of the boundary between
French Equatorial Africa and the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan see Survey for 1924,
pp. 471-2.

® See the map on p. 64 of I. Bowman, The New World (second edition,
London, 1924, Harrap).

® See in The Times, 28th August, 1924, a letter by Mr. E. Grove, a former
administrator of a district in the trqpical part of the Sudan, who emphasizes
the cultural and ethnological as w^ell as the climatic contrast between the two
parts of the countiy. See likewise Sir L. Stack’s Eeport on the Finances,
Administration and Condition ofthe Sudan in 1923 (Cmd, 2281 of 1924), pp. 5-6.
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culture was dominant in the Sudan, in spite of the partly British
regime which had been in force for more than a quarter of a century ;

and it was showing a tendency to spread, together with the Arabic
language, up the Nile and its tributaries. On the other hand, the
internal resources of the tropical provinces were richer ; and if and
when Tropical Africa came to be exploited intensively, through the
operation of Western enterprise, organizing ability, and scientific
knowledge, it was conceivable that the centre of gravity in the Sudan
might shift southwards.^ Duringthe period underreview the potential
cotton lands on the border line between the tropical and arid zones
were the main focus of economic interest and activity in the country.
The four principal links between the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan and

Egypt were community of religion (Islam), community of language
(Arabic), the geographical and economic bond created by the Nilotic
river-system, and a political connexion which was older than the
Anglo-Egyptian Agreement of 1899. It may be noted that all these
links were stronger in the case of the northern and middle provinces
than in that of the tropical south. The strongest link of the four
was the Nile water, which was equally vital for the existing irrigation
of Egypt and for the potential irrigation of the Sudan. ^ The water
question, and the closely allied question of the extension of cotton-
growing in the Sudan, were such important factors, during the period
under review, in the relations between Great Britain and Egypt that
they are dealt with separately below.^ The secure possession of a
sufficient supply of Nile water was as important for Egypt as security
of transit through the waterway of the Suez Canal was for the British
Empire ; and the Egyptians were as sensitive in regard to the
control of their water-supply by a foreign Power as the British were
regarding any foreign command of the sea.^ Just as the British had

^ On the 25th June, 1924, Lord Eaglan stated in the House of Lords that
the negro inhabitants of the southern provinces constituted considerably
more than half the total population of the Sudan.

The bond created by the Nilotic river-system was chiefly important in
relation to the supply of water for irrigation. The utility of the Nile as a
highway of communication between the two countries was seriously impaired
by the cataracts and by the roundabout course of the river between Atbarah
and Wadi Halfah. Except in the immediate vicinity of the Nile the two
countries were isolated from one another by a broad zone of absolute desert.

* In this place it may merely be pointed out that the White Nile water
was less important than the Blue Nile water for the fertilization of Egypt
(at any rate until the Sadd of the Bahru'l-Ghazal and Upper White Nile
regions were removed or circumvented), and that therefore, even from this
point of view, Egypt was less dependent upon the tropical provinces of the
Sudan than upon the sovereign state of Abyssinia.

* See Sir Murdoch MacDonald's speech m the House of Commons on the
10th July, 1924.
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Sect, ii THE ANGLO-EGYPTIAN SUDAN 235
found it difficult to reconcile themselves to equality of naval strength,
even with a friendly maritime Power,^ so the Egyptians disliked
sharing with another people the control of the Upper Nile, and were
distraught at the prospect that this control might pass into non-
Egyptian hands exclusively.

This feeling in Egypt regarding the Nile water was not only
genuine but ancient, deep-seated, and widespread ; and the leaders
of the Egyptian national movement rightly placed the water question
in the forefront of their controversy with Great Britain over the
Sudan. Their case was less strong when they turned from economics
to politics and attempted to buttress their own claim to exclusive
dominion in the Sudan upon history. In the long historical life of
the Nile basin the political dissociation of Egypt from the countries
of the Upper Nile had been at least as frequent a phenomenon as the
political union of the upper and lower sections of the valley.^ Culture
had travelled up the Nile more readily than sovereignty, and while
the Sudan had successively adopted from the lower valley the civiliza-
tions of Ancient Egypt, Christendom, and Islam, the periods when
Egypt had ruled the Sudan—or the Sudan Egypt—had been rare
and short. Even cultural influences had sometimes made a long
halt at the frontier. For instance, while the valley below Aswan had
been conquered by the Muslims in the seventh century after Christ,
Nubia had remained until the fourteenth century a Christian King-
dom, over which the Muslim rulers of Egypt exercised only a lax
and intermittent suzerainty. In the fourteenth century Christian
Nubia was submerged politically by nomadic Arab tribes which had
gradually filtered southward through Egypt and which found the
steppes of Darfur and Kordofan a congenial country ; and in the
fifteenth century by negro tribes which pressed up from the tropical
south and became converts to Islam.^ Yet the replacement of

^ See Survey for 1920-3, pp. 490-9, for the history of the Five Power
Treaty for the Limitation of Naval Armament, which was signed in Washing-
ton, D.C., on the 6th February, 1922.

* For the history of the Sudan see Lord Cromer, Modern Egypt, vol. ii,

chapters 33 and 60 ; E. A. Wallis Budge. The Egyptian Sudan, tie History
and Manumenis (London, 1907, Kecan Paul, 2 vols!) ; L. J. Mori6, Histoire de
Vmhiopie, vol. i (Paris, 1904, Challamel). For the infiltration of the Arab
tribes from the north see C. H, Becker, Zur Geeckichte der dsUicken Sudan,
in Der Islam, I, p. 153 (Strassburg, 1910, Triibner), and H. A. MacMichael,
History of the Arabs in the Sudan (Cambridge. 1922, University Press, 2 vols.).
For the spread of Islam see Sir T. W. Arnold, The Preaching ofIslam (second
edition, London, 1913, Constable), pp. 109-13.

• At the time of writing the pre-Arab and pre-Negro stratum of the
population, apart from the Hamine-speaking nomads between the Nile and
the Red Sea, was represented by the completely Islamized and partly Arabized
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Christianity by Islam was a very gradual process ; and the introduc-
tion of Islam did not bring with it any marked increase of intimacy
in the political relations of the Sudan with Egypt, though Egypt was
the quarter from which Islam had entered the country. The Sudan
was never effectively occupied by the Mamluk Sultans of Egypt.
The Ottoman conqueror of Egypt, Sultan Selim I, sent a force of
Bosnian troops up the Nile in 1520 ; and for the next three cen-
turies the descendants of these European Muslims maintained them-
selves, in virtual independence of the Ottoman Empire, in the section
of the valley between the First Cataract at Aswan and the Third
Cataract a little below (i. e. north of) Dongola.^ The first ‘Osmanll
who not only invaded but held and administered the Sudan was the
most celebrated of the Pashas of Egypt, Mehmed ‘All. He conquered
Sannar and Kordofan in 1820 and founded Khartum in 1822 ; and
his successors in the Pashalyq of Egypt extended at least their
nominal authority over an area in the Upper Basin of the Nile which
approximately coincided with the area, at the time of writing, of the
Anglo-Egyptian Sudan, before their rule above Wadi Halfah was ex-
tinguished by the revolt of the Mahdi Muhammad Ahmad in 1881-5.
Thus the Sudan and Egypt were united politically for a period of

sixty years. It may be noted that the factor w^hich first enabled
Mehmed ‘All and his successors to annex the Sudan was the intro-
duction of Western technique and Western experts into their ad-
ministrative system. Mehmed ‘All would hardl}’^ have been more
successful than previous Muslim rulers of Egypt in annexing the
Sudan if he had not remodelled his array and other branches of his
government, however imperfectly, on Western lines. On the other
hand, the disaster in which this policy of expansion in the Sudan
eventually came to grief may partly be attributed to the fact that
it was beyond the strength of a Government whose home territory,
Egypt, was itself in the throes of Westernization, to administer
satisfactorily, at the same time as Egypt, a vast colonial empire
with difficult problems of its own. The principal reason, however,
w'hy Egyptian rule in the Sudan ended in disaster was the moral
failure of the Egyptians to realize their responsibility towards the
more backward peoples of their Sudanese provinces. Most Egyptian
conscripts regarded service in the Sudan as penal servitude, and most
Barabarah (Berberines) in the Nile Valley between the First and Fourth
Cataracts (that is, in Upper Egypt and in the Wadi Halfah and Dongola
provinces of the Sudan) and by the pagan tribes of the Nuba mountains, in
the angle between the White Nile and the Bahru’1-Ghazal, south of Kordofan.

^ Budg'e, op. ctf., vol. ii, pp. 207-8.
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Egyptian officers and officials as an exile only redeemed by legiti-
mate and illegitimate opportunities of making money. The memory
of Egyptian misrule in the Sudan outlasted, in the minds of the
Sudanese, the more barbaric tyranny of the Mahdist regime ; and
this memory was one of the important factors in the situation during
the period under review.
A second point to note is that Mehmed ‘AIT conquered the Sudan

as a subject and a rej)resentative of the Ottoman Sultan ; so that,
although the initiative and ability required by the enterprise were
supplied by Mehmed ‘AlT himself and the material resources by
Egypt, the juridical effect was to add a number of new provinces, in
the Upper Nile basin, to the Ottoman Empire. On the 13th Feb-
ruary, 1841, when the Sultan signed a Jirvidn making the Pashalyq of
Egypt hereditary in the family of Mehmed 'All, he simultaneously
signed a separate firman ^ in which he conferred the government of
the Sudan upon Mehmed ‘Ali for his lifetime only ; and though, in
subsequent firyrmns, the Sudan was included in the hereditary do-
minions of the Khedivial dynasty, the juridical sovereignty of the
Ottoman Sultan over the Sudan, as well as Egypt, was still asserted.^
Juridically, this situation w^as not modified by the evacuation of the
Sudan in 1881-5, nor by the Anglo-Egyptian reconquest of the
country in 1890-8, and thus Ottoman sovereignty over the Sudan
still subsisted in theory when the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement regard-
ing the Sudan (to w'hich the Ottoman Government was not a party) w^as
signed on the 19th January, 1899. The fact that the British Govern-
ment signed this agreement with the (at that time) non-sovereign
Egyptian Government, and not wdth the suzerain of Egypt, may have
constituted a legal flaw ; yet in ignoring the Ottoman Government
and placing the reconquered Sudan under an Anglo-Egyptian con-
dominium the agreement of 1899 conformed to the facts of the case.
Ottoman sovereignty over the Sudan had indeed never been more

than nominal, since the very Pasha of Egypt who conquered the
Sudan had also made his pashalyq independent of Constantinople
de facto. The Ottoman Government had contributed nothing either

^ Text in G. Nouradoun^^hian, Recueil d'Actes InUrnationaux de r Empire
Ottoman. 1300-1902 (4 vols, Paris, 1897-1903). vol. ii, no. iii.

® 8eo J. Cocheris, Situation intemaiionale de VEgypte et du Sudan (Paris,
1903). For example, the firman of the 7th August, 1879 (text in Noura-
dounghian, op. cit. vol. iv, p. 226) contained the following clause ; ‘ The
Khedive shall not. under any pretext or motive, abandon to others, in whole
or part, the privileges accorded to Egypt wdiich are confided to him. and
which are an emanation of the natural rights and prerogatives of my Imperial
Government, nor any part of the territory.*
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to the original conquest of the Sudan by Mehmed ‘Ali or to the joint
reconquest of the country by the British and Egyptian Govern-
ments. Towards this joint effort Great Britain contributed, first,

the financial and administrative reconstruction of Egypt herself,
without which Egypt could not have embarked on any fresh enter-
prise beyond her own borders ; secondly, the reorganization of the
Egyptian army, which enabled it to co-operate with British troops
in stopping the advance of the Mahdists at Wadi Halfah and even-
tually taking the offensive against them ; thirdly, the planning and
direction of the campaigns of 1896-8 ; fourthly, the reinforcement
of the Egyptian army (now itself reorganized under British leadership)
by units of the British army, which bore the brunt of the fighting in
these decisive campaigns ;

^ and fifthly a financial contribution,
which covered about one-third of the total cost of these campaigns,
amounting to just over three-quarters of a million pounds sterling.^
Egypt, on her side, contributed financially rather more than two-
thirds of the total cost of the campaigns (which amounted to not
more than £2,500,000 sterling all told), and the greater part of the
man-power—in the combatant ranks as well as in the Labour Units

—

though the military value of this Egyptian man-power was largely
dependent upon British leadership and reinforcement. Egypt also
provided the historical title on which the subsequent condominium
rested ; and Egyptians might fairly claim that ifthe Sudan had not been
conquered by an Ottoman Pasha of Egypt in 1 820, and if Egypt herself
had not come under British control in 1882, Great Britain would have
had to compete for a footing in the Sudan with the other European
Powers which engaged in the ‘ scramble ’ for Tropical Africa.
These facts were not unfaithfully reflected in the Anglo-Egyptian

Agreement of the 19th January, 1899,® This instrument gave ‘ effect
to the claims which have accrued to Her Britannic Majesty’s Govern-
ment, by right of conquest, to share in the present settlement and
future working and development of the . . . system of administration
and legislation ’ (in the Sudan, within the boimdaries which have
been described already) by the following provisions. The British
and Egyptian flags were to be used together throughout the Sudan
(Art. 1 ).^ The supreme military and civil command in the Sudan was

1 The Egyptian casualties in these campaigns were very light.
* The Manchester Guardian, 2l8t July, 1924 ; The Times, 14th August,

1924.
® English text in British and Foreign State Pavers, 1898-9, vol. xci,
* In the original instrument this and the exclusion of the jurisdiction of

the Egyptian Mixed Tribunals (Art. 8) were made not to apply to Sawakin.
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vested in one officer, termed the Governor-General, who was to be
appointed by Khedivial decree on the recommendation of the British
Government and to be removable only by Khedivial decree on the
recommendation of the British Government ^ (Art. 3). This Gover-
nor-General was invested with full legislative power (Art. 4) ; and,
unless promulgated by him, no Egyptian legislation was to apply to
the Sudan (Art, 5). Alien residents in the Sudan were not to enjoy
special privileges (i. e. there were to be no Capitulations) (Art. 6).
There were to be no import duties on goods entering the Sudan from
Eg3pt (Art, 7). The jurisdiction of the Egyptian Mixed Tribunals
was not to extend to, or to be recognized in, the Sudan (Art. 8).
The previous consent of the British Government was to be required
for the appointment in Sudanese territory of consular officers by
other (Governments (Art. 10). The Slave Trade was prohibited^
(Art. 11), and the Brussels Act of the 2nd July, 1890, regarding
fire-arms and alcoholic liquors was to be stringently enforced (Art. 12).
The Sudan was to remain under martial law’ at the Governor-General’s
discretion (Art. 9).

Under the condominium established by this agreement the Anglo-
Egyptian Sudan (as it had now become) was administered and recon-
structed. To this joint work of peace, w'hich followed the joint re-
conquest, Great Britain contributed not only the successive Gover-
nors-General but the small picked body of liighly responsible civil
servants,^ who gave the new administration its character through
the influence of their personalities upon their Egyptian and Sudan-
ese subordinates and upon the populations which they governed.
The British Government also maintained one British infantry bat-
talion and a small detachment of garrison artillery at Khartum,**
and paid £200,000 per annum ® towards the total annual expenditure
but tho status of Sawfiklu was asHiniilated in all rcspocts to that of the rest
of the Sudan in a supplementary agreement of the 10th July, 1899.

^ From the signature of the agreement down to the assassination of Sir Lee
Stack the person appointed as Governor-General of the Sudan was not only
always a senior officer in the British army, but was also always appointed
concurrently as Cominandcr-in-Chief (Sirdar) of the Egyptian army.

* During the period of sole Egyptian rule in the Sudan the Egyptian
Government had at first condoned the participation of its own soldiers and
officials in the Slave Trade. Afterwards it had made sincere though never
completely successful attempts to suppress the Slave Trade in the Sudan
by employing General Gordon and other Westerners to put it down.

On the British civil servants in the Sudan see an article by Mr. Arthur
Ransomo in The Manchester Guardian, 11th May, 1925.

* Statement by the Foreign Secretary in the House of Commons, 18th
February, 1925.

® The Manchester Guardian, 2nd July, 1924. This was partly set off by
the annual contribution of £160,000 w’hich the Egyptian Government made
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of £1,200,000 on the joint military occupation. Egypt, on her side,
made contributions which, while of less effect upon the character
and standards of the Sudan Government than the British contribu-
tions, were at least as indispensable to its efficient working and main-
tenance. For example, Egypt supplied all but the highest and the
lowest public employees ; for, although the Sudan Government made
praiseworthy and increasingly successful efforts to train the Sudanese
themsedves to public service in the army and in the civil administra-
tion,^ the level of culture in the Sudan was so low at the time of the
reconquest that a civilized government could not have been organized
without the importation of an Egyptian as well as a British personiK'l ;

and even at the time of writing, when the Egyptian military units
had been evacuated from the Sudan, a strong contingent of Egyptians
was being retained in the ei\'il administration because their services
were still indispensable. Equally indispensable was the annual finan-
cial contribution from the Egyptian Treasury to cover the deficits
which arose in the Sudan Budget during the first thirteen years of
the new Sudan administration. During the years 1899 to 1912
inclusive Egypt contributed a total of £Er>,353,2i5 under this head,-
and from 1899 to the evacuation of the Egyptian units at the close
of 1924 she contributed another annuity of £1,000,000 (that is five-
sixths of the total) towards the joint military expenditure in the
Sudan of the two parties to the condominium. In addition, she made
advances to the Sudan Government for capital expenditure on such
public works as railway building or the construction of Port Sudan,
which was stated to have amounted, merely for the years 1901 to
1909 inclusive, to £E4,378,000.^
towards the cost of Britisli garrisons in Egypt and the Sudan (the British
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, lov. vit.).

^ See Cmd. 2*281 of 1924, p. h, for the progress made in the training of the
Sudanese themselves, down to the end of tin; year 1923. In this matt(ir the
Sudan Oovernnient might claim to have anticipated, in its practice, tin* ideal
of the ‘ A ’ type of mandate as laid down in the Covenant of the League of
Nations. In pursuance of the preamble to the agreement of 1899, which
contemplated an administration under which due allowance should be made
for the backward and unsettled condition of large portions of the Sudan and
the varying requirements of different localities, the Sudan Government made
steady efforts to foster local self-government, not only among the sedentary
Muslim populations of the northern and middle provinces, but among the
nomadic tribes of the steppe and the primitive negro populations of the
tropical provinces {op, cit., pp. 6-7).

* Statement by the Egyptian Minister of Finance on the 12th May, 1924,
in answer to an interpellation in the Senate (Ortenfe Moderno, IV, 7, pp." 460-1).

^ Statement by Lieut.-Commander Kenworthy in the House of Commons,
10th July, 1924. A wTiter in The Times, 14th August, 1924, estimates the
total contribution of Egypt to the Sudan from 1899 to that date (excluding,
presumably, the military annuity) at £7,000,000 sterling.
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The Sudan [Lord Curzon declared in the House of Lords on the
25th June, 1924, in commenting on a speech by Lord Grey of Fallodon]
would he bankrupt at this moment if it were not for the JCnancial
expenditure undertaken by Egypt. If you go to the point of saying that
Egypt has no connection wdth the Sudan at all except that of water,
and you eliminate Egypt from any voice or share in the administration
at all, the Sudan would be quite unable, in the existing conditions, to
pay its own w^ay.

As regards irrigation the Egyptian Department of Public Works
were responsible in all matters relating to the supply and distribution
of the winters of the Nile.^
The agreement of 1899, under which the above-mentioned contri-

butions to the government and development of the Sudan were made
respectively by the two parties to the condominium, was still in force
at the time of writing. The fourth reservation in the British declara-
tion of the 28th February, 1922, left it intact, w^hile contemplating
that it might he modified as the result of future negotiations ; and
although the British Government, by unilateral action, radically
altered the de facto regime in the Sudan after the assassination of
Sir Lee Stack, it did not attempt to alter the juridical basis (em-
bodied in the agreement of 1899) on which the Government of the
Sudan rested. The political situation, how^ever, had already been
altered—first, insensibly and undesignedly but profoundly, by a
steady increase in the preponderance of the leading partner in the
condominium, as the Sudan was gradually reconstructed under
British management ; and then, radically, by the emergence of a
militant Nationalist movement in Egypt in 1919. From that time
onwards Egyptian political leaders of all parties insistently demanded
the integral incorporation of the Sudan in a sovereign independent
Egyptian state ; and in the Sudan itself a number of individual
Egyptians—some of them locally resident officials in the Sudan
Government’s service, and others private persons operating from
Cairo—started an anti-British agitation which, while it did not affect
the condominium at law, made it almost unworkable in practice
within less than five years.
This Egyptian demand for the Sudan was based partly on the

previous political relations of the several parts of the Nile basin
which have been discussed above ; partly on the geographical unity
of the basin as a single hydrographical system ; and partly on certain

^ Statement in the House of Commf>ris, on the 19th February, 1925, by
the Foreign Secretary, referring to the period before the War of 1914-18. At
that time the principal posts in the Egyptian Department of Public Works
were occupied by Britisn nationals.

R
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economic considerations, such as the allocation of Nile water for
irrigation and the provision of future outlets for Egypt’s dense and
increasing agricultural population, which are dealt with separately
below.^ Egyptian national feeling in regard to the Sudan was further
irritated by the habit into which Englishmen, even in high places,
had fallen of thinking, speaking, and acting as though the Sudan
were not subject to an Anglo-Egyptian condominium but were an
integral part^ of the British Empire ;

“ and this irritation was not
unreasonable. Indeed, far-sighted Egyptians were not so much
irritated as alarmed ; for they saw that this habit of speech and
action, however trivial a matter in itself, was the external expres-
sion of an inward change in the British attitude and feeling with
regard to the Sudan since the time when the agreement of 1899 had
been drafted. The British nation were proud of the remarkable
constructive work which had been accomplished in the Sudan, on
British initiative and under British direction. They were convinced,
and not without reason, that the Sudan would never have been eitlier
reconquered or reconstructed by the Egyptians if Great Britain had
not intervened. With some justice, they attributed the appalling
condition of the Sudan under the Mahdist regime—^to which the
history of the country under the subsequent dispensation offered
such a brilliant contrast—^to the previous Egyptian misrule, which
had precipitated the Mahdi’s revolt. They were aware that Mahdism
was only the climax in a series of miseries which had begun to descend
upon the Sudan from the moment when Mehmed ‘Ali conquered the
country. They were familiar with the sinister part which the
Egyptian authorities, at least in the earlier years of their uncon-
trolled domination in the Sudan, had played in relation to the Slave
Trade. In speculating as to what would happen in the Sudan if the

^ For a discerning analysis of the Egyptian point of view in regard to the
Sudan see an article by Mr. Arthur Ransome in The Manchester Guardian,
13th May, 1925 ; see also extracts from Al-Akhhdr of Cairo, 26th November
and 2nd December, 1923, in Oriente Moderno, IV, 1, pp. 68^70. For an
adverse review of the Egyptian claim see The Times, 18th July, 1924 (an
article from the Khartum correspondent, with an interesting ethnological
sketch-map of the country).

* e. g. it was stated that the Egyptian Government had asked the Governor-
General of the Sudan how the Sudan had come to be represented at the
British Empire Exhibition at Wembley without the Egyptian Government
being consulted. Lord Allenby was said to have replied on Sir Lee Stack’s
behalf that Great Britain would have no objection if the Sudan participated
in an Egyptian exhibition without consulting the British Government
(Oriente Moderno, IV, 8, p. 625). This ironical answer brought out the
essential inequality of the Anglo-Egyptian partnership in a manner that was
likely to irritate Egyptian feeling still further.
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existing British control were withdrawn, British observers readily
persuaded themselves—and they had strong grounds for doing so

—

that Egyptian rule would revert to its previous standards, and that
sooner or later, but inevitably, it would be brought to a violent end
by a rising of the Sudanese, like that which terminated the first
Egyptian domination in the ‘ eighteen eighties With this picture
of the situation deeply impressed upon their minds, Englishmen
tended to regard the well-governed and increasingly prosperous
Sudan of the twentieth century as their exclusive creation and
therefore their exclusive affair,^ to minimize the quantitatively
greater (though qualitatively subordinate) contributions which
Egypt had made to this achievement, to ignore the vital economic
interest of Egypt in the Upper Nile Basin (an interest wdiich was
much larger than Great Britain’s), and to brush aside Egypt’s
historical title. Thus Englishmen were as deeply shocked and
exasperated when the Egyptian claim was presented in an extreme
and militant form, as Egyptians were when they found this claim
dismissed off-hand by Englishmen as preposterous. All the elements
of misunderstanding and bitterness, in regard to this question,
existed on both sides in 1919, and in five years they combined to
produce violent and tragic consequences.

Aftt'x the British declaration of the 28th February, 1922, the
question of the Sudan was raised in the drafting of the Egyptian
Constitution. As early as May 1922 the former Egyptian Prime
Minister, Husayn Rushdi Pasha, read to a meeting of the Egyptian
Drafting Commission a project for a new Anglo-Egyptian Convention
which covered the fields of irrigation “ and economics, as well as
finance and administration, and which would have had the effect of
greatly increasing the Egyptian and diminishing the British control
over the Sudan as compared with the status quo? On the 15th May,
1922, a report that the Sudan was to be mentioned in the Egyptian
Constitution was the subject of a question in the House of Commons
at Westminster. In the draft of the Constitution, as it had taken
shape by the beginning of 1923, the Sudan was in fact dealt with
in two articles—^the first providing that the King should bear the
title of ' King of Egypt and the Sudan and the second that the

^ See The Manchester Guardian, 4th May, 1926, for an amusing description,
by Mr. Arthur Ransome, of the Anglification of certain externals of life in
the Sudan, in sharp contrast to the Frenchified aspect of Egypt, where the
beginnings of French influence dated back to the French military occupation
of A. i>. 1798-1801. * See Section (iii) below.

* The Manchester Guardian, 16th May, 1922.
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Constitution was not to apply to the Sudan, which was to have a
separate regime, ‘ although it forms an integral part of the Egyptian
Kingdom On the 2nd February the British High Commissioner
in Egypt, Lord Allenby, demanded that the Egyptian Government
should consent, within twent3’^-four hours, to delete all reference to
the Sudan from the draft,^ The Egyptian Prime Minister, Tawfiq
Nasim Pasha, was ready to agree provisionally, on the understand-
ing that the final decision should be taken by the Egyptian Parlia-
ment when it assembled. On the 5th February, before the British
Government had replied to this suggestion, Tawfiq Nasim Pasha
resigned.®

In the speech from the Throne at the opening of the first Egyptian
Parliament on the 15th March, 1924,^ the hope was expressed that
the national aspirations regarding Egypt and the Sudan would be
realized through negotiations with Great Britain ; on the 24th the
Chamber voted (though against the wishes of the Ministry" ) for the
appointment of a standing committee on the Sudan ;

® and during
the next two months the Sudan was the subject of a number of
parliamentary questions,® On the 4th June he Egyptian Minister
to Great Britain, Tzzat Pasha, maintained the Egyptian claim to
the Sudan, in a public speech at Manchester,*^ mainly on the ground
that control of the Nile w'ater w^as equivalent to control of Egj’pt
herself. In the Egyptian Chamber, on the 7th June, Sa'd Pasha
Zaghlul—in reply to a question asking why the Sudan Budget had
not been submitted to the Egyptian Parliament ®—asked for a free
hand to conduct his impending negotiations® with the British
Government and declared that these negotiations w^ere the only

^ Oriente Moderno, II, pp. 556-7, quoting Al-Akhhar of Cairo, 30th January,
1923 ; pp. 559-60, quoting Le Temps^ Slst January, J923.

^ Oriente Modemo, II, p. 557, quoting .4/-4 /6th February, 1923.
® Op. cit., loo. cit., quoting AUAhrdm^ 8th February, 1923.
• Op. cit, IV, 4, p. 269, quoting Al-Akhbdr, 15th March, 1924.
® Op. cit., pp. 274-5.
• e. g, on the 2l8t April, 1924, General MiiBa Fu’ad Pasha asked whether

Egyptian troops were employed in the Sudan on railway construction, and
received an affirmative answer. On the 12th May the same deputy asked
a number of questions relating to administration and finance ; and on the
13th April the Minister of Labour, in reply to another deputy, made a state-
ment in the Chamber on Sudan irrigation.

’ The Manchester Guardian, 6th June, 1924.
• The Parliamentary Committee on the Sudan had discovered that in

Februa^ 1910 the Egyptian and Sudan Governments had agreed that the
Sudan Budget should be submitted to the Egyptian Government every
November, to be verified and controlled by the Egyptian Minister of Finance,
but that this arrangement had not been carri^ out since 1918 (Oriente
Modemo, IV, 7, pp. 473-4).

• See above, pp, 206-9.
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means which the Egyptian Government possessed of attempting to
attain its aspirations.^ On the 19th, however, he declared in the
Chamber that the Sudan was an indivisible part of Egypt and that
the Sudanese regarded the Egyptians as brothers : “ and on the
23rd he added that Egypt would not relinquish any of her rights
in the Sudan, and that he would open his forthcoming ‘ conversa-
tions ’ in London with a demand for the comj)le^te evacuation (if the
Sudan by the British.^ On the same date, the British Prime Minister,
Mr. MacDonald, refused in the House of Commons to make any
anticipatory statement on the Sudan question.^
At this moment the centre of action shifted to the Sudan itself.

In November 1922 there had been founded in Cairo a ‘ National
Egyptian League for the Defence of the Sudan which claimed to
have been commissioned by a large number of Sudanese notables
representing tlie principal tribes of the northern and middle pro-
vinces.* Thereafter there was organized in Khartum a ‘ White
Flag Society with the programme of uniting the entire valley of
the Nile with Egypt in a single independent state. This society was
reported to be financed and directed from Cairo, but there were
native Sudanese among its members as well as Egyptian msidents in
the Sudan—official and unofficial. The Sudanese members, some of
whom were former students of Gordon College, wx*re reported to
have been partly recruited from ex-officials with an incomplete or
ill-assirailated Western education who had been dismissed for corrup-
tion or other misconduct.’ On the 12th June, 1924, an Egyptian
official in the Sudan, Zaynu’l-‘Abidin ‘Abdu's-Salarn Efendi, started
from Khartum in order to convey to King Fu'ad messages of loyalty
sent in the name of the Sudanese people ; but both he and a Sudanese
sympathizer, who was travelling in disguise,® were arrested at Wadi
Halfah and sent back.® Demonstrations organized, upon their
enforced return to Khartum, by the leader of the White Flag Society,

^ Oriente Moderno, IV, 7, p. 473 ; IV, 8, p. 515 ; The Times, 10th June, 1924.
^ Oriente Moderno, IV, 8, p. 517.
® The Times, 24th June, 1924.
^ The Times, loc, cit.
• Oriente 3toderno, II, pp. 435-6, quoting the Egyptian Press.
• So called because their flag showed in red, on a white ground, the entire

Nile basin united under Egyptian sovereignty.
’ The Times, 11th July, i5th August, 25th September, and 16th October,

1924. Such persons might desire to sec the existing r6gime replaced by a
weaker and laxer Egyt)tian administration.

• Natives of the 8u(Jan might not travel to Egypt without written peniii.s-
sion from the Sudan Government.

• Oriente Moderno, D', 8, p. 523.
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‘All ‘Abdu’l-Latif Efeiidi, were answered on the 22nd June in Omdur-
nian (Umin Durman) by counter-demonstrations of loyalty to the
existing regime ; and the two incidents aroused lively comment in
the Egyptian Chamber on the 19th and the 23rd. ^ On the 24th
there were disorderly anti-British and pro-Egyptian demonstrations
in both Omdurman and Khartum, and on the 25th there was a riot
in Khartiiin, in which ‘Abdu’l-Latlf Efendi was arrested.-

These events led to a debate on the Sudan, on the 25th June, in
the House of Lords at Westminster, in wliich Lord Grey of Fallodon
and Lord Curzon of Kedleston took part, w^hile the Lord President
of th(? Council, Lord Parmoor, made an emphatic statement of
policy on behalf of Mr. Ramsay MacDonald's Government.

I want to say, in absolutely definite language, that His Majesty’s
Government is not going to abandon the Sudan in any sense whatever.
It recognises the obligations w'hich have been taken towards the
Sudanese, and it regards those obligations as of a character which this
Government could not abandon without a very serious loss of its
prestige in all these Eastern districts.

Lord Parmoor also emphasized the continuity of policy, regarding
the Sudan, as between the British Government of the day and ita
predecessors in office, by quoting and reaffirming two passages from
a speech which Mr. Lloyd George had delivered on the 28th February,
1922, the date of the British unilateral declaration. In one passage
the former Prime Minister had declared that His Majesty’s Govern-
ment would never allow the progress which had already been made
in the Sudan, and the greater promise of future years, to be jeopar-
dized. In the other he had ruled out any change in the status of
the Sudan w hich would ‘ in the slightest degree diminish the security ’

for the British capital which had already been invested in Sudanese
development.
There were immediate protests and demonstrations in Egypt, and

on the 29th June Sa‘d Pasha Zaghlul offered his resignation to King
Pu’ad—^though he did not press it when it was refused.^
On the 10th July the debate in the House of Lords was followed

by a debate in the House of Commons, in which the principal aspects
of the Sudan question were discussed. The discussion, as far as it
related to irrigation and cotton cultivation, is dealt with elsewhere.^

^ Oriente Modemot pp. 516-17.
^ The Times, 25th June, 7th and 11th July, and 13th August. 1924.
* Oriente Moderno, IV, 8, p. 424.
* See p. 264 below.
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On the political aspect, a clear pronouncement was made by the
Prime Minister, Mr. Ramsay MacDonald.

The i^osition of the Sudan in relation to Egypt and ourselves has
fundamentally changed on account of the recognition of the indepen-
dence of Egypt. . . . The position I have always taken up is, let us
negotiate as quickly as possible. But 1 have said this : while the
negotiations are pending, neither Egypt nor ourselves ought to destroy
the statiLS quo. That must be honourably understood.

Meanwhile, the White Flag Society were reported to have received,
on the 28th June, instructions from Cairo to start a campaign of
violence ;

^ and outbreaks followed which (if this was their origin)
were flagrant breaches of the reasonable condition which the British
Prime Minister had laid down.
On the 9th August Egyptian and Sudanese cadets from the

Khartum Military School marched with arms and ammunition
through the streets of the town and visited, among other places,
the prison in which ‘Abdu’l-Latif Efendl was vsc^rving a sentence of
three years for sedition.^ This outbreak was mastered without
bloodshed ; but on the same date (the 9th August), at the railw^ay
junction and depot of Atbarah, some soldiers of an Egyptian Railway
Battalion in the service of the Sudan Government mutinied and
committed w’holcsale sabotage on Government property for three
days in succession. Reinforcements of British troops arrived, and
on the 11th the mutineers were induced to return to barracks, where
they WTre surrounded by a cordon of Arab mounted rifles belonging
to a Sudanese unit of the Egyptian Army. Later in the day, the
mutineers attempted to break the cordon b}" force, and the mounted
rifles fired (though no order to fire was given by the Sudanese officer
in command, who, in the subsequent official inquiry, was cleared of
all blame in the matter). There were twenty casualties (four of them
fatal) among the railwaymen, and two boys who happened to be in
the barracks at the time w ere slightly wounded.^ ‘ No British troops
w^ere present at the time of the firing by the Sudan Mounted Rifles,
which apparcntlj^ occurred without orders and under extreme
provocation.' ^

^ The Times, 11th July, 1924. The instructions w^ere said to have been
transmitted by Egyptian employees of the Sudan Government Telegraph
Service. ' * Ibid., 11th August, 1924.

® For the facts, see communiquds of the 12th and 13th August and 2nd
September, 1924, from the British Residency at Cairo (in The Times, 13th
and 14th August and 3rd September) ; and the Egyptian Government’s
communiqud of the Idth August (in Oriente Modemo, IV, 9, p. 556). For
further details, see The Times, 26th September, 1924.

* British communiqud of the r2th August, 1924.
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At Port Sudan, on the 10th August, twenty or thirty men of the
Egj^ptian Railway Battalion also broke barracks, under the leader-
ship of an Egyptian post-office official who had been suspended from
his duties. They attempted to attack the local Arab police, with
whom they were at feud ; but, by the foresight of the authorities,
the police had been confined to barracks, where their native officers
successfully kept them in hand, and the demonstration came to
nothing. There w^ere minor disturbances at Omdurman on the 16th,
Port Sudan on the 18th, and Khartum on the 19th and 20th ;

^ but
British naval and military reinforcements rapidly arrived in Egypt
and the Sudan,^ and the disorder subsided.
In regard to the events at Atbarah, the Egyptian CTOvernment s

communique of the 15th August mentioned that British, reinforce-
ments had arrived on the scene and that afterwards ‘ the troops ’

had oi)ened fire—thus giving the erroneous impression that the
troops in question were British. The British Acting High Commis-
sioner at Cairo, Mr. Clark Kerr, protested against this on the same
day.^ On the 16th a junior official of the Egyptian Legation in
London presented at the Foreign Office a note of protest at the
British Government's action in the Sudan during the disturbances.^
On the 17th the Egyptian Government published a second com-
munique on the events at Atbarah, in answer to the British protest
of the 15th, but this second note was likewise in some respects
equivocal.®
On the loth August it was announced ® that mixed Anglo-

Egyptian military courts of inquiry had been appointed. Thii*teen
men of the Egyptian Railway Battalion were sentenced to various
terms of imprisonment by an Egyptian court martial sitting at
Atbarah ; and the whole battalion was evacuated from the Sudan
to Egypt before the end of the month. At Port Sudan the ring-
leader of the outbreak of the 10th August, and several of his followers,
were sentenced to various terms of imprisonment on the 23rd Sep-
tember ;

® and at Khartum sentences of imprisonment on twenty-

^ OrierUe Modemo, IV, 9, p. 659.
* Ths Times, 14th, 18th, 22nd, and 25th August, 1924.
* Ibid,, 18th August, 1924.
* Ibid., 19th August, 1924. The British Government replied in a note of

the 29th August (ibid., 30th August, 1924).
* The Times, loc. eii. It subsequently appeared that, at the time when the

eammuniqud of the 15th was dratted, the Egyptian Government was already
exactly informed of the facts (ibid., 19th August, 1924).

* Ibid., 16th August, 1924. ’ Ibid., 27th August, 1924.
* Ibid., 24th September, 1924.
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eight civilians ^ and cadets, concerned in the demonstration of the
9th August, were pronounced on the 15th November.^
These events in the Sudan raised the issue to which Mr. MacDonald

had referred in the House of Commons on the 10th July, and the
British Government proceeded to take action on this broader ques»
tion. On the 15th August Mr. Clark Kerr presented to the Egyptian
Government, simultaneously with his protest against the Egyptian
communique regarding events at Atbarah, a note ^ from the British
Government intimating that, in virtue of the Anglo-Egyptian Agree-
ment of 1899, Great Britain considered herself responsible, through
the Governor-General, for the maintenance of order in the Sudan,
and intended fully to support him in any measures which he might
consider it necessary to take. This intimation was repeated in the
note of the 29th August,^ and it was followed up * by a circular from
the Acting Governor-Greneral, in which ‘ certain officials, especially
in the younger and lowest grades’, were censured for ‘ continued want
of discipline and grave dereliction of duty ’, and were warned that
" unfaithful servants are subject to dismissal and other discii)linary
punishments, even when they do not go so far as some who have
actually offended against the penal code ’. During the first week in
September, fifteen persons connected with the White Flag Society,
including a number of officials, were arrested by the Governor of
Khartum Province in Khartum and Omdurman. Five of these were
Egyptians and ten Sudanese.®
The general issue of the future of the Sudan was raised in a still

sharper form in the conversations’ between Mr. MacDonald and
Sa*d Pasha Zaghlul in London on the 25th and 29th September and
the 3rd October, and in his dispatch of the 7th October ® the British
Prime Minister gave the following public warning to the Egyptian
people and Government :

The duty of preserving order in the Sudan rests in fact upon His
Majesty’s Government and they will take every step necessary for this
purpose. Since going there they have contracted heavy moral obliga-
tions by the creation of a good system of administration ; they cannot
allow that to be destroyed ; they regard their responsibilities as a trust
for the Sudan people ; there can be no question of their abandoning
the Sudan until their work is done.

His Majesty’s Grovernment have no desire to disturb existing arrange-
ments, but they must point out how intolerable is a status quo which
^ On the arrest of these civilians, see below.
Ths Timea^ 17th November, 1924. ^ Ibid., 18th August, 1924.

• Ibid., 2ud September, 1924. ® The Times, loc. cit.
• Ibid., 4th and 8th September, 1924.
’ See pp. 207-9 above. ® Cmd, 2269 of 1924.
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enables both military and civil officers and officials to conspire against
civil order, and unless the status quo is accepted and loyally worked
until such time as a new arrangement may be reached, the Sudan
Government would fail in its duty were it to allow such conditions to
continue.

His Majesty’s Government have never failed to recognise that Egypt
has certain material interests in the Sudan which must be guaranteed
and safeguarded—these being chiefly concerned with her share of the
Nile water and the satisfaction of any financial claims which she may
have against the Sudan Government. His Majesty’s Government have
always been prepared to secure these interests in a way satisfactory to
Egypt.
This warning was translated into action, upon the assassination of

Sir Lee Stack, in the fifth and sixth demands of the British ultimatum
of the 22nd November, 1924, the text of which has been quoted
above. ^ The sixth demand, relating to Sudan irrigation and its
sequel, is dealt with elsewhere.“ The fifth was that the Egyptian
Government should

order within twenty-four hours the withdrawal from the Sudan of all
Egyptian officers and the purely Egyptian units of the Egyptian Ai-my,
vdth such resulting changes as shall be hereafter specified.

In the second note, presented simultaneously, the British Govern-
ment’s specific requirements under this head were laid down as
follows :

The Egyptian officers and purely Egyptian units of the Egyptian
Army having been withdrawn, Sudanese units of the Egyptian Army
shall be converted into a Sudan defence force, owing allegiance to the
Sudan Government alone and under the supreme command of the
Governor-General, in whose name all commissions will be given.

It has been recorded above ^ that the British demands regarding the
Sudan were among those which the Egyptian Government rejected,
and that on the 23rd November, upon receiving the Egyptian GovcTn-
ment’s reply to the British ultimatum, Lord Allenby informed the
Egyptian Government that instructions were being sent to the Sudan
Government to put these demands into effect on their own account.
The evacuation from the Sudan of Egyptian units of the Egyptian
Army was started, on orders from the Acting Sirdar, on the 24th
November,^ and was completed by the 4th December.® The Egyptian
Artillery at Khartum refused to leave without orders from King
Pu’ad, but the necessary orders were immediately sent and obeyed.®
On the 27th November, however, two platoons of the 11th Sudanese

^ See pp. 215-17. * See below pp. 264-6.
® See p. 218. * The Times, 27th November, 1924.
® Ibid., 5th December, 1924. ® Ibid., 28th November, 1924.
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Infantry at Khartum broke barracks ; and, after they had obsti-
nately refused to return to duty, British troops opened fire on
them. The fire was returned by the mutineers with rifles and machine
guns. Next morning the Army Hospital, in which the main body of
the mutineers had established their centre of resistance, was de-
stroyed by artillery, and the mutineers, who fought to the last man,
were annihilated. In this fighting three British officers (two holding
commissions in the British and one in the Egyptian Army) and four
other ranks were killed, ten other ranks were wounded, and one
private was slightly wounded among the loyal Sudanese troops.^ At
a court martial held in Khartum on the 3rd December four officers
of the 1 1th Sudanese involved in the mutiny were sentenced to death,
and three of the sentences were confirmed and executed.'^
The inauguration of the Sudan Defence Force formed from the

Sudanese units previously belonging to the Egyptian Army was
announced by the new Governor-General of the Sudan, Sir Geoffrey
Archer, on the 17th January, 1925.^ Ziwar Pasha’s Government

^ Ibid., let December, 1924, and 20th February, 1925. The mutineers
appear to have acted under incitement from Egyptian officers and in the belief
that the Egyptian Artillery would support them. During the August dis-
orders, attempts w'ere r<^)orted to have been made by the organizers to tamper
with the 9th Sudanese Battalion at Omdurman {The Times, 25th September,
1924), but nothing had come of this. On the other hand, at Malakal, in the
White Nile Province, on the 22nd and 25th September, four soldiers and four
battalion clerks of the 12th Sudanese had been arrested and sentenced for
making political demonstrations {Ibid., 2nd October, 1924).

^ Ibid.y 6th December, 1924.
3 See ibid., 20th February, 1925, for details regarding the institution of

the force. The British High Commissioner in Egypt is reported to have
informed the Egyptian Prime Minister on the 26th January, 1925, that the
cost of the Sudan Defence Force would be borne by the Sudan Government.
On the 12th March, 1925, Ziwar Pasha wrote to the High Commissioner,
recalling the circumstances in which the Egyptian units of the Egyptian Army
had been withdrawn from the Sudan and the reservations regarding Egypt’s
rights which had been made at the time, and stating that the Egyptian
Government had decided to allocate the residue of the Budget of the Ministry
of War for 1925-6, after defraying the expenses of the army in Egypt, to
the financing of the Sudan Defence Force?. Zmar Pasha added that the
intention of this decision was to show’ the Government’s interest in the defence
of the Sudan. The sum allocated in that year’s Budget for the Sudan Defence
Force was £E760,()00. TJio total credit for the Ministry of Warwas £E1,782,652.
The High Commissioner replied on the same date (12th March, 1925), merely
acknowledging receipt of tne above communication and stating that he had
informed His Britannic Majesty’s Government of the wishes of the Egyptian
Government. The Egyptian Budget for 1925-6 was never submitted to
Parliament. In the Budget for 1926-7, which was under consideration by
Parliament at the time of writing, the same sum was allocated to the cost
of the Sudan Defence Force. There was a debate in the Chamber of Deputiea
on the 6th September, 1926 (see AUAhrdm of the 7th September, 1926, and
The Egyviian Gazette of the 8th). As a result of the debate, the credit was
approvea with reservations.
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protested against the British Government’s action in this matter,
and put on record the opinion that the formation of a separate Sudan
Defence Force could neither prejudice the settlement of the defini-
tive status of the Sudan, which was reserved for future negotiations,
nor weaken the indissoluble links uniting the Sudan with Egypt.^
The British Government’s policy regarding the Sudan, as deter-

mined by the crisis which the assassination of Sir Lee Stack had
precipitated, was set forth on the 15th December, 1924, in the House
of Commons, by the Foreign Secretary, Mr. Austen Chamberlain :

^

His Majesty’s Government have direct responsibility to the people of
the Sudan. We are there as trustees. It was owing to our action that
that country was reconquered, after it had been lost to Egypt by the
Mahdist revolt, following on fifty years of Egyptian misrule and oppres-
sion, and when we by agreement admitted Egypt to condominium, we
at the same time told the Sudan that never again would they go back
to the domination of Egypt. We are there as trustees, and we insist
that we shall have there for the future w^hatever authority is necessary
in order to discharge our duty and our responsibiUties to the people
whom we govern. We have no desire to terminate the condominium.
If, as I hope and befieve, the new' and friendly [Egyptian] Government
wdll work with us, the condominium will exist and continue, and we will
recognise it and be loyal to it, but we must, after our past experience,
take the powers which are necessary and without which we cannot
discharge the duties for which we are liable.

In the same speech, Mr. Chamberlain explicitly rejected the suggest
tion that Great Britain should seek a mandate for the Sudan from
the League of Nations,

The moment we seek a mandate for the Sudan, there is an end to the
condominium. The policy of His Majesty’s Government is to preserve
the condominium, to let it continue in the interest of this country and
of Egypt, and we ask Egypt itself to accept, as the Government of
Zaghlul Pasha would not accept, and which was the suggestion of my
pr^ecessor, the necessary conditions of a joint administration and a
joint rule.

The British Government’s policy was thus to maintain, if possible,
the juridical sUitm qm in the Sudan, pending the negotiations con-
templated in the declaration of February 1922 ; and already, on the
4th December, when the new Governor-General of the Sudan, Sir
Geoffrey Archer, had been appointed, the appointment had been
made by the King of Egypt on the British Government’s recommen-
dation, in conformity with the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement of 1899.®

^ The Times, 26th January, 1925.
® Mr. Chamberlain’s statement in regard to the Nile water is dealt with

elsewhere (see p. 265 below).
® The Times, 5th December, 1924.
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At the same time, the British Government indicated clearly that
even the juridical maintenance of the condominium was dependent
upon loyal co-operation on the Egyptian side ; and in practice
the evacuation of the Egyptian troops and the creation of the
Sudan Defence Force had altered the situation materially to
Egypt’s disadvantage. On the 30th December, 1924, the Council of
the ^Ulamd of the Sudan met at Omdurman under the presidency of
the Mufti and decided to discontinue the mention of the King of
Egypt’s name in the Friday praj^er, and to return to traditional
usage by mentioning, instead, ‘ the Caliph of Islam The British
view (which Mr. MacDonald held in common with Mr. Chamberlain) ^

was that, in so far as a de facto change in the Sudan, detrimental to
Egypt, had taken place, this was the unavoidable result of illegitimate
action which had been taken, in spite of repeated warnings, by the
Egyptians ; and, further, that it depended on the future action of
the Egyptians whether the de jxire position of the Sudan under the
agreement of 1899 and the declaration of 1922, which was still intact,
could be maintained.

(iii) The Allocation of the Nile Waters.
It has been mentioned already that, during the period under

review, the politically conscious elements in the Egyptian people
felt the same sort of anxiety regarding the control of the Nile water
by any foreign Power as the British people felt regarding foreign
control of the Suez Canal or of other strategical positions affecting
the command of the sea. This anxiety was due to several factors
which were all of comparatively recent occurrence in Egyptian
history.® The first factor was that, since the time of Mehmed ‘Ali,
Egyptian agriculture had ceased to be solely dependent (as it had
always been before) upon the Nile flood, which no engineer could
cut off,^ and had come to rely in addition upon irrigation from the

^ That is, without specifying the individual who was regarded as the
lawful holder of the title.

* See The Manchester Ouardiauj 29th November, 1924, for a speech delivered
on the 28th by Mr. MacDonald to his constituents at Port Talbot. Mr. Mac-
Donald, like Mr. Chamberlain, spoke of Great Britain’s position in the Sudan
as a trusteeship, the execution of which the Egyptians were deliberately
hampering ; and he likewise expressed the opinion that this could not go on.
If Egypt did not care to carry on the joint trusteeship the time would come
sooner or later when we should have to say to Egypt : ‘ Really, if you cannot
help us, you must ^o.*

^ See the illuminating analysis by Sir Murdoch MacDonald (formerly
Adviser to the Egyptian Department of Public Works) in the House of
Commons at Westminster, 10th July, 1924.

* Even if works of sufficient size and strength to hold up the flood could have
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summer water-supply, the volume of which could easily be controlled
from the Sudan.^ The second factor was that, since the reconquest
of the Sudan in 1896-8, the upper basin of the Nile, for the first time
in history, had come under the partial but paramount command of
a civilized Power, other than Egypt herself, which possessed the
skill and resources to control the Nile water, and which might desire
to promote the economic development not only of Egypt but of the
Sudan. This situation was created by the establishment of the
Anglo-Egyptian condominium over the Sudan in 1899. Its impor-
tance was increased by the fact that Great Britain was a cotton-
manufacturing country, and that certain parts of the Sudan, as well
as Egypt, were capable, under irrigation, of producing good cotton
of the Egyptian variety. It became acute when a world shortage
of raw cotton declared itself after the termination of the War of
1914-18. A third factor was the increase of population in Egypt
under the British occupation. This increase had begun in response
to successive extensions of cultivation in Egypt itself ; but by the
close of the year 1 924 it was estimated that out of a total potential
area of 7,000,000 faddans, 5,200,000 were under cultivation already,
and that, at the average rate of increase of the Egyptian population
during the previous forty years,- the remaining 1,800,000 faddans
would be taken up within the next thirty years.^ For the possible
future overflow of the Egyptian population, after the limit of cultiva-
tion in Egypt itself had been reached, the line of least geographical
resistance would be the Sudan. The Sudan, to the Egyptian mind,
was an annex of Egypt which should be utilized in Egypt's interests ;

and the instinctive Egyptian policy towards the Sudan might perhaps
be stated not unfairly in these terms : that the economic develop-

been constructed on the Blue Nile, they would rapidly have been choked
by the silt which, in flood time, the Blue Nile water carried in suspension
and deposited as soon as the current slackened pace.

^ In the House of Commons on the 10th July, 1924, Mr. Ormsby Gore
pointed out that, at that time, not one drop of water from the Nile reached
the Mediterranean in the months of May, June, and the early part of July.
Every drop that could be provided was used up in Egypt, and dams had to
be erected across the mouths of the River Nile m summer to prevent the sea
going up. In the same debate, Sir Murdoch MacDonald pointed out that even
the Aswan dam did not enable Egypt to store, in her own territory, more than,
on an average, a quarter to a third of the normal summer supply. In 1916-17,
when the Nile was exceptionally low, the total summer supply did not suffice
for the needs of Egyptian irrigation. At that date, of course, there w as not
yet any artificial storage of water in the Sudan for the use of either the Sudan
or Ejzypt.

* Of course the assumption that this rate of increase would be maintained
might be falsified.

3 The Times, 3rd December, 1924.
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ment of the Sudan should be postponed until that of Egypt had been
completed ; and that thereafter the Sudan should only be develoi)ed
so far as this could be done without detriment to Egyptian interests
and primarily as an outlet for any overflow ofthe Egyptian population.^

After the reconquest of the Sudan, the control of the Nile water
above and below Wadi Halfah was placed exclusively in the hands
of the Irrigation Service of the Egyptian Ministry of Public Works.
At that time this arrangement was reasonable, since the Nile water
was then utilized almost wholly by Egypt, while the Sudan was
derelict and depopulated.^ The fact that some of the leading officials
in the Egyptian Ministry were British was a guarantee that this
control would not be exploited unfairly by Egypt to the Sudan’s
disadvantage. During the five years following the establishment of
the Anglo-Egyptian condominium over the Sudan, a comprehensive
reconnaissance of the Upper Nile basin was made by Sir William
Garstin, the Under>Secretary of State for Public Works in Egypt.
In the resulting official reports almost all the major problems were
discussed which were subjects of controversy between that date and
the time of writing, and almost all those schemes for irrigation works
were sketched out which were executed, wholly or partly, in the
course of the same period.^ In a covering letter of the 22nd April,
1904, to Sir William Garstin's third report. Lord Cromer remarked
that, broadly speaking, the whole plan was based on the principle of
utilizing the waters of the White Nile for the benefit of Egypt and
those of the Blue Nile for the benefit of the Sudan ^—a formula which,
when once enunciated, exerted an important influence upon succes-
sive proposals and negotiations. Effect was immediately given to
a recommendation by Sir William Garstin, in the same report,^ that
a separate Sudan Branch should be organized in the Irrigation Service
of the Egyptian Ministry of Public Works ; but the execution of

^ At the time of writiag, this desire to dispose of the Sudan as an outlet for
a possible overflow of the Egyptian population was not much in evidence in
Epypt» whereas the fear that Sudanese cotton would compete detrimentally
with Egyptian cotton in the Lancashire market was strongly pronounced.
On the wiiole the Egyptian attitude towards the Sudan was negative and
repressive.

2 Cmd. 2165 of 1904, p. 164.
^ Report on the Sudan [Egypt No. 5 of 1899] ; Report as to Irrigation Pro-

jects on the Upper NUe [Egypt No, 2 of 1901] ; Despatch from H.M. Consul^
General and Agent at Cairo, inclosing a report hy Sir William Garstin on the
Basin of the Upper NUe, Cmd. 2165 [Egypt No. 2 of 1904]. Annexed to
Cmd. 2165 of 1904 there is a report upon Lake Tsana and the rivers of the
Eastern Sudan by Mr. C. E. Dupuis of the Egyptian Irrigation Service.

* This was based on Sir W. Garstin’s own observations on p. 165 of his
report. ® pp. 162-3 and 180-1.
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irrigation projects in the Sudan had to wait until a land survey and
registration of ownership had been carried out, the skeleton of
a railway system constructed, and the annual deficit in the Sudan
Government Budget overcome, and also until the best methods of
cotton cultivation under local conditions had been ascertained by
exj)eriment. These conditions had all been realized by 1913,^ and
during that year, under the impulsion of Lord Kitchener, the then
British Agent-General in Egypt, tlie Sudan Government, in co-
operation with the Sudan Plantaticuis Syndicate, put in hand one
of Sir W. Garstin’s projects—namely that for irrigating the Sudanese
Jazirah with gravitation water to be obtained by constructing
a barrage across the Blue Nile in the neighbourhood of Sannar.
The execution of the scheme was delayed by the General War of

1914-18 ; but, on the basis already laid down in 1913, negotiations
betw^een the Sudan Government and the Plantations Syndicate were
continued, and they resulted in the signature of a definitive agree-
ment on the 17th October, 1919, Under this agreement—which was
to run for ten years in the first instance, with a contingent right, on
the Syndicate's side, to a renewal for four years longer—the Govern-
ment was, at its own cost, to give the Syndicate possession of the
lands comprised in the scheme and to construct the works necessary
for carrying the scheme into effect, except for works of subsidiary
canalization. The Syndicate, under the Government’s control, was
to .uanage at its own cost ^ the letting of the lands and the cultiva-
tion by the tenants (including the giving of technical assistance and
the provision of loans at the Syndicate’s discretion). Two-thirds of
each holding w ere to be planted wdth fodder and grain crops for the
tenant’s own consumption, tax-free. The remaining third was to be

^ Sannar had been connected with Khartum by railway by 1910 ; t}ie
survey and land settlement had been substantially completed by 1912 ; the
annual Budget of the Sudan had been made to balance without a grant in
aid from Egypt by 1913. Local experiments in cotton cultivation by irrigation
(with water supplied by pumping stations) had been started in the Jazirah
at Tayibah in 1911 and at Barakat in 1914 by co-operation between the
Sudan Government and the Sudan Plantations Syndicate, Ltd., which, since
1905, had been working a concession in the Berber Province, under different
technical conditions (see Cmd. 2171 of 1924 [Sudan No. 1], Corres'pondence
respecting the Gezira Irrigation Project).

2 Jazirah (j)ronounced Gazirah in the Egyptian dialect) is the Arabic word
for island which is also loosely ^plied to peninsulas and mesopotamias

—

e. g, to the country between the Tigris and Euphrates north of Baghdad, or
to Greater Arabia, up to the line of the Euphrates and the Mediterranean
(JazIratu’l-‘Arab). The Sudanese Jazirah was the mesopotamia between the
White and Blue Niles.

^ The Sudan Government was to make an advance to the Syndicate for
the construction of certain permanent works.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect.iii ALLOCATION OF THE NILE WATERS 257
planted with cotton, and the gross profits of the cotton crop were to
be divided between the tenant, the Syndicate, and the Government
in the proportions of 40, 25 and 35 per cent, respectively.^ The
Government obtained possession of the lands, under an Ordinance
promulgated on the 20th October, 1921,^ in which it took power to
rent them compulsorily from the owners,® at an annual rent of ten
piastres j)er faddan. In addition to receiving rent, owners thus
deprived temporarily of the use of their land were given the first
claim to take up holdings, as nearly as possible equivalent to their
own properties, in the area as redivided for irrigation, on yearly
cultivating tenancies, with a right of renewal if they complied with
the specified conditions. In the event, every owner who applied
was allotted a tenancy, and very few' tenants were subsequently
struck off as unsatisfactory ;

^ but these applications did not exhaust
the area available.® The contract for constructing the dam across
the Blue Nile at Makwar and for the main canalization was given
by the Sudan Government to Messrs. Pearson. The cost of this work,
and the advance made to the Syndicate for certain permanent works
of its own, were financed by three Sudan Government Loans, issued
in fiv(^ instalments between October 1919 and November 1924.®
Messrs. Pearson's work was completed, according to contract, in
July 1925 ; irrigation was commenced on the 15th of the same month

;

and in the first season tenancies were allotted for 240,000 faddans
(80,000 of them under cotton) out of 300,000 faddans (100,000 of
tlicm under cotton) contemplated in the scheme.’^

^ The existing local custom was that 50 per cent, of net profits should go
for labour and half for provision of water. The 60 per cent, of gross profits
which, under the agreement of the 17th October, 1910. w'crc to be paid by
the tenant to the Syndicate and the Crovernment, represented this 50 per cent,
of net profits plus rent and taxes (Owd. 2171 of 1924, p. 45).

® Text in Crnd. 2171 of 1924. pp. 62-7.
* Lands required for permanent works were to be expropriated compulsorily

in full ownership at a price of £E1 per faddan.
^ List of those struck off in Omd. 2171 of 1924, pp. 51~2.
® Nevertheless, the compulsion thus applied to the native owners aroused

considerable criticism. See Cmd. 2171 of 1924, and The Times, loth May,
1925.

* Kaised under a British ‘ Government of the Sudan Loan Act ’ of 1919,
under which tlie interest on the bonds was guaranteed by the British Govern-
ment ; under the British ' Trade Facilities and Loans Guarantee Act, 1922 ’

;

and under the British ‘ Trade Facilities Act, 1924 * (see Cmd. 2281 of 1924,
Eepori on the Finances. Administration and Condition of the Sudan in 1923,
pp. 65-7 ; and Cmd. 2544 of 1925 : Eepori for 1924, pp. 75-7.) In the end
tlie British Parliament authorized a guarantee for Sudan Government loans
up to a total of £E13.000,000 {The Times, 2lBt January, 1926).

’ For further details regarding the Jazirah irrigation scheme see The Times,
24th November and 3rd December, 1924; The Manchester Guardian, 28th
February, 1926 (interview with Lord Stanley after a visit to the Sudan).

S
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Although the Jazirah Scheme had been initiated by the Sudan
Government, and although the contracts for its execution had been
not only negotiated by the Sudan Government but financed by it,

with the British Government’s backing, the control of the Nile waters
in the Sudan as well as in Egypt still remained vested, in 1919, in
the Irrigation Service of the Egyptian Ministry of Public Works, and
the Jaziiah Scheme was included in a comprehensive set of proposals
put forward at that time by the Egyptian Ministry.^

Simultaneously with the putting in hand of the Jazirah Scheme,
under which Blue Nile water was to be drawn off for irrigation in
the Sudan, a scheme was initiated—in this case at the Egyptian
Government's and not at the Sudan Government’s expense—for the
constru(;tion of another dam at Jabal Awliya on the White Nile,
about forty miles above Khartum, which, although it lay in Sudanese
territory, was intended to store water for use, not in the Sudan, but
in Egypt.-
The Egyptian Ministry’s proposals also included a barrage at

Nag Hamadi in Egypt, which was an exclusively Egyptian concern,
and a second dam on the .Upper Blue Nile, above Makwar, which
w^as to store water partly for the Sudanese Jazirah but partly for
Egypt as w^elL^
Another scheme for the cultivation of cotton by irrigation in the

Sudan, which had been proposed originally by Mr. Dupuis and in-
corporated by Sir W. Garstin in his report of 1904,^ related to the
utilization of the flood water of the River Gash in the Kassala Pro-
vince. The works required were much less elaborate and costly than
those in the Jazirah ; but a necessary preliminary to the execution
of this scheme was the linking up of Kassala by railway with some
point on the Atbarah-Port Sudan sector of the Sudan State Railways.
For these separate purposes, a Kassala Railway Company ® and a
Kassala Cotton Company were formed, and the scheme was launched
by a series of interlocking agreements between these two companies.

For a description of the construction of the Makwar dam see Mr. Arthur
Ransome in The Manchester Chuardian, For the opening of the works see
The Times t 19th, 21st, 22nd, and 23rd January, 1926.

^ The technical design for the Jazirah Scheme, as well as for the other
proposals, was made by Sir Murdoch MacDonald, the then adviser to the
Egyptian Ministry (The Times, 30th December, 1920).

^ Ihid., 3rd December, 1924 ; statement in the Egyptian Chamber on the
13th April, 1924, by the Minister of Public Works (Orienie Modemo, IV, 7,
pp. 470-1).

* The Times, 30th December, 1920. * Cmd. 2165 of 1904, p. 166.
^ The construction of the railway was financed under the British ' Trade

Facilities Act *.
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Sect, iii ALLOCATION OF THE NILE WATERS 259
the Sudan Government, and the Sudan State Railways.^ The whole
of the preference shares and just under 50 per cent, of the ordinary
shares of the Kassala Cotton Company were subscribed by the Sudan
Plantations Syndicate ;

^ and the agreement between the Company
and the Government followed the same lines as that between the
Syndicate and the Government w^hich has been described above.®
The railway reached Kassala on the 21st April, 1924 ; and, on the
1st July following, the Cotton Company took over from the Govern-
ment, in accordance with the agreement between them, the existing
irrigated areas in the Gash Delta.^
The Gash Scheme did not affect Egypt, since the water of the Gash

did not in any case flow into the Nile but lost itself in the desert, so
that the volume of Nile water in Egypt could not be diminished by
the utilization of the Gash water for irrigation in the Sudan, On the
other hand, the Gash took its rise in the Italian Colony of Eritrea,
and the Eritrean authorities had initiated an irrigation scheme in
their own territory, which included the erection of a dam across the
Gash at Tessenei, about twenty-five miles above Kassala. The
necessary adjustment between Eritrean and Sudanese interests was
secured tlirough a joint investigation by the respective experts of
the two parties, which resulted in the signature of a joint report on
the 25th November, 1924. On the basis of this experts’ report, the
Governor of Eritrea and the Acting Governor-General of the Sudan
met at Khartum on the 12th December, 1924, and arrived at an
agreement, which was embodied in an exchange of letters of the
same date.^ The Eritrean Government agreed to a specific limitation
of the amount of water to be taken off at Tessenei, while the Sudan
Government agreed, in return, to pay the Eritrean Government
20 per cent, of its annual receipts under the Gash Scheme in excess of
£50,000. The Italian irrigation works at Tessenei were completed in

^ Agreement of the 6th December, 1922, between the Government and the
Railway Company ; agreement of the 7th December, 1922, between the State
Railways and the Railway Company ; agreetnent of the 27th February,
1923, between the Government and the Cotton Company.

^ Prospectus of the KassalS Cotton Company, advertised in the London
Press in January 1923.

* In the Kassalft Scheme the tenant was to receive 50 per cent, of the
proceeds of all crops grown in the concession area, less certain charges, while
the other 50 per cent, was to be divided between the company and the
Government on a scale graduated according to the volume of production.

^ Cmd. 2644 of 1925, p. 6. For further information see the Directors’
Reports for the years ending on the 31st December, 1923, 1924, and 1925 ;

and The Times, 24th April, 1924.
* Italian and English texts in Omd. 2472 of 1925. See also Cmd, 2544 of

1925, p. 6.
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the Slimmer of 1920, and irrigation was actually started there on the
22nd July of that yearJ
The question between the Eritrean and the Sudan Governments

concerning the utilization of the waters of the River Gash, which
flowed from the om' territory into the other, reflected in miniature
the similar question between the Sudan and the Egyptian Govern-
ments concerning tlio waters of the River Nile ; but in the latter
ease, unhappily, agreement proved far more difficult than in the
former.
The opposition to the utilization of Nile w ater for irrigation in the

Sudan was based partly on economic and technical grounds and
partly on political.
On the economic side it was pointed out that, whereas in Egypt

irrigation had ‘ been resorted to when no more cultivation (!Ould be
done without its aid, in the Sudan the Makwar dam was projected
long before the rain-growing possibiliti(‘S of tlie Sudan had been fully
exploited It was argued that rain-grown cotton had been a staple
crop of the Sudan in the past ; and that, at the time wdien the
irrigation w^orks witc being executed, the cultivation of rain-grown
cotton was extending, under Government encouragement, very fast,
‘ without show ing the slightest sign of being restricted by lack of
land with suitable rainfall Moreover, tliis line of development
might appear to posse.ss a double advantage over the other. It not
only involved no interference with the natural life of the local popula-
tion and no limitation of their initiative and independence ; it also
involved no conflict over Nile water rights between the Sudan—or
British commercial interests in the Sudan—and Egypt.
To the first point it might be replied that irrigation-grown cotton

was a much more valuable crop than rain-growii cotton, and that,
under the irrigation schemes, a share in the increased value of local
production, arising out of the. change from rain-growing to irrigation,
accrued to the native cultivators.* On the question of the economic
interests of Egypt, the proposals put forward in 1919 by the Egyptian
Ministry of Public Works w'ere violently denounced by Sir William
Willcocks (the designer of the Aswan dam) and Colonel Kennedy.
On the 10th January, 1920, the Egyptian Government appointed a

* The Times, 26th July, 1926.
Mr. Arthur Kanaome in The Manchester Guardian, 16th May, 1925.

^ Mr, Arthur Ransomo, loc. cit.
* These two points are noted by Mr. Arthur Kansomo, loc. cit. On the

respective advantages of the two crops from the points of view of the native
cultiv^ators and the Manchester manufacturers see Lord Stanley in The
Manchester Guardian, 28th February, 1925.
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Sect.iii ALLOCATION OF THE NILE WATERS 261

Commission to report upon the Ministry’s proposals in their technical
aspect, and also upon the allocation of the increased water-sujiply as
between Egypt and the Sudan and xipon the apportionment of the
costs of the proposed works, and of the Commission’s inquiry, as be-
tween the two countries.^ After hearing Sir William Willcocks and
Colonel Kennedy the Commission dismissed their charges against
the Egyptian Ministry of Public Works in general and against vSir

Murdoch MacDonald, the Adviser on Irrigation, in particular ; and
they approved the Ministry’s proposals, including the »JazIrah and the
Jabal Awliya schemes.^ This part of the re{)ort was unanimous, but
the American member presented a minority report on the several
questions of allocation.^ The other two members declared th(^m-
selves unable to suggest a precise allocation of the increased supply
of water. As regarded the apportionment of costs, they recom-
mended that the Sudan Government shoidd pay for the Makwar
dam and the Egyptian Government for the Jabal Awliya darn, and
that the Upper Blue Nile dam should be built and paid for by Egypt
in the first instance, but that the Sudan, when it began to take water
from it, should pay a share of the cost in proportion to the water
received. All three members, however, were in substantial agree-
ment that, in order to deal with the interpretation or application
in practice of suggestions relating to the allocation of water and
apportionment of costs between the tw^o countries, a permanent
board—consisting of two members representing Egypt and the Sudan
respectively, with an independent chairman—should be set up, and
that all differences of opinion should be referred to it.

Meanwhile, the irrigation proposals, besides precipitating a con-
troversy between two distinguished experts of British nationality,
had aroused strong feeling among Egyptian nationalists, who were

^ The Commission consisted of a nominee of the Indian Government
(chairman), a nominee of Cambridge University, and a nominee of the United
States Government. A judicial member (an English judge of the Egyptian
Mixed Courts) was added on the 24th March, 1920. The secretary ^vas a
British official in the Egyptian Ministry of Education.

* In July 1920, after the Commission had presented an interim report,
proceedings for criminal and seditious libel were instituted in the Consular
Court at Cairo against Sir William Willcocks and Colonel Kennedy. The
parties were committed for trial on the 2nd July, 1920 ; the case was opened
on the 24th January, 1921 ; the accused were found guilty on the 11th March,
and sentence was passed on the 1 6th April. Sir William Willcocks had accused
Sir M. MacDonald of having altered certain gauge readings, having suppressed
certain material documents, and having lowered a gauge witli intent to
mislead the public in respect of his proposals. Both the Commission and the
Court found that these charges had no foundation whatever {The Times^
Ist and 3rd July, 1920, and 18th April, 1921).

* For a prdcis of the majority report see The Times, 30th December, 1920.
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at that time particularly embittered against Great Britain ; and,
in order to assuage this feeling. Lord Allenby, the then British High
Commissioner at Cairo, made in February 1920 a spontaneous
declaration that, for the time being, the amount of land to be ir-

rigated in the Jazirah would be limited to a maximum of 300,000
faddans.^ This was the amount actually contemplated in the first
instance under the Jazirah Scheme (though no figure had been ex-
plicitly mentioned in the agreement of the 17th October, 1919,
between the Sudan Plantations Syndicate and the Sudan Govern-
ment). The declaration involved, however, an important potential
sacrifice of Sudanese interests, since the total area capable of irriga-
tion in the Jazirah was estimated to be 3,000,000 faddans.
On the 25th May, 1921, the Egyptian Government decided to

suspend operations on all irrigation works in the Sudan (while
conserving work already done), pending an agreement regarding
the political status of the Sudan with Great Britain. In case the
Sudan Government should decide to continue the execution of the
Jazirah Scheme (which it was already financing independently) on
its own responsibility, the Egyptian Government made two reserva-
tions : the area to be irrigated was to be limited to the 300,000
faddans already agreed upon, and the definitive decision, on the
Egyptian side, regarding these works was to be reserved until the
conclusion of the impending Anglo-Egyptian negotiations. There-
upon, the Governor-General of the Sudan telegraphed to the Egyptian
Ministry of Public Works that he proposed to proceed with the
Jazirah Scheme ; the Egyptian Government disclaimed responsi-
bility but lodged no protest ;

“ and the scheme was executc^d, as
has been described above.

In the project for a Sudan Convention between Egypt and Great
Britain, which was read to the Egyptian Constitution Drafting
Commission by Husayn Rushdi Pasha on the 13th May, 1922,^ it

^ The Times, 24th November, 1924. See the following passage in Lord
Allen by’s Eeports on the Finances, Administration and Condition of Egypt and
the Soudan for the Period 1914-19 {Cmd, 957 of 1920), p. 102 :

Further study of the scheme in view of the altered conditions attributable
to the war showed that the area to be irrigated had to be increased to make
the scheme a financially safe enterprise for Government, and at the same
time not to be too large for the population and resources available. These
considerations fixed the area to be irrigated at 300,000 feddans instead of
the 100,000 feddans originally contemplated.
2 See The Times, Ist June, 1921 ; and a statement in the Egyptian Chamber

on the 13th April, 1924, by the Minister of Public Works {Oriente Moderno,
IV, 7. pp. 470-1).

^ The Manchester Guardian, 15th May, 1922.
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was proposed that the Egyptian Ministry of Public Works should
be invested with complete control of the Nile waters ; that a Sudan
Irrigation Service should be maintained, but with narrowly limited
powers ; that the quota assigned to the Sudan should be distributed
by the Egyptian Irrigation Service ; that the Jazirah Scheme should
be executed by the same authority ; that the maximum of 300,000
faddans should not be exceeded for twenty years ; and that the
Sudan should draw no water whatsoever from the White Nile and
its tributaries until Egypt had satisfied her own needs and given her
authorization.^
On the other hand, Husayn Rushdi Pasha followed the 1920

Commission in proposing a permanent board of three members (one
representative each of Egypt and of the Sudan under a neutral
chairman) ; the same proposal was advocated in the British House
of Lords, on the 25th June, 1924, by Lord Grey of Fallodon, and in
the House of Commons, on the 10th July, 1924, by Commander
Kenworthy and Sir John Marriott ; and it was carried furtlier by
Mr. Dupuis of the Egyptian Irrigation Service, who, in a report
presented in 1923, suggested the negotiation of a Nile Convention
betw^ecn Egypt and the Sudan and the creation of a ‘ Nile Com-
mission ’ representing all states interested in Nile Waters.^ Mr.
Dupuis’s suggestions were criticized in the Egyptian Press because
tliey implied that Egypt and the 8udan were separate and inde-
pendent countries, and that the Nile w^as an international river like
the Danube.^ Possibly such implications were present at this time
in the minds of British statesmen, who unanimously rejected the
Egyptian contention that, politically, the Sudan was, or ought to be,

^ It may bo noted that Ilusayn Rushdf Pasha was demanding for Egypt
hardly more than Sir W. Garstiri had declared to be her due in the following
passage of his third reyiort {Cmd. 2165 of 1904, p. 163) :

Should it be decided to form an Irrigation Service in the Sudan it is
absolutely necessary that it should be entirely controlled by the Ministry
of Public Works in Egypt, and that it should in fact form a branch of that
department. This is imperative. The work of such a service will be of
a purely technical nature and, moreover, will involve the construction of
works which must, more or less, interfere with the supply of the Nile. The
control of the flow of this river must remain always and absolutely in the
hands of one authority. There can be no question of a divided authority
in such an important matter, and there can be no two opinions that such
control should be vested in the Egyptian Ministry of Public Works.
Doubtless, the Government of the Sudan will be the first to admit this and
the last to desire that any other arrangement should be made. It will be,
however, in the interests of both Egypt and the Sudan that this should be
clearly laid down and fully understood.
* Oriente Modemo, III, 2, p. 123. Presumably Uganda and Abyssinia,

as well as Egypt and the Sudan, were to be represented bn such a commission.
5 Op. dt, loc. cit.
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an integral part of Egypt, but who were also unanimous in conceding
that, irrespective of the political status of the Sudan, Egypt ought
to receive a secure guarantee of her water-supply. In the House of
Commons on the lOlh July, 1924, Lord Winterton suggested that
such a guarantee should be given by the British Government, Mr.
Ormsby (Jorc tliat it might be either British or international ; and
in the same debate the then Prime Minister, Mr. Ramsay MacDonald,
made the following dc'claration :

I give my word and the Government guarantee, and I am glad that
T can also give the House of Commons guarantee after the speeches
I have listened to, tliat we are prepared to ('omc to an agreement with
Egypt on this subject which EgA^pt itself will accept as satisfactory.
That agreement will he carried out hy a proper organization as to control
and so on, and under it all the needs of Egypt will be adequately
satisfied. The Egyptian cultivator may rest perfectly content that , as
the result of the agreement which we are prepared to make, the iiidepen-
dence of the JSudan Avill not mean that he is going to enjoy a smgle
pint of water less than if he had it and was himself working it.

From the economic point of view' this declaration might have been
regarded by the Egyptians as satisfactory ; but by tliis time the
controversy had shifted almost entirely from economic on to political
ground.

In the British ultimatum to Egypt of the 22nd November, 1924,
after the assassination of Sir Lee Stack, there appeared the following
clause :

HisMajesty’sGovernment therefore require that the Egyptian Govern-
ment shall : ... (6) Notify the competent d(*partment that the Sudan
G(n'ernment will increase the area to be irrigated in the Gezira from
300,000 feddaiis to an unlimited figure as need may arise.

It has been mentioned elsewhere ^ that this w as one of the demands
that the Egyptian Government rejected, and that thereupon they
were informed by Lord Allenby that the Sudan Government had
been instructed to take action in the matter on its own account.
This demand w^as subjected to prompt and vigorous criticism in
Great Britain, on the triple ground that it was irrelevant to the
assassination of Sir Lee Stack (that is, to the occasion of the ulti-
matum), that it was an unwarrantable repudiation of a pledge, and
that it was likely to alienate the mass of the Egyptian peasantry,
as well as the leaders of the Egyptian nationalist movement, from
Great Britain, and to confirm the conviction in Egypt that there
could be no adequate guarantee for Egyptian rights to Nile water

* See p. 218 above.
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without exclusive Egyptian political control over the Sudan.^ In
regard to this demand, the then Foreign Secretary, Mr. Austen
Chamberlain, made a virtual recantation in the House of Commons
on the 15th December, 1924. He declared that ‘the intention . . .

to starve Egypt into submission by thirst . . . never entered the mind
of Lord Allenby nor the minds of His Majesty’s Ministers at home ’

;

and he apologized for the phrasing of the demand ‘ in quite un-
limited terms ’ on the ground of the hurry in which tlie ultimatum
had neeessaril>^ been drafted. He concluded with the following
overture :

If we have a friendly Egyptian Gov^ernment to deal with, who, on
their sid(‘, are loyal to the conditions on which our co-operation is based,
wo sliall invite them to join us in an inquiry as to what water is available
for the Sudan after making full allowance for Egypt, and we shall
])njposc to them that the Chairman of that Commission, on which
t]gypt and the Sudan are respectively’^ represented, sliall hr drawn from
an entirely neutral source.^

This was fullowc^d on the 2Gth January, 1925, by an exchange of
bette rs at (^airo betw’cen the Egyptian Prime Minister, Ahmad Ziwar
Paslia, and Lord Allenby.^ Ahmad Zhvar Pasha invited the British
High Commissioner to reconsider the question of irrigation in the
JazTrah and to revoke the instructions given to the Government of
tlu^ Sudan. Lord Allenby replied that the British Government,
‘ however solicitous for the prosperity of the Sudan had ‘ no
intention of trespassing upon the natural and historic rights of
Egypt in the w’aters of the Nile ’

; and that, in giving instructions
t() the Sudan Government, His Majesty’s Governmejit liad intindod
that they should be interpreted in this sense.

Moved by these considerations and in proof of their intentions, His
Majesty’s Government are disposed to direct the Sudan Government
not to give effect to the previous instructions as regards the unlimited
development of the Sudan Jazirah mentioned in the Note of November
23, on the understanding that an expert eoramittee composed of

^ Thc.se points were made on the 28th Nova*inl)er, 1924. by the then h'ader
of the O])pc»sition in Great Britain, Mr. Ramsay ^laeDouald, in a s])eech to
his constituents at Port Talb(»t (reported in The Manchester Guardian, 29th
November, 1924). Mr, MacDonald w’as careful to record his ow’ii belief that
a larger area in the JSudan than 300,000 faddaiis could in fact be irrigated
without in any way affecting the necessary w'ater-suj»ply for Egypt : but lie
pointed out that the Egyptians did not believe this, and that, by the wuth-
drawal of Lord Allenby’s pledge, their disbelief would be confirmed.

- This w^tis a return to the policy which Mr. Ramsay MacDonald had put
forward in his speech in the House of Commons on the 10th July, 1924, and
again in his speech at Port Talbot on the 28th November, 1924.*

® Texts in The Manchester Guardian, 27tli January, 1925.
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Mr. J. J. Canter Cremers, chairman, who was chosen by agree-
ment betw^een the two Governments,

Mr. R. N. McGregor, British delegate,
‘Abdu’l-Hamid Sulaymto Pasha, Egyptian delegate, who has

been selected by the Egyptian Government
shall meet not later than Febriiary 15 for the purpose of examining
and proposing a basis on which irrigation can be carried out with full
consideration for the interests of Egypt and without detriment to her
natural and hLstorical rights. It is understood that the Committee will
present its report by June 30J
The Commission duly met and was on the point of completing its

investigations and i)repaiing its report by the date stipulated, w hen
its w^ork was interrupted by the illness and death of its neutral
president, Mr. Greiners.^ In February 1920 the British and Egyptian
Governments agreed that the tw-o other members should resume
their examination and present their report, and in the March of the
same year a report w^as stated to have been signed by them unani-
mously.^
Another symptom of a detente in the controversy over the Nile

waters was a decision taken in May 1925 by the Egyptian Ministry
of Public Works to resume operations on the Jabal Awliyii dam
immediately—on a modified plan w'hich had been suggested by Mr.
C. E. Dupuis in 1923.^ On the 13th Jun(^, expenditure both on the
Jabal Awliya dam in the Sudan and on the Nag Harnadi barrage in
Egypt w^as approved by the Egyptian Cabinet,^ and the necessary
technical preliminaries to calling for tenders weTC put in hand.® In
April 1926 a conference w'as held at Cairo between the British High
Commissioner in Egypt Lord Lloyd, the fiiiancial secretary of the
Sudan Government Sir George Schuster, the Irrigation Adviser to
the Sudan Government and Sudan representative on the Nile Waters
Commission Mr. McGregor, and Ziwar and SirrI Pashas re])resenting
the Egyptian Government, regarding the compensation to be paid
by Egypt to the inhabitants of the White Nile Province of the Sudan

^ Quoted from The ^[anchester Gtuirdian, 21ih January, 1925. Mr. Crerners
was consulting engineer to the Dutch Ministry of Waterways and Dutch
Delegate on the Central Commission of the Rhine. Mr. MacGregor was the
Superintending Enpneer of the Punjab. ‘Abdu’l-Hamid Pasha Sulay-
man was a professional engineer who had .spent almost the whole of his
career in the Egyptian Irrigation Service, had been for some time Minister
of Public Works^and was at that time General Manager of the Egyptian State
Railways.

* The Times, 20th February, 1926.
® Ibid., 20th February and 22nd March, 1926. The contents of this report

had not yet been made public at the time of writing.
^ Ibid., 19th May, 1925. For further details see ibid., 6th June, 1925.
• Ibid., 15th June, 1925. • Ibid., 24th February, 1926.
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up-stream from Jabal Awliya, whose lands would be inundated by
the raising of the level of the river in order to store additional water
for Egyptian irrigation. The Sudan Government proposed to trans-
fer the population (numbering over 100,000) which would lose its
livelihood to an area of 170,000 faddans in the Jazirah,^ and to
irrigate this area by bringing water from the Blue Nile. In principle,
it was recognized that Egypt ought to bear the cost of an operation
which was necessitated solely by Egypt’s need for a dam at Jabal
Awliya ; but on this occasion no decision could be taken because
the Egyptian Government had not yet accepted the Nile Waters
Commission's report, which had been in its hands since the 23rd
March. ^ At the beginning of August it was announced that the
credits voted in June 1925 for the Jabal Awliya dam had been
withdrawn from the Egyptian Budget for the current year, in order
to give time for a fresh study of the wJiole question by a new" Egyptian
Minister of Public Works.

^

It was evident that, the greater the volume of Nile water that
could be made available for the aggregate needs of Egypt and the
Sudan, the less acute w’ould become the controversy over its alloca-
tion as between the two countries ; and, even after the Jabal Awliya
and Makw^ar schemes had been put in hand, the possibility remained
of further storage higher up the tw o main l)ranches of the river—on
the White Nile by eliminating the wastage caused by the Sadd in
the Mongalla Province of the Sudan, and by regulating the outflow
from the Great Lakes in the British Protectorate of Uganda ; and
on the Blue Nile either by constructing an Upper Blue Nile dam in
Sudanese territory in the neighbourhood of Rosaires or else by
regulating the outflow from Lake Tsana in Abyssinia.** At least
two of these possibilities involved other countries besides the Sudan
and Egypt ; and in the case of the Tsana project, though in 1904
Mr. C. E. Dupuis had reported favourably upon it from the technical
point of view, both Sir William Garstin and Lord Cromer had pre-
ferred the technically less satisfactory alternative of a Rosaires bar-
rage because this would avoid political complications with Abyssinia.®
Nevertheless, in the tripartite agreement between Great Britain,
France, and Italy respecting Abyssinia, which was signed in London

^ This area was, of course, distinct from the 300,000 faddans already
provided for under the Jazirah Scheme described above.

* The Times, 24th April, 1926. ^ Ibid., 2nd August. 1926.
^ All these possibilities had been discussed in Sir W. Garstin' s third report

(Cmd. 2165 of 1904).
• Cmd. 2165 of 1904, pp. ix and 161.
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268 THE MIDDLE EAST Part HI
on the 13th December, 1906,^ the three parties agreed (Art. 4), in
the event of the status quo in Abyssinia being disturbed, to act
together in order to safeguard, among other things, ‘ the interests of
Great Britain and Egypt in the Nile Basin, more especially as regards
the rt'gulation of the waters of that river and its tributaries In
1915 a joint Egyptian, Sudanese, and Abyssinian Commission made
further studies of the lake ;

“ and in 1920-1 another mission was
sent to the spot by the Egyptian Ministry of Public Works. The
report of this mission ^ confirmed, in gencual, the original report of
Mr. (\ E. Dupuis.

Meanwhile, the respective interests or desiderata of Great Britain
and Italy in Western Abyssinia had been the suhji'ct of negotiation
between the Governments of those two countries. In 1919 Italy
recognized ‘ the predominating interests of Great Britain in respect
of the waters of Lake Tsana ’, and offered Great Britain her diplo-
matic support in order that she might obtain from Abyssinia the
eonc^ession to carry out the necessary engineering works and the
right to construct and maintain a motor road l)etween Lake Tsana
and the Sudan, on condition that Great Britain should support Italy
in seeking from Abyssinia the concession for a railw'ay across Abys-
sinian territory between Eritrea and Italian Somaliland to the west
of Addis Abeba,^ and that she should also recognize an excluvsive
Italian economic influence in the west of Abyssinia and in the whole
of the territory to be crossed by the above-mentioned railway, and
should promise to support with the Abyssinian Government all
Italian requests for economic concessions regarding the Italian zone.
The British Government did not entertain this offer at the time ;

but eventually they entered into a compact on this basis ^ in notes
exchanged between the tw'o parties at Rome on the 14th and the
20th December, 1925.® It was agreed that ‘ the necessary identic

^ Text in Foreign Office Peace Handbook No. 97, Abi/ssinia, Appendix xi,
pp. 114-17. * The Times j 10th February, 1926.

® Eeport of the Mission to Lake Tsana, 1920-1, by G. W. Graham and R. P.
Black, published by the Ministry of Public Works, Egypt (Cairo, 1925,
Government Press).

^ The latter proviso was necessitated by the terms of the tripartite agree-
ment of 1906, under which the Addis Abeba-Jibuti railway zone had been
reserved for France.

^ In the agreement of the 14th and the 20th December, 1925, Great
Britain’s promise to n^cognize an exclusive Italian economic influence in
the west of Abyssinia, and to support with the Abyssinian Government all
Italian requests for ex^onomic concessions in the above zone, was contingent
upon the iBritish Government’s having first obtained the Lake Tsana Conces-
sion from the Abysunian Government with Italian support.

® English and Italian texts in Cmd. 2680 of 1926. For a commentary on
this agreement see The Manchester Guardian, 20th April, 1926.
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Sect, iii ALLOCATION OF THE NILE WATERS 269
instructions should be sent to the British and Italian representatives
in Ethiopia to concert for common action with the Abyssinian
Government in order to obtain that the concessions sought re-
spectively by the two parties should be granted simultaneously
It was further understood that neither Government should n^lax its
diplomatic efforts at Addis Abeba so long as either of the desired
concessions had not been obtained. The Abyssinian Gov^ernment
rt^torted to this Anglo-Italiau Agreement, which had been made
above its head, by bringing it to the attention of the League of
Nations and asking for the League's opinion upon it.^

Thus the question of the Nile waters, which from 1899 to 1913 had
been a technical matter for discussion between the British experts
and officials at that time in control of both Egypt and the Sudan,
had become by 1926 a subject of political controversy, not merely
between the British and Egyptian Oovernnumts in the peculiar
relations which subsisted between them, but also in that field of
juridically international affairs with which the League of Nations
was concerned.

(iv) The Egypto-German Treaty of the 16th June, 1925.

In the Peace Treaty signed at Versailles on the 28th June, 1919,
by Germany and the Allied Powers, the relations between Germany
and Egypt had been entirely recast, but this without the particij)a-
tion of the Egyptian Government, wliich was not a party to the
treaty. Germany recognized a British Protectorate over Egypt as
from the 4th August, 1914, and renounced the regime of the Capitula-
tions in Egypt (Art. 147). In separate articles, all existing treaties
and agreements between Germany and Egypt were abrogated—like-
wise as from the 4th August, 1914 (Art. 148) ; and it was further laid
down that, until an Egyptian law of judicial organization establish-
ing courts with imiversal jurisdiction came into force, provision
should be made, by means of decrees issued by the Sultan, for the
exercise of jurisdiction over German nationals and property by the
British consular tribunals (Art. 149). At the same time, the Egyp-
tian Government was to have complete liberty of action in regulating

^ Statement made in the House of Commons at Westminster on the
26th July, 1926, by the Under- Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, in
answer to a parliamentary question. For the admission of Abyssinia to
membership in the League of Nations see Survey for 1920^3

^

pp. 394-6.
The political sequel to the Anglo-Italian Agreement of the 14th and the
20th December, 1925, will be dealt with separately elsewhere.
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THE MIDDLE EAST270 Partin
the status of German nationals and the conditions under which they
might establish themselves in Egypt (Art. 150).
The situation created by the Versailles Treaty w as rendered obscure

by the British Government’s action in renouncing the British Pro-
tectorate ov^er Egypt on the 28th February, 1922, while reserving
the question of the protection of foreign interests in Egypt, and in-
forming other Governments that the termination of the Protectorate
involved no change in the status quo as regarded the position of other
Powers in Egypt. Did the provisions of the Versailles Treaty regard-
ing relations between Germany and Egypt stand and fall with the
first of these provisions—that is, with the recognition by Germany
of the British Protectorate over Egypt 2 It might be argued that
this recognition alone had entitled Great Britain to conclude an
agreement with Germany concerning Egyptian affairs without Egypt
being a party to the transaction.

This question was raised in 1923, when the German Government
requested the Egyptian Government to permit the return of German
nationals to Egypt, and inquired what thtur juridical position would
be.^ Negotiations between the two Governments followed, and these
eventually resulted in the signature of a treaty on the 16th June,
1925.
In this instrument “ the Egyptian Government delegated pro-

visionally to the German Government the right to apply to German
nationals in Egypt the jurisdiction of German consular tribunals in
all matters in which such tribunals had been competent before 1914.
This delegation of powers was to terminate, however, so soon as a
new Egyptian judicial organization applying to all foreigners resi-
dent in Egypt should come into force. The Egyptian Government
also reserved the right of subjecting German nationals to the juris-
diction of Egyptian courts in certain penal matters—particularly
such as affected the internal or external security of the Egyptian
State or such as might involve German nationals employed in any of
the Egyptian public services.
The first result of this treaty was the trial in Egypt, by a special

court sent out from Germany, of two German nationals charged
with having murdered Gabriel Tawfiq Bey Karam, a British subject
resident in Egypt and of Egyptian origin, in January 1923. These
two persons had been extradited to Egypt and detained there pend-

^ Ofiente Moderno, III, 5, pp. 316-16.
* For a summary of its provisions see the Cairo Imparziale of the 1 7th June,

1926, quoted in Oriente Moderno, V, 8, pp. 426-7.
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ing the conclusion of the Egypto-Grerman negotiations. The trial
opened in Cairo on the 2nd February, 1926, and ended on the
in the sentencing of both the accused parties to imprisonment for
life.^

(v) The Resurrection of the Wahhabi Power in the Arabian Peninsula
and the Fall of the House of Ilashim.^

(a) The Effects in Arabia of the General War of 1914-18.

In tlie History of the Peace Conference of Paris an account has
been given ^ of the negotiations between the then Amir of Mecca,
the Hashimi Sharif Husayn b. 'Ali, and the British Government in
1915 ; Husayn’s revolt against the Ottoman Government in 1916 ;

^

the commitments of the British Government to Husayn and to his
son- the Amir Faysal down to the Armistice of the 30th October,
1918 ;

and the influence of these commitments upon the subsequent
course of events in Palestine, Syria, and ‘Iraq.^ In another section of
the present volume,® the history of those former Arab territories of
the Ottoman Empire which were placed under French and British
mandates is taken up at the several points where the History of the
Peace Conference breaks off. The present section is concerned with
the affairs of the Arabian Peninsula, which scarcely entered into
the Peace Settlement following the General War of 1914-18, but
which had undergone new developments of international importance
by the time of writing. The resurrection of the Wahhabi Power
was the outstanding feature in the new situation ; and therefore
the career of the Wahhabi ruler ‘Abdu’l-‘Aziz b. ‘Abdi’r-Rahmani’s-

‘ See The Times, 2nd and 9th P^ebruary, 1926 ; the Frankfurter Zeitung,
3rd, 6th, 6th, and 7th J''ebruary, 1926.

2 See British Admiralty Handbook, Arabia, vol. i (issued for official use
in 1916; published without alteration in 1920 by H.M. Stationery Office)

;

and P'oreign Office, Historical Section, Peace Handbook No. 61, Arabia
(published 1920).

® Vol. vi. Part III A.
* In this place it is onlv necessary to recall the fact that the understanding

on the strength of which Husayn revolted against the Turks in 1916 was
embodied in a rambling correspondence, in which the parties failed to re-
concile their standpoints on a number of important matters, and not in any
diplomatic instrument which both parties had signed and ratified. Between
the receipt of the first overtures from Husayn in July 1915, down to the
extinction of the Hashimi Power in the HijAz through the capitulation of
Jiddah and the abdication of King *A1I b. Husayn in December 1925, the
British Government never succeeded in negotiating a treaty with the Hashimi
Government. This failure, which was maimy (though not altogether) Husayn's
fault, turned out to be Great Britain’s good fortune.

® Vol. vi, Part III B. and C. • Section (vii) below.
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SaTid of Najd has been taken as the guiding thread in the maze of
Arabian politics.

Like Huvsayn the other Arab rulers in the Ottoman sphere in the
Peninsula who revolted against the Turks during the War of 1914-18
all gained their independence.^ On the 3rd November, 1914, Shaykh
Mubarak of Kuwayt received from the British Government—on the
condition, which he promptly fulfilled, that he should co opei-ate in
the capture of Basrah—an assurance that KuwaH should be
recognized as an independent principality under British protection.
The independence of the Idrisi Sayyid of Sabya (in the ‘Asir),
‘within his own domain', was guaranteed by Great Britain in
a treaty signed on the 30tli April, and ratified on the 6th November,
1915. The independence of Ibn Sa‘ud was recognized by Gr(‘at
Britain in a treaty signed on the 26th December, 1915, and ratified
on the 18th July, 1916. Under the Armistice of the 30th October,
1918, the Turks were required to evacuate the positions which they
still held in the Arabian Peninsula—that is, Medina and the Yaman

—

and in the first article of the National Pact of the 28th January,
1920, they voluntarily renounced their title to sovereignty over any
part of the Peninsula by explicitly recognizing the independence
of ex-Ottoman territories inhabited by Arab majorities. This
unilateral renunciation was confirmed by international agremnent in
the Treaty of Lausanne, which di’ew the southern frontier of Turkey
far to the north of the northernmost fringes of Peninsular Arabia.
It may be added that, in Ailicle 10 of the secret Anglo-French
Agreement of the 16th May, 1916, the parties pledged themselves

—

subject to a possible rectification of the frontier of the Aden Pro-
tectorate—not to acquire and not to consent to a third Powder
acquiring territorial possessions in the Arabian Peninsula, and not
to consent to a third Powder installing a naval base either on the
east coast or on the islands of the Red Sea.^ In a subsequent inter-
change of views, the French Government recognized that, in the
Arabian Peninsula, Great Britain possessed ‘ special political
interests Thus one effect of the War of 1914-18 was to eliminate
the Turks from Arabia and to extend the British sphere of influence
over the whole Peninsula. The War also had a profound effect

^ At the time of writing the iudependeuce thus gained had not been lost
by any of their number except Husayn himself, who abdicated in October
1924, and saw the Hashim! Kingdom of the Hijaz extinguished in December
1925.

^ This provision reappeared in the abortive secret agreement of the 17th
August, 1917, between Great Britain, France, and Italy.
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273Sect. V ARABIA : RISE OF THE WAHHABI POWER
upon the power, policy, and mutual relations of the Arab rulers
themselves.

While the victorious as well as the vanquished European belli-
gerents had emerged war-weary and impoverished from their life-

and-death struggle, the Arab tribesmen had been profiting, as they
had done thirteen centuries earlier, after the War of a. I). 608-28,
by the strife and ruin of the civilized world. In 1914-18 the Arabian
Peninsula had lain on the outermost fringe of the war-zone and had
been physically unsuitable for the employment of those intensive
and devastating methods of warfare which had been developed on
the Western Front. Accordingly, in Arabia, the belligerents had
simply sought to cover their flanks by hiring Arab rulers to fight
their battles for them in the Arab way. The Arabs’ price had been
high, and—with the barbarian’s instinctive suspicion of the devices
of civilization, which in this case was fully justified by the event

—

they had insisted on being paid in gold, cash down, by all parties.^
King Husayn of the Hijaz received from the British Government
a subsidy of £200,000 sterling a month from the time of his inter-
vention in the War down to the 1st February, 1919 : and though,
during the next twelve months, the payments were successively
diminished until they ceased altogether, the cost to the British
Treasury of this single subsidy was £1,200,000 during this final
year,^ and must have amounted to about £6,000,000 from first to
last. The Amir Ibn Sa‘ud, who was paid at the more modest rate
of £5,000 a month, had received £232,908 sterling by the 28th Feb-
ruary, 1922,^ and was still being subsidized on the same scale in the
following November.^ Indeed Ibn SaMd received £50,000 sterling
in the financial year ending the 31st March, 1924, and it was not
till the latter date that British subsidies to Arabian princes ceased
altogether,^ During the W^ar British gold also flowed into the
coffers of the IdrisI,® and Turkish gold into those of the Imam and

^ The Albanians, who also fought as mercenary irregulars on both sides
during the War of 1914-18. likewise insisted upon being paid in gold, with
the strange result that, during the years immediately following the Armistice,
Albania and the principalities of Arabia were the only countries in the Old
World where a gold currency was in circulation.

* Official statement made in the House of Lords by the Earl of Crawford
on the 28th February, 1922, in answer to a parliamentary question.

® Ibid.
* Official statement made in the House of Commons by Mr. Ormsby-Gore

on the 28th November, 1922, in answer to a parliamentary question.
* Statement by the Colonial Secretary in the House of Commons on the

24th March, 1924, in answer to a parliamentary question.
* Treaty of the 30th April, 1915, Article 7.
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Ibn Rashid.^ In almost every case these gifts of gold were accom-
panied by gifts of modern rifles and any other kind of Western
military equipment which could be brought into play in the Arabian
theatre of war ; and sometimes skilled instructors in the use of these
new-fangled weapons were placed at the service of the Arab chiefs
by their respective patrons among the principal belligerents. The
Arab chiefs, whose adherence to this side, or that, was largely
decided by the fact that their local Arab rivals were taking service
with the opposite party, employed their subsidies in conducting, at
their respective patrons’ expense, those operations which in any
case they would have undertaken against one another under the
ordinary conditions of inter-Arab warfare.^

Since the conventions of warfare between Arab chiefs in the
twentieth century resembled those observed by Italian condottieri
in the fifteenth century, the inhabitants of the Arabian Peninsula,
in striking contrast to those of the European Continent, emerged
from the General War of 1914-18 more prosperous and more
vigorous than they had entered it.

The principal specific effects were to enhance the political power
of the rulers, through whose hands the foreign gold and arms were
dispensed to the tribesmen ; to increase the tribesmen’s military
experience and efficiency at a very low relative cost in devastation
and casualties ; and to stimulate their minds and implant in them
a restless appetite for fresh adventures by bringing them into
sudden contact with the great world which had hitherto lain beyond
their horizon. Arab forces played a sensational part in the fina
campaign in which Field-Marshal Allenby broke the Turkish Army
and at one stroke conquered Syria up to the Amanus ; an Arab
prince, the Hashimi Amir Faysal b. .Husayn, ruled for nearly two
years at Damascus, and, when evicted by the French, obtained
through the good offices of his British patrons a second and less

^ During the War the British Government made efforts to extract from
Arabia sorhe fraction of the gold which it was reluctantly pouring into the
Peninsula by enticing the Arabs to exchange it again for Indian manu-
factures ; but the Arabs preferred to use the metal otherwise—for example,
as material for chased dagger handles.

* For example, the battle of Turabah between Husayn and Ibn Sa*iid in
May 1919—which was fought at a time when both combatants were re-
ceiving gold and arms from the British Government (Husayn through the
Foreign Office and Ibn Sa*ud through the India Office) and when their common
patron was engaged at the Peace Conference of Paris in an attempt to restore
peace to the world—arose over a local boundary dispute between the two
parties in which their rival prestige and ambitions in Arabia were involved,
and which they would have decided in any case by the ordeal of battle.
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Sect. V ARABIA : RISE OF THE WAHHABI POWER 275
precarious throne at Baghdad ; and another Arab prince, Faysal’s
brother ‘Abdullah, was installed at ‘Amman as ruler of Trans-
jordan.^

In these respects the external conditions for an outburst from
Arabia, which had existed in the seventh century, were reproduced
in a large measure in the twentieth, and at the same time the internal
conditions of the Peninsula developed on remarkably similar lines.
The secret of political union in Arabia was the propagation of
a common religious faith, which alone could overcome the disruptive
influence of the nomadic tribal life imposed by the physical environ-
ment. Under the economic and social conditions of nomadism,
where the margin of subsistence was often a minus quantity, every
tribe’s hand was against every other’s ; and though the Badu and
the oasis-dwellers were economically interdef>endent, the unifying
effect of this interdependence was narrow in its range. The largest
natural political unit in Arabia was the single oasis or group of oases
exercising a loose and fluctuating authority over the particular
tribes which, in the annual orbit of their migration in search of
pasture, repaired regularly to that oasis or group for the exchange
of commodities with its inhabitants.^ The crux of empire-building
in Arabia was to bring two or more oasis-units, with their respective
tribal spheres of influence, into political union ; and this could only
be done through some unifying force, like theocracy, which was strong
enough to overcome tribal antipathies and affinities. The Arabs of
the seventh century had been able to take advantage of the oppor-
tunity beyond their borders because empire-builders had arisen at
the critical moment who knew how to overcome tribal particularism
by the solvent of religious faith ; and the two theocratic principalities
of this kind which had arisen simultaneously in the Najd and the
Hijaz had been amalgamated ^into a single Arabian state by the
triumph of the Prophet Muhammad’s first successor over the
Prophet Maslamah. Among the independent states which emerged
out of the former Turkish sphere of influence after the War of
1914-18—the principalities of Mecca, Sabya, San ‘a, Riyad, Kuwayt
and Ha’il—no less than four were of the theocratic order ; and

^ Faysal’s Arab Kingdom of ‘Ir&q and ‘Abdu’llah’s Arab Amirate of
Transjordan were not unlike the Aran principalities of the Banu Ghassan
at Bosra and the Banu Lakhm at HIrah, whom the Roman and Persian
Governments respectively established as wardens of their Arabian marches
during the last phase before the great Arabian explosion of the seventh
century after Christ.

* The political authority conferred by the possession of an oasis was often
held by tribal chiefs who had made a permanent residence there.
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during the next seven years one prince, the Wahhabi Imam Ibn
Sa‘ud, succeeded in dominating his neighbours and recreating
something like that Arabian unity which the Prophet of Islam and
his first successor had created between the years 622 and 633.

Of the four theocratic princes of 1918 the Idrisi Sayyid Mu-
hammad b, ‘Ali of Sabya was the great-grandson of Sayyid Ahmadu’l-
Idrisi of Fas (Fez) in Morocco—a Muslim reformer who had started
a specific religious school (tariqah), had initiated the founder
of the Sanusiyah Order in North Africa, had preached at Mecca, and
had finally settled at Sabya, where his religious prestige enabled his
descendants to acquire political power. Muhammad b. "Ali, the
reigning member of the house in the fourth generation, had studied
at the university-mosque of Al-Azhar in Cairo and in the Sanusi
oasis of Kafara in the Libyan desert, before he settled down in Sabya
and turned his attention to politics.^
The Zaydi Imam Yahya b, Muhammad of San‘a traced his descent

from the Prophet through Fatimah and ‘Ali, and was regarded by
his Zaydi co-religionists—from whom he lived apart, in a studied
seclusion—as a semi-sacred being. By the terms of an agreement
negotiated with him in 1911 by Tzzet Pasha and confirmed by
a firman from the Sultan in 1913, his political authority had been
recognized by the Ottoman Government in all those parts of the
Yaman plateau where the Zaydi form of Shi ‘ism prevailed, so that
his principality had as explicit a religious basis as the Idrisi's.'^

The Wahhabi Imam ‘Abdu’l-‘Aziz b. ‘AbdiV-Rahmani’s-Sa‘ud
was descended from Muhammadu’s-Sa‘Qd, the petty chieftain of
Dara‘iyah in south-eastern Najd who, about the year a. d. 1759,
had placed his secular arm at the service of the religious reformer
Muhammad ‘Abdu’l-Wahhab.® By thus identifying themselves with
the religious movement of Wahhabism,^ the House of Sa‘ud had

^ See the Admiralty Handbook, Arabia, pp. 33 and 40-1 ; and Oriente
Moderno, Anno II, p. 620, quoting from Al’Muqattam of Cairo, 14th February,
1923.

2 Admiralty Handbook, pp, 35-6 and 160-5 ; H. St. J. B. Philby, The
Heart of Arabia (London, 1922, Constable), vol. ii, p. 64.

3 Vixit A.D. 1698/9-1792.
* For the special tenets of the Wahhabis see an interview given on the

12th June, 1926, by the then Wahhabi qadi of the Hijaz, ‘Abdu’llah b.
Bulayhid, to a correspondent of the Cairo journal As-Siydsah (extracted
from AS’Siydsah of the 26th June, 1920, in Oriente Moderns, Vl, 6, pp. 337-9).
The Wahhabis were orthodox Sunnis of the Hanbalite Madhhab (rite)—the
strictest and least widely followed of the four orthodox Madkdhib, They
were puritanical in regarding as idolatrous the cults of saints at shrines and
tombs and the invocation of saints to intercede with God on behalf of the
worshipper.
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been enabled to acquire political mastery over the greater part of
the Arabian Peninsula between 1759 and 1810 and, a century
after the first Wahhabi Empire had fallen, the constructive force
of the hereditary creed had assisted a scion of the House of Sa'ud,
the Imam 'Abdu’l-‘Aziz, to build up between 1901 and 1925 a second
empire which, at the time of writing, he had expanded almost to
the limits that had been reached by his ancestors.
The mission of Muhammad ‘Abdu'l-Wahhab had been to preach

a return to the strictest form of Sunni orthodoxy, represented by
the legal school of Ahmad b. Hanbal ; to protest against the accre-
tions of superstitious observance with which the primitive faith and
practice of Islam had been overlaid ; and to purify Mecca, and any
other cities and settled provinces of the Ottoman Empire upon
which he could impose his will, from idolatrous practices like the
cult of the Black Stone and from the filthy devices of the Franks,
such as the smoking of tobacco.

In ‘Abdu*l-‘Aziz b. Sa‘ud’s principality, as it emerged from the
War of 1914-18, the religious and secular organizations were in-
extricably bound up together.

From [his predecessors'] failures ‘Abdu1-Aziz ibn Sa*ud culled the
secret of success, and proceeded vdth characteristic courage and
rapidity to put his theories to the test of experiment by laying at
Artawiyah, an insignificant watering-place on the Kuwayt-Qasim
track, the foundation-stone of a new freemasonry^ which, under the
name of Ikhwan or the ‘ Brothers has in the course of a decade trans-
formed the character of Badawi society and caused a flutter of anxiety
throughout Arabia. The Ikhwan movement, which is nothing but
a Wahhabi revival in an intensified form, is the result not of accident
but of a well-considered d(*.sign, conceived with no less a purpose than
that of remedying the shortcomings of the Arab race, of checking before
it is too late the insidious processes of decay, and of rebuilding on the
VTeekage of past prosperity a better and more permanent structure
than the old one. . . . [Ibn Sa‘ud] found his country devastated by war
and civil strifi^—in ten years he has founded twice that number of
colonies ^ to repair the damage, and no year passes but he adds to their
numb(T. He recovered the heritage of his ancestors with the help of
a handful of adventurers—^his new colonies are but cantonments of his
standing army of 30,000 men or more, and every man-child born
therein is a recruit to his forces from the day of his birth. He found
the Badu homeless, poor, without religion, and cursed with a tribal
organization which made united action impossible and strife inevitable—in the new colonies he has settled them on the land \^dth the fear of
God and the hojKj of l*aradise in their hearts, substituting the brother-
Philby, op, cit, vol. i, pp. xvi-xvii.

• Some of these are Artawiyah, Ghatghat, Dakhnah, Dahinah, Muba’idh,
Furaythan, Sajir, Dhaba*ah, Silh wa Ruwayghib, Sayh, Khuff, Rayn, Nifi.
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hood of a common faith for that of a common ancestry, and thus
uniting in common allegiance to himself as the vicegerent of God
elements hitherto incapable of fusion. At the same time he has made
war unsparingly on the old tribal practices, the old game of raid and
counter-raid is forbidden in his territories, and many a tribe has felt
the crushing weight of his wrath for transgression oi his laws ; peace
n^igns where x)eace was known not before, and it is only on th(‘ borders
of Wahhabiland that it is disturbed by foreign alarums and excursions.^

This description of the theocratic principality of Riyad from
the hand of an admiring English observer, who crossed Arabia from
coast to coast and traversed Ibn Sa‘ud’s dominions in every direction
in A. D. 1918, might have been written of the more celebrated
principality which the Prophet Muhammad built up, on similar
foundations, round Medina between a. d. 622 and 632.
The fourth principality of a religious complexion w^hich figured

on the map of the Arabian Peninsula in 1918 was the Kingdom of
the Hijaz, whose sovereign, Husayn b. ‘Ali, belonged to the 'Aba-
dilah branch of the Hashimi House in the Prophet’s tribe of the
Quraysh. Although their holy lineage w£is better authenticated
than that of the Idrisi or the Zaydi Imam, neither Husayn nor his
predecessors had laid claim to any personal sanctity. For the rulers
of the two Holy Cities of the Hijaz, whose inhabitants lived by
exploiting the pilgrim traffic and w^ere by-w^ords for corruption
throughout the Islamic World, saintly professions would have been
too incongruous to be entertained. Nevertheless, the secular
authorit}^ of the Sharifian Amirs of Mecca rested upon the twofold
religious prestige of their own pure descent and of the Holy Cities
w^hich w^ere under their hereditary wardenship, and their princi-
pality must therefore be reckoned in the theocratic class.

Of these four principalities the Idrlsi’s was of little account. ' As
for the Idrisi King Husayn telephoned to a representative of the
British Government in 1916, ' he is a man who is not recognized by
any one to be anything. He has made himself Shaykh and has
landed in some places which were not ruled by any one.’ The Imam
of San'a w^as a greater Power ; but he had been placed in an awkward
position by the defeat of his friends the Turks and by his estrange-
ment from his British neighbours at Aden ; his authority was not
recognized by the non-Zaydi tribes in his own country, the Yaman ;

and the situation of the Yaman in a corner of the Peninsula, while

^ Philby, op. cit, vol. i, pp. 299-300. The whole of the passage from which
the above quotation is taken should be read by any one who wishes to under-
stand the structure and character of the Wahhabi State.
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screening it from the aggression of other Arabian Powers, almost
precluded it from extending its own political ascendency far beyond
its borders. The only possible aspirants to Pan-Arabian dominion,
in the twentieth century as in the seventh, were the rulers of the
Hijaz and the Najd ; and in 1925, as in 633,^ their struggle for
supremacy ended in the complete destruction and incorporation of
the one Power by the other—though this time it was the Hijaz that
succumbed, while Ibn Sa ud the Wahhabi avenged the mayies of the
Prophet Maslamah upon the House of the Prophet Muhammad.

At the same time the northern outposts of the rising Arabian
Empire began to encroach upon the borders of Traq and Syria.

^

The Wahhabi raiders in Transjordan were as roughly handled by
British troops in August 1924 as the first Islamic raiders in the same
region had been handled by the Romans at Mu'tah in a. o. 629.
Yet, behind the imposing military force of the mandatory Powers,
the Muslim majority of the population in Palestine and Syria was
seriously disaffected. . The patronage of Zionism by Great Britain
and the creation of the Great Lebanon by France had estranged the
Muslim, Druse, and Orthodox Christian communities in Palestine
and Syria from their new Western rulers perhaps as deeply as their
Monophysite forefathers had been estranged from Rome by the
Imperial patronage of the Melkhites and by the Monothelete com-
promise of Heraolius. By the time when Ibn SaTid had freed
himself from all embarrassments towards the south-west through
the retirement of King ‘Ali b. Huaayn from the throiui of the Hijaz
and the entry of the Wahhabi forces into Jiddah on the 19th Decem-
ber, 1925, he had already signed at Haddah, on the 2nd November,
an agreement with a British representative in which the frontier
between the Najd and Transjordan was carried north-westwards to
a point not more than sixty miles distant from the south-eastern
corner of th<3 French mandated territory in Syria. In tjiat corner of
Syria lay the Jabalu’d Duruz ; and b^^ November 1925 the Jabal
had for three months been the focus of a rising against the French
which w^as rapidly spreading northw^ards and w^estwards.®

It remains to trace the antecedents of this situation by recording
the rise of the House of Sa‘ud and the fall of the House of Hashim.

' The Battle of ‘Aqraba, in which Khalid, the general of the first Caliph Abu
Bakr, overthrow the prophet-prince of Yaraamah, was probably fought about
a year after Muhammad’s death (see C. H, Becker, Islamstudien (Leipzig,
1924, Quelle und Meyer), vol, i, pp. 73-6.

* This is dealt with separately in Section (vi), pp. 330 seqq. below.
^ See Section (vii) (e), pp. 416-39 below.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s
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(b) The Antecedents of the Najdi-Hijazi War of 1924-5.

The history of the Al Sa‘ud had been romantic, and even in the
annals of Arabia there had been few examples of such unexpected,
rapid, and extreme fluctuations of fortune as had fallen to their lot.^
The Muhammadu’s-SaTid, who became Muhammad ‘Abdu’l-Wah-
hab’s convert about the year 1759, had begun as the master of a single
castle. In the might of Wahhabism his successors in the second and
third generations had sacked the Shi‘i holy city of Karbala, on the
outskirts of Traq, in 1801, and had conquered Mecca in 1803 and
Medina in 1804. Having thus swiftly raised themselves to be
masters of almost the whole of Arabia, they were as swiftly over-
thrown by the Pasha of Egypt, Mehmed ‘Ali, who, in successive
campaigns from 1810 to 1818, not only drove them out of the Hijaz
but besieged and captured Dara‘iyah, carried the reigning Sa‘ud
captive to Cairo, massacred the Wahhabi doctors of the law, and
left the sect and dynasty no corner in Arabia which they could call
their own. About 1842, when a decree of the European Powers
had deprived the Pasha of Egypt of his holdings in Asia, the grand-
son of the Wahhabi prince who had been taken prisoner by the army
of Mehmed "Ali, having escaped from his Egyptian captivity, re-
established the rule of his House in their homelands, with a new
capital at Riyad ; but this was only a partial recovery. The
Turks occupied the province of Al-Hasa, along the coast of the
Persian Gulf, in 1871 ; and a family quarrel in the House of Sa‘ud
over the succession to the diminished Wahhabi principality, which
broke out in 1882, enabled the rival House of the Al Rashid, from the
Jabal Shammar, to seize Riyad and annex the dominions of the
Al Sa‘ud to their own about the year 1885.^ ‘Abdu4-‘Aziz b. Sa‘ud,
who was destined to achieve the true resurrection of the Wahhabi
Power, started life as a landless refugee at the court of Shaykh
Mubarak of Kuwayt.
The first attempt to recover their ancestral principality which

‘Abdu’l-^Aziz and his father ‘Abdu’r-Rahman made with 8haykh
Mubarak’s support in 1899 or 1900 was defeated by Ibn Rashid
with much slaughter ; but in the winter of 1900-1 ‘Abdu’l-"Aziz
marched secretly upon Riyad with 200 men and seized the city by

^ For the previous history of the Sa‘ud family and the Wahhabi Movement,
and for the personal career of ‘Abduq-*Aziz b. Sa*iid, see the Admiralty
Handbook, Arabia^ pp. 354-6 ; I/Asie Frangaise, November 1924 ; The
Times, 12th January, 1926 ; and, above all, PWlby, op. cit,, passim.

* Philby, vol. i, p. 100.
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a coup de main} What he thus recovered, he held ; and from that
date to the time of writing he had steadily gained territory and
never lost it. In 1904 he held his own against Turkish troops which
had been sent to Ibn Rashid’s assistance ;

^ in 1906 he deprived
Ibn Rashid of the Qasim,® and in 1910 he held that ancestral pro-
vince against a joint attack by the reigning Ibn Rashid ^ and the
Sharif of Mecca ;

® in the latter year he founded his Ikhwdn and
laid out their first colony at Artawiyah ;

® in May 1913 he conquered
Al-Hasa from the Turks ; and on the 15th May, 1914, he signed
a treaty with the Ottoman Government. These last two events were
of great moment in ‘Abdu’l-Aziz b. Sa‘ud’s career, for in extending
his authority to the shores of the Persian Gulf he was brought into

^ See I^hilby’s vivid description (vol. i, p. 101), which he had heard from
*Abdn’l-‘ Aziz’s own lips, of ‘Abdu’l-*AzIz and his fifteen chosen companions,
with whom he had stolen into the heart of the city at dusk, drinking coffee
and reading the Qur’an all night, while they waited to fall upon the Rashidian
governor at dawn.
• ® Philby, vol. i. p. xx. * loc. cii.

* His predecessor, who was a namesake of ‘Abdu'l-‘Aziz h. Sa‘ud. had been
killed in battle between the Rashidian and Sa‘udian forces in 1910 (The Times,
12th January, 1926).

® Admiralty Handbook, Arabia, p. 110.
® See the passage quoted from Philby on p. 277 above. These permanent

colonies of Ikhwdn, which Ibn Sa‘ud planted in order to hold together his
expanding dominions, may be compared with the permanent military canton-
ments of the early Arab Caliphate, such as Kufah and Basrah, Fustat and
Qayrawan. In fact, they appear to have been called by the same name of
amsdr (plural of masr). An interesting account of Ibn Sa‘ud’8 colonization
policy is quoted in Oriente Moderno (Anno IV, Ni>. 10, pp. 641-2) from Al-
Akhhdr of Cairo (10th Au^ist, 1924). The policy seems to have had the
double object of supplying the Wahhabi ruler with a"standing army of fighting-
men who owed allegiance to himself and not to their tribes, and of converting
pastoral Badu into sedentary cultivators.

‘ The Government of Najd is taking great pains to diffuse in the heart
of the tribes the pure teachings of religion purged of superstition, in order
to reduce the nomads to a sedentary life and teach them agriculture.
Oonsidt^rable results in this sense have already been achieved. The tribes
addicted to brigauda/^e have been reduced to a sedentary life and are
living in regularly laid out settlements (amsdr ma'mwrah) and busying
themselve.s with agriculture and trade. In addition, all the Badu now
conform to the practices and precepts of Islam. The *Ajman tribe, who
were notorious as disturbers of the peace in the territory of Al-Hasa, have
now built themselves fixed habitations at Sarar(?) and Haqyidh(?) ; the
tribe of Mutayr, who are famous for their intractability, have surrendered
themselves to a peaceful existence and are living partly at Qaryah—a place
which for three years was in dispute between Najd "and Kuwayt—while
the greater part of them are resident at Artawiyah ; part of the tribe of
Harb is living at Artawiyah and part at Dakhnah in the territory of Qasim ;

a great part of the tribe of TTtaybah are resident at Ghatfat in southern
Najd. and the greater part of the Shammar are resident in the neighbour-
hood of H&’il. The number of mahjar or places into which the Badu have
come to settle is about sixty, so that now only a few nomadic tribes are
left. * (N .B .—These last two statements are almost certainly exaggerations.

)
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contact with the British Empire, which had kept the peace on the
waters of the Gulf for the past hundred years.
At the moment when Ibn Sa‘ud seized Al-Hasa from the Turks,

Great Britain was negotiating with Turkey for a convention which
was duly signed on the 29th July following ; and this convention
assigned all those territories, both on the coast and in the interior of
the Peninsula, which were then in the hands of Ibn Sa‘ud de facto^
to the Ottoman sphere of influence. This conjunction of events
placed the British Government in an awkward position ; but they
were released from it by the intervention of Turkey in the General
War, when Ibn SaTid, on his part, recognized that by taking sides
with Great Britain he would be able to secure his independence
de jure as well as de facto. After more than fourteen months of
negotiations, a treaty w as eventually signed on the 26th December,
1915, and ratified on the 18th July, 1916.^
In this instrument, “ which was still in force at the^ time of writing,

the British Government took note that Najd, Hasa, Qatif and Jubayl,
with their port.s on the shores of the Persian (ilulf , w^ore the ancestral
dominions of Ibn SaTid ; and it recognized Ibn Sa'Cid as the inde-
pendent ruler of them and the absolute chief of their tribes. l"he
succession w^as to pass to his descendants, and the individual suc-
cessor was to be selected by the reigning })rince, with the proviso
that he should not be a person antagonistic to the British Govern-
ment in any respect (Art. 1). In the event of aggression by any
foreign Power against the territories of Ibn Sabld, the British
Government was to aid Ibn Sa‘ud at its discretion if it had not had
a previous opportunity of intervening diplomatically (Art. 2). Ibn
Sa‘ud pledged liimself not to enter into relations with any foreign
Power other than Great Britain (Art. 3) and not—without the
British Government's consent—to alienate or lease any of his terri-
tories or grant concessions to any other foreign Power or its nationals
(Art. 4). He further pledged himself (Art. 4) to follow^ Great Britain’s
advice unreservedly provided that it were not damaging to his own
interests—a condition which might be regarded as almost cancelling
the commitment ! He undertook to keep open within his territories
the roads leading to the Holy Phices and to protect pilgrims on their
passage to and from the Holy Places (Art. 5). He also undertook
to refrain from all aggression against or interference with the

^ On the British side the negotiations were conducted, and the treaty was
signed and ratified, by the Government of India.

* See Oriente Moderno, Anno V, Nr. 3, for an Italian translation of the
Arabic text published in AUAhram of Cairo, 17th February, 1925.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect. V ARABIA : RISE OF THE WAHHABI POWER 283
territories of Kuwayt, Bahrayn, and of the Shaykhs of Qatar and of
the ‘Uman coast ^ who were under the protection of, and in treaty
relations with, the British Government (Art. 6). The two parties
agreed—^though without indicating any time-limit—^to conclude
a further detailed treaty (Art. 7). Presumably this was to deal,
among other things, with the delimitation of Ibn Sa*ud’s territories
and the territories of the GuJf Chiefs, which, in previous articles
(Arts. 1 and 6), had been left over for subsequent settlement.
Even after the conclusion of this treaty with Great Britain, Ibn

Sa‘ud refrained from taking a direct part in the campaign against
the Turks. One reason for this was geographical, for, after the
British conquest of Basrah on the 21st November, 1914, Ibn Sa*ud,
unlike the Amir Husayn of the Hijaz, was no longer in immediate
contact with Turkish military forces. Another, and possibly
stronger, reason was that Ibn Sa‘ud’s two principal Arabian rivals,
the Amir Husayn and Ibn Rashid, happened to take opposite
sides—a situation which inclined Ibn Sa‘ud towards de facto neu-
trality. Indirectly, he did assist his British i>atrons to a slight
extent by holding in play the Turkish partisan Ibn Rashid, who was
his hereditary enemy ; and the fact that he had entered into treaty
relations with Great Britain did restrain him until after the termina-
tion of the Greneral War from striking a mortal blow at his Hashimi
rival, who in 1916 had intervened in the War on the British side.
Indeed, the officials of the India Office, had they been driven into
a corner by infuriated British tax-payers, might have represented
with some plausibility that in purchasing Ibn Sa‘ud’s benevolent
neutrality at £5,000 sterling a month they had made a better
bargain than their colleagues at the Foreign Office who had con-
tracted to pay £200,000 a month of the tax-payer’s money for
Husayn’s military co-operation. ^ Later on, they could have pointed
out that the imminent expiration ^ of the subsidy was reflected in

^ The rulers of these principalities were commonly known collectively as
‘ the Gulf Chiefs \

* In fairness to all parties, it must be noted that King Husayn could, and
did, render much more substantial assistance (military as well as political)
to the Allies during the War of 1914-18 than Ibn Sa‘hd. It has been pointed
out to the writer that, from first to last, the military operations of the Hijaz!
army accounted for 65,000 Turkish troops, at the cost of less than £100 a head
of subsidy, whereas, in the British army's operations against the Turks, each
Turkish casualty or prisoner cost from £1,500 to £2,000.

* On the 25th July, 1923, Mr. Ormsby-Gore had stated in the House of
Commons, in answer to a parliamentary question, that British subsidies to
Arab rulers would come to an end with the current financial year, and that
this declaration applied particularly to Ibn Sa‘ud.
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Ibn Sard’s intransigence during the Kuwayt Conference of the
17th December, 1923-12th April, 1924,^ and that the actual cessation
of payment on the 31st March of the latter year was followed in less
than six months by the Wahhabi invasion of the Hijaz. In the
meantime, Ibn SaTid busied himself with Ibn Rashid, and did not
take the offensive against Husayn until he had settled accounts
with his nearer enemy.
An inconclusive battle at Jarrab ^ between the Sa‘udian and

Rashidian forces on the 24th January, 1915, was followed by
desultory hostilities, until Greneral Allenby’s crowning victory and
the signature of the Armistice of the 30th October, 1918, deprived
Ibn Rashid of Turkish support. He promptly took cover by placing
himself under the suzerainty of King Husayn, but his new patron
proved a broken reed. In the summer of 1921 Ibn SaTid’s chief
captain, Faysalu’d-Dawish, attacked the Jabal Shamniar in force ;

defeated the reigning Amir ‘Abdu'llah b. MiCabi’r-Rashid, in a series
of engagements until he forced him to surrender ; and thereafter
defeated in the field the Amir's cousin, Muhammad b. Talali’r-
Rashid, and drove him behind the walls of Ha'il. Early in Novem-
ber 1921, Ha'il surrendered after a two months’ siege ; the sur-
viving members of the House of Rashid were carried captive to
Riyad ; and their dominions were annexed to those of Ibn Sa‘ud,^
The conqueror, who in the meantime had been proclaimed Sultan
of the Najd,^ acted with statesmanlike moderation. While a small
garrison of Wahhabis was posted in the citadel of Ha’il, the governor-
ship of the Jabal Shammar was conferred upon Ibrahimu’s-Subhan,
the head of a family which had served the Rashids as wazirs and
was related to them by marriage ; and matrimonial alliances with
both the Al Subhan and the Al Rashid were contracted by ‘Abdu’l-
‘Aziz b. Ka'ud and his son. In their exile at Riyad, the fallen
Rashids were treated with honour.
As for the House 'of Hashim, whose fall was to follow. King

Husayn was partly a victim of circumstances but still more of his

^ In tliis conference at least equal intransigence was, of course, shown by
King Husayn, and this at an earlier and more decisive stage. See p. 340 below.

* The Times, 12th January, 1926.
® See Report on '^Irdq Administration, October 1920 to March 1922 (London,

no date, li.M. Stationery Office) ; and Oriente Moderno, Anno 1, p. 659,
quoting (at second hand) from Al-Awqdtu'l-^lraqlyah (‘ The ‘Iraq Times ’)

of Basrah.
* This style and title were recognized officially by the British High Com-

missioner in ‘Iraq on the 22nd August, 1921 {Report on 'Iraq Administration,
October 1920 to March 1922, p. 119).
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own folly. This may seem a harsh judgement upon an old man of
distinguished, if eccentric, character, who sincerely regarded himself
as a trustee of the Arab national cause, and who, though he may
have been unable mentally to dissociate that cause from his personal
ambitions, undoubtedly damaged his personal interests in holding
out intransigently for Arab rights outside his own dominions. Yet
it was an act of folly to break with the Turks without first having
negotiated with Great Britain a definite treaty like that upon which
Ibn Sa‘ud had insisted ; for in the long correspondence between the
then British High Commissioner in Egypt, Sir Henry M'Mahon, and
Husayn, which had preceded Husayn’s revolt in June 1916, neither
party had left the other under any misconception regarding the
profound divergence of their views and intentions on a number of
important questions—for example, the French claims in Syria.
Husayn might still legitimately resent the manner in which the
principal Allied Powers eventually disposed of Syria and Palestine
in the Peace Settlement; He might reasonably regard the French
conquest of the interior of Syria in July 1920 as a violation of
his understanding with Great Britain in the spirit if not in the
letter ;

^ and the British Government’s commitment to the Zionists,
which was later in date than their commitment to Husayn, could
only be reconciled with the former, even juridically, by some rather
fine-drawn legal arguments.^ It was not unreasonable, though
perhaps it was impolitic, that Husayn should record his protest
against all this by refusing to ratify the Treaty of Versailles or to
sign the Treaty of Sevres—refusals for which he paid in receiving no
invitation to the Conference of Lausanne. Again, it did credit to
his heart, if not to his head, that, when Great Britain eventually
opened pourparlers with him, on her own initiative, for a bilateral
treaty, his intransigent opposition to the Syrian and Palestinian
mandates caused the negotiations to break down, in spite of earnest

^ Husayn was progressively embittered by learning the terms of the
Sykes-Picot Agreement (which were not communicated to him by the British
Government but were published by the Bolsheviks from the archives of the
Imperial Russian Government at Petrograd), by the discovery that the
agreement was to be executed to the Iptter (save for modifications which
benefited the British and the Zionists but not the Arabs), and by the over-
throw of the Amir Faysal’s Arab national state in the interior of Syria.
King Husayn had hoped that this Syrian state would be a bar to the execution
of the Sykes-Picofc Agreement, and that it would then serve as a support to its
parent-state, the Hijaz, in the struggle for ascendancy in Arabia between the
Hij&z and the Najd. When this hope was destroyed by the destruction of
the Arab national state of Damascus in 1920, King Husayn lost his head and
thereafter ceased altogether to behave as a responsible statesman.

* See p. 361 below.
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and patient endeavours on the British side to carry them to a success-
ful conclusion. Yet this intransigence loses something of its moral
force through having been displayed by Husa5m with equal intensity
in controversies in which he had not so good a case and in which the
issue was not the Arab national cause but solely his personal am-
bition. It was a moral fault, as well as a fatal error of statesmanship,
that while, through his intransigence towards Great Britain, he left
himself without any contractual claim to British assistance in case
of need, he was not only intransigent but provocative in his behaviour
to his Arabian neighbours—^particularly towards Ibn Sa‘iid, who in
himself was a greater power than Husayn and who had taken care,
at the outset, to place his own relations with Great Britain on a firm
foundation.

Husayn’s attitude towards his Arabian neighbours, while chiefly
due to his own character, is partly to be explained by the circum-
stances in which his revolt against the Turks took its rise. Under
the Ottoman regime, he had been styled Amir of the Hijaz—a style
which accurately described his political status and the territorial
extent of his authority—yet, from the beginning of his negotiations
with Great Britain in 1915, he presented a claim for the independence
not only of the Hijaz but of all the Arab countries in Asia ; and
though he declared that he was not putting forward personal
demands, a personal pretension based on this wader claim was the
cause of his eventual undoing. The truth appears to be that at that
date Husayn was genuinely negotiating as the mandatory of a secret
Arab Nationalist Committee at Damascus (which was subsequently
discovered and broken up by the Turkish authorities before the
negotiations came to an end and the Hijaz revolted), and that
instructions from this committee were the origin of those territorial
claims which Husayn put forward in regard to Arab independence
in Traq, Palestine, and Syria. At the same time, the Arab area for
which Husayn claimed independence also included the entire
Ai’abian Peninsula except the British Aden Protectorate, and here
he had no title whatever to speak on behalf of his fellow-rulers or
their subjects, either in the Ottoman or in the British Zone. The
Arab rulers in the British Zone, for example the Gulf Chiefs, were
in direct treaty relations with Great Britain already, and in the
Ottoman Zone the Idrisi had just signed the treaty of the 30th April,
1915, while Ibn Sa‘ud was in course of negotiating the treaty which
has been described above. Accordingly, the British pledge to
recognize and support the independence of the Arabs within the
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Sect. V ARABIA : RISE OF THE WAHHABI POWER 287
limits proposed by Husayn was not only made subject to certain
modifications and conditions on account of French claims on Syria,
but was given expressly without prejudice to existing British
treaties with Arab chiefs ; and, even apart from these specific
limitations, there was no implication that, in other portions of
the area, Arab independence should be interpreted as the rule of
the Amir Husayn. Nevertheless, Husayn, without consulting the
British Government, caused himself to be proclaimed ‘ King of the
Arabs ’ by the notables of Mecca on the 29th October, 1916, and he
had himself crowned with the same style on the 4th November
following.^

These pretensions of King Husayn and the decidedly provocative
manner in which he attempted to assert them were particularly
unwise at a time when the Hijaz was menaced by the resurrection,
in the Najd, of a militant Wahhabi power. It is true that, as between
King Husayn and Ibn Sa'iid, there was provocation on both sides ;

for, although Ibn Sa‘ud did not strike home in the Hijaz until he
had disposed of Ibn Rashid and had ceased to receive a British
subsidy, he was preparing the ground during the intervening period
by a systematic campaign of Wahhabi prosel>iiization along the
eastern borders of the Hijaz—a campaign directed from Riyad
with the political object of undermining the authority of the Hashi-
mis and extending the influence of the Al Sa‘ud. The critical point
was Khurmah, an oasis three days’ journey east of Ta’if on one of
the principal routes between Riyad and Mecca. In 1917, after
a majority of the people of Khurmah had been converted to Wahha-
bism, the chief of the oasis, the Sharif Khalid b. Lu’ayy, who had
been originally appointed to his position by Husayn and owed him
allegiance, ejected or made away with the recalcitrant minority of
his subjects and seceded to Ibn Sa‘ud.^ In these circumstances the
statesmanlike course for King Husayn would have been to maintain
a strictly ‘ correct attitude ’ iiimself and to rely for eventual redress
upon the good offices of the British, who were the patrons and pay-
masters of both the disputants. Instead, King Husayn embarrassed

^ Notwithstanding the fact that, on the 30th October, the text of the treaty
of the 26th December, 1915, between Groat Britain and Ibn Sa‘ud had been
communicated to him by a British representative. The British and French
Governments did not recognize this style, which involved a territorial as w ell
as a titular pretension, and they therefore simply substituted the title malik
for amir and addressed Husayn thenceforward as * King of the Hijaz \

® His secession was partly due to a personal quarrel between himself and
King Husayn {Oriente Moderno^ IV, 10, pp. 646-7, quoting Al-Muqattam,
14th September, 1924.)
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288 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

the British Government and precipitated a conflict in Arabia by
marching out to occupy Khurmah in June 1918, when the struggle
between the principal belligerents in the Great War was at its crisis
on the Western Front. Three skirmishes, in which the Hijazis were
worsted, ensued in spite of the British Government’s utmost efforts
to restore the peace between its two proteges ; and while the
European Peace Conference was sitting in Paris the tension in the
heart of Arabia grew until it discharged itself, in May 1919, in
a nocturnal battle at Turabah, about forty miles south-west of the
disputed oasis. In this battle the HashimI Amir ‘Abdullah b.
Husayn (afterwards Prince of Transjordan) was completely defeated,
leaving (it was reported) some 4,000 or 5,000 dead upon the field.
Ibn Sa‘ud refrained from following up his victory, but Turabah as
well as Khurmah remained in his hands, and the heart of the Hijaz
thenceforth lay open to Wahhabi invasion.^ During the decisive
struggle between Ibn Sa‘ud and Ibn Rashid in 1921 Husayn ex-
horted his protege to resist, and promised him military support which
never arrived. The same year he took the same course with the
House of ‘A’id, who ruled in the interior of the ‘Asir where the
Idrisi had not succeeded in establishing his authority, with the
result that the Al ‘Aid challenged the Wahhabi power and were
bloodily defeated. In both cases Husayn’s letters of incitement fell
into Ibn Sa'ud’s hands. ^ In the spring of 1922 the Hijazis appear
to have retaken Turabah and defeated a Wahhabi force in the
neighbourhood of Khaybar ;

^ but the Wahhabis occupied Turabah
again a few months later,^ and desultory hostilities continued until
Ibn Sa‘ud struck his blow in the autumn of 1924. By that time the
Hijaz had become completely defenceless through the defection to
Ibn Sa‘ud of the leading Badawi tribes of the country, particularly
the Harb and the ‘Utaybah, whose chiefs had been alienated by the
stoppage of their subsidies from King Husayn, consequent upon the
stoppage of King Husayn’s subsidy from Great Britain.
So far from being sobered by this imminent menace on his eastern

border, King Husayn proceeded to alienate his remaining friends.
His intransigence towards Great Britain has been explained above,
and he could hardly be blamed for being on bad terms with the
Turks, the French, and the Indian Muslims (who had denounced
him as a traitor to the cause of Islamic solidarity) ;

® but he had no
^ For the above events see Philby, vol. ii, pp. 168-9.
* Oriente Modemo, IV, 10, p. 647.
* Op, cit.r I, p. 762. * Op. eit, II, p. 246.
* See Part I, Section (ii), p. 47 above.
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Sect. V ARABIA : RISE OF THE WAHHABI POWER 289
excuse for making himself unpopular with the Pilgrims, on whom
the livelihood of the Hijaz depended, or for picking a quarrel with the
Egyptian Government, whose goodwill was more than ever valuable
to the Hijaz now that Egypt had seceded from the Ottoman Empire.

Since the birth of Islam the Hijaz had never found herself able
to stand alone ; for Mecca and Medina, as the Holy Cities of a world
religion, had grown in population out of all proportion to the local
needs and resources of the country. Thus, under the Islamic dispen-
sation, the only course open to the Hijaz was to exploit her religious
prestige by making a profit out of the Pilgrims and by obtaining
subsidies from foreign Governments. The General War and the
change of regime in the Hijaz seriously diminished the Pilgrim
Traffic ; yet, even so, it was estimated (though this figure must not
be taken as authoritative) that, on the eve of the Wahhabi invasion
of 1924-5, the average annual number of Pilgrims was 120,000 and
that they spent in the Hijaz, on the average, £25 (Egyptian) per
head.^ Nevertheless, experience showed that the Hijaz could not
live exclusively by the Pilgrim Traffic without exploiting the
Pilgrims to such a degree as to endanger the continuance of their
visits ; and since no responsible Government in the Hijaz could
contemplate killing the goose which laid the golden egg, it was
almost indispensable that the profits of the Pilgrim Trade should
be supplemented by a foreign subsidy. The handsome Turkish
subsidy which King Husayn had forfeited by his revolt in 1916
had been replaced by a British subsidy for the time being ; but, for
a non-Muslim Power, this charge was neither a tribute to piety nor
a necessity of state, but a temporary expenditure for a specific
military purpose ; and, as has been mentioned, the British subsidy
came to an end in February 1920.

In these circumstances a statesman at Mecca might have induced
Egypt to step into the breach. It is true that Egyptian public
opinion started with a certain prejudice against King Husayn

—

partly because he had throwm in his lot with Great Britain during
the General War, and partly because, in the Peace Settlement, so
primitive an Arab country as the Hijaz had obtained its indepen-
dence de jure as well as de facto, whereas Egyjjt, who not unreason-
ably regarded herself as the foremost Arab country, was still very

^ Oriente Modemo, V, 4, quoting from Al-Muqaiiam of Cairo, 28th February,
1925. It was noticed that Filgrinis had almost ceased to come from Turkey,
even when communications had been reopened after the Lausanne settlement.
On the other hand, the Javanese Pilgrims had risen to 60,000, spending an
average of £E50 per head.

i;
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290 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

far from the goal of her national aspirations. On the other hand,
Egypt had been the traditional patroness of the Hijaz before the
Ottoman conquest in a. d'. 1517 : ' the dissolution of the Ottoman
Empire had left vacant a role which, traditionally, had invested any
Islamic (Government which assumed it with tlie moral leadership) of
the Islamic World ; and Egyj)t, who had emc'rged from the General
\V"ar of 1914-18 with her material prosperity greatly enhanct'd and
her political ambition reawakened, had both the means and the
incentive to resume, as far as the special jiosition of Great Britain
in Egypt allowed, those relations with the Hijaz which the loss of
Egyptian independence in a. d. 1517 had int<'rruf)ted. The possi-
bility that the mantle of the Ottoman Empire might eventually
descend u})on Egypt was indi<‘ated, after the abolition of the C>tto-
man Calij)hate on the 8rd iMarch, 1924, by the consensus of the
Islamic World that tlie ralij)hate Confenmee should be held in
the Egyptian capital and by the prompt installation at ('airo of
the organizing committee.^ Thus, during tht‘ ]>ost-war pt‘riod, an
honorary patronage of the Holy (^ities might have been of con-
siderable value to the Egyptian Government ; and, thougli at this
time the relations between Egypt and Great Britain would ])r(>bably
have precluded Egypt from giving the Hijaz either military or even
direct political suj)}>ort, King Husayn, had liis character been othcT
than it was, might have (‘licited from a j)r()sj)(U'ous and ambitious
Egypt that missing subsidy which w'as necessary to the existence of
the poverty-stricken Hijaz, in exchange for a timely enhancement
of Egyptian prestige through the action of the Hijilz Government.
Instead, he chose to administer to the Egyptian Government
a wanton rebuff.^
The Egyptian contingent to the Pilgrimage, though no longer the

most numerous, w^as distinguished by the fact that it escorted
the Mahrnal (‘load ’) accompanying the Kisu^ah (‘drapery ’) which the
Egyptian Government presented annually for the adornment of
the Ka'bah, The departure and return of the Mahmal were national
festivals in Eg}’pt, and the Hijazi authorities had been accustomed to
honour it with a ceremonial reception. Latterly, as the Westerniza-
tion of the Egyptian people had progressed, the material as well
as the spiritual welfare of the Egyptian Pilgrims had begun to

^ Indeed, the establishment of the Ottoman Sultan’s protectorate over
the Holy Cities had been an incidental consequence of his conquest of Egypt.

* See Part I, Section (ii) (/), pp. 82-3 above.
® For the following events see OrienU Modernoy TIL 3, pp. 178-82, and 4,

pp. 242-4.
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291Sect, V ARABIA : RISE OF THE WAHHABI POWER
receive attention, and the contingent had ])een aecorapanied by
doctors. Originally, tliesc appear to have serv^ed in a private
capacity ; but, while the standard of public hvgieno in Egypt was
steadily rising, in the Hijaz it had b(H*n ra})idl\' degenerating since
the substitution of the Hilshiml for the Ottoman regime, until, in
anticipation of the 1923 l^ilgrirnage, the Egyptian Ooverninent
decided to make jmblic ])rovision for th(‘ health of its nationals
during their sojourn in the Holy Land. Accordingly, in a telegram
of th(‘ 17th June, 1923, the Egyptian (Government officially re-
quested the Hashimi ( Goviunnient's consent to the dispatch of two
Egv’ptian rnialical officers with two flispeusaries. who w('r(‘ to take
up their quarters at Jiddah and Mecca respe ctivaJy for so long as the
Egyj)tian Pilgrims nnnaiiaKl in th(^ country.

It seems that, in a prewdous year, a similar requ(\st from tlie
Government of the N(‘t lu'rlands had Ik'cui granted by King Husayn :

but that the two »lavan(^se Muslim doctors who had tluu’cmpon
accompanied the Javanese l^ilgriins had so gravely otrend(‘d the
King by re})urting iinfax ourahly ujxui t)u‘ public iuNilth orgaiiizat i<m
of the Hijaz that Husayn liad (‘Xpellcd them from his dominiiuisj
He had rejected a similar request fnun tlie Indian Govaannumt. for
fear of cr(*ating a pn‘ce<l(‘nt whicli might bc^ eit(‘d by otluT (non*
Muslim) Powers with Muslim subjeet> ;

" and an\ j)roposal for the
establishment of foreign medical missions or liosf>itals in the Hijaz
had become tantamount, in his mind, to an insidious attack upon
the sovereign indejxuuhmce of the Hashimi (GoveninKuit . Instead,
however, of discussing the Egyptian ( iovcMamu'nt *s request from this
standpoint, he refused to disiuiss it at all until the Egyptian Ministry
of Awqdf had resunu'd the payment of allowances to certain indi-
viduals in the Hijaz whom they had struck oti their rolls. The
Ministry ^ was accustomed to make monthly payments, from the
Egyptian charitable bequests which it administered, to the poor of
Mecca and Medina ;

^ but these payments were a free gift, to which
the beneficiaries had no legal claim, and the KGgyptian Ministry, in
discharge of its trusteeship, kept a careful list of the recipients, from
which it excluded those wdio were no longer indigent or deserving.
For the financial year in question the total sum assigned by the
Egyptian Ministry of Awqdf to ‘ the Saints ’ of the Hararnayii

^ Al Qiblah of Mecca, 2nd August, 1923.
* Communique of the 23Td June, 1923, from the Diplonuitic Agency of the

Hashimi (lovernment at ('airo, ® Telegram of the 18th June. 1923.
* See the Egyptian (government's communique of tin* 12th September, 1923,
® Compare the JewLsli collections abroad for * the Saints ’ in Jerusalem.
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292 THE MIDDLE EAST Part 111

}iapi>ened to be gi eater than in any previous year ; but a considerable
number of former recipients had been struck off the rolls in favour of
a larger number of new beneficiaries, and it was to this that King
Husavn objected.

In answer to his note the Egyptian Government declined to
discuss the question of the AwqdJ as being irrelevant to its original
request, from which it declared that it could not recede. King
Husayn remained obdurate and the Egyptian Government likewise,
with the result that the Mahmal, accompanied by the medical
mission, eventually arrived at Jiddah without any agreement
between the two Governments having been reached. Thereupon
King Husayn refused to allow the Egyptian medical mission to land.
The Egyptian Government then obtained a fahvd (legal opinion) ^

from the Rector of Al-Azhar and the Grand Mufti of Egypt to the
effect that King Husayn ’s action in })reventing the Egyptian medical
officers from making the Pilgrimage absolved the whole Egyptian
contingent from their duty to do so ; the Mahrnal was recalled to
Egypt, and the Egyptian Government abstained from the Pilgrimage
under protest, though a majority of the Egyptian Pilgrims appear to
have proceeded on their own account to the Holy Cities.

In the interval before the Pilgrimage of 1924 the two Govern-
ments succeeded in reaching an agreement, as a result of which
King Fu’ad authorized the dispatch of the Mahrnal in a decree of
the 17th June ; and this time the Mahrnal was received at Jiddah
with honours and duly proceeded to Mecca.* Here, however, events
occurred ® w'hich alienated Egyptian public opinion from King
Husayn still further. Meanwhile the extortions to which the Pil-
grims were subjected in the Hijaz, both by the public authorities and
by private profiteers, reached their climax this year. There was
a shortage of water ^ which caused many deaths, especially among the
Javanese, and the liquid was sold by the Badu at fantastic prices.
The effect of these experiences upon Egyptian opinion may be

gauged by the following passages from a representative Egyptian
journal

:

The Holy Places of Arabia belong to the entire Islamic World. It is
a world interest that order should reign there and that the rules of
^ Text in the Egyptian Grovernment’s communique of the 14th July, 1923.
2 Orienie Moderno, IV, 8, p. 521.
^ Op. cit., IV, 10, pp. 639-40 ; The Times, 8th August, 1924.
* The cisterns of Mount ‘Arafat were not filled this year in anticipation of

the Pilgrims’ arrival. It was insinuated that this omission was deliberately
designed for the profit of the water-sellers.

^ ALAhrdm of Cairo, 15th August, 1924.
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Sect. V ARABIA : RISE OP THE WAHHABI POWER 293
hygiene should be observed there. Whoever governs there and derives
profit from the influx of Pilgrims is responsible, in the sight of all Muslims,
for the good government of that region. . . . Now that the Hijaz is under
the government of the Sharifs, it has fallen into decadence instead of
prospering, as had been hoped. . . . The Islamic World has to face the
dilemma of either intervening in order to reorganize and civilize the
Hijaz, in the interest of the thousands of Pilgrims who visit it, or else
disinteresting itself and abandoning the Pilgrims to hardships and
epidemics, without any hope that Husayn will concern himself with
their welfare.

It is not surprising that the Egyptian public remained indifferent,
and the Egyptian Government ostentatiously neutral, when the
Wahhabis invaded the Hijaz a few weeks later.

^

Less blameworthy than Husajm’s alienation of Eg37jt, though far
more serious in its consequences to himself and his House, was his
failure, during the nine v'^ears which intervened between his first
negotiations with Sir Henr\" M'Mahon in 1915 and the Wahhabi
invasion of the Hijaz in 1924, to negotiate a treaty with Great
Britain. This failure was less blameworthy" because, in his relations
with Great Britain, King Husaym found himself in a genuine dilemma
which W'as ^ot of his making (except for his improvidence in not
insisting upon a treaty" before ever he broke with the Turks). In the
meantime Great Britain had entered into precise commitments
towards hVance, the Zionists, and the League of Nations, and she
would not enter into any" agreement with King Husayn w"hich was
incompatible wdth these. If Husayn compacted with Great Britain
on these terms he w-ould be sinning against his own conscience and
against the public opinion of the Islamic World. On the other hand,
so long as he failed to sign a treaty with Great Britain he left him-
self without cover against Ibn Sa‘ud. If, therefore, Husayn per-
petually protracted these negotiations while perpetually objecting
to the British drafts,^ it would be unjust in this case to blame him
overmuch—and such blame would come with particular ill-grace
from Great Britain, to whose policy King Husayn’s dilemma was
ultimately due.
Towards the end of the year 1921 the British Government took

the initiative by dispatching Colonel T. E. Lawrence to Jiddah with
the mission of obtaining from King Husayn the ratification of the
Versailles Treaty, and submitting to him drafts of bilateral agree-
ments between the British and Hashimi Governments. Colonel

' The Times, 18th September and 8th October, 1924.
* For a general risume of these negotiations see Oriente Modemo, IV, 8,

pp. 660-1, quoting Al-Muqattam of Cairo, 24th June, 1924.
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294 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

Lawence negotiated first with Hiisayn himself at Jiddah and then
wth liis son and former foreign minister, ‘Abdu’llah, at ‘Amman ;

but Art. 22 of the Versailles Treaty (i. e. Ai't. 22 of the Covenant of
the League of Nations, whi<?h laid down the principle of ‘ A ' Man-
dates for certain ex-Ottoman territories) j)roved an insuperable
stumbling-block, and these negotiations came to nothing.^

Early in the year 192;!, when the military triumph of the Turkish
Nationalists and the convening of the Lausanru‘ Omference seemed
to portend a general settlement of Middle Eastern affairs, King
Husayn sent Dr. Najiyiri-Asil to confer with Lord Curzon,- first at
Lausanne and then in London, and by April 1923 a text ^ for
submission to the King had been drafted.
By the terms of this draft Great Britain was to recognize and

uphold Arab indejKUKlence in Traq, Transjordan, and the Arab
States of the Peninsula, excluding Aden. In r(*gard to Palestine
it was put on record that the British Government had already
promised that nothing should be done to prejudice the civil and
religious rights of the Arab community there. Great Britain
promised her good offices if all or any of the above-mentioned states
expressed the desire to take steps towards eventual federation. King
Husayn was to recognize the special position of Great Britain in
‘Iraq, Transjonlan, and Palestine, and to do his best to collaborate
with Great Britain in the fulfilment of her obligations in regard to
those countrit^s. As regards King Husayn’s relations wdth the rulers
of the *AsIr and the Najd, he was to undertake to maintain friendly
relations with them and to do his best to settle the existing boundary
disputes by friendly negotiations, while Great Britain w^as to give
her good offices in promoting such a settlement, and was to under-
take—if and w'hen the frontiers w^cre definitiv^ely determined—to
oppose any aggression against King Husayn's territory b\' every
pacific means in her power. Great Britain was not to interfere in
King Husayri’s measures for the care of the Pilgrims, w’ho were to
pay fixed dues per head, the amount to be published (in advance of
the Pilgrimage) every year. As far as British nationals were con-
cerned the Ottoman Capitulations were to be abolished in name and
reintroduced in substance in King Husayn's dominions.

This draft was taken by Dr. Najiyu’l-Asll to Mecca,^ but the
^ Oriente Moderno, I, p. 629, quoting the Morning FobU 9th February, and

Al-Muqattam, 12tJi February, 1922. * The Times, 12th February, 1923.
* Official resume in The Palestine WeeMy, 15th June, 1923 ; alleged full text,

in French, in V Europe Nouvelle, 16th March, 1924.
^ He arrived at Jiddah on the 30th April, 1923 (Oriente Moderno, II, p. 727).
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295Sect. V ARABIA : RISE OF THE WAHHABI POWER
publication of its provisions raised a storm. The Palestinian Arabs
upbraided King Husayn with having betrayed their cause, and the
clauses providing for British support to the Hijaz in case of aggression
by a third party and for the substantial reintroduction of the
Capitulations were severely criticized throughout the Islamic World.^
The cry was raised that ‘ a Christian protectorate was being estab-
lished over the Holy Places of Islam \ Husayn followed his own
inclinations by bowing before the storm and declining to sign, and
Dr. Najiyu’l-Asfl returned to London to begin his negotiations over
again. Towards the close of the year he was able to submit a new'
draft to his master ; but Palestine once more proved a stumbling-
block, and on the 1 8th January, 1 924, King Husayn went to 'Amman ^

in order to get into closer touch with the Arab community in
Palestine and to discuss the Palestinian problem with the British
High Commissioner, Sir Herbert Samuel, and the Secretary-C^teneral
of the Palestine Government, Sir Gilbert Clayton ; but these
negotiations led to no result, and on the 20th March Husayn left
‘Amman for Jiddah via Ma'an and 'Aqabah.‘* Thereafter he pro-
posed to the British Government to negotiate de novo through fresh
representatives on both sides ; but the British Government insisted
on continuing, if at all, tlu’ough the same channels,^ and Dr. Naji’s
labours were accordingly renewed. In June 1924 he left London
a third time for Mecca with a third draft in his pocket ;

^ but the new
formula regarding Palestine proved no more acceptable to King
Husayn than its predecessors,® and the indefatigable doctor travelled
for the fourth time to London in order to start his fourth scries of
negotiations. He had hardly made his fourth landing on English
soil before he was released from his Sisyphean task by the military
intervention of Ibn Sa'ud.
When King Husayn had to face Ibn Sa'ud’s attack in force, he

found himself not only without a treaty with Great Britain but also
without the privileges of membership in the League of Nations.
The original membership to which he had become entitled through
the signature by his representatives of the Versailles Treaty (con-
taining the Covenant of the League) had never been confirmed by

^ For a review of comments in the Palestinian, Egyptian, and Turkish
Press see Orienie Moderno, III, 2, pp. 112-15.

® For King Husayn’s visit to ‘Amman see Orienie Moderno, IV, 3, pp. 158-
68. For his assumption of the Caliphate during this visit see p. 64 above.

® Orienie Moderno, IV, 4, p. 239.
* Statement by Mr. Ramsay MacDonald in the House of Commons on the

30th April, 1924, in answer to a parliamentary question.
* The Times, 18th June, 1924. ® Ibid., 12th August, 1924.
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296 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

ratification ; and it appears that when his representative presented
himself at Geneva in the autumn of 1923 with a view to taking his
scat in the Fourth Session of the League Assembly, he was refused
admission by the competent committee because he was unable to
declare that his Government accepted the Statute of the League
without a reservation in regard to mandates. Ibn SaTid, a better
diplomatist than his rival, had waited to strike until Husayn, by his
own acts, had reduced himself to complete diplomatic isolation.

(c) The NajdLHijazi War (1924-5).

Ibn Sa‘ud’s decision to strike in the autumn of 1924 was possibly
determined by two events : King Husayn’s assumption of the
Caliphate at ‘Amman on the 7th March, 1924,^ which revived the
pretensions of the House of Hashim in a new and i>eculiarly provoca-
tive form ; and the cessation of the British subsidy on the 31st
March, 1924, after which Ibn Sa‘ud had little to lose by giving the
British Government displeasure.

Early in April 1924 the 8ultan* of Najd is reported ^ to have
reorganized his military dispositions throughout his dominions.®
On the 2nd June the Sultan’s son and heir, Faysal b. ‘Abdi’l-
‘Azizi’s-Sa‘ud, issued a proclamation ‘to the Islamic World and the
Arab nation in which he not only rejected Husayn’s pretension
to the Caliphate but made a bid to supplant him in the leadership
of the Arab nationalist movement.® •

On the 4th June, two days after the issue of this proclamation,
a congress of the military and tribal leaders,® the 'Ulamd and the

^ See p. 64 above,
2 Le Temps r 30th September, 1924.
Since the military and the civil organization of the Najd were practically

identical, it is possible that this w’as the occasion when the organization of tliV
Sultanate into four general governorships was carried out (see Oriente Moderno,
V, 6, pp. 311-12, quoting AT Muqaitam of Cairo, 6th March, 1926, for an account
of the new arrangements).

* Oriente Moderno, IV, 8, pp. 478-9, quoting from ATAhhhdr of Cairo,
24th June, 1924. From the Indian Khil&fat Committee’s letter (see below,
p. 297) it appears that the Sultan ‘Abdu’l-‘Aziz sent King Husayn some kind
of ultimatum ten days before the Congress of RiySd, that is, about the 25th
May, 1924.

® It is to be noted that while the Amhrs of the provinces of Najd were chosen
exclusively from the notables of Riyad, and while the religious authorities
were similarly chosen exclusively from among the Wahh&bi Doctors of the Law,
the treasury and customs officials were drawn from any Arab country where
ability was forthcoming (Oriente Moderno, V, 6, p. 312.)

* Including such notables as FaysaluM-DawIsh, the Amir of Artawiyah and
chief of the tribe of Mutayr, as well as the chief of the Harb and the chief of
the Rawaqah section of the ‘Utaybah,
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Ikhwdn of Najd, was opened at Riyad with great formality^ by
the Sultan’s father, the old Imam ‘Abdu’r-Rahmani’s-Sa‘ud, to
discuss petitions which had been received from the Ikhwdn ' for
a campaign (ghazw) “ and the Pilgrimage During the Pilgrimage of
a previous year the rising tension between the Houses of Hasliim and
Sa‘Qd had found vent in a bloody affray between the contingent of
Pilgrims from Najd and the Hijazis—an international scandal in
the streets of the Holy Cit3J^ during the truce of God—and thereafter
the Sultan ‘Abdu’b^AzIz b. Sa‘ud (at the instance, ai>parentlj% of
Great Britain) had interdicted his subjects from taking part in the
Pilgrimage, for fear that another outbreak of the kind might bring
the two Arabian proteges of Great Britain into open war with one
another. At the congress of the 4th June, 1924, the Ikhwdn declared
that they could no longer bear to refrain from performing their
religious duty and that, if Husa^m offered to prevent them, thet"
would enter Mecca by force. The Sultan ‘Abdu’l-‘Aziz replied by
denouncing Husayn’s hostility towards the Wahhabis and his
pretensions to be leader of the Arab Movement and Amlrul-Mu'-
rninln. At the same time he maintained his interdiction of the
Pilgrimage for the current year, on the ground that, however easy^ it

might be for the Najdis to take Mecca and Medina by force from
King Husayn, it would be both unwarrantable and impolitic for
them to attempt this (especiallv in the Pilgrimage season) except as
mandatories of the Islamic World, since the Holy Cities were a
common possession of all Muslims.
When the Indian Khilafat Committee read the report of this

congress, they lost no time in sending Ibn Sa‘ud that message from
the Islamic World for which he was waiting.® After praising the
Sultan’s attitude at the congress, they declared :

If Husayn rejects all our proposals, we shall judge it necessarj’^ to
attack him and occupy' his countr\% in order to render possible the
establishment of concord among the Arabs in the Peninsula, and in
order that the Arab alliance be solid and the power of the Islamic
community strong.

It seems doubtful whether this letter can have reached Ibn Sa‘ud
before he opened his campaign on the 29th August, but undoubtedly

^ See Oriente Moderno^ IV, 10, pp. 643-5, for an account of the proceedings,
dispatched on the 11th July, 1924, from Bahrayn and published in Al-Akhbdr
of Cairo, 7th August, 1924.

* The English word raid is derived from the Arabic ghazw through the
Italian razzia*

* Text of their letter in Orienie Moderno, IV, 10, pp. 645-6.
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298 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

it encouraged him in his refusal to make peace until King Husayn
and his family had ceased to rule a foot of territory in the Peninsula.
Ibn Sa‘ud's plan of campaign was careful^ worked out on an

ambitious scale. ^ While the main body of the Wahhabi levy was
concentrated at Khurmah and Turabah for a blow at the heart of
King Husayn’s dominions, tlii‘ee expeditionary forces were dis>
patched to cut the Hijaz Railway north of Medina and to raid
Transjordan and Iraq, and supporting columns were sent to Qura-
yatu’l-Milh in the Wadi Sirhan and to Javi. These northern
expeditions, the fortunes of which are related elsewhere, “ were not,
apparently, intended to be pushed home, lJut were designed as
diversions to prevent the Amir 'Abdu'llah and King Faysal from
sending help to their father.
On the main front ^ the Wahhabis crossed the border on the

29th August and immediately threatened Ta’if—the best oasis in
th^ Hijaz, w^here the notables of Mecca w^ere accustomed to spend
their summers. A force of Hijazi regulars arrived on the spot under
the command of the Amir ‘All b. Husayn ; but, receiving no support
from the Hijazi tribes,^ ‘AH threw a small garrison into Ta’if,
distributed arms to some of the townspeople and the tribesmen, and
withdrew his main force to Ilada, about twenty miles to the north-
west. Thereupon the people of Ta'if intimidated the Hanshimi
garrison, raised the white flag, and opened the gates of the city on
the 5th September, The Wahhabi advance-guard rushed in ; but
unfortunately it was under the command of Khalid b. Lu’ayy, the
chief of Khurmah and Turabah, who had old scores to pay off ;

a massacre began ;
^ and a numl>er of Meccan notables perished in

their summer quarters, before the senior Wahhabi commander,
Sultan b. Bijad b. Humayd ® arrived and put an end to the slaughter
on the afternoon of the following day. A group of tw^enty-seven
distinguished Pilgrims who happened to be still in Mecca addressed
a protest to the foreign consuls at Jiddah and to the press of the
Islamic World ; but the consuls declared emphatically that their
Governments would not intervene. It became evident that ‘All’s
army was as incompetent to defend Mecca as it had been to defend

^ Xa Syrie of Bayrut, 22nd August, 1924 ; Le Temps

y

30th September, 1924.
* In Section (vi), p. 341 below.
* For the details of the Wahhabi invasion of the Hijaz see Oriente Moderno,

IV, 10, pp. 647-55.
* Op. city IV, 12, p. 755, quoting an eyewitness’s account.
^ For details see op, cit., IV, 12, pp. 756-7.
® Captain of the Baraqah section of the ‘Utaybah tribe and Amir of the

settlement (hijrat or mahjar) of Ghatfat {Oriente Modemo, IV, 10, p. 643).
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Sect. V ARABIA : RISE OF THE WAHHABI POWER 299
Ta’if ; and when it was reported that Wahhabi reinforcements had
arrived, there was a panic in the Holy City, and a general exodus
of the population began.^ On the 25th September, the Wahhabis
advanced from Ta’if in force, and on the 27th ‘Ali’s troops were
driven into Mecca from Hada with the enemy at their heels. At the
eleventh hour, King Husayn appealed to the British Government
to come to his aid—for example, by sending a small force of aero-
planes to Jiddah ^—but, after four years’ negotiations, the Anglo-
Hijazi Treaty was still unsigned, and though Husayn appealed to
the memory of his inti^rvention on the British side in the General
War,,his subsequent conduct might perhaps be held to have absolved
the British Government from its moral obligations towards him. In
any case the British (Troverniiient refused Husayn’s request and
officially declared its neutralit}5^ ;

^ and on the 3rd October the
unfortunate ‘ King of the Arabs ’ abdicated from the throne which
he had occupied for eight y(?ars.^

It was announced at Jiddah that ‘ the people of the Hijaz * had
‘ decided to demand the resignation of the Hashimi Government
directed by King Husayn and the constitution of a Provisional
Government for the protection of the country \ This Provisional
Government was to be nominated by the people themselves, and it

was added that they were ‘ ready to conform to the orders of the
entire Islamic World ’ and that they had no desire to be at war with
anybody. On the 4th October the Amir ‘All b. Husayn accepted
the position of ‘ Constitutional Sovereign of the Hijaz ’, and appointed

^ The Times, 29th and 3Clh September, 1924.
^ Ihid., Ist October, 1924.
® Ibid., 4th and 6th October, 1924. The British Government grounded its

decision to remain neutral, not on the fact that it was under no treaty
obligations to King Husayn, but on the opinion that the issue between its
two Arabian prot6g6s was one of religion.

* The ex -King Husayn retired from Mecca to Jiddali on the 9th October,
1924 (The Times, lOth October, 1924), and sailed on the 14th on his private
steam -yacht for ‘Aqabah. He lay off ‘Aqabah, without establishing himself
on shore, until June 1925, when the British Government insisted upon his
taking up his residence elsewhere, for fear that his presence at ‘Aqabah might
expose that port (which Great Britain was then claiming for Transjordan) to
a Wahhabi attack (The Times, 13th and 19th June, 1925). After rejecting
several alternative proposals. Husayn settled, before the end of June 1925, in
Cyprus, where he was still living at the time of writing (statement in the House
of Commons by the Colonial Secretary on the 24th June, 1925, in answer to
a parliamentary question). For the circumstances of Husayn’s transfer from
‘Aqabah to Cyprus see farther Husayn’s letter, dated Nicosia, 22nd August,
1926, to Mr. Stanley Baldwin (text in The Near East of London, 10th Septem-
ber, 1925) and Mr. Baldwin’s reply of the 27th October, 1925 (text in the
Morning Post of London, 20th November, 1925).

^ Text of communique in Oriente Moderno, IV, 10, p. 655.
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a new ministry ;
^ and on the 5th this new Hijazi Government

dispatched an ofticial letter to Ibn SaTid, as well as an open telegram
via Bahrayn, in which they informed the Sultan of Najd of the
change of regime in the Hijaz, and requested him to suspend the
advance of his troops and to send delegates to treat for peace.*
The immediate purpose of these demarches was to save Mecca, but
that hope was not fulfilled. King ‘Ali evacuated Mecca on the 13th
October, and on the same day Khalid b. Lu'ayy entered the city
at the head of the Wahhabi forces.^ This time the amdn (security
or ^ quarter ’) was immediately proclaimed, and there was no massacre
or looting such as had disgraced the Wahhabis’ entry into Ta’if.
Certain religious monuments, however, were destroyed, and certain
rituals prohibited which savoured of idolatry to the puritanical mind
of the conquerors.'* King 'All, with the remnants of the Hijazi
army, threw himself into Jiddah ; with the exception of Yanbu',
the other ports of the Hijaz—Rabigh, Lith, and Qunfudah—opened
their gates to the conqueror ;

^ and thus the last ruler of the House
of Ha^him, who had already abandoned his father’s pretension to be
absolute monarch of ‘ the Ai’ab countries ’ for the more modest style
and title of ‘ Constitutional Sovereign of the Hijaz ’, found his
dominions confined to the walls of three beleaguered towns : Jiddah,
Yanbu', and Medina. Even in Jiddah he w^as not to be left in jx^ace,
for King Husayn’s enemies were implacably determined to visit the
sins of the father upon the children. On the 7th October the open
telegram of the new Hijazi Government drew from the Indian
Khilafat Committee a telegram to Ibn Sa'ud, in which they declared
that Husayn’s sous, as well as Husayn himself, must leave the Hijaz,
that the Holy Land must be placed under a democratic government,
and that its constitution must be drawn up by the whole Islamic
community.® The Government of the Najd declared itself in agree-
ment with these view\s, and on the 16th October—after the occupa-
tion of Mecca—it replied to the Hijazi Government’s telegram of the
5th by declaring that, while the Najd had no intention of annexing
or dominating the Hijaz, but would leave the new regime in the
Holy Land to be determined by the Islamic World, there could be
no peace until both Husayn and his sons had left the country. In

^ Op. cit, p. 656.
* See op. cit, IV, 12, p. 768 for texts ol the Hijazi Government’s telegram

of the 5th October, 1924, and the Najd! Government’s reply of the 16th.
® Op. cit., IV, 10, p. 657. * Op. eit., IV, 12, p. 769.
* Op. eit, p. 761.
^ Text of this telegram, and of Ibn Sa'hd’s replies to the Khil&fat Committee

and to the new Government of the Hijftz, in op. cit, pp. 768-9.
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301Sect. V ARABIA : RISE OF THE WAHHABI POWER
November a peace delegation which went from Jiddah to Mecca
received the same answer from the Wahhabi Governor of the
conquered city.^ Neither King ‘Ali nor his supporters were ready
for peace on these terms, and for the next fourteen months ‘ the
Constitutional Sovereign of the Hijaz who deserved a better fate
than his father ‘ the King of the Arabs remained invested in
Jiddah by the rival to whom the dominion of Arabia had fallen.

Mc^anwhile, the very completeness of his military victory con-
fronted Ibn Sa‘ud with an extremely difficult political problem. In
his speech of the 4th June at Riyad, he had rightly predicted that
a war between the Najd and the Hijaz on the sacred soil of the Holy
Land would excite a dangerous current of feeling against the Najd
in the Islamic World. Among the vast conservative majority of
Muslims, Wahhabism was tolerated, if at alJ, on sufferance ; and
there w as an iiiclination, which lay very near the surface, to denounce
its Puritanism as heresy whenever it declared itself in violent or
sensational acts, such as an invasion of the Holy Land by force of
arms or an iconoclastic purification of the Holy Places. A century
earlier the first Wahhabi Empire had expiated its impious sejzure
of Mecca and Medina by its overthrow at the hands of Mehmed ‘Ali,
who had liberated the Holy Cities and carried the war to a con-
clusion in the heart of the Najd, as the mandatory of the Ottoman
Sultan-Caliph, with the approval of the Islamic World. After the
lapse of more than a century this deeply-rooted Islamic feeling still

retained a force which was little affected by political calculations or
j)ersonal animosities ; and in 1924 it was only the politically-minded
Western-educated minority that was moved by a resentment against
Husayn for having revolted against Turkey in 1916, and by the
calculation that Ibn Sa‘ud, as the stronger Pow’^er, would be the
more effective champion in Arabia of the common Islamic cause,
to take satisfaction in the violent overthrow of the House of Hashim
by the Wahhabis. This division of Islamic opinion declared itself
even in India ;

^ and in Egypt, notwithstanding the recent quarrel
with King Husayn over the Pilgrimage,’* the Wahhabi invasion of
the Hijaz reawakened memories of the victorious campaigns of
Mehmed ‘Ali against the first Wahhabi invaders of the Holy Land
in 1811-18, in which Egyptian nationalism took pride. In 1924
Egypt had neither the power nor the inclination to intervene
militarily a second time on the Hasliimis’ behalf ; but the latent

* Op, cit., p. 761, quoting Al’Akhhdr of Cairo, 18th November, 1924.
' The Times

t

20th November, 1924. ® See above, pp. 289-93.
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302 Part IITTHE MIDDLE EAST
hostility towards the Wahhabis, which these historical memories
rekindled, was quickened by the massacre at Ta’if. In Palestine,
Syria, and Traq, where the House of Hashim stood for Arab national
aspirations and had championed those aspirations loyally, if with
only partial success, the feeling against the Wahhabis was naturally
stronger. The 8u])reme Muslim Cbuncil of Palestine tel('gray)hed to
Ibn Sa'ud a request to suspend operations, and circularized a number
of Muslim Governments, societies, and dignitaries for support ;

^

and a searching criticism of the Indian Khilafat Committee’s policy
toward King Husayn, Mustafa Kemfil Pasha, and the Caliphate
appeared in La Tribune (VOrient of Geneva,- a journal which repre-
sented the views of certain Egyptian and Syrian jaiblicists resident
in Europe. The indignation of the Shi is, both in India and Persia,
was considerably more intense than that of their Sunni co-religionists
of the old school. It remained to be seen whether the ‘ Modernist ’

minority in Islam, who not only api)roved but had to some exituit
instigated the Wahhabi invasif)n of the Hijaz, w'ould be strong
(enough to carry the day. ('(Ttain ‘ Modernist ' theologians of
Egyptian and Syrian origin supported W^ahhabism on religious
grounds, as a revolt against superstition and a return to the sim-
plicity and rationality of primitive Islam ;

^ but the most influential
of Ibn Sa‘ud’s supporters—for example, the leaders of the Indian
Khilafat Committee—wore publicists and politicians whose inspira-
tion w^as the democratic ideal of the West, and their alliance with
a prince who stood not only for a return to the primitive faith of
fslam but for a resurrection of the primitive method of empire-
building in Arabia, rested on precarious foundations.
Thus the conciliation of Islamic opinion was an urgent but by no

means an easy task for the Wahhabi conqueror of Mecca, and he
was already embarrassed by certain commitments. It will be
remembered that he had undertaken ‘ to keep open within his
territories the roads leading to the Holy Places, and to protect
Pilgrims on their passage to and from the Holy Places ’, in his
treaty of the 26th December, 1915, with Great Britain (Ait. 5)

;

and no less would be expected of him by the Muslim World. More-
over, in a proclamation published after the capture of Ta’if, he
appears to have justified his aggression on the ground that King
Husayn had neglected the rights of the Holy Places and had de-

^ Oriente Moderno, IV, 12, p. 752.
* La Trihaned'Orient of the 2(>th Oc;tober, 1924; article by ‘All Al-GUayatitranslated from the Arabic in Oriente Moderno. IV. 12. pp. 753-4
* Oriente Moderno, IV, 10, p. 655. « Op. cit., V 12 p 667
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barred the people of the Najd fi'om making the Pilgrimage, and to
have sworn that he had no designs on the Hijaz or the Caliphate,
that he would protect all property and persons and would make the
Pilgrim routes safe, and that he proposed to leave the question of
the Holy Places to he settled by the Muslim World. ^ On the 25th
September a second Congress of the Najd appears ^ to have been
held at Riyad and to have come to the following decisions : that
the military occupation should be extended to the whole of the
Hijaz with the exception of Mecca ; that there should be no peace
with the Hijaz! Government so long as the Caliphate Question
remained unsettled ; that King Husayn should be deposed ; and
that Husayn's pretensions to be Caliph and King of the Arabs
should be annulled. The abdication of King Husayn on the 3rd
October and the election of his son ‘All as Constitutional Sovereign
of the Hijiiz may ])ossibly have been a deliberate response to these
demands of the 25th September on the Wahhabi side ; but almost
immediately thereafter—whether at the instance of the Indian
Khilafat Committee (»r under th<‘ exhilaration of his own success

—

Ibn Sa'fid extf ruled his war aims. On the 13th October, as has been
record(ul abov(% he occu})ied Mecca, and on the IGth he informed
the new (rovernment of the Hijiiz that the war would continue until
all meunbers of the ex-King Husayn's family had been expelled.
This ban was not only invidious in itself ^—since King ‘All, who in
character and conduct presented a strong contrast to his father,
was a deservedly popular figure—but it was a serious reservation
upon Ibn 8a‘ud's simultaneous i)rofession that he intended to leave
the destiny of the Hijaz to be determined by the Islamic World.

In order to clear up this situation a third Congress of the Najd
met at Riyad, under Ibn 8a‘ud's personal presidency, on the
29th October ;

^ and in the presence of more than three hundred
notables—including not only twentj" military commanders and
numerous local representatives from the various administrative
districts of the principality, but five ‘Iraqis, three Syrians, and two
Egyptians—the Sultan made an importarit declaration of policy.
After reiterating that the sole purpose of the invasion of the Hijaz
was to guarantee the liberty of Pilgrimage and to settle the destiny

^ The Times, 20th October, 1924. * Le Temps, 6th November, 1924.
Compare the ban upon the restoration of the llai>sbiirg Dynasty in

Hungary {Survey, 1920-3, pp. 289-98).
* A report of the pro<*ocdings was telegraphed from Hahrayn on the 30th

October and reproduced in ATAhrdm of Cairo, 11th November. 1924. (See
Orienfe Moderno, IV, 12, pp. 759-60 ; and Ls Temps, 6th and 28th November,
1924.)
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of the Holy Land in a manner satisfactory to the Islamic World, he
asserted that the situation in Mecca had improved and that the
notables who had been exiled by Husayn had accepted his Ibn
Sa‘ud‘s) invitation to return home and to receive back their property.
He then informed the congress that he had made a compact with
the majority of the commanders who had served in the war that
the Muslims should be invited to a congress at Mecca to decide the
destiny of the Holy City ; and that invitations were to be sent to
‘Iraq, Syria, Palestine, Egypt, India, Turkey, and the North African
countries. He added that he had already provided for the pro-
visional government of the Hijaz by sending to Mecca a governing
commission, on which the Sharlfs and notables of Mecca were well
represented, under the presidency of one of his own sons. He
defended his refusal to treat with King ‘All, his insistence that ‘All
should evacuate the Hijaz, and his ban upon the entire family of
Husayn, on the ground that this policy was approved by the Indian
Muslims and that Mr. Shawkat ‘Ali had declared that the Holy City
ought not to be the seat of an autocrat ruling by force. In con-
clusion, the Sultan bid once again for the support of the settled
Arab peoples bordering on the Peninsula : the ‘Iraqis, the SjTians,
the Lebanese, the Palestinians, and the Egyptians.

After this declaration had been approved by the congress at
Riyad, Ibn Sa‘ud published a proclamation to the Islamic World
in which he announced oflScially that he had occupied Mecca,
declared that he was on the point of proceeding in person to the
Holy City, and requested his co-religionists in all parts of the world
to send delegates to meet him there in order to decide what the
future regime in the Holy Land should be. In November Ibn
Sa‘ud travelled from Riyad to Mecca in state, but his gesture was
a failure. The Egyptians looked askance at his proposal for an
Islamic Congress at Mecca ' as an attempt to steal the thunder of
the Caliphate Congress ^ which had been invited to meet at Cairo
in the spring of 1925 ; Angora officially declined the invitation ;

‘Iraq, Syria, Palestine, and the * Gulf Chiefs ' prayed him to have
them excused ; and only the Indian Khilafat Committee acceded
to a proposal which they were suspected of having themselves
inspired.^
The Indian delegation, which arrived at Jiddah in December 1924,

^ Oriente Modemo, V, 12, p. 629, quoting Ah Muiqattam, 24th November,
1924 ; pp. 668-9, quoting AhAhrdm, 17th November, 1924.

* See pp. 81-90 above. “ Oriente Modemo, IV, 12, pp. 761-2.
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Sect. V ARABIA : RISE OF THE WAHHABI POWER 305
entered into a public controversy with the Hijazi Government and
eventually left the Hijaz for Egypt without having brought peace
any nearer.^ On the 8th February, 1925, they sailed from Suez for
Bombay, while the Hijazi Government published the correspondence
in a Red Book.^ Public opinion in Egypt, if accurately reflected in
the Press, t6ok the view that the Indian delegation had interfered
unwarrantably in the affairs of an independent Government and
that their claim to be neutral in the conflict between the Hijaz and
the Najd had not been borne out by their acts.^ On the other side,
Mr. Shawkat ‘All, in a letter addressed to the Rector of AbAzhar
University at Cairo apropos of the forthcoming Islamic Conference
in that city, denounced ‘ the traitor ‘All b. Husa}^, who only aims
at the satisfaction of his personal ambitions
The approach of the Pilgrimage season of 1925 created a problem

both for I bn Sa‘ud and for all Governments with Muslim subjects.
The Governments hesitated to allow their nationals to expose
themselves to the probable risks and certain hardships of visiting
the Hijaz in time of war, when Mecca was held by one belligerent
and Jiddah, its natural port, by the other ; whereas Ibn Sa‘ud was
anxious not to incur the odium of having made the Pilgrimage
impossible. The original pretext for his invasion had been the
extortion and maladministration to which the Pilgrims had been
exposed under the HashimI regime ; yet King Husayn had never
rendered it physically impossible for Muslims to fulfil their religious
duty, and if that were to be the result of Ibn Sa‘ud’s intervention,
he might find himself discredited in the eyes of the Islamic World.
Accordingly, on the 25th February, 1925, the Sultan of Najd pub-
lished a proclamation ® to all Muslims far and near informing them
that ‘All b. Husayn was closely blockaded in Jiddah and that he
(Ibn Sa‘ud) would not only welcome Pilgrims but would guarantee
their security on the road to Mecca from either Rabigh or Lith or
Qunfudah, Meanwhile, the Netherlands Government had actually
prohibited its nationals from participating in the Pilgrimage until
further notice, under the impression of the sufferings undergone by

^ For the history of this controversy see op. cit, V, 2, pp. 87-90, reproducing
an interview with the Indian delegation which had been published in a Jiddah
newspaper, and quoting Al’Muqaitam, 7th and 8th February, 1925 ; The
ManchesUr Ouardian, 4th February, 1925; and The Times, 10th February,
1925.

Muhimmatu^l-Wafdi'UHindi published officially at Jiddah on
the 10th February, 1925.

“ Orienie Modemo, V, 2, p. 93. * The Times, 10th February, 1925.
* Orienie Moder^no, V, 4, pp. 179-80.

X
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Javanese Pilgrims who had been caught in the Hijaz by the Wahhabi
invasion in the previous year.^ After mature consideration the
Egyptian Government did the same.^ The Government of India, in
two communiques of the 25th April and the 1 1th May, declined either
to prohibit the Pilgrimage or to assume responsibility for any Indian
Muslims who might venture upon it.**

Since the previous November the military operations in the Hijaz
had been at a standstill. The Wahhabis, having driven the remnants
of the Hijazi army behind the walls of Jiddah, Yanbu‘, and Medina,
and having isolated these three places from one another, had not
attempted to take them by assault. On the other side, the blockade
of the interior—which King ‘Ali had proclaimed on the 6th January,
1925,^ in retaliation for the action of the Wahhabis in advancing up
to the walls of Jiddah on the 4th ®—appears to have caused little
embarrassment to the Wahhabi forces, which were self-supporting,
and to have inflicted hardship only upon the civilian population of
the Holy Cities. After the conclusion of the Pilgrimage of 1925,
Ibn Sa‘ud at length sought a military decision. In August Medina
was ‘ bombarded and on the 1st September, 2nd October, and 4th
and 6th November attacks were delivered upon Yanb.i‘.®
The attack on Medina illustrated the embarrassments to which

a Wahhabi invader of the Holy Land was exposed. On the 20th
August the Hijazi Government announced that the Tomb of the
Prophet had been struck by Wahhabi projectiles ; and although
Ibn Sa‘ud pointed out that he possessed no artillery, and the damage
appeared on investigation to be confined to five bullet-holes,’ the
report sent a wave of indignation through the Islamic World,®
which was far from being neutralized by the indifference of the
Turks ® and the special pleading of the Indian Khilafat Committee.^®
On the 30th August King Fu’ad of Egypt sent a personal telegram
to Ibn Sa‘ud requesting an assurance that the religious monuments
in Medina would be safeguarded from injury. Ibn Sa‘ud telegraphed
the required assurance on the 4th September ; and King Fu'ad,

^ Oriente Modemo, p. 179.
2 Op, cit. V, 3, p. 146 ; 4, p. 179 ; 5, pp. 237-9.
3 Op. cit., V, 6, p. 237. • Le Temps, 22nd January, 1926.
* Tke Times, 6th January, 1925. • Oriente moderno, V, 12, p. 662.
’ Statement by the Persian Consul-General in Syria and Palestine, who

investigated in person {Oriente Moderno, V, 12, p. 663, quoting AhMuqattam,
20th December, 1925).

• Survey in Oriente Moderno, loe. cit. Op. cit., p. 664.
Op. cit, pp. 666-7.

“ Texts of king Fu’ad’s telegram and Ibn Sa‘ud’B reply in op. cit, pp.
664-5.
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finding himself a hero, proceeded to send to the Hijaz a commission
of inquiry. 1 This Egy])tian coifimission reported that the Hijaz was
economically prostrate ; that the population of Jiddah and Mecca
had dwindled,^ and that the people as a whole were indifferent to
their political destiny and were yearning for jx^ace at any price. On
the other hand, they reported that Ibn Saud still refused to with-
draw from the country until the entire family of Husayn had
abandoned their claim to be its rulers and hjid gone into exile.^
When the Egyptian mission visited Mecca, I bn Sa‘ud’s war-aim

was on the point of being attained. Medina, after being reduced to
extremities,^ capitulated on the 5th December, and Yanbu* followed
her example on the 21st.^ Meanwhile, King ‘All had decided, at
a council held in Jiddah on the 15th December, to abandon the
struggle ; />ow/*par/er6‘ were ofxuied, through the good offices of the
British Consulate, with Ibn SaTid, and were carried through to an
agreement. On the 18th December King ‘Ali announced his with-
drawal ® from the Hijaz in a note to the foreign consuls at Jiddah ;

the Wahhabis entered the city peacefully on the 19th ; and on the
22nd King ‘Ali sailed for ‘Iraq via Aden.’ On the 25th December,
Ibn Sa*ud announced officially to the foreign consuls at Jiddah that
the war was over.®

It was significant that even this triumphal communique struck an
apologetic note. The victor laid stress upon his peaceable dis-
position ; upon his efforts to spare the Hijaz the rigours of war even
at the cost of protracting the campaign ;

® upon his proposal for an
Islamic Congress at Mecca to decide what the definitive regime in
the Holy Land should be ; and upon his exertions to maintain
a just and efficient provisional government. Fourteen months’
experience had taught Ibn Sa‘ud that the de facto possession of the

^ The commission left Cairo on the 10th September, reached Jiddah on the
24th, visited Mecca, and returned to Cairo on the 4th October, 1925.

* The actual figures given by the Egyptian commission for the populations
of the two cities at the time of their visit cannot be taken as authoritative,
since their estimate of the pre-war population, which can be checked from
other sources, was greatly exaggerated in both cases.

* Oriente Moderno^ V, 12, pp. 665-6, quoting La Bourse Sgyptienne of the
13th October, 1925.

* Op. cit,, V, 12, p. 666, quoting AhMuqattam, Ist November, 1925.
^ Op. cii., p. 672.
® It is to be noted that King ‘All used the word ‘ withdrawal' (insihdb)^

not ‘ abdication ' {tandzul).
’ Oriente Moderno. V, 12, p. 673.
® Text of announcement in op. cit, VI, 1. p. 44.
* Students of modern European history will bo .struck by the parallel

between the siege of Jiddah, 14th October, 1924-19th December, 1925, and
the siege of Gaeta, November 1860-1 3th February, 1861,

X 2
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308 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

Holy Land was not an uninixed blessing ; and, leisurely though the
campaign had been, he had now completed his conquest before he
had solved the problem of its disposal.

(d) The Proclamation of Sultan ‘Abdu’l-^Aziz b. SA‘fTD as King
OF THE HiJAZ and THE ISLAMIC CONORESS AT MeCCA (1926).
After the fiasco of his first attempt to convene an Islamic Con-

gress at Mecca in the autumn of 1924, the victorious Sultan of Najd
appears to have thought of installing some new ruler who would
be agreeable to himself as well as to his co-religionists ; and
both the Sharif 'All Haydar (Husayn’s cousin and rival) and the
Sayyid Alimadu’s-SanusT seem to have occurred to him as possible
candidates. The Sanfisi actually made his way from 1'urkey to
Mecca, via Syria, Palestine, Jawf. and Ha'il, towards the end of
1924. From the political point of view' his friendshij) with the
Turkish Nationalists, his general prestige in the Islamic World, and
the presence of a number of Sanusiyah Zdwlyahs in the ranges of the
Harb Badu between Mecca and Medina were points in favour of
his candidature ; but he quarrelled with his ]hiritan hosts over the
question of whether it was legitimate to make the Pilgrimage to the
tomb of one of the Prophet’s wives ; and, after being stigmatized as
an apostate, a heretic, and a polytheist, the outraged saint was sent
oft under escort to South-Western Arabia on the thankless mission
of composing the feud between the Idrisi and the Irnam.^
Having been baffled in this direction Ibn Sa'ud sought a new

opening in an interview which he gave on the 2nd July to a second
Indian delegation which had come to Mecca for the Pilgrimage.
On this occasion ho insisted on two points : the strict, though
primitive, orthodoxy of his faith and his absolute political inde-
pendence, notwithstanding his treaty with Great Britain. ^ On the
20th July he followed this up with a manifesto ^ to the Islamic
World, in which, after publicly expressing his appreciation of the
Indian Khilafat Committee’s support, he reopened the suggestion
for an Islamic Congress at Mecca, while announcing that he would
wait to renew his invitation until the means of communication had
improved. Finally, on the 26th October, 1925, he addressed a circu-
lar note ^ to the Egyptian, Turkish, ‘Iraqi, Afghan, and Persian

^ Orienie Moderno, V, 3, pp. 146-7 ; V, 6, p. 310 ; and V, 12, p. 674.
* Op. ciL, V, 9. pp. 659-60, quoting Al-Ahram, 6th August, 1925.
® Oriente Modemo^ V, 9, pp. 451-2, quoting the Wahhabi journal UmmuH-

qurd of Mecca, 24th July, 1925.
^ Text in Oriente Moderno, V, 12, pp. 667-8.
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Sect. V ARABIA : RISE OF THE WAHHABI POWER 309
Governments, in which he called God to witness the following
declaration :

I did not d(\sir(* to make inysolf master ()f th<' Hijaz or to tak(' do-
iniiiion over it. The Hijaz is a trust plaec^d in my hands until the
moment when the Hijiizis sliall ek'd a ru](‘r from amori^ thems(‘lves—
a ruler who shall regard himself as 1h(‘ servant of the Islamic World
and shall work umh^r th(‘ c.ontrol of llu* Muslim peoples.

Ibn Sa‘ud then recapitulated as follow's the points on which he
stood pledged to the Islamic World. The Hijaz was to belong to
the Hijazis in matters of government but to the Islamic World in
matters concerning the religious rights of all Muslims. The future
sovereign of the Hijaz was to be elected by a referendum taken
under the control of the Islamic World, and Ibn Sa‘ud would then
resign his trust into the hands of the new sovereign—but only under
certain conditions : the SJmrVali w^as to be the law of the land ; the
Government of the Hijaz, while independent in its internal affairs,
was not to have the right to make war, or to conclude economic
treaties with any non-Muslim state, or to conclude political treaties
with any state w hatsoever : and the constitution and frontiers of the
Hijaz were to be determined by an Islamic Congress, in wdiich the
Khilafat Committee and two other private Indian associations were
to be represented, as well as all indejxuident Muslim Governments.
The note concluded with an invitation to the Governments addressed
to co-ojx^rate with Ibn Sa‘ud in bringing the proposed congress
together.

This invitation, again, provoked unfavourable comments in
Egypt—wdiere it w as pointed out that the first proposal for a general
Islamic Congress had emanated from Egypt and that the Najd had
been one of the first Muslim states to accept the invitation to Cairo

—

and the Hijazi Govc'Tnment protested against it with its last breath ;
^

but ‘ nothing succeeds like success and on the 8th January, 1926,
less than three weeks after the surrender of Jiddah and the with-
drawal of King ^Ali, the Egyptian Government announced ^ its
intention to resume its official participation in the Pilgrimage.

Meanwhile, the notables of Mecca cut the Gordian knot by exer-
cising the right of self-determination, w hich had been promised them
by Ibn Sa‘ud, in the only manner open to them in the circumstances.
They met in council and passed a resolution to the effect that the
Hijaz should belong to the Hijazis, that the people of the Hijaz

^ Oriente Moderno, V, 12, pp. 667-9, quoting Al-Ahrdm^ 17th November, and
Al‘ Muqattam, 9th December, 1925. ® The Times, 9th January, 1926.
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310 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

should administer their own affairs, that Mecca should be the capital
of the whole Hijaz, and that the office of King of the Hijaz should
be conferred upon his Highness the Sultan of the Najd and its
dependencies, on condition that he governed in accordance with the
Book of God, the Sunnah of His Prophet, and the conduct of the
primitive Muslims. This resolution was presented to Ibn Sa‘ud and
was supported by declarations to the same effect from the notables
of the other cities of the Hijaz ; the terms of the resolution were
then embodied in an act of allegiance (batfali), w'hich Ibn Sa‘ud
signed ; and the public ceremon}^ of the declaration and acceptance
of allegiance took place at Mecca on the 8th January, On the same
day the new King of the Hijaz appointed a constituent body of
fifty-one members, including three Najdls ; and on the 13th January
he appointed his own son Faysal President of the Provisional
Government—pending the preparation of a constitution—with
a consultative council of two Hijazis and one Najdi to advise him.^
Presumably Ibn SaTid calculated that Islamic opinion would accept
at the hands of a victor a fait accompli w'hich it would have censured
so long as his rival remained in the field. At any rate, on the 14th
January, 1926, the following was published in Cairo by
‘ The Agency of the Kingdom of the Hijaz and of the Sultanate of
the Najd and its dependencies ’ :

Telegrams received from His Highness the Sultan state that the
People of the Hijaz have prochuined him King of the Hijaz. His
Majesty would have preferred in all sincerity that this step should be
deferrtid ; but the People of the Hijaz, in the exercise of their inherent
right to elect themselves a ruler, have insisted with him upon his
acceptance, and he has not been able to excuse himself from giving
them satisfaction. His Majesty dot^s not cease to regard himself as
bound by the pl(*dge which he has given to the Islamic World regarding
the rights which Muslims possess in the Holy Places. He is read}^ to
accept the views of the Islamic World in all that concerns the comfort
of Pilgrims and visitors and the means of giving them security, and he
is equally ready to assist every well-wisher of the Holy Land and its
inhabitants.

Thus the political complication in the Hijaz was cut instead of
being unravelled ; but it may be doubted whether such an experi-
enced and far-sighted statesman as "Abdu’l-‘Aziz b. Sa‘ud was
altogether satisfied with this solution.

^ Oriente Moderno, VI, 2, pp. 101-3, quoting of the 26th and
27th January, 1926.

* Text in op. cit, VI, L pp- 43-4.
3 WihaJLatu Mamlakaiil-Il ijdzi wa-Sudtdnati Najdin wa-Mulhaqdiihd bi-Misr,
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It is true that, within the next ten weeks, he was officially re*
cognized as King of the Hijaz by the Governments of Great Britain,
France, the U. S. S. R., and the Netherlands ^—that is, by the prin-
cipal non-lslamic Powers which at that time bore rule over Islamic
populations ; but he had still to legitimize his position in the eyes of
the Islamic World, which had started with a prejudice against
Wahhabism and had been scandalized by the violence with which
the Puritans had suppressed the cult of saints in the conquered Holy
Land ;

“ and he had also to win the loyalty of theHijazis, who smarted
under a conquc^st that had opened with the atrocities at Ta’if and had
brought acute economic distress upon the whole country before its
long-delayed completion.
As a conciliatory gesture towards the HijazTs, he announced, in the

spring of 1926, his decision to set up live local consultative councils

—

the members to be elected and the presidents to be nominated by the
Government—at Mecca, Medina, Jiddah, Yanbu‘ and Ta’if, and a
general consultative council to be composed of delegates from the
local councils and representatives of the Badawl tribes ;

^ but the
intended effect of this concession was counteracted in advance by a
series of penal ordinances, published on the 23rd April, against non-
attendance at the Friday prayer, the consumption, sale, and manu-
facture of alcoholic beverages, the smoking of tobacco, and the free-
dom of meeting and speech ;

* and the first elections, held in May, were
overshadow^ed by the simultaneous imprisonment or deportation of
sixteen HijazT notables who were accused of seditious action in
favour of the House of Hashim/'’ As conciliatory gestures towards the
Islamic World Ibn Sa‘ud obtained a fatted from fifteen Mc^dinese
'ulamd supporting, though without enthusiasm, his Puritanical
campaign against idolatry ;

® and on the 25th February he x>ublished
a proclamation ^ guaranteeing the security of Pilgrims throughout
their sojourn in the Holy Land ; but he still felt so uncertain of his
position that, on the 28th April, 1926, at the risk of a second rebuff,
he issued fresh invitations to an Islamic Congress at Mecca, for the
beginning of June.®

In the circular telegram of invitation,® the King-Sultan announced
^ Oriente Moderno, II, 4, p. 222.
* See op. cit., VI. 5, pp. 287-8 for the suppression of these cults and the de-

struction of the tombs and shrines round wnich they centred.
* Op. cit.^ pp. 289-90. * Op. cif., p. 289. ® Op cif., VI, 7, pp. 401-2.
• See op. cit, VI, 5, pp. 288-9, for texts of the question and answer.
’ See op. cit.f VI, 4, p. 2^0, for the text.
• That is, for 20th Dhu’l-qa'dah, a. h. 1344.
® Text in Oriente Moderno, VI, 6, p. 286.
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312 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

that the objects of the Congress were to promote the well-being of the
Hijaz and its inhabitants and the security of Pilgrims, and to fulfil

his previous undertakings to refer the destiny of the Holy Land to the
decision of the Islamic World. He thus implicitly excluded from the
agtmda the question of the Caliphate,^ which was diurto be discussed
at the forthcoming congress at C^airo/* Invitations were sent to the
Covernments of four Islamic countries—Turkey, Persia, Afghanistan,
and the Yaman—wliich w ere independent b(.>th de jure and de facto ;

^

to those of two countries—Egypt and ‘Iraq—which were independent
de jure but not altogether de facto ; to one Islamic ruler—the Amir
‘Abdu’l-Karim in the Moroccan Rif—who was independent
de facto but not de jure ; to one Islamic ruler—the Bey of Tunis

—

wdio was both dejure and de facto under the protectorate of a Western
Power ; to two Muslim official bodies—the Supreme Muslim (N)uneil
of Palestine ^ and the Central Religious Directorate for the Muslims
of the R.S.F.S.R. ;

^ to five private associations—three in British
India and two in the Dutch East Indites ; and to three individual
religious dignitaries—two in Damascus and one in Algiers.®
The optaiing of the Congress, wdiich actually took place on the

7th June, 1926,’ was attended by nearly sixty delegates;® but,
apart from the delegation representing the Muslims of the U.S.S.R.,®
all these delegates were entirely unofficial, except for those who
represented Ibn 8a‘ud’s own dominions of the Najd,the Hijaz, and
the ‘Asir. The Turkish Government, which this time had accepted
Ibn Sa'ud’s invitati(in,^® had delayed in sending its delegation, and
the other Governments had not yet replied. When, however, the
Congress, after susi>ending its sittings from the 17th to the 26th June

^ On this point see the Franlfurter Zeitung, 19th April, 1926.
^ See Part I, Section (ii) (/) above.
“ An invitation addressed to ‘ The President of the (xoverninont of Western

Tripoli ’ was received and acknowledged by the Italian (Jovernor of Libya
(Orienie Moderno, VI, 8, p. 418).

* See p. 364 below.
* For this organization, w'hich had its seat at Ufa, seeOrtcnfe Moderno, VI,

6, pp. 319-20.
® One of the two Damascenes invited was Shaykh Badru’d-Din, the father

of the Qadi Shaykh Taju’d-Din.
’ That is, on the 26th Dhu’l-Qa‘dah. a.h. 1344.
* Oriente Moderno, VI, 6, pp. 312-13 ; The Times, 9th June, 1926.
® For the composition of this delegation see Oriente Moderno, V I, 5, pp. 286-7.

It was noteworthy that the delegation dissociated itself from the Soviet
Government and insisted on being called, not ‘ The Russian Delegation but
‘ the Delegation of the Russian Muslims *. For further light on the attitude
of the Russian Muslims towards the Soviet Government see Oriente Moderno,
IV, 3, pp, 155-8.

Op. cit., VI, 5, p. 286 ; Le Temps, 13th May, 1926,
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Sect.v ARABIA : RISE OF THE WAHHABI POWER 313
on account of the Pilgrimage, reopened on the 27th, not only a
Turkish but an Afghan and a Yamam official delegation made their
appearance.^ A few days earlier, the Egyptian Government had also
decided to s(‘nd a delegation. “ On the other hand, on the 23rd June
the l*ersian Government announced its refusal to participate, in a
not(^ whicli was a violent indictment of Wahhabi behaviour in the
Holy Land. The Egyptian official delegation duly arrived on the
30th June;* and an official delegate from the Idrisi on the 4th July.®

In his inaugural address ® (read out for him by Shaykh Hafiz
Wahbah) ' Ibn Sa'ud showed statesmanship by imposing only one
limitation upon the freedom of discussion, which was that the Con-
gress sliould confine its attention to the affairs of the Hijaz and
not concern itself with international questions or with issues between
Muslim })coples (outside the Hijaz) and their respective Governments.
At the last meeting of the session, however, on the 5th July, Ibn
Sa'ud transgressed his own ruling by causing a resolution to be moved
regarding the status of 'Aqabah and Ma"an—two places on the
borderline betwec^n the Hijaz and Transjordan which, a year earlier,
had been (‘xpressly claimed for Transjordan by the British C^overn-
ment in its capacity as mandatory Power.® The resolution of the
5th tJuly, which w^as proposed by the Syro-Egyptian Sayyid
Muhammad Rashid Rida and seconded by the head of the Indian
Khilafat Committee delegation, asserted that historically 'Aqabah
and Ma an w'ere integral parts of the Hijaz, and that their annexation
to Transjordan—a country under the mandate of a non-Muslim
Power—was a direct violation of the Prophet Muhammad’s dying in-
junctions ; and it committed the Congress to protesting against the
annexation and instructing ‘ the de facto ruler ’ (Wdliyu' J~amr) in the

* Oriente Moderno, VI, 7, p. 353. • The Times, 24th Juno, 1026.
® Translation of the text in Oriente Moderno, VI, 6, p. 310. Compare The

Times, 25th June, 1926.
^ Oriente Moderno, VI, 7, p. 354. Upon the arrival of the Egyptian official

delegation, the private Egyptian members of the Congress withdrew. The
Egyptian delegation raised objections to the separate representation of the
Sudan (op. cit., VI, 6. p. 316).

® Op. cit.j VI, 7, p. 358.
® For the proceedings of the Congress see Revue du Monde Mussulman^ vol.

Ixiv, 1926 trimestre) and Oriente Moderno, VI, 6, pp. 309-17 and 7, pp.
353-62. See also three articles (published in The TimeSn on the 2l8t, 22nd,
and 23rd July, 1926) by Sirdar Iqbal ‘All Shah, a Western educated Afghan
who attended the Congress from the opening as a private member. See further
the interview with the Turkish delegate, Edib Servet Bey, copied from the
Hdkimlyet-i-Milliyeh in Le Temps, 12th August, 1926.

’ Oriente Moderno, VI, 6, pp, 310-12.
® For this claim see p. 342 below.
• Translation of text in Oriente ModernOy VI, 7, p. 360,
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Hijaz to do everything in his power to obtain the retrocession of the
two places. This resolution was carried ; but it was noteworthy that
the Egyptian official delegation not only refused to join in discussing
it, on the ground that it was outside the scope of the agenda, but
withdrew while the discussion took place ; and that the Turkish and
Afghan delegations, while they did not withdraw, abstained from
participation. On the 16th June the non-official members of the
Congress, a majority of w hom appear to have voted for the motion of
the 5th July, had shown greater discretion when, pending the arrival
of the Turkish, Afghan, and Yamani delegations, they had postponed
discussion of a more sw'eeping resolution, regarding the independence
of the viholeJazlratu 'I-'Arab, which had been brought forward by the
Indian delegate Mr. Shawkat ‘Ali.
While on this international issue the Indian delegates and the

Wahhabis saw eye to eye, they differed acutely on one of the most
important questions which came within the proper scope of the Con-
gress, nameh% the cults of saints at shrines and tombs, which the
Wahhabis proscribed as idolatrous. On the 8th June the 'ulamd
present at the Congress attempted to postpone the raising of this
dangerous issue by announcing, in a joint declaration, their intention
to form a commission of eight 'ulama—two each from the Najd,
British India, Egypt, and Java—w^ho were to draw' up regulations on
the subject at leisure. At the last meeting, however, on the 5th July,
Mr. Shawkat ‘All insisted on bringing forward a resolution ^ to the
effect that the religious monuments destroyed by the Wahhabis
should be repaired forthwith ; that those not yet destroyed should be
looked after and safeguarded ; and that the work of repair should be
entrusted to a mixed commission of Sunni and Shi'i 'ulamd, w hose
decisions should be definitive. At the suggestion of an ‘Asiri delegate,
the Congress disposed of this resolution by referring it to the com-
mission of eight w hich had been contemplated in the dtxdaration of
the 8th June.
On this matter, in wffiich the Puritanism of the Wahhabis w'as most

readily excited to a fanatical pitch, the general sense of the Congress
was evidently averse from pressing Ibn 8a‘ud too hard—the more
so since the cults of the saints were merely customary and could hardly
be justified on a strict interpretation of the Shari ^ah. The Wrhhabis,
however, had not only suppressed what they regarded as idolatrous
practices in the Hijaz but had interfered with the liberty of Pilgrims
to practise three out of the four madhdhib or rites which were recog-

^ Text in op. cit, p. 361.
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nized as equally orthodox in the Sunni community. Since the
Hanbalite madhhab, which alone was tolerated by the Wahhabis, had
hardly any adherents except the Wahhabis themselves, this inter-
ference with religious liberty had aroused widespread resentment ;

and, on the 30th June, a resolution ^ in favour of equal liberty for the
practice in the Hijaz of all four madhdhib was proposed jointly by one
Russian, one Afghan, one Yamani, and three Indian delegates, and
was supported, in the name of Islamic solidarity, by the official
representatives of Turkey and Egypt. In deference to the strenuous
opposition of the Najdis, this resolution was defeated by twenty-seven
votes to twelve ; but its defeat aroused so violent a storm that
another resolution to much the same eflect,“ which was moved by the
Egyptian delegate next day, was carried.
On the other hand, Ibn 8a‘ud defeated all attempts—such, for

instance, as were made by the Indian delegate Mr. Shawkat ‘Ali
on the 14th June and by the Turkish, Afghan, Russian, and Yamani
delegations in a joint resolution of the 3rd July ^—^to introduce a
fixed tariff for charges payable by Pilgrims or to establish the prin-
ciple that the Government of the Hijiiz was accountable to the
Islamic World for the ex}3endituro of the revenue which it derived
from the Pilgrim Traffic. Indeed, the Wahhabi King of the Hijaz
emulated his Hashimi predecessor in the jealousy with which he
regarded the interference of foreign Muslims—a jealousy which he
carried so far as to veto the formation of an international Islamic
company for the construction of additional railways in the Hijaz,
though these railways were to serve the Pilgrims and were to be paid
for by voluntary contributions from Muslims abroad.^

Political and religious controversy, however, was not the out-
standing feature of the Mecca Congress. The time, attention, and
energy of the delegates were principally occupied in promoting the
material well-being of the Pilgrims by discussing non-contentious
and matter-of-fact details of public administration, such as might
have appeared on the agenda of the various technical organizations
of the League of Nations at Geneva. While it was recognized
that the public security established in the Hijaz by Ibn Sa‘ud was
effective, there was much dissatisfaction in regard to hygienic con-
ditions.^ A Palestinian delegate drew an unfavourable comparison

^ Text in op. cit., ]>. 355. ^ Text in op. cit., p. 356.
* Text in op. cit.., loc. cit.
* Op. cit., p. 359. The diffieiilty was surmounted by a proposal that the

funds for constructing such railways should be constituted into awqdf.
* See the statement by the Turkish delegate {Le Temps, 12th August, 1926).
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between the indifference regarding the health and convenience
of Muslim Pilgrims in the Hijaz and the care taken of Christian
Pilgrims at Jerusalem. An ‘Asirl delegate tnoved that, ‘ for liygienic
and economic reasons \ steps should be taken to utilize the car-
casses of the victims sacrificed on the lOth Dhu'ldlijjah at Mina.
He estimated that carcasses of an average aggregate annual value
of £E20,000, which might have been giviui to the poor, were left
to rot on the ground.^ Cn the 3rd July, the Congress adopted a
series of resolutions,- moved by one of the official Egyptian delegates,
Colonel Al-Masiri Bey, whi(‘h aimed at making comprehensive pro-
vision for the Pilgrims' welfare. The Oovernments and the Muslim
communities of the countries from which Pilgrims came were to be
urged to found permanent hospitals in the Hijaz and to send annual
medical missions for the period of the Pilgrimage ; and detailed pro-
posals w^ere made for the organization, during the Pilgrimage Season,
of first-aid patrols of motor-cyclists, for the opening of dispensaries,
for the building of sanitary slaughter-houses and latrines, and for the
improvement of the w^ater-supply.

Proposals were also made by Al-Masiri Bey and by Mr. Shawkat
‘Ali for the construction of motor-roads and railways from the Red
Sea ports to Mecca and Medina, and these projects were accepted b3^

Ibn Sa‘ud, though, as has been mentioned above, he vetoed both the
formation of an international railway company and the earmarking
of the public revenue derived from the Pilgrim Traffic. As an alterna-
tive method of raising the funds for these various jiublic works—^the
necessity of wdiich the Sa‘udian Government did not deny—the
Najdi delegation secured the adoption of a resolution ^ demanding that
the income from the awqdf (Pious Foundations), which had been
founded in the Hijaz and in other parts of the Islamic World for
the benefit of the Holy Cities, should be strictly applied in future to
the purpose originally^ intended by the founders. The most impor-
tant of the atcqdf in question was the Hijaz Railway, w^hich had been
constructed, before the General War of 1914-18, by the Ottoman
Government out of funds raised throughout the Islamic World by
voluntary subscription, in order to place Medina (and eventually''
Mecca) in direct communication by rail with Damascus and the
Mediterranean coast. Since the War the Hijaz Railway had almost
ceased to work—partly as a result of damage incurred in the course

’ Compare the observations of the Apostle Judas Iscariot in the Gospel
according to St. John, xii. 5.

^ Text in Oriente Moderno, VI, 7, p. 357.
® Text in op. cit, VI, 6, p. 315.
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of the military operations, but still more on account of the territorial
arrangements of the Peace Settlement, which had drawn three inter-
national frontiers across the track of the line. Instead of running
from end to end through Ottoman territory, the Hijaz Railway now
started in Palestine at Haifa, traversed a corner of Syria,^ ran out of
Syria into Transjordan, and eventually passed, through the disputed
district of Ma‘an, into HijazI territory. The line was thus partitioned
between the independent Kingdom of the Hijaz and tluee other
states which were under British and French mandates. On the 15th
June the Congress unanimously adopted a resolution,- moved by one
of the I^ilestinian delegates, in which the Executive Committee of
the (bngress and the Government of the Hijaz were requested to
demand from the two mandatory Powers the rendition of those
sections of the Hijaz Railw^ay w^hich ran through the territories under
their res})ective mandates, and to appeal to the lA'ague of Nations in
case the mandatories refused.^
The Congress showed that the humanitarianism as well as the

materialism of the West had gained an influence over its members by
adopting an anti-slavery resolution which was moved on the 3rd
July by the leading representative of the Association of Indian
TJlama. A commission was to be appointed to inquire into slavery
and the vslave-trade in the Hijaz and to present proposals to Ibn
Sa‘ud’s Government for the suppression of both, in so far as they
were in conflict with the SharVah,^
The Congress took a keen interest in its own organization and pro-

cedure. At its second sitting on the 8th June it provisionally adopted
Arabic as its official language, and decided that each delegation should
employ as its spokesman the best Arabist among its members ; but
this deci.sion w as ignored by Mr. Shawkat and Mr. Muhammad ‘All,
the representatives of the Indian Khilafat Committee, who declined to

' The branch line from Dar‘a to Damascus lay wholly in Syrian terri-
tory.

* Text in Oriente Moderno. loc. cit.
^ The Permanent Mandates Commission of the League was already alive

to the fact that the Hijaz Raihvay was a public trust and not the property of
the Governments through whoso territory it ran ; and it had cross-examined
the accredited representative of France regarding the administration of that
section of the line which ran through Syria. (See Minutes of the Eighth Session
of the Permanent Mandates Commission [C. 174. M. 65. 1926, vi]. pp. 39-40 and
104.)

* Text in Oriente Modemo, VL 7, p. 358.
* Since, in Primitive Islam. Muslims had been exempt from slavery, an<l

since it was unlawful for non-Musliras to reside in the Hijaz, it was deduced
that the existence of slavery and the slave-trade in the Hijaz was contrary to
the SharVah,
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318 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

have their tongues tied and repeatedly scandalized their colleagues by
addressing them in Urdu and English.^ Four sittings (from the 9th
to the 13th June inclusive) were devoted to the drafting of a statute
(qanun asdsl). The Congress constituted itself into a permanent
organization, styled ‘The Congress ofthe Islamic World' (Mu'tamaru*
l-'Alami'l’Isldml), which was to assemble annually at Mecca and
to extend its scope from the Holy Places and the Pilgrimage to
Islamic affairs in general.^ The Islamic World was mapped out into
areas which were to be entitled to separate representation. A drafting
committee was appointed, and the official delegations from Turkey,
Afghanistan, the Yaman, and Egypt were invited, after their arrival,
to meet this committee and present their observations. On the 3rd
July these four delegations proposed that the coming into force of the
statute should be postponed for a year in order to allow them time
to refer the text to their respective Governments ; but the Congress
declared the statute binding upon all delegations which had ap-
proved it, and pointed out that if the four official delegations had not
arrived so late they would have been represented on the drafting
committee.^ Before breaking up the Congress appointed, on the
5th July, a provisional standing committee, and arranged for the sub-
sequent election of a permanent standing committee of six ‘ whole-
time ’ members—one of whom was to be a Turkish railway engineer,
another an Egyptian architect, another an Indian financier, and
another a Syro-Palestinian educationalist, while the fourth and fifth
were to be experts in hygiene and law who were to be the common
representatives of the Hijaz and the Najd. The Turkish, Afghan, and
Egyptian oflScial delegations, however, gave notice that the appoint-
ment of this committee was beyond the scope of their instructions.
The Egyptian and Yamani official delegations also declared formally
that they did not regard themselves as bound by the terms of Ibn
Sa'ud’s message to the Congress, in which he had set forth his line
of conduct in religious and political matters.
The Pilgrimage of the year fell in the latter part of June while the
^ SeeOriente Moderno, VI, 6, pp. 313 and 315 ; 7, p. 354 ; see also the article

by Sirdar Iqbal *AlI Shah in The Times of the 23rd July, 1926.
^ On the 28th June one of the Indian delegates to the Cairo Caliphate Con-

fess, Inayatu 'llah Khan, addressed an identical letter to the President of the
Cairo Congress and to Ibn Sa‘ud proposing that the two Congresses should be
amalgamated (Text in Oriente 3lode^o, VI, 6, p. 321).

® It was noteworthy that the non -official members of the Congress were not
at all in awe of the official delegations. At the first sitting Mr. Muhammad 'All
raised a storm by proposing that the Presidency of the Congress should be
conferred on the Turkish delegate, who had not yet made nis appearance
(Article by Sird&r Iqbal ‘All Shah in The Times, 23rd July, 1926).
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Congress was in session.^ Ibn Sa^ud not only provided public
security but fixed maximum prices for the transport of Pilgrims from
Jiddah to the Holy Cities,^ and the number of Pilgrims who arrived
this year from overseas was estimated at 60,000.® Trouble, however,
once more arose over the EgyptianMahmal} After having announced,
on the 8th January, its intention to resume participation in the
Pilgrimage, the Egyptian Government ascertained in April that Ibn
Sa‘ud intended to impose certain humiliating restrictions on the
customary ceremonial of the Mahmaly on the ground that it savoured
of idolatry. After a diplomatic correspondence which appears to have
been as arduous as that which had been provoked by King Husayn
in 1923, the Egyptian Government at length induced Ibn Sa‘ud to
sanction the traditional procedure, except that the military escort
of the Mahmal were not to smoke or to play their music. Accordingly
the Mahmal started out on its customary itinerary ; but on the
19th June, during a halt at Mina, the Najdi Pilgrims encamped on the
spot were infuriated by the bugle-calls of the Egyptian escort and
began to stone the Egyptian caravan. Ibn Sa‘ud, informed of what
was happening, at once sent his son Faysal to intervene, with a
party of Najdi troops ; but, before these had succeeded in dispersing
their fanatical countrymen, the Egyptians opened fire, with the
result that twenty-five Najdi Pilgrims (men, women, and children)
and forty camels were killed, and Ibn Sa‘ud had to intervene in
person to stop the fighting. Officially the incident was closed by an
exchange of letters between the King and the Egyptian Amiru’l-
Hajj. On the 27th, however, fresh difficulties arose because the
Wahhabi authorities believed that the Mahmal was being made an
object of idolatrous adoration ; and on the 30th the Egyptian
Government found it advisable to promulgate a decree recalling the
Mahmal to Egypt forthwith, though it had not yet visited Medina.

Thus, though the Mecca Congress had proved unexpectedly suc-
cessful, the Wahhabi domination over the Islamic Holy Land con-
tinued to produce discord in the Islamic World and to embarrass the
efforts of those Muslims who were working for Islamic solidarity.

’ It has been mentioned that on this account the Congress suspended its
sittii^B between the 16th and the 27th June.

* The TimeSf 11th March, 1926, See Sirdar l^bal ‘All Shah's account of his
journey from Jiddah to Mecca in a motor lorry, m The Times, 21st July, 1926.

® Orienie Moderno, VI, 7, p. 353.
^ See Of. eit, pp. 362-4 ; The Times, 23rd and 26th April, 24th and 25th

June, and 2nd, 9th and 19th July, 1926.
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(e) SouTHERK Arabia (1919-25).

After the withdrawal of ‘All b. Husayn from Jiddah in a.d. 1925,
as after the overthrow' of Maslamah at ‘Aqraba in a.d. 633, two
possible enterprises presented themselves to the Arabian conqueror ;

he might round off his dominions in the Peninsula, or he might
attempt to burst its northern bounds by hurling against them the
united forces of the Najd and the Hijaz w^hich he had already
gathered into his hands. In 633 the Caliph Abii Baki* allowed his
hand to be forced by his generals and found himself committed to
both enterprises simultaneously. In 1926 Ibn Sa‘ud was more
effectively master of the situation and more circumspect in using
the initiative which he had obtained. His policy towards the north
is dealt with elsewhere.^ In regard to Southern Arabia, where part
of the fruit was ready to fall into his hands whenever he chose to
pluck it, while the rest could not be plucked at all without a breach
w'ith Great Britain, he gave no indication of aggressive intentions.
It may be convenient at this point to record briefly the history of
Southern Arabia during the preceding seven years.
In the Yaman the impression made by the local situation during

the General War—w hen the Imam Yahya of San ‘a had remained
faithful to the Ottoman Empire, and Turkish forces, eneam|x?tl on
the soil of the British Aden Protectorate, had invested Aden itself
by land—was not effaced by the terms of the Armistice* of the
30th October, 1918, which was the result of a Turkish defeat in
a distant scene of operations. In pursuance of the Arn)istice, and in
obedience to orders from the Ministry of War at Constantinople,
the majority of the Turkish troops in the Yaman surrendered to the
British, and the latter occupied the ports of Luhayyah and Hudaydah.
Luhayyah they handed over to their protege the Idrisi ; Hudaydah
they kept provisionally in their own hands ; but they did not
attempt to take over the inland districts which had been under
Turkish administration and they did not inherit the Ottoman
suzerainty over the Imam. The Imam did not regard himself as
committed by the Turkish Armistice, and he was not overawed by
the victory of the Allies. On the contrary, he persuaded some of
the Turkish troops and civil officials in the Yaman, including the
ex-Valy, Mahmud Nedim Bey, to take service with himself ;

- and
he aspired with their aid to make himself master of the whole
country ; but this ambition was opposed by the people of certain

^ lu Section (vi) below. * Oriente Modernot II, p. 729.
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Seot.v ARABIA : RISE OF THE WAHHABI POWER 321
Sunni districts, who had no desire to exchange Turkish for Zaydi
rule. In the autumn of 1919 a British mission which attempted to
travel from Hudaydah to San ‘a, with an escort sent by the Imam,
was detained on its road at Bajil ;

^ and meanwhile the Imam himself
invaded the British Aden Protectorate and occupied Dala*.^ A year
later, when the British evacuated Hudaydah, on the 31st January,
1921,^ this port, which was the natural maritime outlet for San ‘a,
was allowed to pass into the possession of the Imam’s rival, the
Idrisi. For the moment the breach between the Imam and Great
Britain was complete ; but the opposition which the Imam con-
tinued to encounter in his attempt to acquire the Ottoman heritage
ip the Yaman inclined him to seek an understanding with his
British neighbours at Aden. In a theologico-political manifesto of
the 18th June, 1923,* which was designed to conciliate the Yamani
Sunnis, he referred incidentally to Great Britain in markedly friendly
terms, and intimated his expectation of receiving British support.
In fact, an emissary of the Imam’s seems to have been continuously
resident at Aden during the years 1922 and 1923, and in 1925
Sir Gilbert Clayton was sent by th6 British Government to the
Court of San*a on a special mission ;

® but at the time of writ-
ing no treaty had yet been concluded between the two parties.
During 1924 the Imam continued his efforts to assert his authority
throughout the Yaman, but these efforts met vdth varying fortunes,®
and his prospects were not improved by the repatriation of the
Turkish officials in his service,^ which he effected during the same
year by agreement with the Government of Angora.®
The Idrlsiyah Principality of Sabya reached its zenith in the

occupation of Hudaydah in 1921, by which it cut off the rival princi-

^ Lieut.-Col. M. F. Jacob : Kings of Arabia (London, 1923, Mills & Boon)
Ch. XI.

* Op, cii,, p. 251. ® L'Asie Frangaise, May 1925.
* Text in Oriente Moderno, III, 3, pp. 184-8, from AULiwd'u'l-Misrl of

Cairo. Cf. Oriente Moderno, VI, 7, p. 404.
* Statement in the House of Lords at Westminster on the 23rd June, 1926,

by the Under-Secretary of State for the Dominions, in answer to a parliamen-
tary question. Cf. Oriente Moderno, VI, 4, p. 225.

* For his dealings with Bayda, on the border between the Yaman and the
Hadhramawt, see Oriente Moderno^ IV, 8, p. 514. For an account of con-
ditions in the Yaman by a San‘a’i visitor to Cairo, see Oriente Modernot VI, 7,
pp. 403-4, quoting Al-Muqatiam of the 8th and Al-Ahrdm of the 9th June,
1926. At this time about two-thirds of the Imam’s subjects appear to have
been non-ZaydIs.

’ For an interview with Mahmud Nedim Bey on the state of the Yaman
when he loft it, see Oriente Moderno, IV, 6, pp. 313-14, quoting AlifBd of
Damascus.

* Oriente ModernOy IV, 8, p. 514, and 10, p. 658.
y
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pality of San‘a from the sea ; but on the 20th March, 1923, the
Sayyid Muhammad b. ‘Ali was gathered to his fathers ; his son *Ali
b. Muhammad, an incompetent and unpopular minor, reigned in
his stead ;

^ and the principality became a prey to internal feuds and
foreign aggressions. The Hijazis promptly occupied several districts
in the interior of the ‘Asir ;

^ in the spring of 1924 the Sayyid
Mustafa, a cousin of the new Amir ‘Ali, made himseH independent
in Hudaydah ;

® and ‘Ali was temporarily deposed. By October
1924 not only Sabya but Hudaydah was again in ‘All's hands ;

*

but early in 1926 ‘Ali was deposed again, this time by his uncle
Hasan, and in March he went into exile at Aden.^ This repeated
division of the Idrisiyah House against itself gave the Imam Yahya
his opportunity. As soon as the Sayyid Muhammad died, Yahya
had resumed hostilities, and, in spite of some initial reverses, he
gradually closed in upon Hudaydah during the next two years.
At the end of 1924 he occupied Bajil, and a few weeks later
Luhayvah ;

® on the 27th March, 1925, the Idrisi's garrison in
Hudaydah, which was now isolated, marched away, and the Imam's
forces took possession in April.’ Towards the end of 1925, when the
war in the Hijaz between King ‘Ali b. Hiisayn and Ibn 8a‘ud was
in its last phase, the Imam was reported to have set a force on the
march northv ards from Luhayyah, along the Tihamah coast, and to
have sent a mission to Ibn Sa‘ud, proposing a compromise between
him and King ‘All and demanding the cession of Qunfudah to the
Imam.® If the Imam was contemplating armed intervention in the
Najdi-Hij azi War, the capitulation of Jiddah must have caused liim
to change his mind. On the other hand, in March 1926, shortly
after the Sayyid ‘Ali had been evicted from Sabya by his uncle
Hasan, the Imam marched upon Sabya and Jayzan ; and, in the
autumn of 1926, these two focal points of the Idrisiyah principality
were being closely besieged by the Zaydi forces.®
By that time their respective conquests had almost brought the

two surviving Powers of the Peninsula into territorial contact. In
the direction of the Yaman the principality of the Najd stretched

^ Oriente Moderno, II, pp. 725~6, * Op, dt, p. 727.
® The Times, 25th April, 1924.
* Ibid., 4th November, 1924 ; Oriente Moderno, IV, 12, pp. 763-4.
® Oriente Modemo, VI, 4, p. 224 (quoting the Meccan Ummu'l-Qurd of the

19th February, 1926), and VI, 7, pp. 402-3.
® Oriente Moderno, V, 4, p, 202, and 6, p. 313.
The Times, 14th and 19th April. 1925.

* Oriente Moderno, V, 12, pp. 674-6.
* Op. dt, VI, 5, pp. 290-1, and 7, pp. 404-6,
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Sect, V ARABIA : RISE OF THE WAHHABI POWER 323
out a long arm southwards through the chain of oases between the
north-western margin of the Rub‘u’I-lChali and the line of the Jabal
Tuwayq ; and, as early as the Pilgrimage of July 1923, a deputation
from the Lsma^ili heretics of Yam, in the Wadi Najran, had an-
nounced to King Husayn that they were being hard pressed by the
WahhabisJ After the conquest of Ta’if and Mecca, Ibn Sa'ud
inherited King Husayn’s recent conquests in the interior of the
‘Asir ; and he appears to have extended his occupation to within
twenty-five miles of Sabya and to have released the tribal hostages
whom the Idrisi had been holding in custody in the castle of Haq-
wah.^ In general, however, his attitude towards the IdrisI, as an
ene^ray of the House of Hashim and a buffer against the Imam of
San‘a, was benevolent ; and in February 1926 the new Idrisi Sayyid
Hasan—who partly ow^ed his throne to the military support of theWahhalii Governor of Ibha in the interior of the ‘Asir—apparently
offered to recognize Ibn Sa‘ud as his suzerain if he would come to
his rescue against the then imminent attack from the Imam. Ibn
Sa‘ud appears to have reiected this proposal and to have signified
his intention of remaining neutral, on the ground that lie had no
designs upon the Idrisl s country, and that he was in friendly rela-
tions w'itli the Iniain.^ When the Zaydl forces advanced upon Sabya
and Jayzan in March, the Wahhabi garrisons which had been sent
tliere earlier in the year, in support of the Saj^yid Hasan, w^ere
withdrawal ;

^ and—whether or not as the result of a definite under-
standing between Ki^ad and San a—the Zaydi Government w^as
included among the parties wdiom Ibn Sahld invited, on the 28th
April, to his Islamic Congress at Mecca.^ This conciliatory behaviour
on Ibn Sa‘ud’s part towards the Imam decreased the danger that
the Idrisiyah principality might become a bone of contention between
the two remaining Arabian Powers.®

In regard to the ‘ Gulf Chiefs ’ Ibn Sa‘ud aj)pears to have kept
his pledge to the British Government (treaty of the 26th December,

^ Op. cit.y i ll, 4, pp. 244-5, quoting Al-Haqiqah of Bayrut, 29th August,
1923. * I'he Times, 27th January, 1925.

® Oriente Moderno, VI, 4, pp. 224-5, quoting Ummu'l Qurd, 19th February,
1926. A treaty between the ]S ajd and the ‘AsIr was signed on the 21st October,
1926. For a translation of the text see Appendix VII, pp. 584-6 below.

* Op. cit, VI, 5, p. 290.-
* See p. 311 above ; and Oriente Moderno, VI, 4, p. 225.
® Edit) Servet Bey, the delegate of the Turkish Government at the Mecca

Conference (June-July 1926), reported that, while there was no indication
that Ibn Sa*ud intended to relinquish possession of the Hijaz, there was
equally little evidence of serious disagreement between Ibn Sa‘fid and theImam Yahya. {Le Temps, 12th August, 1926.)
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1915, Art. 6) to refrain from ‘ all aggression on or interference with *

them. The British Government’s own relations, during the period
under review, with the Shaykhs of Kuwayt and Muhammarah are
dealt with elsewhere.^ In Bahrayn the British Consul appears, in
May 1923, to have pressed the reigning Shaykh Tsa to abdicate, and,
when he declined, to have arranged that the government should
be carried on de facto by Tsa’s son Hamad in Tsa’s name.^
*

(vi) The Delimitation of Frontiers between the Dominions of Ibn Sa‘ud
and the States of Kuwayt, 'Ir^, and Transjordan (1921-6).

The problem which confronted the Wahhabi prince ‘Abdu*l-‘Aziz
b. Sa‘ud, at the beginning of the year 1926, after the withdrawal of
King ‘All b. Husayn from Jiddah and his own proclamation at
Mecca as King of the Hijaz, was not unlike that which had confronted
the first successor of the Prophet Muhammad, when the overthrow
of the Prophet Maslamah at ‘Aqraba in a. d. 633 had brought the
Najd and the Hijaz under one Government. Indeed, if ‘ Riyad ’

were substituted for ‘ Medina ’, the following description of the
Arabian situation in 633 ^ would be singularly apposite to the
situation at the time of writing ;

It would have been a titanic problem for the Government at Medina,
in barren Arabia, to compel all these restless elements, with their in-
veterate habit of raiding, to live side by side in concord under the
Islamic Peace of God ; and yet, within the frontiers of the [Islamic]
principality, fratricidal feuds were ruled out for the future. . . . The
necessity of keeping his own victorious troops busy and of recoiiciUng
the conquered tribesmen to the new conditions drove [Abu Bakr] irre-
sistibly into a further extension of the Islamic dominion—this time
beyond the bounds of Arabia.

It is not unreasonable to infer that, in 1926, a similar situation in
Arabia was giving rise to a similar train of thought in the mind of
Ibn Sa‘ud. The pledge to keep open the Pilgrim routes and to
protect the Pilgrims, which he had given to Great Britain in 1915 in
respect of his then dominions, he had now given to the Islamic
World in respect of the Holy Places themselves. His acceptance
of the crown of the Hijaz had placed on his shoulders the responsi-
bility for reconciling the interests of the Pilgrims with the interests
of the Hijazis, who were accustomed to live by the perquisites

^ See p. 272 above, and Section (xiii) below.
* Oriente Moderno, III, 5, p. 316, and III, 7, p. 453.
® C. H. Becker : lalamatuaien, vol. i, ‘ Die Ausbreitung der Araber * (Leip-

zig, 1924, Quelle und Meyer), p. 76.
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Sect. Vi ARABIA : DELIMITATION OF FRONTIERS 325
of the Pilgrim Traffic ; and he would have to achieve this out of
his own resources, for the streams of gold vvhich, since the seventh
Christian century, had flowed into Arabia successively from Con-
stantinople, Ctesiphon, Damascus, Baghdad, Cairo, Constantinople,
and London, had at last run dry. Ibn Sa‘ud’s own subsidy from
the British Government had come to an end on the 31st March,
1924,^ and thus, by 1926, policy and piety had both ceased to
elicit from more prosperous parts of the world the tribute which
Arabia had originally extorted by military force. Nothing except
a fresh application of force beyond the borders of the Peninsula
was likely to set the golden stream flowing again. Meanwhile,
Ibn Sa‘ud had announced to foreign Governments that the war in
Arabia was at an end, and he had informed the congress of his own
subjects which had assembled at Riyad on the 29th October, 1924,
that he was determined to found in Najd ‘ a Power in harmony with
all the demands of civilization and progress ’. Whither should he
turn his eyes except towards the wealthier and more civilized Arab
countries which adjoined the Peninsula along its landward border ?
There were several Syrians, Egyptians, and Traqis in the audience
which Ibn Sa‘ud was addressing on that occasion, and in the same
speech ‘ he declared that his dominions were an open field for the
fruits of Syrian, Lebanese, and Egyptian genius, and affirmed that
he was the friend of the Syrians, Lebanese, and Traqis ^

?

Thus, in 1924, his attention was already focussed upon his northern
horizon ;

^ and by that time he had made his influence felt in the

^ See p. 273 above.
® Le Temps, 28th November, 1924 ; Orients Moderno, IV, 12, pp. 759-61.
® At the time of writing it was impossible to tell whether those energies

would discharge themselves in peaceful or warlike activities. The Wahhabis
had already had their Battle of Mu’tah, when, in August 1924, British ar-
moured cars and aeroplanes had done execution upon their raiders in Trans-
jordan. Was their Mu’tah to be obliterated by an Ajnadayn and a Yarmuk
and a Q&dislyah ? To a large extent, no doubt, this depended on technical
military factors, but it also depended in part upon the development of the
political situation. In the seventh century the sudden and amazing change
in the military fortune-s of the primitive Muslims, after their first disastrous
encounters with Roman and Persian troops at Mu’tah and the Battle of the
Bridge, can apparently be traced to a favourable turn in the tribal politics of
the frontier. In Palestine and Syria the Muslims obtained their opportunity
through a false economy of the Roman Treasury, which suppressed the cus-
tomary annual subsidies to the Badawi tribes on the southern border of
Palestine in its effort to pay off the public debt contracted during the Groat
War of 609-28. The Melkhite (Catholic) Church, which was the Roman
Government’s creditor, seems to have taken much the same view of its
financial claims against its ally, the Imperial Roman Government, as the
United States Government took of ‘ Inter-Allied Debts * after the War of
1914-18. The Badu, driven to take from the Roman Government by force
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Hamad and Shamiyah steppes,^ where, since the close of the War,
there had been important changes in the political and in the eco-
nomic situation.

Politically, the tribesmen of the Shamiyah had escaped from
control—they had ceased to pay taxes and had increased their stock
of up-to-date Western small-arms—and the difficulty of restoring
control was increased, in the Peace Settlement, by the partition
of the surrounding settled territories between several indepen-
dent Governments. For nearly three centuries before the out-
break of the War of 1914 the settled countries flanking both
sides of the Shamiyah triangle had been continuously in the hands
of a single Power, the Ottoman Empire ; and however inefficient
the Ottoman administration might be, its ubiquity gave it a con-
siderable advantage in attempting to keep the tribesmen in order.
Nomads cannot live without an exchange of commodities witli
agricultural communities ; and, under the Ottoman regime, a re-

what they were no longer to receive by favour, thereupon threw open to the
Muslims the gateway into the Roman provinces, of w hich they held the keys.
In ‘Iraq, again, the Muslims were drawn, half against their will, into a second
venture by the importunity of Muthanna b. Harithaii, the chief of the Shayban
section of tlie Bakr b. Wa’il—a tribe which in the seventh century ranged
where the Dhafir ranged in the twentieth. At the time of writing it was
impossible for any one—even, perhaps, for Ibn Sa‘ud himself—to foretell
whether similar opportunities, if they arose, would tempt the new master of
Arabia to seek a similar solution for his internal problem.

^ The Hamad-Shamiyah steppe was an immcmst^ triangle of territory with
its base line running almost due east and west from the head of the Gulf of
Kuwayt to the head of the Gulf of ‘A^abah, its apex in the neighbourhood of
Aleppo, and its sides flanked by the limits of cultivation in ‘Iraq on the east
and in Transjordan and Syria on the west. Beyond the eastern flank of this
triangle the steppe extended further, without a brt^ak, across the Middle
Euphrates, between Hit and Jarablus, as far as the Baghdad Railway on the
north and the Tigris on the east, over almost the whole of the so-called
Jazirah (the ‘island’ or ‘Mesopotamia’ between the Rivers Tigris and
Euphrates, above ‘Iraq). The Shamiyah and the Jazirah formed an inter-
mediate zone between the Arabian Peninsula and the nearest settled Arab
countries. This steppe was partially isolated from the Peninsula by the sandy
desert of the Nafud, which skirted the base-line of the triangle. On the other
hand, the climatic and other physical conditions of the Shamiyah condemned
its inhabitants to pastoral nomadism by precluding agriculture ; and, socially
and politically, the region had always shared the fortunes of Arabia proper.
An Arabian explosion of the seventeenth century had repeopled the Shamiyah
almost entirely with tribes of the ‘Anazah group and the Jazirah with a frac-
tion of the Shammar, whom the impact of the ‘Anazah, as they burst the
bounds of the Peninsula, had split away from the main body in the neigh-
bourhood of Ha’il and driven far northward across the Euphrates. Thus,
by the time when the explosion died down, the ‘Anazah had been deposited in
the Shamiyah as a wedge between a southern and a northern fraction of the
Shammar, and this ^eo^aphical distribution of tribes (as distinct from their
political and economic situation) remained substantially unaltered during and
after the General War of 1914-18.
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calcitrant tribe on the Shamiyah might find itself excluded, by the
single paramount Power, from every market, east or west, to which
it resorted. The Peace Settlement of 1919-20 favoured the liberty
of the Shamiyah tribes by breaking up the former Arab provinces
of the Ottoman Empire into the British mandated territory of ‘Iraq
(which was erected into an Arab Kingdom under a Hashimi ruler,
Faysal b. Husayn), the French mandated territory of Syria (which
was divided and redivided by the mandatory Power into half-a-
dozen states and territories), and the British mandated territory of
Palestine (the marches of which, towards the Shamiyah, were
eventually organized into the autonomous Arab principality of
Transjordan, under King Faysal's brother, the Amir ‘Abdn’llah).
Henceforth, the tribes of the Shamiyah and the Jazirah c^ould pr»st-
pone the restoration of control by expeditiously crossing the new^
international frontiers,^ and occasionally by playing off one man-
datory administration against another.'*^ At the same time, the new
situation was not, on the whole, to the tribesmen’s advantage, for
it promoted their political liberty at the cost of their economic well-
being. The new international frontiers wdiich had been roughed out
at Paris and London and San Remo w^ere for the most part arbitrary
lines ; and they ignored such facts of economic geography as the
distribution and seasonal migrations of the nomadic tribes or the
trade units constituted bj'^ the nexus between the commercial centres
in the settled districts and their hinterlands in the nomadic regions.^

^ Beport hy His Britannic Majesty's Government on the Administration of
^Irdq. April 1923-Deccmher 1924 (London, 1925, H.M. Stationery Office),
pp. 39-40.

* See op. cit.j pp. 40-1, for the successful co*operation of the French
authorities in Syria and the British authorities in ‘Iraq, in the years 1923 and
1924, in dealing with the tribal problem along the frontier between the two
mandated torntories. See further Section (ix), pp. 464-6 below.

® Damascus, for example, had formerly been mistress of an economic
hinterland which had extended into the heart of Arabia. So great were its
natural advantages that, even after the British occupation of Jerusalem and
Baghdad in the course of the Great War, the Turks were still able from
Damascus to send military supplies to Ibn Rashid at Ha’il in the distant
Jabal Shamraar. In this vast area the merchants of Damascus had been
accustomed to purchase live stock and hides from the Badu and to sell them
food -stuffs and manufactures in exchange. Yet the Anglo-French boundary
agreement, which came into force on the 10th March, 1923, struck a deadly
blow at the prosperity of Damascus by drawing an international frontier,
south and east of the city, at an average radius of about 100 miles. Again,
the Hijaz Railway, wh:’ h had been built from Haifa to Medina, through
continuous Ottoman territory, by the united efforts of the Islamic World,
now started in Palestine, trespassed on a corner of Syria, slipped out again
into Transjordan, and passea thence into the Hijaz—thus traversing no
less than four successive jurisdictions between its termini. As for the
effect of the new frontiers upon the economic life of the Badu, it may be
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While, however, the new frontiers were introducing into the

Shamiyah these additional elements of political and economic
instability, the region was acquiring an unprecedented international
importance as a zone of transit which might aspire to rival, for some
purposes, the Isthmus of Suez. The project of an overland route from
the Mediterranean to the Persian Gulf was as old as that of the Suez
Canal ; and although Chesney’s abortive survey of the Euphrates
Valley route ^ had been eclipsed by the dazzling achievement of
de Lesseps, the British negotiators revived the project, in a new
form, in 1916. In the secret agreement above mentioned, France
‘ accorded ’ to Great Britain the Palestinian ports of Haifa and *Akka
and consented that Great Britain should build, administer, and be
sole owner of a railway from Haifa to Baghdad ; and, south of
a French S5rria and of an international Palestine, a tenuous but
unbroken zone of British influence was drawn on the map, across the
centre of the Shamiyah, from the south-eastern corner of the Mediter-
ranean to the north-western corner of the Persian Gulf. This
British land-bridge from sea to sea did not disappear from the map
when the secret, agreement was translated into terms of mandates.
South of that new frontier between the French and British mandated
territories which came into force on the 10th March, 1923, the Trans-
jordan dependency of Palestine abutted, at least theoretically, upon
the Kingdom of ‘Iraq at some point in the intervening steppe.

In the meantime, irrespective of these diplomatic traces on the
m^p, the Shamiyah was rapidly being converted into an international
highway. The Sykes-Picot, like the Chesney, railway project had
been still-born ; to construct an unremunerative strategic line
550 miles long as the crow flies would have required a longer purse
than the British Government had at its command by the end of the
Great War ; but the airman and the chauffeur rushed in where the

illustrated by the case of the Ruwala—the leading tribe among the 'Anazah,
who played an important part in the political history of the Shamiyah from
1918 to 1925. The annu^ range of pastures which belonged to the Kuwala
by unwritten but proscriptive right was now divided, at least in theory,
between three jurisdictions. Its northern fringe lay in the French mandated
territory of Syria, its middle zone in the Britiim mandated territory of Trans-

J
'ordan, and its southern fringes in the area which, under the secret Anglo-
I’rench Agreement of the 16th May, 1916, had been abandoned to an
independent Arabia. By this arrangement almost the whole of the KuwaU
country was cut off from its market and source of supply ; for ‘ the Kuwalft,
who raise no crops, are entirely dependent on Damascus for provisions *

(Admiralty Handbook, AraWa, p. 49).
^ See Lieut. -Col. F. R. Chesney, Beporti on the Navigation of the Euphraiee

(London, 1833) ; and Expedition for the Survey of the Bivere Euphrates and
Tigris, 1835-7 (London, 1850, Longmans, Green& Co., 4 vols, and case of maps).
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Sect. Vi ARABIA : DELIMITATION OP FRONTIERS 329
railway-engineer feared to tread. Partly under the stimulus of the
War, the aeroplane and the motor-car had recently been developed
to a point of efficiency at which the barriers of steppe and desert
fell before them ; and under post-war conditions there were special
incentives for overcoming the local barrier of the Shamiyah. Since
the British occupation in the course of the War, Traq had entered
upon an economic revival which was gathering momentum as it
proceeded ; and, beyond Traq, Persia was showing symptoms of
a similar tendency to revive under the military rule of Riza Pahlawi
and the financial guidance of Dr. Millspaugh and his American
colleagues.^ This economic revival naturally expressed itself in an
increased traffic of goods and passengers with Europe. Before the
War of 1914-18 Europe had communicated with Traq and Southern
Persia via the Suez Canal and the Gulf Ports, and with Northern
Persia via the Black Sea Straits and the Transcaspian and Trans-
caucasian Railways ; but since 1914 this northern route had been
continuously closed by war and revolution in Turkey and Russia,
while the southern route was circuitous, slow, and costly. In these
circumstances, the new traffic called into existence, in October 1923,

^

a new overland motor route from the Syrian and Palestinian ports
which extended the economic hinterland of the Mediterranean east-
wards, across the Shamiyah, to Baghdad and Tihran. Thus the
northward thrust of Ibn Sa'ud’s Arabian principality, beyond the
confines of the Peninsula, threatened not merely to disturb the
borderland between the desert and the sown but to cut across am
important new line of international communications.
From Central Arabia there were two main routes of egress towards

the north : the Wadi Rummah (in its lower reaches called the Batin),
which started in Qasim and pointed north-eastwards at Basrah in
Traq, and the Wadi Sirhan, which started at Jawf, on the northern
edge of the Nafud, over against the Jabal Shammar, and pointed
north-westwards at ‘Amman in Transjordan. So long as Ibn Rashid

^ See Section (xiii). pp. 643-5 below.
* Report on the Administration of ^Irdq, April 1923^Decemher 1924, p. 42.

For details see ‘ The Discovery and Development of the New Land Route to
the East by Major D. MoCallum, in The Journal of the Central Asian Society,
vol. xii. Part I (1926). In February 1924 the Representative Council of the
Lebanon voted £S.6,000 (100,000 French francs) as a prize for the first business
concern to guarantee a regular postal service between the Lebanon and Traq
{Oriente Modemo, IV. 6. p. 309). The route was extended to Tihr&n in the
spring of 1924 (op. dt, p. 324). In 1926 a transit convention was concluded
between Trftq and the French mandated territory CIrdq Report for 1926,
pp. 10 and 174). See further, op. cit, p. 23, and Hansard (House of Commons),
18th February, 1926, p. 2213.
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330 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

maintained his position at Ha’il, Ibn Sa‘ud marched only with the
Arabian principalities of the Hijaz, the Jabal Shammar and Kuwayt,
and had no direct contact with either Traq or Transjordan.

In the Anglo-Turkish Convention of 1913/ the then ‘ autonomous
Sanjaq of Kuwayt ’ had been plotted out on the map— a radius of
some forty miles, measured from Kuwayt itself, being recognized
as under the direct administration of the Shaykh, while a wider
zone, extending to the Batin on the east and a long distance south-
ward down the Gulf Coast, was recognized as the tribal sphere
of influence of the principality. In the treaty of the 26th December,
1915, between Ibn SaTid and the Government of India, Ibn SaTid
pledged himself to refrain from aggression upon or interference with
the territories of the Shaykh of Kuwayt and the other Gulf Chiefs,
but the limits of these territories were expressly left for future
determination. There was thus no direct l)Oundary agreement
between Kuwayt and Riyad, and in 1919 a dispute betwc^en these
two parties over tribal allegiances in the outer zone, which had been
assigned in 1913 to Kuwayt by the British and Ottoman Govern-
ments, led to a raid on Kuwayt territory by the leader of the Wah-
habi Ikhwdn, Faysalu’d-Dawish. At the end of December in the
same year some of the Dhafir, a tribe west of the Batin which paid
allegiance to Traq, were involved in a second raid of the same Wah-
habi captain against certain Shammar, with whom these Dhafir
happened to be camping. The situation in these quarters was eased,
however, by a meeting between Ibn Sa‘ud and Sir Percy Cox at
‘Ujayr /Uqayr) on the Hasa coast in September 1920, and by the
accession of a new ruler - at Kuwayt on the 24th March, 1921.^
The expansion of Ibn Sa‘ud’s power did not become a serious

problem for either Traq or Transjordan until his conquest of the
Jabal Shammar principality in 1921.

The immediate results in the Traq of this campaign were twofold. It
produced a state of continuous lawlessness on the southern frontiers ;

the Dhafir and some of the local tribes, profiting by the general unrest,
engaged in raids and forays, sometimes on the Ikhwan, sometimes on
each other, [sometimes] on the tribes of Kuwayt, while the Ikhwan
retaliated on their side. Secondly, it started a migration to the Traq
of Shammar tribes fleeing from the forces of Ibn Sa'ud. They passed
up through the ‘Amarat ‘Anazah, the tribesmen of Fahad Beg ibn

' See p. 282 above.
* Shaykh Ahmadu’l-Jabir, nephew of Shaykh Salim, who had died on the

27th February, 1921.
* For these and the following events see Beport on the Adminietration of

*lrdq, Oetober 1920^Mareh 1922.
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Sect. Vi ARABIA : DELIMITATION OF FRONTIERS 331
Hadhdhal, and a portion of them crossed the Euphrates at Ramadi
into the Jazirah, after paying kodah, a tax on domestic animals, to
the Traq administration. The rest remained in the pasturages of the
‘Amarat.^

The arrival of these Shammar refugees created a problem not only
for the ‘Amarat ‘Anazah but for the mandatory Power in Traq,
since the ‘Amarat were dependent upon Traq economically and were
anxious not to transfer to another Power the political allegiance
which they paid to Baghdad. Fahad had obtained from Ibn Sa‘ud
an assurance that his people should be immune from attack on the
part of the Ikhwdn ; but the traditions of Arab hospitality forbade
him to turn the Shammar refugees aw^ay, and at the same time ho
was unable to prevent them from using his camping grounds as
a taking-off place for counter-raids against the victorious Wahhabis.
Consequently he received in April 1921 a sharp letter of remonstrance
from Ibn Sa‘ud, in which the Amir of Najd put forward a claim to
the allegiance of all branches of the ‘Anazah, on the ground that his
own house was of ‘Anazah descent. At this stage the British High
Commissioner in ‘Iraq, Sir Percy Cox, intervened by ordering all the
Shammar refugees to cross to the left bank of the Euphrates and by
proposing to Ibn SaTid an early meeting with King Faysal, under
Sir Percy Cox’s own auspices, in order to establish a clear under-
standing as to the frontiers between Traq and the Najd and the
treatment of tribal affairs. Ibn Sa‘ud suggested that the meeting
should be preceded by a preliminarj^ agreement on the principles of
the proposed treaty, whereupon Sir Percy Cox put forward, as the
prima facie basis for negotiations, that the tribes of the Muntafiq,
‘Amarat ‘Anazah, and Dhafir must be accepted as appertaining to
Traq, and that the line of the frontier would be determined in
accordance with predominant and prescriptive rights to watering-
places.
At this juncture the situation was complicated by an estrangement

between the Traq Government and Humud b. Suwayt, the Shaykh
of the Dhafir, whose tribal ranges covered the approach to ‘Iraq
from the Najd, to the west of the Batin. Ibn Suwayt was offended
with Baghdad on two grounds : his subsidy had just been stopped
(as the Roman subsidy to the tribes covering the approach to
Palestine from the Hijaz had been stopped in a. d. 633),^ and his
enemy, Yusuf Beg as-Sa‘dun, had just been appointed by King

^ Op. dt, pp. 118-19.
* Tne stoppage of Ibn Suwayt’s subsidy was not a false economy but

a deliberate penalty for his failures to prevent his tribesmen from raidmg.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



332 THE MIDDLE EAST Partni
Faysal commander of a new camel corps which was intended to
guard the Arabian frontiers of Traq. Ibn Suwayt promptly paid
a visit to Ibn Sa'ud at Riyad (6ls Muthanna b. Harithah—whose
tribesmen, the Bakr b. Wa’il, had occupied in the seventh century
the ranges occupied by the Dhafir in the twentieth—had visited
Khalid in the winter of a. d. 633->4 and the Caliph ‘Umar in the
winter of 636-7).^ Sir Percy Cox wrote to Ibn Sa‘ud requesting him
not to receive the malcontent ; but, before the letter reached
Riyad, Ibn Suwayt had returned thence with presents from the
Sultan of Najd and with a representative of the Wahhabi Govern-
ment, who was commissioned to collect tribute from the Dhafir
themselves and from any ‘Iraqi shepherds on the Dhafir range. The
defection of Ibn Suwayt exposed ‘Iraq to invasion. In February
1922 a strong Wahhabi force was concentrated at Hafar (the south-
western limit of the Kuwayt sphere of influence in the Batin) ;

Yusuf Beg as-Sa‘dun and his camel corps retorted by making
a reconnoitring expedition towards the Dhafir range ; Faysalu’d-
Dawish followed them up as they retired ; and on the 11th March,
1922, he looted Abul-Ghar, made contact with the ‘Iraqi camel
corps in camp at Shaqrah (some thirty miles south of the Basrah-
Nasiriyah railway and almost due south of Nasiriyah), and delivered
an unprovoked attack, in which he inflicted heavy losses both on the
camel corps and on certain Muntafiq tribesmen who w^ere encamped
near by.

This grave incident was prevented from leading to a rupture by
the conciliatory action of the principals on either side.^ Sir Percy
Cox refrained from punitive measures ^ against the offending
Wahhabi force, while Ibn Sa‘ud, on his part, declared publicly that
the raiders had acted without his authority, that he deeply regretted
what had occurred, and that he was determined to punish those who
should be proved guilty. Faysalu’d-Dawish withdrew to the in-
terior of the Najd ; and, left to his own resources, Humud b. Suwayt,
the recalcitrant Shaykh of the Dhafir, was quickly brought to
reason. After he had defied the ‘Iraqi Government’s order to
surrender himself at Nasiriyah and had exchanged shots with the
camel corps on the 23rd April, he was subjected to aerial bombard-

^ Becker, op. dt,, pp. 77-8 and 88.
* From this point onwards see Report on the Administration of 'Irdq, April

1922-March 1923,
* On the 14th March the Wahhftbis fired on British aeroplanes which were

keeping them under observation, and orders were then given for immediate
measures of retaliation ; but Faysalu’d-Dawish appears to have withdrawn
before action upon these orders was taken.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect. Vi ARABIA : DELIMITATION OF FRONTIERS 333
ment and made his submission at Baghdad in May. The tension on
the tribal border was further relieved by the disbanding of the camel
corps in June and by the decision not to post garrisons of ‘Iraqi
troops on this frontier.

Incidentally, the Wahhabi raid of March 1922 created serious
internal difficulties in ‘Iraq itself for the mandatory Power. It
produced a wave of genuine national feeling, which was expressed
in the local press with a violence that threatened to prejudice the
forthcoming negotiations between the ‘Iraqi and the Najdi Govern-
ments ; and it gave a political opening to the Shi‘i mujtahids ^ of the
Kdzimayn (the 8hi‘i Holy Cities of Karbala and Najaf, on the right
bank of the Euphrates) who were hostile to the mandatory Power as
well as to the Wahhabis.^ On the 1st April the mujiahid Shaykh
Mahdiyii’l-Khalisi summoned a tribal conference to meet at Karbala
on the 13th for the consideration of measures for the defence of
‘Iraq against the Wahhabis, and it was feared that an anti-British
demonstration might result ; but the meeting passed off without dis-
turbance, though it left a legacy of ill-feeling between local factions.

Meanwhile, on the 3rd April, Sir Percy Cox had dispatched
a message to Ibn Sa‘ud in which he laid down a provisional boundary®
between the Najd and the ‘Iraq and required the Sultan itiamediately
to recall such of his followers as were on the wrong side of the line.
This requirement appears to have been fulfilled ; on the 1st May,
1922, the representatives of the two Arab states met at Muhammarah
in the presence of a British official ; and on the 5th a treaty was
signed.^

This Treaty of Muhammarah was interesting as an intelligent
attempt to solve the problem of establishing a practical frontier
between two states in a region inhabited, not by a sedentary popula-
tion, but by seasonally migrating pastoral tribes.® The negotiators

^ Doctors of the law ‘ speaking with authority and not as the 8Ci;ihes
* The Shi‘l8 as a whole seem to have been more deeply hostile to the Wah-

hSbls than were the orthodox Sunnis—partly owing to the memory of the
Wahhabi sack of Karbala in a. n. 1801, and partly because Wahhabism
represented the opposite extreme of Islam to their own.

® Text of the topographical description in Report on the Administration of
'Ir&q, October 1920-^March 1922, p. 121 ; trade of the definitive frontier of the
2nd December, 1922, on map II at the end of the present volume.

^ English text in Report on the Administration of 'Iraq, April 1922-March
1923, pp. 183-6.

* See Survey for 1924, pp. 463-71, for the treatment of the same problem
in the Anglo-Italian treaty of the 15th July, 1924, regarding the rectification
of frontier in Jubaland ; and Part II, Section (xii), pp. 184-8 above, for the
treatment of it in the Italo-Egyptian treaty of the 6th December, 1926,
regarding the rectification of frontier in the Libyan Desert.
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334 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

started by recognizing this or that tribe as belonging to one or
other of the two states, and then went on to agree that the wells
and ranges customarily used by the several tribes should be recog-
nized as falling respectively within the territory" of the state to
which the particular tribe had been assigned. It was this proce-
dure which made agreement possible, for the Wahhabis recognized
the claim of ‘Iraq to the allegiance of the Muntafiq, Dhaflr, and
‘Amaxat, but refused to accept the provisional topographical boun-
dary, laid down by Sir Percy Cox on the 3rd April, as a definitive
frontier.

In the text of the treaty it was first recorded that the Muntafiq,
Dhafir, and ‘Amarat belonged to ‘Iraq and the Shammar of theNajd
to the Najd,^ and it was provided that a committee of two persons
with local knowiedge from each Government, presided over by
a British olficial, should determine the location of the w^ells and
ranges used the sevc^ral tribes and should iix a boundary line
between the Najd and Traq on this basis. The tw^o Governments
mutually agreed to restrain their tribes from aggression on the other
party’s tribes, to punish such aggression when it occurred, and to
discuss the question of taking combined action as occasion arose
(Ai’t. 1). They further agreed (Art. 2) to insure the safety of the
Pilgrim routes and to protect Pilgrims so long as they were wdthin
their respective boundaries, as had been guaranteed to His Britannic
Majesty's Government by the Sultan of Najd in Article 5 of the
treaty between them (to which explicit reference was madt^). Com-
mercial intercourse between Traq and the Najd was placed on a
most-favoured-nation-treatment basis (Art. 3) ; and mutual freedom
of travel was granted for traders or Pilgrims duly provided with
passports (Art. 4). Any tribe belonging to one of the countries
w^hich settled in the other country was to pay grazing fees (Art. 5).
A final clause (Art. 6) provided that, in the event of a breach in the
relations of either of the contracting parties with the British Govern-
ment, the treaty was to become null and void. This clause was
inserted at Ibn Sa'ud’s instance in order to safeguard him against
the possibility of incompatible commitments, in view of his previous
treaty with Great Britain.^ The Najdl delegate undertook in a post-

^ i. e. the Southern Shammar of Ibn Rashid’s extinct principality as
opposed to the Northern Shammar of the Jazirah.

^ Statement in Eepart on the Adminietration of April 1922^March
1923, p. 9. At this date the Anglo-*Iraqi Treaty (see H. P. 0,, vol. vi, pp.188*-
92) was still unsigned, and it was uncertain whether the Bill for its ratification
would secure a majority in the TraqI Parliament.
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Sect. Vi ARABIA : DELIMITATION OP FRONTIERS 335
script that, pending the territorial delimitations, the tribes of the
Najd should not attack the tribes of Traq.
The delimitation committee did not find agreement easy, but

a protocol ^ embodying the compromise at which they arrived was
duly signed on the 2nd December, 1922, at ‘Ujayr (‘Uqa3rr), on the
Hasa coast, on the occasion of a personal meeting between Sir Percy
Cox and Ibn Sa‘ud. The new frontier ^ started from the western
edge of the Batin, at a point about 125 miles S8W. of Basrah as
the crow flies, and ran in a north-westerly and westerly direction to
the Jabal ‘Anazan, the centre point of the Shamlyah, which was
defined as the neighbourhood of the intersection of latitude 32° north
with longitude 39° east. In order to meet Ibn Sa‘ud’s objections to
Sir Percy Cox’s original line of the 3rd April, a rhomboid of territory
at the south-eastern extremity of the border, which properly fell
within the range of the Dhafir, was declared to be neutral and
common ground (Art. 1) ; and Najd tribes living near the border
were given licence to water at the neighbouring Traq wells, pro-
vided these were nearer to them than those within the Najd boun-
daries (Art. 2). The two Governments mutually agreed not to
fortify watering places adjoining the border and not to concentrate
troops in their neighbourhood (Art. 3).
On the same date there was also signed, under British auspices,

an agreement between the Najd and Kuwayt, in which the frontier
between these two states was delimited likewise. I’his line started
from the eastern edge of the Batin, at a point iinniediatel}’^ opposite
the starting-point of the Najd-‘lraq frontier, described above, and
ran in a direction slightly south of east until it struck the 29th
parallel of latitude at a point about forty-five miles west of the
coast of the Persian Gulf and rather more than forty miles south-
west of the town of Kuwayt. Thence the frontier described part-
of the circumference of a circle (convex towards the south) with
its centre in the town of Kuwayt and a radius of rather more than
forty miles, until it struck the coast of the Persian Gulf just south
of Rasu’l-Qairah. It was agreed that this line from the Batin to
the sea should constitute the indisputable southern frontier of
Kuwayt State ; but to the south of it a second area w^as delimited
which started at the point where the southern frontier of Kuw^ayt
struck parallel 29, and ran first approximately south-south-east and

^ Texts of the two protocols of the 2nd December, 1922, in Report on tJie
Administration oJ‘ *Irdq, Avril 1922-March 1923, pp. 184-6.

* See the trance on map II at the end of the present volume.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



336 THE MTODLE EAST Part III

then due east until it struck the coast, in its turn, at a point rather
more than forty miles south of Rasu’l-Qati‘ah and rather more
than eighty miles south of Kuwayt town. This territory was
to have a status similar to that of the rhomboid at the south-
eastern extremity of the frontier between the Najd and ‘Iraq. The
Grovernments of Najd and Kuwayt were to share equal rights
in it until a further agreement concerning it should be made
between them through the good offices of the Government of
Great Britain.

Thereafter the Shaj^kh of Kuwayt notified to the competent
British authorities the northern frontier which he claimed as towards
‘Iraq, and his claims were accepted in April 1923. The Kuwayt-
Traq frontier, w'hich was settled in this manner, followed the Batin
north-eastwards down to a point just south of the latitude of Safwan,
and then broke away eastwards in an irregular course which left
Safwan and Umm Qasr within ‘Iraqi territory and struck the western
shore of the creek known as the Khur Zubayr at a point just south
of the second of the two places mentioned. Thence the frontier
ran down the waterways of the lOifir Zubayr and the Khur
‘Abdu’llah and so out into the Persian Gulf. Eight islands

—

including Warbah, Bubiyan, and Faylakah—were specified as
appertaining to Kuwayt.
The general effect of these arrangements was to do away with

the large sphere of tribal influence which had previously been
recognized as belonging to Kuwayt, but which had in practice for
the most part passed de facto under the influence of Ibn Sa‘ud,
while maintaining the area under the direct administration of the
Shaykh intact at all points and considerably extending it towards
the north-west. The loss of the sphere of influence was further
compensated by the creation of the neutral area to the south of
the new southern frontier of Kuwayt State.

In a second protocol, signed at ‘Ujayr on the 2nd December as
between the Najd and Traq, these two Governments agreed that
merchandise passing between their territories should be subject only
to their own recognized duties and customs regulations, and that
the levying of toll by the tribes should be put down. In the same
instrument they agreed that ‘ should any tribe or section of a tribe
which is outside the boundaries of and not subject to either Govern-
ment desire to offer its allegiance to one of them, they will not
prevent it from doing so ’

This last-cited clause gave Ibn Sa‘ud a free hand, as far as Traq
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was concerned, to the west of longitude 39° and the south of latitude
32°—that is, in the Wadi Sirhan, which pointed north-westwards
towards the capital of Transjordan. At this very time the Wahhabi
Power was making strides in that quarter which, while not a direct
menace to ‘Iraq, were not a matter of indifference to Great Britain,
who held a mandate on the western as well as on the eastern flank
of the Shamiyah. In this direction the key-point was the twin oasis
of Jawf and Sakakah, which was not only the chief centre of habita-
tion in the Wadi Sirhan but was the gateway into the Shamiyah from
Central Arabia.

Before 1909 Jawf had been held by Ibn Rashid ; but in that year—when the Al Rashid were already weakened by the resurrection
of the Al Sa'ud on their southern flank—this north-western outpost
of their family had been seized by Nuri Shavian, the chief of the
Ruwala ‘Anazah in the Western Shamiyah.^ The difficulties of the
position in which the Ruwala ‘Anazah were placed by the redraijsving
of the map after the War of 1914-18 have been described above. In
1920, Nuri Shavian, who since 1918 had given his allegiance to the
Amir Faysal, was cut off from his natural market by the expulsion
of Faysal from Damascus and the occupation of that city by the
French. In the same year Ibn Rashid recovered Jawf His re-
occupation of it was ephemeral, for in 1921 the principality of the
Jabal Shammar was extinguished by Ibn Sa'ud, and, after a
passing visit from the Wahhabis, Jawf passed into Nuri’s hands
again.
Meanwhile Nuri, whose tribesmen could not exist if Jawf and

Damascus were simultaneously closed to them, had visited General
Gouraud at Damascus in the summer of 1921 and was reported ^ to
have accepted a subsidy from France, who at that time was in
effective military occupation of the whole of Syria. In December
1921, however, he fought a disastrous battle with the chief of the
‘Amarat ‘Anazah, Fahad b. Hadhdhal ;

^ and not long after this he
appears to have forfeited the support of France through the hostile
action of his tribesmen, who destroyed a French air-station at
Qaryatayn, in the Hamad, between Damascus and Palmyra.^ Thus,
notwithstanding his recovery of Jawf, his position had become
critical by the beginning of the year 1922. He had broken with his
kindred on the east, while, north and south, he now had for his

^ Oriente Moderno^ II, p. 110. * The Times, 6th April, 1923.
^ Oriente Moderno, 1, p. 630.
* eit, loc. oit., quoting Al-3Iiiqattam of Cairo, 26th February, 1922 ;

The Times, 4th May, 1922.
Z
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neighbours, not the weak principalities of Jabal Shammar and
Arab Syria, but the powerful French and Wahhabis. He naturally
turned westward towards Transjordan, where—in a fragment of the
defunct Arab State of Syria which had been assigned to the British
Zone in the secret Anglo-French Agreement of 1916, and which had
therefore been exempt from French conquest in 1920—the Amir
Faysal’s brother, ‘Abdu’llah b. Husayn, had founded a new Arab
principality in February 1921 under the aegis of Great Britain as
mandatory Power in Palestine.^ In the spring of 1922, Ghalib Pasha
Shavian and Mr. Phill^v, the British Resident in Transjordan, visited
Nuri at Sakakah on a mission from the Amir ‘Abdu’llah and obtained
his consent to the ‘ annexation ’ of the Ruwala ‘Anazah country,
including Jawf and Sakakah, to Transjordan.'^ Ibn Sa*ud, however,
already had his eye on this strategic position. As the Transjordan
mission travelled south -eastw'ards towards Jawf down the Wadi
Sirhan, they almost fell into the hands of a Wahhabi raiding-party
travelling in the opposite direction. A few weeks later Ibn Sa‘ud
seems to have demanded Nuri’s allegiance in the same menacing
terms which he had used, a year earlier, in his letter of April 1921,
to Nuri’s kinsman and rival Fahad b. Hadhdhal, the chief of the
‘Amarat.^ Nuri could no longer turn for help to France, as Fahad
had turned (and not in vain) to Great Britain ; and he appears to
have regarded the Amir ‘Abdullah of Transjordan, to whom he had
just tendered his allegiance, as a broken reed. In this situation he is

reported to have yielded to Ibn Sa‘ud’8 threats and to have made his
formal submission to the Sultan of Najd, accepting from him a subsidy
in lieu of that which he had drawm, since the preceding summer,
from the French High Commissioner in Syria.^ Ibn Sa‘ud seems to
have taken a material guarantee of Nuri’s good faith by occupying
Jawf with his own forces in June 1922,^ and the Amir ‘Abdullah
seems to have retorted to this by occupying the oasis of Qurayatul-
Milh (Kaf), towards the north-western end of the Wadi Sirhan.®
In spite of this precaution, a Wahhabi expeditionary force—con-
sisting of ‘Utaybah tribesmen who had recently transferred their
allegiance to the Najd from the Hijaz—^succeeded in marching, in
thirty-seven days, from Riyad, through Jawf, to Qasrul-Azraq, at

^ See Section (vii) (a).
* See Oriente Mode^Oy II, pp. 109-11, for an account of this mission by

Ghalib Pasha himself, copied from Alif-Bd of Damascus by Al-Akrdm of Cairo
(10th July, 1922).

* See above, p. 331. * The TimeSy 4th May, 1922.
* Ibid.y 2l8t January, 1926. • Ibid.y 6th April, 1923.
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Sect. Vi ARABIA : DELIMITATION OF FRONTIERS 339
the north-western extremity of the Wadi Sirhan ; and from this
base, on the 15th August, 1922, they successfully raided two villages
of the Banu Sakhr tribe, in Transjordanian territory, two miles west
of the Hijaz Railway and twelve miles south of ‘Amman.

^

During the remainder of the years 1922 and 1923, the relations
between Nuri Sha‘lan, the Amir ‘Abdullah, and Ibn Sa‘ud were
ambiguous. In the spring of 1923 Nuri appears to have visited
Damascus and ‘Amman, and to have induced ‘Abdu’llah to restore
to him Qurayatu’l-Milh ; and there, for the time being, Nuri main-
tained himself, with Transjordanian support, in spite of a reconnais-
sance in force against the oasis which was made, on the 17th June,
1923, by a Wahhabi captain at the head of various tribesmen of the
south-western 8hamiyah who had by this time submitted to Ibn
Sa‘ud.^ Meanwhile, on the eastern flank of the Shamiyah, relations
between the Najd and ‘Iraq remained precarious, notwithstanding
the treaty and the two protocols of 1922.'^ The Wahhabis were per-
petually collecting revenue from, and otherwise exerting authority
over, Badu, who were temporarily or even permanently encamped
on the ‘Iraqi side of the new frontier, while the Shammar, who had
taken refuge in ‘Iraq in 1921, were perpetually abusing their asylum
by raiding Ibn SaS’id’s domain in the Shamtyah. A specially violent
outburst of such raids in June 1923 evoked from Ibn Sa‘ud a demand
that the Shammar should be expelled from ‘Iraq ; but this was
refused by the British High Commissioner, though pressure was put
by him on the ‘Iraq Government—which was unable to prevent the
raids—^to procure a restitution of the looted property and to punish
the offenders. This constant strain in the relations between the
two states had led Sir Percy Cox to propose a personal meeting,
under his own auspices, between King Faysal and Sultan ‘Abdu’l-
‘Aziz as early as the spring of 1923 ; but the project fell through ;

and, instead, Faysal visited his brother ‘Abdu’llah at ‘Amman by
aeroplane on the 28th July, and conferred with him until the 2nd
August (when he returned by the same route to Baghdad) on the
common menace from the Wahhabis.^ In the autumn, when the
project of a conference was revived by the British Government, it

^ Ibid., 18th and 2l8t August; Al-Muqattam, 25th August, 1922. This
was a shrewd stroke, since the Banu Sakhr were not only the most important
Badu dependent on the Transjordan Government, but were enemies both of
the French and the BuwaU.

* Oriente Modemo, III, 2, pp. 93-4, and 7, p. 429.
* See Report on the Administration of *Irdq, April 1923-Decemher 1924,

pp. 42-51.
* Oriente Moderno, III, 4, pp. 226-7, quoting FUastln, 3rd August, 1923.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s
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was proposed to include Transjordan and the Hijaz as well as ‘Iraq
and the Najd, ‘ but from the first the auspices were unfavourable
Ibn Sa‘ud declined to attend in person (a refusal which diminished in
advance the possible efficacy of the conference for the establishment
of better relations between the Al Ha^him and the Al Sa‘ud) ; and
King Husayn was unwilling to appoint a representative unless an
undertaking were given that the Al Rashid should be reinstated in
their former principality of Ha'il—a condition which Ibn Sa‘ud
could not be expected to accept nor Great Britain to propose to him.
Representatives of Ibn Sa‘ud/ King Faysal, and the Amir ‘Abdullah
eventually met on the 17th December, 1923, at Kuwayt,^ under the
Presidency of Lieut. -Col. S. G. Knox, who had recently been acting
as British Resident in the Persian Gulf. The ‘Iraqi delegation was
accompanied by the paramount Shaykh of the refugee Shammar,
but the negotiations broke down over the questions of mutual
compensation for tribal raids in the past and the settlement of
disputes in the future. A suggestion for the setting up of a joint
tribunal to settle disputes and to control the movement of tribes
was accepted by the ‘Iraqi delegates but rejected by the Najdis,
while on the other hand the ‘Iraqis at first took up the position that
they could come to no agreement with the Najdis unless there were
a simultaneous settlement between the Najd and the Hijaz. The
conference twice adjourned and twice reassembled. At the third
session it was hoped that King Husayn would be represented by
his son the Amir Zayd and Ibn Sa‘ud by one of his own sons ; but,
instead, three of the former Najdi delegates returned, bringing
letters of protest from Ibn Sa‘ud against raids which had been made
on his dominions by the recalcitrant tribe of Mutayr, who had taken
up their quarters in the neutral zone between ‘Iraq and the Najd,
and also a letter from Faysalu’d-Dawish, in which he threatened
reprisals against ‘Iraq. In spite of warnings from Colonel Knox,
Faysalu’d-Dawish executed his counter-raid on the 14th March,
before the ‘Iraqi delegates had returned to Kuwayt. In these
circumstances the ‘Iraqi Government, with the approval of the
British High Commissioner, refrained from reattending the con-
ference, and since no delegation from the Hijaz arrived, while the
Najdi and Transjordanian delegations failed to agree over the disposal

^ Of Ibn Sa‘ud’s five delegates one was an Egyptian journalist, and another
a Kuwayti, while the leader was an exile from Medina.

^ For the Kuwayt Conference see Eeport on the Administration of "Iraq, April
1923-Decemher 1924, pp. 46-50 ; and the reports in the Arabic Press repro-
duced in Oriente Moderno, IV, 3, pp. 204-8.
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of the Wadi Sirhan/ Colonel Knox dissolved the conference on the
12th April, 1924. More serious than the failure to reach a positive
agreement was the evidence of growing intransigence and aggressive-
ness on the Wahhabi side. Faysalu’d-Dawish made another raid
on a considerable scale on the 31st May (though this time the ‘Iraqi
Badu defended themselves successfully and the raid was a failure).
Thus, when Ibn Sa‘ud launched his attack on the Hijaz in the
summer of 1924, his boundary disputes with his two northern
neighbours were still unsettled.

It has been mentioned above ^ that while the main body of the
Wahhabi levy was concentrated, in August 1924, against the southern
Hijaz, several expeditionary forces were dispatched northwards
simultaneously to make diversions against the other two Hashimi
principalities. On this occasion the Wahhabi invaders of Trans-
jordan were rougiily liandled. The Transjordanian tribesmen gave
warning of th(‘ir approach : they were located by reconnaissances
of th(^ British Air Force in Palestine ; and when they attacked
a group of Banu Saklir villages, a short distance to the south of
‘Amman, they were promptly counter-attacked by British aeroplanes
and armoured cars, which put them to flight and pursued them
eastwards, in successive relays, for fortj^ miles, inflicting heavy
casualties, before the\' su(H*(^eded in taking cover in the desert.^ On
the other flank of the Shamiyah a simultaneous Wahhabi raid
against the Dhafir and tli(‘ Muntafiq at Abu^l-Ghar was reported,^
and more serious raids followed in December 1924-'^ and January
1925.® In January, howevcT, these raiders of Traq were twuce over-
taken by British aeroplanes and were almost as roughly handled as
the raiders of Transjordan five months earlier.

Meanwdiile, the collapse of the Hashimi Power in the Hijaz and
the occupation of the greater part of the country by the Wahlulbis
raised the question of the frontiers between the Hijaz and Trans-
jordan, which had been dormant so long as both principalities had

^ See Oriente Moderno, TV, 8, pp. 512-14, for a communique to the Arabic
Press, dated the 14th June, 1924, in which one of Ihe Najdi delegates at the
Kuwayt Conference, the Mawla llaflz Wahbah the Egyptian, gave the Najdi
version of the conversations between the Najdi and the Transjordanian dele-
gation in regard to boundaries.

2 p. 298.
^ Official communique of the 22nd August from the Palestine Government

in The Times, 25th August, 1924; official communiques from the Transjor-
danian Government in Oriente Moderno, IV, 10, p. 619.

^ Op. eit., IV, 10, p. 624.
• Report on the Administration of 'Iraq, April 1923-J)ecemher 1924. p. ,'>1.

* The Times, 10th January, 1925.
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been ruled by members of the same family. In 1922 King Husayn
was reported ^ to have transferred Ma‘an to his son ‘Abdu’llah ; and
in March 1924, during his visit to ‘Amman, he was again reported
to have transferred not only Ma‘an but ‘Aqabah and Tabuk. On
the 27th March this report was officially denied by the Transjor-
danian Government,^ and on the 19th April the then Chief British
Representative in Transjordan, Mr. Philby, handed over the
‘Amman—Ma‘an section of the Hijaz Railway to the Amir ‘All. This
action, however, had not been authorized by the British Govern-
ment ;

^ and on the 24th June, 1925, the Colonial Secretary, Mr.
Amery, in reply to a parliamentary question evoked by the British
Government’s recent action ^ in requiring the ex-King Husayn to
leave Aqabah, declared that Great Britain liad never recognized
Aqabah as falling within the limits of the Hijaz or formally assented
to a Hijazi occupation of the place, and that the Transjordanian
Government w^as taking steps to assert its authority there. On the
6th July, in a written reply to another parliamentary question,
Mr. Amery further stated that, while the actual frontiers between
Transjordan, the Hijaz, and the Najd had never been j)reeis(dy
defined, the British Government had more than once made it clear
that they regarded the correct frontier as crossing the Hijiiz Railway
at some point between Ma‘an and Tabuk, and as giving Trans-
jordan access to the sea in the neighbourhood of Aqabah ; and that,
while they had acquiesced in the status of the Ma‘an and ‘Aqabah
districts remaining indeterminate pending a final delimitation of the
frontier, the}^ had felt bound, in pursuance of their declaration of
neutrality in the Najdi-Hijazi War, to take steps to establish the
control of the Transjordan administration in this area—for which
they regarded themselves as responsible under the Palestine man-
date—when it aj^peared that the area was being used by the Hijazi
authorities for military purposes. He added that Ibn Sabld had
once more been invited to co-operate with the British Government
in defining that portion of the frontier which lay between the Najd
and Transjordan.®
As the year 1925 wore on and the inevitable extinction of Ali

b. Husayn’s Constitutional Kingdom of the Hijaz drew nearer, it

* Oriente Moderno, IL p. 231. * Op. eit.y IV, 4. pp. 262-3.
^ Report on the Administration under Mandate ofRcdeetine and Transjordan^

1924, p. 68. * See p. 299 above.
^ The ex-King Husayn of the Hijaz protested against the annexation of

Aqabah and Ma‘an to Transjordan in a letter, dated Nicosia, 7th August,
1 925, which was published in The Times of the 10th August.
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S«jt.vi ARABIA: DELIMITATION OF FRONTIERS 343
became an urgent matter for Great Britain to reach an agreement
with Ibn Sa‘ud in regard not only to the Najd-Transjordan frontier
but to the tribal regime along the border between Ibn Sa‘ud*8
dominions and both the areas under British mandate. If Jiddah
and Medina were to fall before these issues between Ibn Sa‘ud and
Great Britain were settled, the Wahhabi ruler might be tempted,
in the hour of victory over the eldest of the three Hashimi brothers,
to throw the forces of a united Arabia against the territories of the
other two and attempt to settle the problems of his northern frontier
by the sword—a development which would place Great Britain in
an exceedingly difficult position. To forestall this possibility the
British Government dispatched Sir Gilbert Clayton in September
1925 on a special mission to Jiddah, not to mediate between the
Najd and the Hijaz, but to negotiate with Ibh Sa‘ud regarding the
Najd-Transjordan and the Najd-Traq frontiers. These negotiations
resulted in the signature of two instruments at Ibn Sa‘ud’s camp at
Bahrah : the so-called ‘ Haddah Agreement ’ of the 2nd November,
1925, relating to the Najd and Transjordan, and the so-called
‘ Bahrah Agreement ’ of the 1st November, relating to the Najd
and Iraq.^

In the negotiations leading up to the Haddah Agreement, Ibn
SaTid appears at first to have demanded that his dominions in the
Shamiyah should be conterminous with the French mandated
territory of Syria.*^ This claim could not be entertained by the
British representative, since, if granted, it would break the existing
territorial contact between Transjordan and Traq, and would
incidentally preclude the establishment of air-routes and motor-
routes from the Mediterranean to Baghdad through an unbroken
zone of territories under British mandate. In the final instrument
the frontier was so drawn (Art. 1) as to leave a corridor about sixty
miles wide, connecting Transjordan with Traq and separating the
Najd from Syria,® but the British Government undertook (Art^. 13)

^ English texts of these two agreements, and of correspondence between
Ibn Sa‘iid and Sir G. Clayton, elucidating certain points in each of them, in
British White Paper Cmd. 2666 of 1925. In the Haddah Agreement the
English and Arabic texts were equally valid. In the Bahrah Agreement only
the Arabic text was official.

^
* The Times, 12th November, 1925.

* For the actual line see the trace on map II at the end of the volume.
Since *Ali b. Husayn’s Constitutional Kingdom of the Hij&z was still in being
at the date when the Haddah Agreement was signed, the delimitation of
the J^ontier between Transjordan and the Hij&z was not included in the scoj^e
of the negotiations between Sir G. Clayton and Ibn Sa'ud, though, within
a month of the signature of the Haddan Agreement, the Hij&z became part
of Ibn Sa*ild*s dominions.
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to secure freedom of transit at all times to merchants who were
subjects of the Najd for the prosecution of their trade between the
Najd and Syria ^ in both directions, and to secure exemption from
all customs duties (though not from customs formalities and other
conditions) for all merchandise in transit. In a more general clause
(Art. 12) free passage across their respective territories was granted
by either Government, under certain conditions, to pilgrims and
travellers from the other country. Though the now frontier fell
short of Ibn SaTid’s claims, it still assigned to the Najd the whole
of the Wadi Sirhan except its ncrth-western extremity, and in
particular the disputed oasis of Kaf (Qurayatu’l-Milh). Nuri
Sha'lan and his Ruwala tribesmen, for whose allegiance ‘Abdu'lhlh
b. Husayn and Ibn Sa'ud had contended for the past three years,
were thus tacitly but unmistakably recognized as falling under
the jurisdiction of the Sultan of Najd. In return, the Government of
Najd undertook (Art. 2) not to establish any fortified post at Kaf
or to utilize the neighbourhood as a military centre, and further
undertook to prevent incursions by Wahhabi forceps into Trans-
jordanian territory. In order to avoid friction constant communica-
tion was to be maintained between the chief British representative in
Transjordan and the Najdi Governor of the Wadi iSirhan (Art. 3).
The established rights, in the territory of either party, of tribes which
were under the jurisdiction of the other party, were to he maintained
(Art. 4).
There followed several articles, common to the Haddah and the

Bahrah Agreement,^ which constituted a kind of statute for the
tribal regime on either side of both sections of frontier. Raiding
was stigmatized as an aggression requiring the severe punishment
of the offending tribe by the (Tovernment to which they owed
allegiance. The chief of the offending tribe was to be held respon-
sible. A Najdl-Transjordanian and a Najdl-Traql mixed special
tribunal were to be set up, to inquire into the facts of tribal aggression
on either side, assess the damages, and fix the responsibility. The

^ A customs agreement between the Najd and Syria w^as negotiated in
January 1926 (The Times, 30th January, 1926; Oriente Moderno, VI, 2,
p. 94, and 3, p. 156). This agreement appears to have dealt not only with
custonis but with the Pilgrim Traffic and with the status of either party’s
subjects in th© territory of the other party. Najdls resident in the French
mandated territory were to be under the jurisdiction of the Mixed Courts.
The Ruwala ‘Anazah were to be subject to Najdi law during their seasonal
residence at Jawf. Either party appointed a permanent representative in
the other party’s territory.

* Articles 5^11 of the Haddah Agreement =• Articles 1-7 of the Bahrah
Agreement.
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decisions of these tribunals . were to be final and executory—the
execution devolving upon the Government to whom those found
guilty Vt^ere subject. Tribes were not to cross the international
frontiers without the sanction of the Governments on both sides of
the line ; but, ‘ in accordance with the principle of the freedom of
grazing neither Government was to have the right to withhold its
sanction if the migration were due to grazing necessities. The
Governments undertook to stand in the way, by all the means at
their disposal other than expulsion and the use of force, of the
emigration of any tribe from the one country into the other except
with the knowledge and consent of the Government to which that
tribe owed allegiance. The Governments were not to correspond on
official or political matters with chiefs of tribes stibject to the other
contracting part3^

This common group of articles formed the substance of the Bahrah
Agreement, since the frontier between the Najd and the Traq had
already been laid down in the treaty and protocols of 1 922. Between
these two states the outstanding issue was the raiding of Najdl
territory by the refugee Shammar and the counter-raiding of 'Iraqi
territory by the W’^ahhabls. In the negotiations leading uj) to the
Bahrah Agreement ^ Tbn Sa'iid pressed a demand, which he had
already put forw^ard during the Kuwayt Conference, for the extra-
dition of criminals. This principle was not accepted by the ‘Iraqi
Government or by the British Government as mandatory Power ;

but in the text of the agreement (Art. 9) power was given to a Govern-
ment into wdiose territory a trite under the other contracting
party’s jurisdiction had immigrated to exact guarantees from that
tribe if it subsequently committed raids into the territory in which
it had formerly resided ; and if the aggression were repeated, those
guarantees were to be liable to confiscation, without prejudice to
the sanctions provided for in the preceding articles common to the
two agreements. In a further clause the Governments of ‘Iraq and
Najd undertook to open negotiations for a special extradition agree-
ment within a period not exceeding one year from the date of the
ratification of the Bahrah Agreement by the Government of ‘Iraq.
The signature of the Haddah and Bahrah Agreements marked

a great advance towards the establishment of regular and friendly
relations between the Najd and the two adjoining Arab principalities
of ‘Iraq and Transjordan. The northern frontier of the Najd was
now delimited from the Batin on the east to the intersection of

^ See the correspondence in Gmd, 2566 of 1925, pp. 12-13.
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meridian 38® E with parallel 29® 35' N. ; ^ permanent provision for
the settlement of tribal disturbances had been made by the creation
of the two mixed special tribunals : and while Ibn Sa‘ud and
Sir Gilbert Clayton were in negotiation, Najdi and ‘Iraqi delegates
agreed on a formula for a settlement of claims and counter-claims
arising out of raids in the past.^ It remained to be seen whether,
in the long run, Ibn Sa‘ud could or would restrain the united forces
of Arabia from attempting to burst the northern bounds of the
Peninsula ; but the aggressive spirit of the Wahhabi fighting-men
had possibly been damped by their recent encounters with British
armoured-cars and aeroplanes, and, if so, the new r6gime along the
border would be inaugurated under conditions more favourable to
peace than had obtained during the three previous years, since the
moment when the overthrow of the Al Rashid liad placed Ibn Sa‘ud
in possession of the northern gates of Arabia. At any rate. Great
Britain, as the patroness of Ibn Sa‘ud and the mandatory Power in
‘Iraq and Transjordan, might congratulate herself upon having kept
the peace between these three of her Arab proteges during the
critical period of the Najdi-Hijazi War.

(vii) The Administration of the French Mandate lor Syria and the
Lebanon^ and of the British Mandate for Palestine/

(a) The Orgatstization of the Mandated Territories (1920-4).?
The events leading up to the assignment of the mandate for Syria

and the Lebanon to France and of the mandate for Palestine to Great
^ The frontier was still indeterminate as between Ibn Sa‘ud's new kingdom

of the Hijfiz (of which he accepted the crown on the 8th January, 1926) and
Transjordan. It may be noted that if, from the south-western terminus of the
Transjordan-Najd frontier, a line were drawn due eastwards to the Rod Sea,
that line would assign ^\qabah and Ma‘an to Transjordan and Tabuk to the
Hijaz. * Cmd. 2666 of 1925, pp. 14-15.

^ On the 27th February, 1926, the Permanent Mandates Commission de-
bated whether the terms of the French mandate ‘ for the territories of Syria
and the Lebanon ’ entitled the Mandatory Power to establish more than two
independent states in this area. The Commission decided in the affirmative,
and put this opinion on record in their report to the Council of the League
on their Extraordinaiy Session of the 16th February-0th March, 1926.

^ Properly, the entire internal administration of mandated territories falls
within the scope of this Survey, since it came under the cognizance of the
Permanent Mandates Commission of the Learae of Nations, which was an
international body. Lack of space, however, has made it necessary to pass
over all internid affairs, even of mandated territories, which were of a tech-
nical or non-controversial character, and to confine attention to matters
which involved relations between the mandated territory and other countries,
or critical relations between the mandatory Power, the inhabitants of the
mandated territory, and the League of Nations.

^ For the historical background see the British Admiralty’s Handbook,
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Britain by the Principal Allied Powers on the, 24th April, 1920, at
the San Remo Conference, have been recorded in the History of the
Fmce Conference of Paris} The frontier between the territories
placed under these respective mandates was settled by the two
Franco-Brittsh Agreements of the 23rd December, 1920, and the
3rd February, 1922.^ The latter agreement came into force on the
10th March, 1923, and the territorial adjustments for which it pro-
vided were duly made as from the 1st April, 1924/^ The draft man-
dates presented by the mandatory Powers designate were approved
(with certain modifications) by the Council of the League simul-
taneously on the 24th July, 1922, and were declared by the Council
to have become effective simultaneously on the 29th September,
1923.^ The rights of Turkey, the former sovereign over both man-
dated territories, were extinguished by the Treaty of Lausanne,
which was signed on the 24th July, 1923, and came into force on the
6th August, 1924.

Beifore the institution of these two mandates, the area which they
joverod between them had been popularly known as ' Syria \ This
name reflected the fact that, from the physical point of view, the
combined area of the two mandated territories was sharply marked
off from the surrounding regions—from Egypt by the Sinai Desert,
from Najd by the Nafud,^ from ‘Iraq by the Hamad, Shamiyah, and
Syria (including Palestine) (London, 1920, H.M. Stationery Office), and
Foreign Office Peace Handbook No. 60, Syria and Palestine (London, 1920,
H.M. Stationery Office). For the period under review see Leonard Stein,
Zio7iism (London, 1924, Bcnn), and Syria (London, 1926, Benn). For the
social background see G. Grolla, ‘ La Siria e la Competizione Anglo-Francese %
in Orients Moderno. I, pp. 517-23 and 577-80.

1 Vol. vi, Ch. I, Part IIIB. The secret agreements regarding these and
other portions of the Ottoman Empire which were negotiated during the War
of 1914-18 between the Principal Allied Powers were contained, as between
the French and British Governments, in an exchange of letters between
Sir E. Grey (afterwards Lord Grey of Fallodon) and M. Gambon, consisting
of a letter from M. Gambon, dated the 9th May, and a letter from Sir E. Grey
dated the 16th May, 1916. The material portions of tliis correspondence were
published in Le Temps during May 1919. They were reprinted in the journal
Palestine (issue of the Slst May, 1919), in R. de Gontaud Biron, Comment la
France s'est insialUe en Syrie (1918-19) (Paris, 1923, Plon), and in J. de V.
Loder, The Truth about Mesopotamia, Palestine, and Syria (London, 1923,
Allen and Unwin).

* Texts in British White Papers, Cmd, 1195 of 1921, and Cmd. 1910 of 1923.
* Eeport on the Administration under Mandate of Palestine and Transjordan

for 1924, p. 6.
^ A Franco-American convention regarding the French mandate for Syria

and the Lebanon was signed at Paris on the 4th April, 1924 (text in the French
Government’s Report on Syria and the Lebanon for the period July 1923 to
July 1924, pp. 52-3). An Anglo-American Convention regarding the British
mandate for Palestine was signed on the 3rd December, 1924, (Text in British
White Paper, Cmd. 2569 of 1925.) * See p. 326 above.
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Jazirah steppes/ from Anatolia by the Amanus Mountains, and from
Europe by the Mediterranean. Even physically, however, ‘ Syria ’

(in the popular sense) was broken up by internal barriers at least as
sharp as those which separated her from her neighbours ; and
although the political frontier drawn between the two mandated
territories was an arbitrary line which did not coincide with any of
the physical articulations of the country, the lack of correspondence
betwe^en political and physical boundaries w^as not a* new pheno-
menon in Syrian history. Since the dawn of that history in the
fourth millennium b. c., there was no record of a political frontier
which had embraced the whole of S\Tia, and nothing but Syria, in
a single sovereign state. At times, when Syria had exercised the
greatest cultural and economic influence upon other parts of the
world (for example, during the age of the Phoenicians and Israelites,
and the age of the Crusades), the country had been subdivided
politically into almost as many minute independent states as classical
Greece. In the long perspective of Syrian history, however, such
periods appeared as interludes between the more frequent 4»ges in
which Syria had been merged politically in territorial units larger
than herself/ soirujtimes by being incorporated integrally in a single
empire, and at other times by being partitioned between' two rival
Powers. The whole of SjTia had been incorporated in the Second
x\ncient Egyptian Empire during its first phase (circa 1 540-1 350 b.c.),
in the Achaemenid Empire (circa 539-333 b. c.), in the Seleucid
Empire during its second phase (circa 199-141 b. c.), in the Roman
Empire (03 b. c.-a. d. 640), in the Arab Caliphate (a. d. G40-878),
in the successive Egyptian Empires of the Tulunids (a. d. 878-905),
the Ikhshldids (a. d. 942-69), the Fatimids (a. t>. 1038-71), the
Mamluks (a. n. 1292-1516), and Mehmed ‘All (a. d. 1832-40), and
finally in the Ottoman Empire from a. d. 1517 to a, d. 1918, except
for the brief interval of Mehmed ‘All’s dominion. On the other hand,
Syria had been partitioned between the Second Ancient Egyptian
Empire in its last phase and the Hittites (circa 1272-1175 b. c.),
between the Seleucid Empire in its first phase and the Ptolemies
(circa 301-199 B. c.), and between the earlier Fatimids and the Byzan-
tines (a. d. 969-1038).

^ Loc. cit.
^ In almost all such cases the political centre of gravity of the larger unit

in which Syria w’as merged had not lain in Syria. The exceptions had been
the Seleucid Empire, with its capital at Antioch, and the Arab Caliphate, in
its first phase under the Umayyad Dynasty, with its capital at Damascus. In
both these cases, however, the rulers of the Empire had been non-Syrians who
had transferred their capital to Syria for administrative convenience.
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The regime introduced in the Peace Settlement after the War of

1914-18 wa8 a transitional compromise between the system of sub-
division into minute independent states and the system of partition
between two Great Powers. The Syrian territories mandated re-
spectively to France and Great Britain were each organized as a
single customs and currency unit, and were each attached, under the
mandate, to an Empire extending far beyond the limits of Syria
itself. On. the other hand, these two mandated territories were sub-
divided, by the action of the mandatory Powers, into a number of
states which were provisionally recognized as independent, subject
to temporary assistance and control on the mandatory’s part, in
pursuance of the terras of the mandates themselves and of the
Covenant of the League. During the period between the conditional
recognition of the independence of Transjordan by the British
Government on the 25th April, 1923, and the merger of the two
states of Damascus and Aleppo by Greneral Weygand’s decree of the
5th December, 1924, which came into force on the 1st January, 1925,
there were no less than seven such states in existence simultaneously :

the states of Great Lebanon (Libnanu’l-Kabir), Damascus, Aleppo
(with a special regime in the predominantly Turkish sanjaq of
Antioch and Alexandretta),^ the ‘Alawiyin (‘ Alouites ’),^ and the
Jabalu’d-Duruz (‘ Djebel Druse ’) in the French mandated territory ;

and the states of Palestine and Transjordan in the British mandated
territory.

This division of political authority in Syria, between paramount
Powers external to the country and a number of local Governments
technically independent yet all in different degrees subject to the
paramount Powers’ control, was not unlike the political situation at
the beginning of the Christian era. There were also, during the
period under review, the same abrupt contrasts of culture between
the various Syrian communities, which ranged from nomadic tribes
living the changeless life of the steppe to urban communities par-
ticipating in the highest and most complex civilization of the day.
Just as, in the time of Christ, the rhetors and merchants of Greek
city-states like Antioch and Gadara were living side by side with
the Pharisees of Judaea, the wild Ituraean highlanders, and the
nomads of the desert border, so, during the period under review,
the Westernized advocates and business men of the Lebanon were

' See Section (viii) below.
* The French name for the Ansariyah or Nusayrlyah, who constituted the

majority of the population of this state.
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350 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

living side by side with the adherents of strange religions like the
Ansariyah and the Isma'ilis, with wild highlanders like the Druses,
and with pure nomads like the Ruwala.
The cause of this recurrent phenomenon was to be found in the

permanent physical structure of the country. Syria was perpetually
brought into touch with the great world by two international high-
ways—one connecting Egypt with Anatolia, via the lowlands of
the Shephelah, Jezreel, the Hawran, Damascus and Aleppo,^ and
the other linking the interior of Asia with the Mediterranean via the
Syrian ports.^ Through these channels Syria was easily penetrated
by cosmopolitan influences in successive weaves. The two routes,
however, were flanked at close quarters by mountain massifs and
highland districts, in which the deposits of past cultural tides and
the remnants of broken communities w^ere shielded from destruction—for example, the Lebanon and the Jabal Ansariyah along the coast,
the hill countries of Judah and Galilee and Mount Hermon and the
Anti-Lebanon in the interior, and the highlands of Gilead and the
Jabalu’d-Duriiz east of Jordan. Thus, in Syria, new movements like
Bahaism (which had established its head-quarters at Haifa after
being banished from Persia, where it had originated), or like Zionism
(for which the Balfour Declaration had opened the door), were to be
found side by side with such fossils of ancient faiths as the com-
munity of Ashkenazi Jews in Jerusalem, the Samaritans of Mount
Gerizim, the Druses of the Jabalu’d-Duruz, Mount Hermon, and the

^ At the time of writing this route was not yet traversed by an unbroken
line of standard gauge railway. Damascus was linked up with Egypt via
Dar‘a, Haifa, Ludd, and Ghazzah, and with Europe via Rayaq in the Biqa‘
(Coele Syria), Horns, Hamah, Aleppo and the Baghdad and Anatolian Rail*
ways, with one break at the Bosphorus between the Asiatic and European
termini of Haydar Pash^ and Sirkejl. There was a change of gauge, however,
both at Haifa and at Homs, the lines connecting these two points being
narrow-gauge, while those connecting Haifa with Egypt and Homs with
Europe were standard gauge. The narrow-gauge line connecting Damascus
with Bayrut via Rayaq crossed the successive ranges of the Anti-Lebanon
and the Lebanon by a rack-and-pinion mechanism. M. de Jouvenel, during
his tenure of office as French High Commissioner in Syria and the Lebanon
(November 1925-July 1926), took up a project for suppling the missing link of
standard gauge permanent way. He proposed to carry the new line along the
coast, from Haifa to Tarabulus (Tripoli), where it was to connect with the
existing broad-gauge line from Tarabulus to Homs.

® See above, p. 329, for the opening of this latter route to motor transport
during the period under review. During the rising of 1925-6 in the French
mandated territory, when an attempt was made to maintain communications
between Baghdad and the Mediterranean, via ‘Amman, without passing out-
side the limits of the territories under British mandate, it was found by experi-
ence that there was no commercially profitable alignment for this route which
did not traverse the French mandated territory. (See The Journal of the
Central Asian Society, vol. xii. Part 1, 1926, pp, 61-2.)
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Lebanon, or the Maronites, the ‘Alawiyin and the Isma‘ili Shfis of
the coastal range.

Arabic was the vernacular language of all the inhabitants of Syria,
except for a small Turkish population in the Antioch-Alexandretta
sanjaq, a fringe of Kurds along the northern frontier on both sides
of the Euphrates, and some scattered settlements of Circassians,
Armenians, and European Jews (whose social importance, however,
was out of proportion to their numbers) ; but the common use of
Arabic did not carry with it a corresponding sense of national soli-
darity. No doubt the beginnings of a Syrian national consciousness
had become apparent before the War of 1914-18, especially among
the Syrian colonies abroad ; and the struggle against the JVench
mandate, which occupied the period under review, while it embittered
certain local feuds, probably tended, on the balance, to break down
the particularism of the various Syrian communities. Nevertheless,
communal particularism remained, during this period, the dominant
feature in the political life of the country ; and the Permanent Man-
dates Commission, in the report on their session of the 1 6th February-
6th March, 1926, in which they had been investigating the ante-
cedents of the rising against the French, recorded ‘ the fact that,
in a population of only two and a half millions [in the territory man-
dated to France], there were no fewer than eighteen different religious
creeds more or less mutually antagonistic ’. The Christian sects
alone, which accounted in the aggregate for not more than 25 per cent,
of the total population of the tw^o mandated territories, maintained
two " Patriarchs of Antioch ’ ^ and three ‘ Patriarchs of Antioch and
all the East
The most important Syrian community^—at least in point of

numbers and ubiquity—were the Sunni Muslims, who, in both man-
dated territories, were the predominant element in the rural popula-
tion of the lowlands and in the urban population on the coast as well
as in the interior.^ There was a solidarity of feeling ® between the
Sunnis on both sides of the new Syro-Palestinian frontier, which was

^ One Greek Orthodox and the other Syrian (i. e. ex -Jacobite-Monophysite)
Uniate.

* One Maronite, another Jacobite-Monophysite, and the third Greek (i. e.
ex-Orthodox) Uniate or Melkhite.

* For a systematic description of the inhabitants of Syria see Admiralty
Handbook, pp. 176-236, and Foreign Office Peace Handbook, pp. 49-64.

^ The Sunnis seem to have been in the majority in the population of every
Palestinian and Syrian port, with the exception of Bayrdt, where they num-
bered 32,882 out of a total population of 77,292 (French Government’s Report
on Syria and the Lebanon, July 1922-July 1923, p. 45).

* See The Times, 30th April, 1926.
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manifested in the riot at Damascus on the occasion of Lord BaMour’s
visit, on the 9th April, 1925, and in the two general strikes succes-
sively proclaimed in Palestine on the 2nd November, 1925, as a pro-
test against the conduct of the mandatory Power in the territory
under the French mandate,^ and on the 30th March, 1926, when the
French High Commissioner for Syria, M. de Jouvenel, paid an official
visit to Jerusalem.^ The Sunni community was the nucleus round
which a Syrian national movement would naturally form through
the accretion of other elements.
The second in importance of the Syrian communities were the

Maronites (ex-Monothelete Christians), who were concentrated in the
former Ottoman sanjaq of the Lebanon (witMn the boundaries of
1861-1920). The strength of the Maronites lay not in their numbers
and distribution in Syria itself but in the support on wdiich they
could count from overseas—partly from the Maronite colonies in
Egypt, West Africa, and North and South America,^ partly from the
Roman Catholic Church (with which they had been in full com-
munion since a. d. 1445, though they retained their own Syriac
liturgy and their own ecclesiastical discipline), and partly from the
French Government, which had a traditional claim to protect all
Roman Catholics and Uniates in the Ottoman Empire, and had
asserted this claim in 1860 by military intervention on behalf of the
Maronites, w^ho were the largest single Ottoman community paying
ecclesiastical allegiance to the Vatican. The Maronite community
was the nucleus round which a Lebanese national movement would
naturally form, if it formed at all ; but there was little sign of soli-
darity between the Maronites and the other Christian communities.
The Latins (i. e. the Roman Catholics in the full sense) were insignifi-
cant in numbers ; the four Uniate Churches (i. e. the Melkhites or
ex-Orthodox, the Armenians or ex-Gregorian-Monophysites, the
Syrians or ex-Jacobite Monophysites, and the Chaldaeans or ex-
Nestorians) were inclined, in spite of their common allegiance to
Rome, to be jealous of the more powerful Maronite body ; while the
Churches not affiliated to Rome went their own way.

Other communities which played an important part during the
^ The Times, 3rd November, 1925. * Ibid,, Slat March, 1926.
* For statistics of emigration from Great Lebanon to various countries in

the years 1923 and 1924 see the French Government’s Beport on Syria and
the Lebanon for the calendar year 1924, p. 53. During the Peace Conference
of Paris a member of the United States delegation told the writer that there
was some ground for believing that more than half the land in the Lebanon
(within the boundaries of 1861-1920) was then owned by persons resident in
the United States.
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period under review were the Zionist Jews, the Orthodox Christians,
and the Druses. The Zionists, though still weak in numbers, were
strong in the concentration of their efforts upon a small section of
the country, in the official recognition of their movement in the text
of the Palestine mandate, and in the support which they received
from the mandatory Power in Palestine, and, in increasing measure,
from Jews of every school all over the world. ^ The Orthodox Chris-
tians, likewise, were strong in the support of their co-religionists
abroad.^ The Druses were strong in their warlike spirit and in the
intractability of their principal stronghold, the Jabalu’d-Duruz, as
a terrain for military operations on modern Western lines.®
The Ansarlyah of the coastal range north of the Lebanon (an

apparently pre-Islamic sect whose doctrines had evolved, under
Islamic influence, into a deification of the Caliph ‘All abu Talib), the
Turks of Antioch and Alexandretta, the descendants of the Circassian
refugees whom the Ottoman Government had planted in Syria during
the latter part of the nineteenth century, and the Armenian refugees
whom the French had admitted since 1921, all acquired a certain
importance which they might not otherwise have possessed, owing
to attempts w'hich were made by the French authorities to win their
support for the mandatory Powder and even to play them off against
the recalcitrant Sunnis and Druses. The Maiawilah (Shils of the
same persuasion as those of Traq and Persia, whose chief centres
were the Biqa‘ or Coele Syria and the Jabal ‘Amud or ‘Amil in the
immediate hinterland of Sur and Sayda) ^ became momentarily im-
portant during the Druses’ invasion of Great Lebanon in November
1925, when both belligerents bid for their support. Finally, there
were communities like the Babis, the Samaritans, and the Isma‘ilis ®

(Shi‘is of the ‘ Assassin ’ school, whose religious head was His High-
^ See sub-section (h) below for the prop'ess made, during the period under

review, in the development of a Jewish National Home in Palestine.
2 On the other hand, the Orthodox Christians were weakened by the dis-

sensions between their higher clergy (who were of Greek origin and language)
and the mass of the clergy and laity, who were Arabophone. The Arab
opposition to Greek ascendancy in this church had been supported by the
Imperial Kussian Government until its fall in 1917, with the ulterior object
of increasing the influence of Russia in Palestine. See Sir A. Bertram and
J. W. A. Young, The Orthodox Patriarchate of Jerusalem (London, 1926,
Humphrey Milford).

® A fuller account of the Druses is given in sub-section (d) below.
^ Matawilah in Arabic means ‘ Friends * [of the Caliph ‘All]. When Shah

lsma*Il Safawi imposed this form of Shi^ism upon the population of Persia
at the beginning of the sixteenth Christian century, he imported divines from
the Jabal ‘Amil to instruct his subjects in their new faith. (See E. G. Browne,A Literany History of Persia, vol. iv, pp. 360 and 427-8.)

• See Survey for 1924, pp. 197-8.
A a
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ness the Agha Khan, a subject of the Emperor of India), which were
interesting either as historical survivals or as possible seeds of future
religious growths, but which played no appreciable part in the
political life of Syria during the period under review.

This necessarily brief sketch will perhaps have made it apparent
that there was a certain correlation between the distribution of the
various religious communities in Syria and the physical structure of
the country. These two factors, again, combined to determine, in
a large measure, the administrative organization which was intro-
duced by the two mandatory Powers.
Under the Ottoman regime the whole area covered by the two

mandates, except the sanjaq of Lebanon (Libnan) within the boun-
daries of 1861, had been subject juridically to the ordinary Ottoman
provincial administration, though in practice that administration
had been only intermittently effective over the Ansariyah of the
coastal range, the Druses of the Jabalu’d-Duruz and the Badu of
the steppe. The Lebanon sanjaq had been subject to special organic
regulations which had been introduced in 1861, and revised in 1864,
not by unilateral acts of the Ottoman Government, but by inter-
national protocols, to which not only the Ottoman Government but
the five European Great Powers of the day had been parties.^ Under
the regulations of 1864 the Lebanon had been administered by a
ChriwStian Governor appointed by and directly responsible to the
Ottoman Government, with the assistance of a Central Admini-
strative Council (Majlis) of twelve members appointed by indirect
election.^ Wliile all individuals were equal before the law and all
feudal privileges were abolished, the most striking feature in the
regulations was the provision for the representation of the various
religious communities on the most important corpoiate bodies in
fixed proportions.^ Under this regime the Ijebanon had enjoyed
almost unbroken internal peace and prosperity until 1915, when the
Ottoman Government took advantage of the General War to set the
regulations aside with a high hand.

^ For tlie texts of these two protocols see British and Foreign State FaperSf
1860~1 (vol. 51), and 1870-1 (vol. 61).

* The members were elected by the village Shaykhs, who were elected by
the villagers.

® For example, on the Central Administrative Majlis four seats were assigned
permanently to the Maronites, three to the Druses, two to the Orthodox
Christians, and one each to the Melkhites, Matawilah, and Sunnis. The
Supreme Judicial Council consisted of six members, one each from the six
communities above mentioned. The Governor’s administrative agent in each
of the seven administrative districts had to be an adherent of the religion
which was predominant, in numbers or wealth, in that district.
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The military occupation of * S5nria ’ (in the popular sense) by

British, French, and Hijazi forces, under a British High Command,
after the Armistice of the SQth October, 1918, the establishment of
an Arab National State in the interior with its capital at Damascus,
the withdrawal of the British forces into Palestine towards the end
of the year 1919, and the overthrow of the Arab Government in
July 1920, when General Gouraud, the French High Commissioner
and Commander-in-Chief in Syria, invaded the interior and occupied
Damascus by military force, have all been recorded in the History of
the Peace Conference of Paris} Technically, the Occupying Powers
were bound to apply the previous administrative regime in the occu -

pied territories until the juridical status of these territories had been
changed by the coming into force of a peace treaty with Turkey, and
by the assignment and approval of the two mandates under which
the territories were to be placed. Actually, the French and British
Governments did not (and, indeed, could not) wait for these events
before introducing administrative innovations.
The first of these innovations, and the most serious in its conse-

quences, was the territorial aggrandisement of the I.*ebanon by an
arrete of the French High Commissioner, General Gouraud, on the
31st August, 1920. There were good grounds for incorporating in
the Lebanon the city of Bayrut, which had previously been an
enclave surrounded by Lebanese territory and which contained
rather more Christian than Sunni inhabitants ;

^ but the arrete of
the 3l8t August, 1920, went much further than this by incorporating
in the Lebanon not only Bayrut but Tarabulus (a city wliich had
26,094 Sunni inhabitants as against only 6,066 Christians, and which
was also the terminal port of the Homs-Hamah-Aleppo standard-
gauge railway) ; the Biqa‘ or Coele Syria (with 19,506 Sunnis, 30,900
Matawilah, and 5,102 Druses, as against 37,974 Christians), and the
whole territory between the former southern boundary of the
Lebanon, Mount Hermon, and the new SjTo-Palestinian frontier
(with 13,397 Sunnis,® 62,796 Matawilah, and 3,519 Druses ^ as against
31,071 Christians).® These annexations were presumably intended

1 Vol. vi, Ch. I, Part III B.
® Out of a total population of 77,292 there were 32,882 Sunnis and 34,755

Christians. The balance was made lip by the Matawilah and the Druses
(French Government's Eeport, July 1922-Jiily 1923, p. 45).

® Mainly resident in Sur (Tyre) and Sayda"(Sidon).
* The importance of these Druses was out ^f proportion to their numbers,

owing to the special vitality of the Druse element in the towms of Ilasbayya
and Kashayya, and to the presence of the central shrine of the Druse religion
at Khalwatu*l-Biyad.

* See Oriente Moderno, I, pp. 697-9, for a somewhat different analysis of
A a 2
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to confirm (or restore) the traditional devotion of the Lebanese
Christians to France

;
yet, though they fulfilled certain Lebanese

Nationalist aspirations, they were of doubtful advantage to the
Lebanon itself (since, by swelling the’ non>Maronite and non>Chris-
tian elements in the population, they greatly aggravated the already
complicated problem of self-government on a basis of fixed communal
representation), and the}^ created a new and formidable impediment
to that entente between the two strongest Syrian communities, the
Maronitcs and the Sunnis, without which there was no prospect
of fulfilling the intentions of the Covenant and the mandate by
establishing self-government in Syria as a whole. It is true that,
during the period under review, the French Government consistently
administered the whole territory under its mandate as a single
customs and currencj’’ unit, and that the French High Commissioner
and his staff provided a political as well as an economic liaison
between the several separate states which the mandatory Power set
up. The Sunnis and the Druses, however, did not believe in the
mandatory Pow(jr’s impartiality. The establishment of the seat of
the French High Commission at BajTut, and the arreie of the 31st
August, 1920, seemed to indicate that the French had come to Syi’ia
with the intention of favouring one Syrian community at another’s
expense ; and though the mandatory Power might have no intention
of erecting a customs barrier between the Great Lebanon and the
interior and thus cutting off the interior from the sea, there w as no
guarantee that the dominant elements in the Lebanon would not
take this step if the opportunity offered, since they showed them-
selves uniformly jealous of any measures which tended to tighten
the bonds between the Lebanon and other parts of the country.^
This temper was a natural reaction to the temporary loss, from 1915
to 1918, of the privileged position which the Lebanon had enjoyed
during the previous fifty-four years ; but the existence of such a
temper among the Lebanese made the creation of the Great Lebanon
on the 31st August, 1920, a distinctly more unstatesmanlike act
than it might have been in less unfavourable circumstances.
The creation of the Great Lebanon {Libnanu’l-Kabir) on the 31st

the census of the Slat December, 1921. (The figures in the text are from the
French Government’s Eeport, cited above.)

^ It would, of course, have been economically disadvantageous for Bayrfit
and the other Lebanese ports to be separated by a customs barrier from their
hinterland. On the European Continent, how^ever, the nevr national states
which had emerged as a result of the Great War had not been restrained by
enlightened economic self-interest from asserting their independence in the
fiscal form of tariff walls.
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August, 1920, was followed on the 1st September by the formal
proclamation of its independence and the promulgation of a pro-
visional statute. The mandatory Power found it necessary, how-
ever, not only to maintain the previous system of fixed communal
representation but to reserve the post of Governor for a Frenchman,
since communal rivalry and suspicion threatened to render any
native Lebanese candidate unacceptable to a majority of his fellow
citizens.^ The statute of the 1st September, 1920, established pro-
visionally a nominated administrative commission ;

^ but a decree
promulgated by the High Commissioner on the 8th March, 1922,^
while reserving to the High Commissioner the nomination of the
Governor, provided for an elective Representative Council, and elec
toral and municipal ordinances were promulgated on the 10th and
12th March respectively. The elections were held, and the new
Council met on tho 25th May, 1922 ;

^ but it was alleged that the
electors had been subjected to pressure and even violence.® An
arrHe instituting a Council of State was signed by the Governor of
the Lebanon on the 6th September, 1924, and approved by the High
Commissioner on the 1 Ith.*^

The creation of the' Great Lebanon by the arrUis of the 31st
August and the 1st September, 1920, was part of a general admini-
strative reorganization of the French mandated territory, the whole
of which had been brought for the first time under the effective con-
trol of the mandatory Power by the conquest of the Arab National
State of Damascus in the preceding July. The littoral north of the
Lebanon was erected into a ‘ territory of the ‘Alawiyln under a
French administrator stationed at LMhiqiyah, on the 2nd Septem-
ber, 1920 ; and, as from the 1st July, 1922, this territory was erected
into a state.® The territory of the defunct Arab National State was
divided into the two states of Aleppo ® and Damascus, under native
Governors appointed by the French High Commissioner and con-
trolled by French advisers. The independence of the Jabalu’d-Duruz
was recognized (subject to the mandate) by the mandatory Power in
an agreement with the local Druse chiefs, which was signed on the

^ French Government’s Report, July 1922-July 1923, pp. 9, 10, and 12.
* Orienie Modemo, I, p. 664, ^ Text in op. cit, pp. 710-16.
^ Texts in op. cit, pp. 723-7. ® Op. cit, ll, pp. 88-9.
® See the memorial presented by the Delegation of the Syro-Palestinian

Congress to the Third Assembly of the League of Nations (op. cit, p. 301).
’ Text in op. cit, IV, 10, pp. 609-10.
® Op. cit, ll, p. 224.
® For the special treatment of the Antioch-Alexandretta sanjaq of the

Aleppo state see Section (viii) below.
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4th March, 1921, by M. Robert de Caix, acting on behalf of General
Gouraud.^ The frontier between the states of Jabalu’d-Duruz and
Damascus appears * to have been delimited early in 1922, and the
independence of the Jabal was officially proclaimed on the 5th April
of that year.
Thus the French mandated territory was divided into five separate

states ; but this had no sooner been done than the mandatory Power
began to reverse its administrative policy. On the 20th June, 1921,
General Gouraud announced that the three states of Damascus,
Aleppo, and Ladhiqiyah (i. e. the ‘Alawiyin) were to be federated ;

®

the statute of federation ^ was signed by the High Commissioner on
the 28th June, 1922 ;

® and Subhi Bey Bereket, an Antiochene Turk,
was elected president of the Federal Council.® In the summer of
1923 the High Commissioner decreed that in each of the three
federated states there should be a Representative Council, to be
appointed by indirect election,^ The elections were held in October,
and the three councils met in November.® The Federal Council, now
consisting of delegations from the three elected State Councils, opened
its second session on the 12th December, 1923.^ The debates in these
councils showed that all communities in the three federated states,
except the ‘Alawiyin,^® wished to carry the process of unification
further ; and, in deference to this feeling, the High Commissioner
decreed the federalization of gendarmerie and higher education on
the 28th February, 1923, and of posts and telegraphs in January
1924.^^ On the 16th January, 1924, the Federal Council passed a
resolution demanding a unitary state (the 'Alawi deputies alone
voting to the contrary) ; and in the summer of 1924 General

^ Translation of Arabic text in Oriente Moderno, V, 9, pp. 472-4. The
terms of this agreement are described below.

2 Op. cit., I, pp. 536-7. 3 Op. cit., pp. 156-7.
^ Text in op. cit., II, pp. 283-7. The second article laid down that * the

states placed under the French mandate, whether federated or not, form a
single territory from the currency and customs points of view ’. (This applied
to the Jabalu*d>Duruz and the Great Lebanon.)

* French Government’s Beport, July 1922-July 1923, p. 5 ; Oriente Moderno,
II. pp. 162-3.

• French Government’s Report, 1922-3, p. 41 ; Oriente Moderno, II, p. 302.
’ See Oriente Moderno, IV, 1, pp. 2-14, for the text of General Gouraud’s

arrUe of the 30th April, 1923, constituting the Representative Council in the
State of Damascus.

* French Government’s Beport, July 1923-July 1924, pp. 7-8 ; Oriente
Moderno, III, 7, pp. 422-3 ; IV, 1, pp. 36-6.

• Oriente Moderno, IV, 1, p. ^6, and 2, pp. 98-100 ; French Government’s
Beport, 1922-3, pp. 6-6.

Oriente Moaerno, IV, 6, pp. 313-14.
Op. dt, IV, 2, p. 99 ; II, pp. 629-30.
Op. cit., IV, 2, p. 102. Op. eit., p. 99.
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Sect.vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 359
Gouraud’s successor, Greneral Weygand, announced that the federal
organization was to be abandoned, and that the states of Aleppo and
Damascus (but not the ‘Alawiyln) were to be amalgamated into a
single state of Syria.

^

The ‘Alawiyin were, perhaps, the one community in the mandated
territories, apart from the Zionists, to whom the mandatory system
had brought unmixed gain. As infidels and wild highlanders they
had been alternately repressed and neglected under the Ottoman
regime, and at first they offered as violent a resistance to the French
as they had offered to their former rulers.^ When, however, the
French followed up the pacification of this territory by creating the
*Alawi State, with frontiers which gave 153,000 'Alawiyin the pre-
dominance over 108,000 members of other communities,^ the
‘Alawiyin became devoted adherents of France (the more so since,
unlike the Maronites, they had had no previous expectations against
which to measure French performance), and they began to view any
measures tending towards Syrian unity with the same suspicion and
hostility as the Lebanese Christians. On the 7th July, 1923, a meet-
ing of *Alawi notables protested against the inclusion of their state
in the Syrian Federation, and demanded either direct French
administration or union with Great Lebanon.^ On the 2nd April,
1924, the Representative Council of the *Alawi State telegraphed to
General Weygand a ‘ categorical refusal ’ to be incorporated in the
unitary Syrian State for which the majority of the Federal Council
had voted on the preceding 16th January.^
The tendency towards unification was opposed with equal vigour

by the Lebanese Christians (or, at any rate, by the Maronite majority
of them), who, in the High Commissioner’s arrtiis of the 31st August
and the 1st September, 1920, had secured the recognition of their
independence within the widest frontiers to which they could aspire.
In January 1921, the nominated Administrative Commission of the

^ Op. city IV, 8, p. 485-6 ; The Times, 26th July, 1924.
® L. Stein, Syria, pp. 48-9.
® Figures in French Government’s Eeport, 1922-3, pp. 8-9. The total

number of ‘Alawiyin in the whole territory under French mandate was esti-
mated at 190,000. The first Kepresentative Council in the ‘Alawi State (in-
augurated on the 8th November, 1923) consisted of eight ‘Alawiyin, three
Sunnis, three Christians, and one Isma‘IlI {Oriente Moderno, 111, 7, p. 423).A census taken in 1923 was reported (op. cit, II, p. 718) to have revealed that
there were only 101,000 ‘Alawiyin in the ‘Alawi State, out of a total population
of 234,000.

* Oriente Modemo, III, 2, p. 84. There was, however, a pro-union party
even among the 'Alawi citizens of the State, while the Sunni citizens were
naturally all in favour of reunion with their co-religionists.

® Op. eit, IV, 5, pp. 313-14.
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360 THE MIDDLE EAST Part in
Lebanon protested against a proposal, on the High Commissioner’s
part, to organize a unitary financial department for revenues com-
mon to the whole territory under the French mandate, and insisted
that the distribution of the proceeds from the customs and other
common funds between the several states should be regulated by
treaty, and this only for a limited period.^ In January 1923 the
Maronite Patriarch declared against union with Syria in a public
speech on an official occasion.^ Accordingly, on the 30th of that
month, a conventiop was signed b}'^ the Governor of Great Lebanon
and the President of the Syrian Federation providing that matters
of common concern should be dealt with by Syrian and Lebanese
delegations under a French chairman, and that the initiative in
bringing business before these delegations should lie with the Gover-
nor, with the President, or (failing action on the part of either) with
the French High Commissioner.^ The distribution of the customs
receipts was referred to a Commission ; and in September 1923, w hen
this Commission had failed, through lack of data, to present pro-
posals, the French High Commissioner allocated 47 per cent, to the
Lebanon and 53 per cent, to the Federation as a provisional measure.^
The unitary state of Sjrria (from which not only the Great Lebanon

but the *Alawi State and the Jabalu’d-Duruz were excluded, in defer-
ence to desires expressed by the dominant elements in their popula-
tions) was brought into being by an arriii of the French High Com-
missioner, General Weygand, which was signed on the 5th December,
1924, and took effect as from the 1st January, 1925.^ A decree of
the same date ® restored the independence of the ‘Alawiyin. By a
third decree,’ which likewise took effect as from the 1st January,
1925, the eastern frontiers of the Great Lebanon and the *Aiawi state
were rectified, in both cases to the disadvantage of the new state of
Syria. Thus, when General Weygand’s successor. General Sarrail,
arrived at Bayrut on the 2nd January, 1925, he found the territory
under French mandate divided into four states : Syria (Surlyah), the
Great I^banon (Libnanu’l-Kabir), the Jabalu’d-Duruz, and the
'Alawiyin.®

^ Op. ct#., I, pp. 25-6 ; French Government’s Bepart, 1922-3, p. 42.
® Oriente Moderno, II, p. 627.
® French Government’s Beport^ 1922-3, pp. 10-11.
* Oriente Modemo, III, 5, p. 277. * Text in dt, V, 1, pp. 3-4.
® Text in op. cit, loc. cit. ’ Op. cit, V, 2, p. 109.
^ M. de Caix stated to the Permanent Mandates Commission on the 26th

February, 1926, that the mandatory Power had contemplated replacing the
dissolved Syrian Federation by a Syrian Union, in which all the states except
the Great Lebanon would be included.
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Meanwhile, the territory nnder the British mandate had been
divided by the mandatory Power into the two states of Palestine
and Transjordan. In respect of Transjordan the mandate itself
(Art. 25) had empowered the British Government, with the consent
of the Council of the League, to postpone or withhold application of
such provisions of the mandate as they might consider inapplicable
to the existing local conditions, and to make such provision for the
administration of the territory as they might consider suitable to
those conditions.^ In virtue of this article, the British Government
proposed to the League that Transjordan should be exempted from
all those clauses in the mandate which provided for a special regime
in the Holy Places and for the development in Palestine of a Jewish
National Home ; and on the 16th September, 1922, the Council
approved the memorandum in which these proposals were presented. ^

The British Government prevailed on the Council of the League to
make this special provision for Transjordan because, in the British
Government’s view, Transjordan did (while Palestine did not) fall
within the area in which Great Britain had promised King Husayn
to recognize and support the independence of the Arabs.^ The British
Government had first honoured this pledge by assenting to the in-
clusion of Transjordan in that Arab National State which was set
up, immediately after General Allenby’s decisive victory of the 1st
October, 1918, with Damascus as its capital and the Amir Faysal b.
Husayn as its constitutional head.^ When the Damascus Govern-
ment was overthrown by General Gouraud’s invasion in July 1920,
Transjordan was left derelict, since the Arab Government had been
destroyed, while the French were precluded from occupying this
fragment of the Arab Government’s former territories because Trans-
jordan had been assigned to the British sphere in the secret agree-
ments * made during the War of 1914-18. Since the secret agree-
ments held good, as between the British and French Governments,
until they were superseded by the mandates, and since, further, the
frontier between the French and British mandated territories (as
settled by the Anglo-French agreements of the 23rd December, 1920,

^ Three articles of the mandate were protected by a saving clause.
* See Cmd, 1785 of 1922 for the texts of the mandate (approved on the

24th*July, 1922) and of the memorandum (approved on the 16th September,
1922).

8 See H. P. 0., vol. vi, pp. 123-4.
* The AmTr Faysal was proclaimed King at Damascus in the spring of 1920,

but his assumption of the title in respect of the Arab National State in Syria
was never recognized by the Principal Allied Powers.

* See JBT. P. d., vol. vi, Part I A.
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362 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

and the 3rd February, 1922) did not depart very widely from the
line of the secret agreements, the British obligation to recognize and
support Arab independence in Transjordan remained unaffected, and
the extinction of the Arab Government of Damascus made it neces-
sary for the British Government to honour its pledge in some alter-
native way. In August 1920,^ a few weeks after the French High
Commissioner in Syria and the Lebanon, General Gouraud, entered
Damascus as a conqueror, the British High Commissioner in Pales-
tine, Sir Herbert Samuel, visited Transjordan and assisted its settled
population (consisting principally of Sunni and Orthodox Christian
Arabs and Sunni Circassians) to organize the rudiments of self-
government. In February 1921 the Amir Faysal’s brother, the Amir
‘Abdu’llah b. Husayn, entered Transjordan from the Hijaz with the
declared intention of attacking the French in Syria ; but the British
authorities at Jerusalem negotiated an agreement with liim ‘ under
which the mandatory Power recognized him, for a period, as admini-
strator of Transjordan, with the condition that any action hostile to
Syria must be abandoned \ In 1922 this arrangement was con-
firmed, and the approval of the Palestine Mandate and the Trans-
jordan Memorandum by the Council of the League in the course of
the same year opened the way for giving Transjordan a more definite
status.
In April 1923 the British Government authorized Sir Herbert

Samuel to make the following announcement at the capital of Trans-
jordan, ‘Amman

:

Subject to the approval of the League of Nations, His Majesty’s
Government will recognize the existence of an independent Govern-
ment in Transjordan under the rule of His Highness the Amir ‘Abduilah,
provided that such Government is constitutional and places His Bri-
tannic Majesty’s Government in a position to fulfil its international
obligations in respect of the territory by means of an agreement to be
concluded between the tw^o Governments.^

The announcement w^as duly made, and the independence of
Transjordan simultaneously proclaimed on the Amir ‘Abdullah’s
part, on the 25th May, 1923.^ The intention was to place the rela-
tions between Great Britain and Transjordan on the same footing as

^ For the history of Transjordan from this date down to the beginning of
1925 see the Beport of the High Commissioner on the Administration of Pales-
tine, 1920-5 (Colonial No, 16, 1925), pp. 63-5 ; and Report on Palestine and
Transjordan for 1924 (Colonial No, 12, 1926), pp. 66-70.

* Op, cit„ pp. 53-4.
* For texts of speeches ddivered on this occasion see Orients Mod&rno, III,

1, pp. 61-3.
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 363
those already established between Great Britain and Traq.^ The
financial grants in aid which had been made to the Amir ‘Abdu’llah
from 1920 onwards were continued, and the Transjordan administra-
tion was assisted by British officials, whose number was raised to
five in 1924, Down to the time of writing, however, the Transjordan
administration had not attained, either on the financial or on the
constitutional side, the standards requisite for the conclusion of that
Anglo-Transjordanian Agreement which had been conditionally pro-
mised in the British Government’s declaration.^
The state of Palestine, between the Jordan and the Mediterranean,

where the terms of the British mandate applied in full, remained
under direct British administration. The regime of military occupa-
tion, dating from the War of 1914-*18, was superseded by a civil
administration as from the 1st July, 1920 ;

^ and in October the first
High Commissioner, Sir Herbert Samuel, set up a nominated Advi-
sory Council, consisting of ten British officials and ten Palestinians,
of whom seven were Arabs (four Muslims and three Christians) and
three were Jews. ‘ When the promulgation of the mandate was at
hand it was thought advisable to confer upon Palestine a constitution
of a more representative character. An Order in Council ^ was there-
fore issued in August 1922 which provided, among other matters,
for the creation of a Legislative Council, consisting of the High Com-
missioner, ten official and twelve elected members. The elected mem-
bers were to be eight Muslims, two Jews, and two Chiistians, chosen
by secondary electors, who were themselves to be elected by the
primary electors, as under the Turkish system.® The primary elec-
tions were held in February and March ; but owing partly to a. move-
ment of non-co-operation promoted by Arab political leaders, and
partly to the indifference of the electorate, an insufficient number of
secondary electors, except among the Jews, was nominated.® Conse-

' See Section (x) below.
* See a statement made in the House of Commons on the 4th March, 1926,

by the Under-Secretary to the War Office, on the status of Transjordan at
that date.

* For the history of this civil administration see the Eeparts for July 1920-
December 1921, for 1922, for 1923 {Colonial No* 6, 1924), and for 1924 {Colonial
No. 12, 1926), with Appendices {Colonial No. 14, 1925), and the Eeport of the
High Commusiomr for 1920-^5 {Colonial No. 15, 1925).

* For a translation of the text see OrienU Modemo, II, pp. 450-61. Trans*
Jordan was excluded from the application of this Order in Council by an Order
of the High Commissioner, dated 1st September, 1922. (Translation of text
in op. cit, p. 617.)

‘ For text (in translation) of the Palestme L^slative Council Election
Order, 1922, see op. cit, pp. 614-17.

* For a more detailed account, drawn mainly from the Palestinian native
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364 THE MIDDLE EAST Partm
quently, the Palestine (Amendment) Order in Council, enacted on the
4th May,^ declared the elections null and void. Two further oppor-
tunities were given to representative Arab leaders to co-operate with
the Administration in the government of the country, first by the
reconstitution of a nominated Advisory Council, but with a member-
ship conforming to that which had been proposed for the Legislative
Council ;

^ and secondly by the formation of an Arab agency, to
be equivalent to the Jewish agency established under the provisions
of the mandate.® Neither opportunity was accepted, and an Advi-
sory Council consisting only of official members was constituted in
December.’ *

Thus, in Palestine, down to the time of writing, the mandatory
authorities had failed to obtain the co-operation of the Arab majority
of the population in the government of the country. They succeeded,
however, in persuading the Sunni majority of the Palestinian Arabs
to organize a Supreme Muslim SharVah Council in order to fulfil, for
the Muslim community in Palestine, those functions wliich had been
performed previously by the Ottoman Ministry of Evqdf and the
Sheykhu'hlsldm at Constantinople.® A constitution drawn up by
a Muslim Committee was accepted by the High Commiswsioner and
put into operation (in pursuance of Article 16 of the mandate) in an

press, see op. cit., pp. 676-8, See further the Report of the High Commissionerm British White rai)er, Cmd. 1889 of 1923.
^ Text in Cmd. 1889 of 1923 ; and in Statutory Rules and Orders, No. 619,

1923.
® ‘ Invitations were sent accordingly to ten leading members of the Arab

population, eight Muslims, and two Christians, men who were recognized by
all parties to be among the most representative and most capable in the
country. All these gentlemen accepted the invitation, and confirmed their
acceptances in writing. There was then set on foot a further agitation on the
part of the extremists, directed to securing their withdrawal. Urgent appe>als
were made to the selected Councillors not to destroy the effect of the absten-
tion from the elections ; they were assured that if they also upheld the policy
of non-co-operation, in a short time the British Government would certainly
change its course ; the strongest pressure was brought to bear to induce them
to withdraw their acceptances. Under tliis pressure, wdth much reluctance
and against their better judgement, seven of the ten asked leave to retire.
As I did not wish to form a Council of men of less standing, the proposal
consequently lapsed.’ {Colonial No. 16, 1925, p. 46.)

® This proposal was made by the High Commissioner on the 11th October,
1923, to a meeting of Arab notables, by whom it was summarily rejected.
(See correspondence in Cmd. 1918 of 1923.) On the 9th November, 1923,
Musa KazimuT-HusaynT, the President of the Executive Committee of the
Palestine Arab Congress, addressed a letter on the subject of the meeting of
the 11th October, 1923, to Sir Herbert Samuel. (Text in the Minutes of the
Fifth Session of the Permcment Mandates Commission^ pp. 173-4.)

^ Quoted from Colonial No. 16 of 1925, p. 44, and Colonial No. 6 of 1924,
p. 3.

* Colonial No. 15, 1926, p. 52.
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Sect.vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 365
order of the 20th December, 1921.^ In accordance with the terms
of this Order (Arts. 6 and 6) the first elections to the Council were
made by the Muslim Committee, above mentioned, on the 9th
January, 1922.^ Thereafter (as provided in Art. 6) the members
were to be elected by the secondary electors under the former elec-
toral law for the Ottoman Parliament. In the autumn of 1925, w^hen
the first term of the Council was running out, there was considerable
criticism, witliin the Muslim community, of the manner in which the
members first elected had performed their duties. The new elections
(by the secondary electors registered under the Ottoman Law) were
held in January 1926 on the responsibility of the Muslim community,
without any intervention on the part of the British authorities ; but
the irregularities were so great that a number of the results were
annulled by the Courts.^
Under the terms of the mandate (Arts. 13 and 14) all responsi-

bility in connexion with the Holy Places in Palestine (some of which
were sacred alike to Muslims, Christians, and Jews) was assumed by
the mandator}’’ Power, w^hich, in turn, was to be responsible solely
to the League of Nations in this matter. A Special Commission ‘ to
study, define, and determine the rights and claims in connexion with
the Holy Places and the rights and claims relating to the different
religious communities in Palestine ’ was to be appointed by the
mandatory—^the method of nomination, the composition and the
functions of this Commission to be approved by the Council of the
League before the Commission might be appointed or might enter
upon its functions. After an exchange of views with the Vatican,^
the British Government submitted a draft constitution for the Com-
mission to the Council of the League on the 6th September, 1922 ;

but the draft, which proved unacceptable not only to the Vatican
but to members of the Council, was withdrawn by the British Govern-
ment on the 4th October, and none of the members availed them-
selves of the British Government’s invitation to present an alterna-
tive plan.^ Thus the mandatory Power had to fulfil its obligation,
under Article 13 of the mandate, to preserve ‘ existing rights ’ in the
Holy Places, without having ‘ the advantage of being able to refer
to an external authority any difficulties and disputes that might

^ For a translation of the text of this Order see Oriente Moderno, II, pp.
594-6. 2 Op. ctf., p. 538.

® Op. dt., V, 12, pp. 641-2, and VI, 2, pp, 95-6.
* See British White Paper, Omd, 1708 of 1922 ; Oriente Moderno, II, pp.

31-3 and 208. For an anti-Zionist speech delivered in Rome on the 11th
May, 1922, by the Latin Patriarch of Jerusalem, see op. cit., pp. 29-30.

® Op. cit., pp. 282-3, 303, and 347 ; Colonial No. 15, 1925, pp. 48-50.
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arise ’
;
^ but happily no serious difficulties had arisen down to the

time of writing. ‘ As an interim measure an Order in Council was
issued in 1924, withdrawing from the law courts of Palestine juris-
diction over matters relating to the Holy Places or claims relating
to the religious communities/ ^

(6) The Development of the Jewish National Home in Pales-
tine (30th October, 1918, to 30th September, 1926).

By Leonakd Stein.
The History of the Peace Conference of Paris records the events

leading up to the British Declaration of the 2nd November, 1917

—

usually known as the Balfour Declaration—in favour of the estab-
lishment in Palestine of a Jewish National Home.^ The Balfour
Declaration, having been endorsed by the Principal Allied Powers,^
was reaffirmed by the Supreme Council of the- Allies at San Remo
on the 24th April, 1920,^ and figured prominently in the mandate for
Palestine, as approved by the Council of the League of Nations on
the 24th July, 1922.®
The approval of the nuandate was immediately preceded by the

publication of an important statement of British policy in Palestine.
In May 1922 Sir Herbert Samuel returned from Jerusalem to London,
where a Palestine Arab Delegation had for some months been engaged
in presenting to the Colonial Office the Arab case against the estab-
lishment of the Jewish National Home and what they believed to be
its implications. The object of the High Commissioner’s visit was to
represent to the Government that the Arabs, the Zionists, and the
Jews throughout the world were alike entitled to know exactly where
they stood, and that what was urgently required was an authoritative
statement of British intentions.’ The outcome was the Churchill
memorandum, which, after stating categorically that ‘ the Declara-
tion of 1917 is not susceptible of change ’, proceeded to interpret it

as follows :

When it is asked what is meant by the development of the Jewish
National Home in Palestine, it may be answered that it is not the im-

^ Colonial No. 15, 1925, loc. cit
2 For the text of the Palestine (Holy Places) Order in Council made on the

25th July,' 1924, see Colonial No, 17, 1925, p. 17 ; and Statutory Buies and
Orders, No. 815, 1924. ^ Vol. vi, pp. 170 et seq.

* Op. cit, p. 173. * Op. cit, p. 175.
® Text in British White Paper, Cmd. 1785 of 1922.
’ See the Report ofthe High Commissioner on the A dministration ofPalestine,

1920-5 (British White Paper, Colonial No, 15 of 1925), pp. 27-8.
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 367
position of a Jewish nationality upon the inhabitants of Palestine as a
whole, but the further development of the existing Jewish community,
with the assistance of Jews in other parts of the world, in order that it
may become a centre in which the Jewish people as a whole may take,
on grounds of religion and race, an interest and a pride. But in order
that this community should have the best prospect of free development,
and provide a full opportunity for the Jewish people to display its
capacities, it is essential that it should know, that it is in Palestine as of
right and not on sufferance. That is the reason why it is necessary that
the existence of a Jewish National Home in Palestine should be inter-
nationally guaranteed, and that it should be formally recognized to rest
upon ancient historic connexion.

This, then, is the interpretation which His Majesty’s Government
place upon the Declaration of 1917, and, so understood, the Secretary
of State is of opinion that it does not contain or imply anything which
need cause either alarm to the Arab population of Palestine or dis-
appointment to the Jews.
For the fulfilment of this policy it is necessary that the Jewish com-

munity in Palestine should be able to increase its numbers by immigra-
tion. This immigration cannot be so great in volume as to exceed what-
ever may be the economic capacity of the country at the time to absorb
new arrivals. It is essential to ensure that the immigrants should not
be a burden on the people of Palestine as a whole, and that they should
not deprive any section of the present population of their employment.
Before the memorandum was published, the President of the

Zionist Organization was asked by the Colonial Office for ‘ a formal
assurance that your Organization accepts the policy as set forth in
the Statement, and is prepared to conduct its own activities in con-
formity therewith On the 18th June, 1922, Dr. Weizmann gave
this assurance, adding that ‘ the Organization, on its side, will con-
tinue to spare no efforts to foster the spirit of goodwill to which
His Majesty’s Government have pointed as the only sure foundation
for the future prosperity of Palestine ’ An advance copy of the
memorandum was also shown to the Palestine Arab Delegation,
who gave reasons for declining to concur in it. The memorandum,
together with the correspondence just summarized, formed part of
a White Paper presented to Parliament at the end of June 1922.^
The policy then laid down by the Secretary of State was endorsed
by his successor in October 1923,^ and was reaffirmed in the name
of the Government of the day in June 1924,® and again in April 1925.^

1 Cmd, 1700 of 1922.
2 The Secretary of State for the Colonies to the High Commissioner for

Palestine, 4th October, 1923. (See British White Paper, Cmd. 1989 of 1923,
p. 4.)

® Statement
,
by the Hon. W. Orrasby-Gore, accredited British representa-

tive to the Permanent Mandates Commission, on the 30th June, 1924(3£tnu/«j»
of the Fourth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, p. 87).

* Statement by Mr. L. S. Amery, Secretary of State for the Colonies, to an
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The mandate, in its final form, recited the Balfour Declaration, to,ok

note of its endorsement by the Principal Allied Powers, and went
on to make provision for carrying it into effect. The mandatory’s
obligations in this regard may be summarized as follows ;

[] The mandatory was to be responsible for placing Palestine under
such conditions as would secure the establishment of the Jewish national
home and the development of self-governing institutions, and also for
safe-guarding the civil and rehgious rights of all the inhabitants of
Palestine, irrespective of race and rehgion. [Article 2.]
[] An appropriate Jewish agency was to be recognized as a public

body for the purpose of advising and co-operating with the Administra-
tion of Palestine in matters affecting the establishment of the Jewish
national home. This agency was to be the Zionist Organization, so long
as the constitution of that body was regarded by the mandatory as
appropriate. The Organization was to take steps, in consultation with
the mandatory, to secure the co-operation of all Jews who were willing
to assist in the establishment of the Jewish national home. [Article 4.]

[c] While ensuring that the rights and position of other sections of
the population were not prejudiced, the Administration of Palestine was
to facilitate Jewish immigration, and to co-operate with the Jewish
agency in encouraging the settlement of Jews on the land, including
State lands and w^aste lands not required for public purposes. [Article 6.]

[d] The Nationality Law of Palestine was to facilitate the acquisition
of Palestinian citizenship by Jews who took up their permanent resi-
dence in Palestine. [Article 7.]

[e] The Administration of Palestine might arrange with the Jewish
agency to construct or operate any public works or services, or to
develop any of the natural resources of Palestine, with the proviso that
any profits in excess of a reasonable return on the capital invested w^ere
to be utilized for the benefit of Palestine in such manner as the Admini-
stration might approve. [Article 11.]

[/] Hebrew, together wdth English and Arabic, was to be one of the
official languages of Palestine. [Article 22.]

The mandate for Palestine, though approved on the 24th July,
1922, did not become formally effective until the 29th September,

1923.

^ It now came, for the first time, within the cognizance of the
Permanent Mandates Commission. After a preliminary survey at its
fourth session in the summer of 1 924,^ the Commission exhaustively
examined the situation in Palestine at its fifth session in the follow-
ing autumn,® In its report to the League Council, the Commission
Arab deputation in Jerusalem, on the 2l8t April, 1925 (full text in official
communique printed in the Palestine Weekly of Jerusalem, issue of the let
May, 1925, pp. 452 et seq.)

^ See above, p. 347.
* Minutes of the Fourth Session of the Permanent Mandates Gommissiony pp.87-90 and 155.
* Minutes of the Fifth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, pp.

47, 64-98, and 119-25.
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 369
expressed some anxiety as to ‘ the divergencies which bring Zionism
and the Arab majority into conflict though it added that ‘ the con-
sequences of this conflict are mitigated by the wisdom and impar-
tiality displayed by the High Commissioner The Commission was
impressed by the ‘ ardour and Zionist zeal of the Jewish immi-
grants but was of opinion that ‘ immigration has not, perhaps,
always been in proportion to the capacity of the economic absorption
of the country When the report came before the Council in
December 1924 it was criticized by the British representative, Sir
Austen Chamberlain, as hardly doing full justice either to the efforts
of the Palestine Government to fulfil its onerous duties or to the
results actually achieved by the Jewish immigrants during the past
few years. The Chairman of the Commission made a conciliatory
reply, and the report was adopted.^ The Commission again dealt
with Palestine at its seventh session in October 1925.® Its report,*
which was adopted by the Council in December 1925, recorded a
marked improvement in the situation. The population, both Jewish
and Arab, was increasing ; immigration was being carefully regu-
lated ; there was no unemployment of any account ; and political
agitation had diminished. The situation in Palestine was reviewed
by the Commission for the third time at its ninth session in June
1926.® In its report,® which was adopted by the Council in Septem-
ber 1926, it noted with satisfaction that order had been preserved in
all parts of Palestine, that political unrest was subsiding, and that
measures were being taken to encourage local self-government. A
number of petitions relating to Palestine were received by the Com-
mission from various Jewish and Arab sources, while, apart from
petitions in the strict sense of the term, memoranda on the develop-
ment of the Jewish National Home were annually submitted by the
Zionist Organization. Some of the more important questions raised
by the Jewish petitioners are discussed under the apprbpi;;iate head-
ings below.’

^ Beport printed in Annex No. 10 to the Minutes of the Fifth Session of
the Permanent Mandates Commission, pp. 188-9.

' See Sir Austen Chamberlain’s report on the thirty-second session of the
Council (Cmd, 2336 of 1925, p. 11).

* Minutes of the Seventh Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission,
pp. 98-121, 136-9, and 140.

* Printed in Annex No. 14 to the Minutes of the Seventh Session of the Per-
manent Mandates Commission, pp. 212-14.

® Minutes of the Ninth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, pp.
64, 152-81, 182-6, and 187.

* Printed in Annex No. 9 to the Minutes of the Ninth Session, p. 217.
^ See below, pp. 376-7, 380-1,383. The full text of the memorandum sub-
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The mandate having become effective in September 1923, the
international status of Palestine was finally regularized by the com-
ing into force of the Treaty of Lausanne on the 6th August, 1924.
The way was thus cleared for the enactment of the nationality law
referred to in Article 7 of the mandate. The Palestinian Citizenship
Order in Council ^ came into force on the 1st August, 1925. Jews,
as such, received no privileges, but the Order enabled an immigrant
to be naturalized after two years’ residence, on satisfying the com-
petent authority that he was of good character, had an adequate
knowledge of one of the three official languages, and intended to
make Palestine his home.
Immigration did not begin to flow freely until nearly two years

after the date of the Armistice. The duty of the Military Administra-
tion was to maintain the status quo, and the only immigrants whom
it saw its w^ay to admit were returning residents, together with a
limited number of experts and other persons with special claims to
consideration. The replacement of the military regime by a Civil
Administration in July 1920 “ was followed in September by the
enactment of an Immigration Ordinance ^ and by the establishment
of a Department of Immigration and Travel,^ which was subse-
quently reduced to a branch of the Central Secretariat.^ In the
exercise of his powders under the Immigration Ordinance the High
Commissioner authorized the admission as immigrants of persons
who had relatives in Palestine or resources of their own, and also of
persons w^hose maintenance for one year was guaranteed by the
Zionist Organization.® The Zionist quota for the first twelve months
was fixed by the Government at 16,500,’ but this figure was not
actually reached. As a result of the Jaffa riots immigration was
temporarily suspended on the 4th May, 1921. It w^as reopened on
the 3rd June, but under new regulations, which abolished the cate-
gory of immigrants guaranteed by the Zionist Organization and sub-
stituted a new category of ‘ persons who have a definite prospect of

mitted to the Permanent Mandates Commission by the Zionist Organization in
1925 is printed as i)art of Annex No. 9 to the Minutes of the Seventh Session of
the Permanent Mandates Commission, pp. 185-92, together with the text of the
covering letter (pp. 1 83-5). The text of the covering letter to the 1926 memo-
randum is printed as Annex No. 6 to the Minutes of the Ninth Session of the
Permanent Mandates Commission (pp. 198-201).

^ Statutory Bides and Orders, No. 777 of 1925. * See above, p. 363.
• Text in Palestine Official Gazette, 16th September, 1920.
* Beport on Palestine Administration, July 1920-December 1921, p. 126.
* Ibid., 1924 {Colonial No. 12), p. 54.
• Ibid., July 1920-December 1921, p. 127.
’ Op. cit, loc. eit.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Seot.vii ADMINISTRATION OP SYRIA & PALESTINE 371

employment with specified employers or enterprises It was not
long, however, before the new regulations began to operate in practice
in much the same way as the old. The admission of immigrants seek-
ing employment came to be regulated by the Government in accor-
dance with a periodical estimate of the actual and prospective demand
for labour. This estimate was known as the Labour Schedule. Pro-
vision having been made for the admission of duly qualified indivi-
duals, Jews and non-Jews, the balance of the quota fixed by the
Schedule was placed in bulk at the disposal of the Zionist Organiza-
tion,^ which established in the various emigration-centres elaborate
machinery for the selection of its nominees.^
The Immigration Ordinance of 1920 was repealed in September

1925 and replaced by fresh legislation based on five years’ prac-
tical experience.^ The Labour Schedule was preserved, and the
admission of immigrant labour continued to be regulated on the
system alread}' described. The second main category of immi-
grants consisted of ‘ persons of independent means who were
defined by the regulations as including persons with an assured
minimum income of £E60, skilled artisans with a minimum capital of
£E250, and persons who, having a minimum capital of £E500, were
qualified in a profession or intended to engage in commerce or agri-
culture. No immigrant was admissible as a person of independent
means unless his entry had been expressly approved in advance by
the Government of Palestine.^ Given the prescribed qualifications,
such approval w as usually forthcoming, but visas for Palestine were
no longer granted automatically, as they had been before 1925, to
any person who, not being known to be undesirable, could prove
possession of £E500. So far, therefore, as middle-class immigration
was concerned, the legislation of 1925 gave the Government of Pales-
tine a larger measure of control than it had previously exercised.
Immigrants of all classes were usually allowed to bring with them
their wives and certain members of their families, while residents in
Palestine could obtain permission to introduce dependent relatives
for whom they were in a position to provide.

^ Ov. cit, Joe, cit. * Eeport on Palestine Administration, 1922, p. 62.
* This machinery is described in the Memorandum submitted by the Zionist

Organization to the Secretary‘General of the League ofJ^ationsfor the information
of the Permanent Mandates Commission, October 1924, p. 18.

* Text in Palestine Official Gazette, 16th June, 1925 (draft), and Ist Septem-
ber, 1926 (promulgation of Ordinance and Regulations as drafted, with slight
amendments).

* Authority to sanction the admission of certain classes of ‘persons of
independent means * was delegated by the Government of Palestine to the
Palestine Immigration Officer at Warsaw.

B b 2
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It was on these lines that the Government of Palestine attempted
to facilitate Jewish immigration, as required by Article 6 of the man-
date, while complying with the principle laid down in the Churchill
Memorandum that the volume of immigration must not exceed
‘ whatever may be the economic capacity of the country at the time
to absorb new arrivals
The course of Jewish immigration from the Armistice to the 30th

June, 1926, is shown in the following table, which is based on the
official returns :

Period.

Jewish immigrants
(including dependents)
other than returning

residents.
Armistice to 31st August, 1920
Ist September, 1920 (first Immigration Ordinance) to
30th April, 1921 (immigration suspended on 4th May,
1921)

1st May~31st December, 1921 (immigration reopened
3rd June, 1921)

1922
1923
1924
1925

January-June 1926

2,000 (estimate) ^

9,626 1

4,968 1

7,844
7,421
12,856
33,801
9,900 *

Total 88,415

It thus appears that since the Armistice there had been (in round
figures) 89,000 Jewish immigrants. An estimate of about 5,000 for
returning residents brings the total up to 94,000. The emigration
returns are not equally complete, but of the post-war immigrants
about 10,000, or a little over 11 per cent.,® appear to have emigrated,

* These figures are based on published official returns, supplemented by
unpublished information in the writer's possession. The published official
figures are as follows :

Year 1920—estimate of 10,000 Jewish immigrants, including 3,000 re-
turning exiles (Report on Economic and Commercial Situation to Zlst March,
1921, p. 8).

Ist September, 1920, to 30th April, 1921—10,061 immigrants, of whom
8,030 entered under Zionist auspices and 2,031 independently. How many
of the latter were Jews is not stated (Report on Palestine Administration, July
1920-December 1921, p. 127).

3rd June to Slst December, 1921—4,784 Jewish immigrants (op. cit., loc.
cit . ).

* Including non-Jews. Jews are separately enumerated only in the annual
returns : 97 per cent, of the total number of immigrants were Jews in 1925,
and 94 per cent, in 1924.

® In April 1926 Sir Herbert Samuel put the figure at ‘ probably not more
than one in ten of the immigration ’ (Report of the High Commissioner on the
Administration of Palestine, 1920-6, p. 30). In 1926 the proportion was con-
siderabljr higher, and in some months of {hat year there were more departures
than arrivals.
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together with about 5,000 pre-war residents—a total of about 15,000,
leaving a net increase by immigration of about 79,000 during the
period under review.
As has been seen, serious efforts were made to regulate the arrivals

in accordance with the economic situation, and em})loyment was
found for tlie bulk of the immigrants, though there was naturally
a certain ebb and flow in the state of trade and the demand fur
labour. The following figures are taken from the official returns :

Date. Vnemyloyment amongst Jews.
1923

—

July~I)ecember, monthly average 2,0(M>

'

1924

—

January 1,700
June 500
December 3o0

1925

—

^January 400
June 450
December 3,000 ^

The sudden slowing down of middle-class immigration in the
autumn of 1925 was followed by a check to the exceptional pros-
perity which marked the earlier part of the year. The trade depres-
sion reflected in the unemployment returns continued to affect the
laljour-market in 1926. In June 1926 the number of Jewish unem-
ployed rose to about 6,000. At the close of the period under rc^view
it was still cxscillating round about tliis figure, though a gradual
reduction was anticipated as a result of recent substantial invest-
ments of Jewish capital and the improvement in the general state
o{ trade which was expected to follow the impending flotation by
the Palestine Government of a loan of £4,500,000, of which a large
proportion w^as to be devoted to railway construction and harbour
works. ^ The immigrants were in no case allowed to become a charge
on public funds. Where necessary, the Zionist Organization pro-
vided temporary grants or loans and co-operated with other Jewdsh
bodies in pressing forward the execution of necessary capital works
in advance of immediate requirements.

In making provision for the unemployed, the Zionist authorities
received valuable advice and support from the leaders of the Jewish
Labour Organization, which was an active and powerful body, with
a membership, on the 1st September, 1926, of 22,460, or 70 per cent,
of the Jewish workers of all grades.^ The subsidiary institutions

^ Report on Palestine Administration, 1923, p. 47.
* Ibid., 1924, p. 62.
® Ibid., 1925, p. 56.
^ The objects of the loan are described in Cmd. 2696 of 1926.
Palestine Bulletin, Jerusalem, 27th October, 1926.
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founded or controlled by the Labour Organization included a
Workers’ Bank, which made advances in 1925 totalling £107,000;
a Co operative Society with a turnover in 1925 of £179,000 ; and
a Co-operative Labour Guild employing a monthly average of 2,000
workers.^
The Jewish immigrants w^ere of the most varied types and nationali-

ties, but they were largely drawn, as was to be expected, from Eastern
and South-Eastern Europe, where half the Jewish population of the
world was living in dense masses under conditions which stimulated
Jewish group-consciousness and created an incessant outward pres-
sure.
Apart from dependent relatives of residents in Palestine, the

immigrants fell, as has been seen, into two main categories. The
first consisted of persons brought in, for the most part under Zioni.st
auspices, to fill vacancies in the labour-market. Immigrants of this
type, with their dependents, made up 40 per cent, of the Jewish
arrivals in 1922, 59 per cent, in 1923, 42 per cent, in 1924, and 46
per cent, in 1925. When the doors were first opened in September
1920 the proportion was still higher. The great majority of the
early settlers were youthful idealists of both sexes, many of whom
had abandoned their Universities or professions in Eastern or Central
Europe to devote themselves to manual labour in Palestine. These
were the Chaluzim (‘ Pioneers ’), who gave the first wave of immigra-
tion a distinctive character. The Chaluz Movement w^as subsequently
organized on a permanent footing, and assisted by the Zionist
Organization to provide its members with facilities for agricultural
and industrial training in various parts of EurojjK). As time went
on the Chaluzim no longer played as predominant a part as they
had done at the outset, but they still formed the backbone of the
Jewish immigrant population, and especially of the new agricultural
settlements.
The second main category of immigrants consisted of those who

entered Palestine on their own responsibility as persons of inde-
pendent means. Immigration of this type increased in relative
importance from 19 per cent, of the whole in 1922 and 13 per cent,
in 1923 to 41 per cent, in 1924, and 35 per cent, in 1925. In the
summer of 1925 the tide which had flowed so strongly for eighteen
months began to ebb, and there was afterwards a considerable

^ See Memoranda submitted bu the Zionist Organization to the Secretary-
Oenerai of the League of Nations for the information of ike Permanent Mandates
Commission^ October 1924, p. 31, and June 1926, p. 19.
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decline both in the number and in the proportion of middle-class
settlers.
The Jewish population of Palestine at the date of the Armistice

was about 55,000.^ It was found to be 84,000 at the Census of
October 1922,^ and was believed by the High Commissioner to have
increased to about 108,000 in March 1925.^ At the end of 1926 it
was estimated by the Zionist Organization at 138,000.^ On the 1st
September, 1926, the total population, exclusive of about 110,000
nomadic Badu, was oflScially estimated at 777,000, including 158,000
Jews,^ who thus constituted about 20 per cent, of the settled in-
habitants, as compared with just under 13 per cent, at the Census
of 1922.
Both in its ecclesiastical and in its secular aspect the Jewish com-

munity had a well-defined corporate life. With a view to clearing up
certain disputes which had arisen with regard to the Chief Rabbinate
of Palestine, a Rabbinical Assembly was convened, at the instance
of the Government, in February 1921. The Assembly appointed
a Rabbinical Council of eleven members, headed by two Chief
Rabbis, one of whom represented the Sephardic and the other the
Ashkenazic section of the community. The Government officially
recognized these authorities by Public Notice dated the 18th March,
1921.^* The Jewish Community maintained Rabbinical Courts,
which, like the religious courts of the other communities, exercised
a limited statutory jurisdiction in matters of personal status. This
jurisdiction was conferred upon them by the Palestine Order in
Council, 1922,^ supplemented on certain points by subsequent local
legislation.
The organization of the community on its secular side dated back

to the autumn of 1920, when a Jewish National Assembly was
elected on a wide franchise, and appointed a Jewish National Council,
who were, in practice, recognized by the Government as the spokes-
men of the Jewish population in matters of local concern. Fresh
elections having been held, the National Assembly met for the second
time in January 1926, and appointed a new National Council.

^ Re-port of the High Commissioner on the Administration of Palestine, 1920-5,
p. 29.

* Report and General Abstracts of the Census of 1922 (Palestine Grovernment,
1923).

® Report of the High Commissioner, 1920-6, p. 30.
^ Report on Palestine Administration, 1925, p. 71.
* Jewish Telegraph Agency Bulletin, 22nd January, 1927.
* Palestine Official Gazette, Ist April, 1921.
’ Statutory Rules and Orders, No. 1282 of 1922.
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The Religions CJommunities Organization Ordinance, which came
into force on the l(>th April, 1926,^ empowered the High Commis-
sioner to make regulations providing for the organization of any
religious community in Palestine as a corporate body with an
officially recognized status and with a right to levy contributions on
its members for communal purposes. Such regulations could, how-
ever, only be made at the request of the community concerned. The
Ordinance was of general application, but it was anticipated that it

would first take effect in the case of the Jews, and would be followed
by the constitution on a statutory basis of a recognized Jewish
community enjoying a certain measure of self-government in purely
communal affairs.
The situation was complicated by the fact that there were a certain

number of Jews who did not recognize the authority of the Jewish
National Council. These Jews belonged almost entirely to the pre-
war population of Jerusalem. They were distinguished by their
rigid adherence to the Pentateuchal Law, and they saw in Zionism,
as a national movement inspired by modern ideas, a challenge to
the theocratic conception of Jewish life which was, in their view,
of the essence of orthodox Judaism. They were separately organized
under the name of the Ashkenazic Jewish Community of Jerusalem,
which claimed to speak for 1,600 heads of families.^ They had behind
them an international organization known as the Agudath Israel,
which had a considerable membership in Poland, as well as in
Frankfurt, Vienna, and certain other centres of conservative Jewish
thought. These two bodies made parallel representations both to
the mandatory Power and to the Permanent Mandates Commission.®
Their main contention was that the adherents of the Agudath should
not only be free to remain outside the jurisdiction of the Jewish
National Council, but should also have official recognition as a
separate and independent community. The Mandates Commission
dealt with this matter at its ninth session in June 1926. It noted, in
its report on the petition of the Agudath Israel, that ‘ according to
the mandatory Power, ... it is not intended that any regulations

^ Text in Palestine Official Gazette, 15th February, 1926 (draft), and 16th
April, 1926 (promulgation of Ordinance as drafted).

* Petition from Council of Ashkenazic Jewish Community of Jerusalem,
printed as Annex No. 8 to the Minutes of the Seventh Session of the Permanent
Mandates Commission, pp. 181-3.

® Petition from the Ashkenazic Community, 22nd November, 1924, printed
in loc. cit ; petition in support from Agudath Israel, 11th October, 1925,
printed as Annex No. 5 to the Minutes ofthe Ninth Session of the Permanent
Mandates Commission, pp. 195-6.
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which may hereafter l>e framed for the organization of the Jewish
community should make it compulsory for any individual or con-
gregaiion to come under the control of the Waad Leumi ’ (Jewish
National Council).^ On the other hand, the Government made it
clear that it was not disposed to establish on a statutory basis a
second Jewish community side by side with that which represented
the overwhelming majority of the Jewish population.^ The Jewish
Community Regulations were still under discussion at the close of
1926, but from the proceedings at the ninth session of the Mandates
Commission it appeared that, while recognizing only one Jewish
community, they would give dissentients liberal facilities for con-
tracting out and would leave them free to establish independent
congregations, which would not, however, enjoy statutory recogni-
tion. This, it may be added, would be in full accordance with the
views of the Zionist Organization, as laid before the Permanent
Mandates Commission in J\ine 1926. While contending that ‘ statu-
tory recognition as a second Jewish community cannot reasonably
be claimed by a group consisting of a few hundred families the
Zionist memorandum went on to observe that ‘ what such a group
has a right to expect is unrestricted liberty of conscience. If it

prefers to dissociate itself from the bulk of the Jewish population
it should be free to do so, and to organize itself on a voluntary
basis.’ ^

How the Jewish population was distributed between the towns
and the country can be seen from the following table :

Local Distribution of the Jewish Population of Palestine

Census figure,
October 1922.

Urban areas 68,622
Rural areas 15,172

Total 83,794

Official estimate,
March 1925.^

85.000
23.000
108,000

Zionist Organization
estimate, December

1925}
114.000
24,000

138.000
^ Report of Madame Bugge-Wickaell (printed as part of Annex No. 9 to

the Minutes of the Ninth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission,
pp. 224-6). This report was adopted by the Commission {Minutes, p. 181).

* See statement by accredited British representative ( Minutes, pp. 153 et seq . ),
and observations of the British Government on memorandum of A gudath Israel
(Annex No. 5a to Minutes, pp. 196-8).

* Memorandum submitted by the Zionist Orgfinization to the Secretary'General
of the League of Nations for the information of the Permanent Mandates Com-
mission, June 1926, p. 30.

* Appendices to the Report on Palestine Administration for 1924 [Colonial
No. 17), p. 7. The figures nominally relate to the year 1924, but the total
of 108,000 is that given by Sir Herbert Samuel [Report of the High Com-
missioner, 1920-5, p. 30) for March 1925.

® Report on Palestine Administration, 1925, p. 71.
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These figures show that the majority of the immigrants had settled
in the towns—some from choice, but others because they had not yet
been able to fulfil their original intention of going on the land. A
considerable quantity of immigrant labour found employment in
a variety of industrial undertakings, large and small, which had
recently been established with Jewish capital in or near Jaffa and
Haifa. According to a census taken by the Zionist Organization in
July 1926, the number of Jewish factories and workshops in Pales-
tine was at that time 592, representing an aggregate investment of
£E 1,849,000 and employing a personnel of 5 ,111 } The accuracy of
these figures cannot be guaranteed, but there is no doubt as to the
importance of the part played by Jewish capital and labour in
the industrial development of Palestine during the period under
review.^
The growth of industry, coupled with the rapid increase of the

urban population, created a large demand for labour in the building
and constructional trades. At the end of 1925 the number of Jews
thus employed was estimated by the Zionist Organization at about
6,000. According to the same authority, the Jewish urban popula-
tion at that date also included (in round figures) about 1,500 railway-
men and other transport workers, and 6,(>00 independent craftsmen
and artisans, together with 2,500 clerks, 2,000 shopkeepers and shop-
assistants, and 2,500 members of the medical, teaching, and other
professions. These figures did not purport, to be statistically exact,
but they presented a picture which, in general outline, was probably
not far from the truth.

^

While there was a considerable increase in the Jewish popula-
tion of Jerusalem and, in a more marked degree, of Haifa, the main
centre of urban settlement since the Armistice was the township
of Tel-Aviv, which, though loosely attached to Jaffa, was recog-
nized in 1921 as a separate unit with a municipal organization of
its own.^ At the end of 1925 the population of Tel-Aviv, which was

^ The Third Census of Jewish Industries of Erez Israel (Trade and Industry
Department, Palestine Zionist Executive, Jerusalem, October 1926).

^ ‘ This increase in commercial activity, in building enterprise and new in-
dustrial developments, is due almost entirely to Jewish capital and the entry
during the year of an immigrant class with money to invest ’ {Eeport on Fales-
tine Administration, 1925, p. 7).

^ These figures are taken from an unpublished memorandum, dated the
29th January, 1926.

^ Palestine Official Gazette, 1st June, 1921. An Order published in the
Official Gazette of the 16th December, 1926, provided that ‘ the inhabitants
of the Township of Tel-Aviv shall not be entitled to participate in the elections
for the municipality of Jaffa*.
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exclusively Jewish, was estimated at 40,000, as compared with 13,000
at the end of 1922 ^ and about 2,000 in 1914.^
As has been seen above,^ the Jewish population of the rural areas

at the end of 1925 was estimated by the Zionist Organization at
24,000, as compared with an official estimate of 23,000 in the spring
of 1925 and an ascertained figure of 15,172 at the Census of October
1922. The 24,000 Jews were distributed among one hundred agri-
cultural settlements, including forty-four established under the direct
auspices of the Zionist Organization, of which nine were founded in
1925.^ The Zionist settlements were of two main types. The
Moshevei Ovdim (‘ Workers’ Settlements ’) were colonies of small-
holders, while the Kvutzoth (‘ Groups ’) were based on the principle
of common ownership and corporate responsibility. Both types dis-
pensed with hired labour, and the allotment of land per head was
designed to correspond to the area which could be worked by a single
family. Some of the older colonies specialized in oranges and wines,
but the post-war settlements depended mainly upon mixed farming,
including dairy-farming, poultry-farming, and tobacco-planting.® In
most cases the bulk, if not the whole, of the initial capital was pro-
vided from Zionist funds. This was regarded in principle as a debt
to be paid off in course of time by the colonist, or the group of
colonists, as the case might be. There was, however, little prospect
of such repayments being made on any appreciable scale for some
time to come. Most of the post-war settlements were still in their
infancy, and though they were gradually advancing towards inde-
pendence, few of them were as yet in a position to pay their way.
The standard cost of establishing a family in a ‘ workers’ settle-

ment ’ was £E700.® This was exclusive of the cost of land. The
acquisition of land was a serious problem. In 1914 the Jewish
Colonization Association had been promised by the Turkish Govern-
ment a concession for the reclamation of the Kabbarah swamps,
which covered, with the adjacent sand-dunes, an area of about 11,000
acres on the plain between Jaffa and Haifa. In 1921 this pre-war
concession was confirmed by the Government of Palestine in an

^ Memorandum submitted by the Zionist Organization to the Secretary-General
of the League of Nations

^

June 1926, p. 26.
* Beport ofthe High Commissioner on the Administration ofPalestine

,

1920-5,
p. 37. 8 p. 377.

* Memorandum submitted by the Zionist Organization to the Secretary-General
of the League of Nations, June 1926, p. 11.

* For further details see Report of the Zionist Organization to the Fourteenth
Zionist Congress, 1926, pp. 173 et seq,

* Op, cit, p. 210,
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amended form.^ This, however, was the only important step which
was taken during the period under review towards giving effect to
those provisions of Article 6 of the mandate w^hich required the
Government of Palestine to encourage the settlement of Jews on
state and waste lands. It was at one time expected that extensive
areas of state land would be available for Jewish colonization
in the Jordan Valley around Beisan. It was, however, found
on inquiry that these lands, or a large proportion of them, were
occupied by Arab cultivators having moral, if not legal, claims
to be left in possession.^ These claims were recognized by the
Government, which in 1921 formally undertook to give the occupiers
facilities for acquiring full ownership on easy terms.® The Zionist
Organization did not question this policy in principle, in so far
as it was based on the moral claims of the cultivators. It did,
however, jpoint out that, while the allotment was intended to corre-
spond to their bona fide requirements, some of the allottees were
already offering their rights for sale. It asked that, in sanctioning
such transfers, the Government should give it preferential treatment
as against private purchasers, whose object—it was alleged—was in
many cases speculation in land-values. It was further contended
that there must in any case be a surplus which could be immediately
placed at its disposal. Finally, it pressed for an early allotment of
state lands suitable for settlement in other parts of Palestine."^ The
Government’s reply was, in brief, that, with regard to the Beisan
lands, nothing could be done until the allotment undertaken in 1921
had been completed ; with regard to state lands in other parts of the
country, the results of the land survey then in .progress must be
awaited before the Government could proceed in the light of exact
information as to the extent and character of the state domain.
This question was closely examined by the Permanent Mandates
Commission, which, while fully recognizing the Government’s diffi-

culties in giving effect to Article 6 of the mandate, expressed the hope
that ‘ every effort will be made to hasten the survey, the completion

* Eeport ofthe High Commissioner on the A dministration ofPalestine, 1920-6,
p. 32.

* See Sir Herbert Samuers statement to the Permanent Mandates Com-
mission {Minutes of the Fifth Session, p. 57).

® The text of the ‘ Beisan Agreement ’ is printed in the Palestine Official
Gazette, 1st January, 1922.

* Covering letter to the Memorandum submitted by the Zionist Organization
to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, June 1926 (printed as
Annex No. 6 to the Minutes of the Ninth Session of the Permanent Mandates
Commission, pp. 198-201).

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect.vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 381

of which will be of the utmost importance for the general develop-
ment of Palestine and in particular for the establishment of the
Jewish National Home

Meanwhile, the land required for Jewish colonization had to be
bought from private owners at inflated prices, usually amounting to
twice or three times its pre-war value.^ These purchases were in
every case effected under arrangements safeguarding, to the satis-
faction of the Government, the interests of any sitting tenants.^ The
total area of land in Jewish ownership at the end of 1925 was
1.100.000 donums, as compared with 900,000 donums at the end of
1924,^ and about 400,000 at the date of the Armistice.® The area
held as Jewish public property by the Jewish National Fund was
185.000 donums, of which 140,000 were in or near the Plain of
Esdraelon.® A large part of the remainder was owned by the Pales-
tine Jewish Colonization Association, which administered the settle-
ments founded by Baron Edmond de Rothschild before the War.
Between the 1st April, 1921, and the 31st December, 1925, £650,000
was provided from Zionist funds for agricultural colonization.’ This
was exclusive of Zionist expenditure on the purchase and ameliora-
tion of land. Expenditure under these heads amounted during the
same period to approximately £700,000,® making a total of (in round
figures) £1,350,000.
An important Jewish contribution to the development of Palestine

was the hydro-electric scheme associated with the name of Mr.
Pinhas Rutenberg. The main object of the Rutenberg scheme
was to utilize the latent sources of energy in the Jordan and its
affluents for the purpose of providing Palestine with an ample
supply of cheap electrical power. The scheme would have the inci-

^ Report of the Permanent Mandates Commission on the work of its Ninth
Session (June 1926), printed as Annex No. 9 to the Minutes of the Ninth Session,
pp. 215 et sea.

* Report ofthe High Commissioner on the Administration ofPalestine, 1920-5,
p. 32.

^ Appendices to Rep^t on Palestine Administration, 1924, p. 7. See also
Report on Palestine Administration, July 1920~December 1921, p. 112.

* Memorandum submitted by the Zionist Organization to the Seereiary-Oeneral
of the League ofNations, June 1926, p. 10. One donum about a quarter of an
acre.

® Id., October 1924, p. 19. • Id., June 1926, p. 10.
^ The exact figure given in the publications of the Palestine Foundation

Fund is £647,389.
* Report of the Executive of the Zionist Orgamzation to the Fourteenth Zionist

Congress, 1925, p. 164. The figure actually^ven in this report is £573,329
for the period October 1921-!&&rch 1925. ^e figure of £700,000 includes
an estimate on a similar scale for the eighteen months, January-^eptember
1921 and April-December 1925.
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dental effect of facilitating the systematic irrigation of a large area
in and around the Jordan Valley. By an agreement dated the 2l8t
September, 1921, the Government of Palestine undertook to grant
a concession in the nature of a monopoly to a company to be formed
by Mr. Rutenberg within two years. This undertaking was subject
to certain conditions, one of which was that the constitution of the
company should be subject to the approval of the High Commissioner
for Palestine in agreement with the Jewish agency referred to in the
mandate, i. e. the Zionist Organization. The validity of this agree-
ment was challenged on the ground that it conflicted with a con-
cession granted before the War to M. G. Mavrommatis, who claimed,
as a Greek subject, to be entitled under the Treaty of Lausanne to
have his concession confirmed and adapted to post-war conditions.
The Greek Government supported M. Mavrommatis, and eventually
took the case to the Permanent Court of International Justice, which
gave judgement on the 25th March, 1925.^ So far as the Jerusalem
district was concerned M. Mavrommatis was held to have estab-
lished his claim. So far as it related to other parts of Palestine the
Rutenberg agreement was unaffected by the judgement. Meanwhile,
fresh negotiations had begun between the Government and the
Rutenberg group, and it was not until the 5th March, 1926, that the
concession was finally granted, in an amended form, to the Palestine
Electric Corporation, to which Mr. Rutenberg’s rights had been
transferred. The Corporation had at its disposal a capital of nearly
£1,000,000, the bulk of which had been provided by various Jewish
bodies and individuals interested in the development of Palestine.
In accordance with the spirit of Article 1 1 of the mandate the con-
cession provided for the limitation of dividends and for the payment
of surplus profits to the Government of Palestine. At the close of
the period under review the Corporation had already erected Diesel
engine power-stations at Haifa and Tiberias. It also controlled the
Jaffa Electric Company, which held a separate but parallel conces-
sion in the Jaffa district, and was now supplying electric light and
power to Jaffa and Tel-Aviv. The Rutenberg concessions were dis-
cussed by the Permanent Mandates Commission at its fifth session
in October 1924, when the question was raised whether the conces-
sions ought not to have been put up to tender. Sir Herbert Samuel’s
reply was that the company was mainly financed by Jewish organiza-
tions interested in the development of Palestine, and ‘ it was not

^ Publications ofthe Permanent Court ofInternational Justice, Series A., No. 5
(Leyden, 1925).
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anticipated that any tenders could be forthcoming for an enterprise
the financial attractions of which were not very great A similar
reply was made on behaK of the Government when the same question
was raised at the ninth session of the Commission in June 1926,^
A prominent part in the Zionist programme was played by the

Hebrew school-system, for which £393,000 was provided from
Zionist funds between the 1st April, 1921, and the 31st December,
1925.

^ At the end of 1925 the Education Department of the Zionist
Organization was administering 168 schools, with 622 teachers and
16,132 pupils.^ Other Jewish schools outside the Zionist system
had a total attendance of nearly 10,000.® At the end of 1924, 85 per
cent, of the Jewish cliildren between the ages of five and fourteen
were at school. In the case of the Christian and Muslim communities
the corresponding percentages were respectively 76 and 14.® Similar
figures were not published for 1925, but there is no reason to think
that they would have been materially different. The cost of maintain-
ing the Jewish schools fell entirely on Zionist and other Jewish funds,
except for a trifling grant-in-aid, amounting in 1925 to £E3,679.’
The Zionist Organization repeatedly represented to the Government
that this contribution was inadequate, and it also brought the matter
to the notice of the Permanent Mandates Commission, which, in its
report on the work of its seventh session in October 1925, expressed
the hope ^ that more substantial assistance may be given to Jewish
schools in view of the constantly increasing number of school chil-
dren In 1926 the Commission was informed that a substantial
increase in the grant-in-aid was in contemplation.®
In addition to kindergartens, elementary, secondary, and technical

^ Minutes of the Fifth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, p. 86.
• Minutes of the Ninth Session^ p. 180.
^ A statement of the main items of Zionist expenditure will be found in

the publications of the Palestine Foundation Fund. By the 3 let December,
1926. the total Zionist expenditure on education had risen to £489,000.

^ Memorandum submitted by the Zionist Oraanization to the Secretary General
of the League of NationSy June 1926. p. 23. The figures jtjiven in the Report on
Palestine Administration, 1925, p. 68, refer to the previous school year.

• Log. cit. The Annual Keport for 1925 of the Government Department of
Education (Table V) gives the total number of Jewish school children as
25,555, of whom only 25 were at Government schools.

• Report on Palestine Administraiian, 1924, p. 32.
’ Annual Report of Government Department of Education, 1925, p. 9.
• Annex No. 14 to the Minutes ofthe Seventh Session of the Permanent Man-

dates Commission, p. 213.
• Observations of the British Government, dated the 10th June, 1926, on

a letter from the Zionist Organization (printed as Annex No. 6a to the Minutes
of the Ninth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, pp. 201 et «eg.).
In the financial year 1926-7 the grant was raised to £E 10,000.
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schools, and teachers’ training colleges, the Zionist educational
system included a Technical Institute at Haifa and an Agricultural
School for Women at Nahalal in the Vale of Esdraelon. At Tel-Aviv
there was a Zionist Agricultural Institute, which maintained experi-
mental stations in the various climatic zones. The Hebrew Univer-
sity of Jerusalem was formally opened on the 1st April, 1925, when
the inaugural ceremony was performed by the Earl of Balfour.
In its initial stages the University was not so much a teaching
body as a group of Research Institutes, including Institutes
of Chemistry, Mathematics, and Microbiology, and—on the Arts
side—an Institute of Jewish Studies, to which a School of Oriental
Stxidies was afterwards added. Throughout the Zionist educational
system Hebrew was the language of instruction ; indeed, one of the
most powerful factors in the consolidation of the Jewish National
Home was the revival of Hebrew, which had become firmly estab-
lished as the Jewish vernacular and had its recognized place under
the mandate as one of the three official languages.
Next to agricultural colonization and education the main items

of Zionist expenditure were immigration and public health. In the
period Ist April, 1921-31st December, 1926, £303,000 was spent on
immigration, including the maintenance of Zionist agencies in the
principal emigration-centres and of immigrants’ hostels at the ports
of arrival. In the same period £208,000 was spent on medical and
sanitary work, primarily for the benefit of the Jewish population, but
also to the advantage of Palestine as a whole. The anti-malarial work
of the Zionist Organization and other Jewish agencies was singled out
for approval in the report of the Malaria Commission of the League
of Nations Health Organization on its visit to Palestine in 1925.^
The entire expenditure of the Zionist Organization was defrayed

by voluntary contributions from all parts of the world. Between
the 1st October, 1917, and the 31st March, 1926, these contributions
were stated to have amounted in the aggregate to £4,286,000,^ the
bulk of which was actually expended in Palestine. According to a
Zionist estimate based on the best available data, about £1,500,000

^ League of Nations Document, C. H. Malaria. 52, pp. 19 and 28.
* The following figures are riven in the Memorandum suhmUied by the Zionist

Organization to the Secretary-General ofthe League of Nations^ June 1926, p. 39 :

Eestoration Fund, £878,000,
Jewish National Fund, £1,242,000,
Palestine Foundation Fund, £2,106,000,

making a total of £4,286,000. The last figure does not, however, include about
£500,000 eollected by the Palestine Foundation Fund but not actually ex-
pended in Palestine.
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 386
was spent in Palestine during the same period by the Jewish Coloniza-
tion Association and the Palestine Jewish Colonization Association,
while about £4,000,000 of Jewish money was brought in by other
public bodies, companies, and private individuals.^ If tliese figures
were substantially correct, the Jewish capital invested in Palestine
since the British occupation amounted in the aggregate to about
£10 ,000 ,000 .

Article 4 of the mandate for Palestine required the Zionist Organiza-
tion, which was recognized as the Jewish agency, to take steps, in
consultation with the mandatory Power, to secure the co-operation
of all Jews who were willing to assist in the establishment of the
Jewisli National Home. The contributors to the Palestine Founda-
tion Fund included, by the time of writing, a considerable and
growing number of Jews and Jewish bodies not formally associated
with the Zionist Movement. It was, however, felt by the Zionist
Organization that something more was required, and that the object
to be aimed at was the reconstitution on a broader basis of the Jt^wish
agencjy for Palestine referred to in the mandate. The Organization
therefore expressed its willingness to share its riglits and obligations
as the agency with duly accredited representatives of Jewisli com-
munities in all parts of the world. Of these, the most powerful, as
well as much the largest outside Poland, was the Jewish community
of the United States. Resolutions in favour of American participa-
tion in the Jewish agency were adopted at a conference held in New
York in February 1924, and attended by representative American
Jews of all shades of opinion. These resolutions were confirmed
and amplified at a second conference of a similar character’ in March
1925.*^ Parallel steps were taken in Great Britain, and the Anglo-
Jewisli community declared for participation in the agency through
its two most re].>resentative bodies—^tlie Board of Deputies of British
Jews and the Anglo*Jewish Association. Preliminary discussions
on similar lines also took place in Germany, Holland, and Italy.
The Zionist Congress, at its meeting in Vienna in ISeiitember 1925,

formally endorsed this policy, and adopted a series of resolutions
embodying an elaborate scheme for the reorganization of the Jewish
agency for Palestine.^ The distinctive feature of the scheme was

’ Loc. cit.
® Text in the New Palestine of New York, 22ncl February, 1924, and 6th

March, 1925.
® The question of tlie Jewish agency is further discussed by the present

writer in Zionism (London, 1925), chap. vi.
* Text in Eeport on Palestine Administration, 1925, pp. 68-70.
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386 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

that it proposed to allot half the seats on the governing bodies of the
agency to accredited representatives of Jewish communities in
various parts of the world, the other half being reserved for the
Zionist Organization. The Vienna Congress was followed by a pro-
longed period of inaction. The European communities awaited a
lead from the United States. The American Jews, on the other
hand, were distracted by an acrimonious controversy as to the
respective claims of the Jewish National Home in Palestine and of
a scheme which was favoured by an influential group of philanthro-
pists for the settlement of Jews on the land in Southern Russia.
The leaders of this group were also the leading figures in the Con-
ferences which in 1924, and again in 1925, had declared for the
representation of the American Jewish community in the Jewish
agency for Palestine. As a result, the negotiations for the enlarge-
ment of the agency came to a temporary standstill. They made
no further progress until the end of 1926, when Dr. Weizmann, the
President of the Zionist Organization, succeeded in composing the
differences which threatened to wreck them. On the 17th January,
1927, a statement on the subject of the agency was issued in New
York under the joint signatures of Dr. Weizmann, on behalf of the
Zionist Organization, and Mr. Louis Marshall, on behalf of the
representative Jews who had taken part in the Conferences of 1924
and 1925. This statement was to the effect that agreement had
been reached as to the desirability of reorganizing the Jewish agency
for Palestine on the lines of the Vienna resolutions. It had also been
agreed, as a preliminary measure, to appoint an authoritative Com-
mission for the purpose of framing, for the guidance of the agency,
a comprehensive programme of practical work in Palestine. As soon
as the Commission had reported, immediate steps were to be taken
towards the reconstruction of the agency on a broader basis.

(c) The Opposition to the Mandates (1920-4).

When the administration of the French mandate for Syria and
the Lebanon and of the British mandate for Palestine came under
the observation of the Permanent Mandates Commission of the
League of Nations, the Commission was impressed by the strength
of the opposition which the two mandatory Powers had been, and
were still, encountering among the population of the mandated
territories. In the report on its fifth session (23rd October~6th
November, 1924) the Commission recorded (in its studiously discreet
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 387
phraseology) that ‘ the existence of discontent ’ ^ in Palestine ‘ could
not be denied’, while in the report on its eighth session (16th
February-6th March, 1926) it was more outspoken in regard to
the territory mandated to France.

From the time when the mandate was first introduced, there existed
in Syria, alongside of the party favourable to France, other parties
which were hostile to French influence and, it may be added, to the
mandatory system itself. This opposition has never relaxed for a
moment.

2

As the Permanent Mandates Commission itself pointed out,^ the
opposition arose out of the circumstances in which these two man-
dates had been introduced. Notwithstanding certain declarations,
general and particular, which had been published by the Allied
Powers during the War of 1914-18, and notwithstanding the terms
of Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, the para-
mount consideration in the introduction of these mandates had not
been to fulfil the aspirations, or even to serve the best interests, of
the majority of the population in the territories concerned. The
parties whose aspirations and interests had taken precedence were
the French and British Governments. The majority of the popu-
lation (apart from the Maronites and the Zionists actually domiciled
in the country, who constituted, even in the aggregate, a small
minority) would have preferred, apparently, that no mandatory
regime at all should be imposed upon them, or, as a second choice,
that a single mandate for the whole of ‘ Syria ’ (in the popular sense)
should be conferred upon some Power other than France. This was
what had been reported by the King-Crane Commission of Inquiry,
which had been sent to the spot by the United States Government
in 1919 ;

^ and their report tallied with certain antecedent facts
which were not open to dispute. During the hundred and twenty
years ending in 1918 Syria had been exposed to more intensive
Western influence than any other Arab country, not excluding
Egypt ; and since the Turkish Revolution of 1908 a Syrian National
Movement inspired by the political ideas of the West had been
gathering head. After the intervention of the Ottoman Government

^ In the sarae sentence the Commission stated expressly that this was ‘ in
no way attributable to the Representative of the mandatory Power, who
faithfully discharges the twofold duty imposed by the mandate ’.

* ForM. de Caix’s account of the opposition in the French mandated terri-
tory see Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Fermanent Mandates Commission
(C. 174. M. 65. 1926. VI.), pp. 63-6.

* See Minutes of the Fifth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission
(C. 617. M. 216. 1924. VI.), p. 188, and Minutes ofthe Eighth Session, pp. 202-3.

^ See H, P. 0., vol. vi, pp. 148-9.
C C 2
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in the General War of 1914-18, an Arab National Committee in
Damascus had made overtures to the British Government—em-
ploying as their intermediary the Amir Husayn of the Hijaz—in
the hope of throwing off Turkish rule by force and winning national
independence for all the Arab provinces of the Ottoman Empire
with the assistance of the Allies.^ Before the outbreak of the insur-
rection in the Hijaz in 1918 the movement in Syria was detected
by the Turkish autliorities and was rigorously repressed—a number
of the Syrian Nationalist leaders being executed. Thus the Syrians
had produced martyrs for their National cause ; and after the over-
throw of the Turkish domination by Lord Alleiiby’s victory in 1918,
they were not prepared to forgo independence (especially when
independence was being granted to a much more backward Arab
province like the Hijaz) or to reconcile themselx es to a mere change
of masters—even though the new masters were more enlightened
and progressive than the Turks and were installed not as sovereign
but as mandatory Powers.
In all but a fraction of the two mandat(‘d territories the man-

datory system had to be imposed upon the inhabitants by conij.nil-
sion. The cis-Jordanian part of the territory mandated to Great
Britain had been conquered by the British army, during the War of
1914-18, direct from the Turks without any intermediate regime ;

but the more extensive territory manilat(Hl to France was not
occupied by the French army until the Turks had been driven out
and the Arab national flag had been hoisted, not only over Damascus
and Alepj)o, but over Bayrut, Tarabulus, and Ladhiqlyah. It
required di}>lomatic pressure from Lord Allenby, the Commander-
in-Chief of the British, French, and Arab forces in this area, to
instal the French along the Syrian littoral at the close of 1918 ; and
it required regular military operations on the i)art of General Gouraud
to instal them in the interior in July 1920.^ The fact that the
interior of the French mandated territory was actually conquered
from an Arab National Government (and treated as a conquered
country) by the mandatory Power gave the French mandate an
unfortunate start, ^ and it was not surprising that Damascus (where

^ Bee OTJ. cit.^ Part III A.
^ For tne events here alluded to see op. ci7., pp. 15S-9.
® The more so as General Gouraud’s operations af?aiust the Arab National

State of Damascus in 1920 were on a much larger scale than the French
participation in the Allied operations against the Turks on the Syrian front
during the War of 1914-18. In the campaigns which had resulted in Lord
Allen by’ 8 crowning victory, the brunt had been borne by the British army,
and the small French contingent attached to Lord Allenby’s command had
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the defunct Arab Government had established its capital) continued
to be the focus of an anti-French movement. The opposition, how-
ever, was hardly less energetic, though on the whole less militant, in
other parts of the two mandated territories and among the Syrian
communities abroad. It took shape in numerous political organiza-
tions, of which the most important were the Palestine Arab (Muslim*
Christian) Congress, organized on the 12th December, 1920,^ and
the Syro-Palestinian Congress, organized in August 1921 at Geneva.^
This latter was a comprehensive association, to which not only the
Palestine Arab Congress but other organizations, including repre-
sentatives of Lebanese colonies abroad and Lebanese exiles, were
affiliated.
The grievances of the S^TO-Palestinian people ^ were partly

political and partly administrative ; and the political grievances,
in their turn, related jmrtly to the division of the country into two
mandated territories and half-a-dozen states, and partly to the
frontiers and to the political regimes with wliich several of these
states were endowed by the mandatory Powers.
The Syro-Palestinians pointed out that the whole of ‘ Syria ’ (in

the popular sense) had been under one sovereignty from the expul-
X)layed a less conspicuous part than the Arab national forces led by the Amir
Faysal b. Husayn. Of course, the Syrian front was a minor theatre of opera-
tions, and Lord Allenby's victory, even if it could have been won, would
have been futile from the political point of view if the Allies had not also
been victorious on the Western front. The French High Command showed
themselves good strategists and faithful servants of the common cause of the
Allies in concentrating their efforts upon the main theatre of war. For the
people of Syria, however, it was difficult to realize that the issue of the whole
War had been decided on the battle-fields of Western Europe ; and inevitably
they estimated the relative military contributions of the Principal Allied
Powers to the common victory by their relative participation in the Syrian
campaigns. Thus, in Syria, France received considerably less and Great
Britain considerably more credit for her ‘ war effort ’ than was warranted by
the full facts of the case.

^ Oriente Modemo, I. pp. 93-4. The Palestine Arab Delegation {Wafdu'h
^Arahlyu'UFilastinl) of the Palestine Arab Congress published, in London, in
November 1921, a document entitled: ‘ The Holy Land : The Moslem-Chris-
tian case against Zionist aggression ’ (translation in Oriente Moderno, I, pp.
596-603). The Zionist Organization made a detailed reply in a pamphlet
entitled The Truth about Palestine,

^ Oriente Modemo, I, pp. 291 and 411-13.
® For the various heads under which the grievances were tabulated by the

Syro-Palestinians themselves see the memorial presented by the notables of
Damascus to Subhl Bey Bereket, the President of the Syrian Federation, in
December 1922 (precis in Oriente Modemo, II, p. 476) ; the demands pre-
sented by a Damascus delegation to General Sarrail in January 1925 (precis
in op. cit, V, 2, pp. 106-7) ; and the appeal addressed by the Executive Com-
mittee of the Syro-Palestinian Confess to the Sixth Assembly of the League
of Nations (printed as Annex No. Ill to the Minutes of the Eighth Session of
the Permanent Mandates Commission, 16th February-6th March, 1926).
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sion of the last Crusaders by the Mamluk Sultans of Egypt at the
close of the thirteenth century after Christ dowil to the expulsion
of the Ottoman Turks by the Allied Powers in 1918. Why was
Syria now partitioned into two mandated territories ? The Syro-
Palestinians believed that this arrangement represented a com-
promise between the imperial ambitions of France, who had long
regarded the whole of Syria as her allotted portion in the heritage
of the Ottoman Empire, and the imperial interests of Great Britain,
who was unwilling to see another Great Power establish itself in the
immediate vicinity of the Suez Canal. They further believed that
the French, at any rate, had divided up the territory under their
mandate into five (afterwards four) states with the deliberate object
of accentuating the existing disunity of the various Syrian com-
munities, in order that France might divide and rule, instead of
teaching the Syrians to co-operate in the practice of self-government,
in pursuance of Article 22 of the Covenant. As examples of this
policy they cited the aggrandizement of the Lebanon, the creation
of the ‘Alawl State, and the separation (afterwards abandoned) of
Aleppo from Damascus. The French, on their side, protested that
they had subdivided the mandated territory not in order to foment
particularism but in order to conform to particularist tendencies
which were already in existence and were receiving vigorous expres-
sion ;

^ they recalled that the mandate itself directed them (Art. 1)
to promote local autonomy to the full extent that circumstances
might permit ; and they pointed out that their policy of subdivision
had been confined to the political sphere, and that in matters of
currency and customs they had always treated the whole territory
mandated to them as a single unit. The Mandates Commission ^

neither called in question the right of the French to do what they
had done nor discussed their motives, but they were ‘ particularly
struck ’ by ‘ the lack of continuity which ’ appeared ‘ to have
marked the policy ’.

^ See French Government’s Report, 1922-3, p. 39 ; Report, 1923-4, p. 9 ;

and M. do Caix’s statement to the Permanent Mandates Commission (Minutes
of the Eifjhih Session, pp, 75-8 and 83). No other motive was ever avowed
officially on the French side. The Executive Committee of the Syro-Pales-
tinian Congress alleged, however (on. dt, p. 175), that in 1920 M. de Caix
himself had privately reported to tlie French Government that the division
of the country into small states was an absolute necessity if France was to
govern and control it : and in a dispatch published on the 15th January, 1926,
the correspondent of Le Temps wrote as follows : ‘ La t&che de M. de Jouvenel
s’en trouve toute trac5e : divisor pour rdgnor. La division est faite. Le rdgne
commence.’

‘ Minutes of the Eighth Session, pp. 206-7.
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The Commission thinks it beyond doubt that these oscillations in

matters so calculated to encourage the controversies inspired by the
rivalries of races, clans, and religions, which are so keen in this country,
to arouse all kinds of ambitions, and to jeopardize serious moral and
material interests, have maintained a condition of instability and unrest
in the mandated territories.

The second political grievance related to the frontiers and the
political regimes with which the mandatory Powers had endowed
the three states of the Great Lebanon, the ‘Alawlyin and Palestine.
The S3npo-Palestinians believed that the mandatories, realizing that
the majority of the population was against them, had sought to
bind certain minorities to themselves by giving them a position of
privilege and even dominance over their neighbours which they
could only hope to retain so long as the mandatory Powers remained
in the country.^ The 121,879 ^ Sunnis annexed to the Lebanon on
the 31st August, 1920, and the 94,000 Sunnis® annexed to the ‘Alawi
State did not reconcile themselves to this political separation from
their co-religionists in the State of Syria while the erection of
a Palestinian State within the Biblical frontiers ' from Dan even
unto Beersheba ’ ® aroused still more vehement opposition among
the Arabs of all communities in that area.
The political difficulties with which Great Britain had to con-

tend in Palestine were indeed more formidable, in themselves, than
any that confronted France in the territory mandated to her. The
non-‘AlawI elements in the ‘Alawi State and the non-Christian
elements in the Great Lebanon were only minorities, whereas the
recalcitrant element in Palestine amounted to nearly 90 per cent,
of the total population in 1922® and to something over 86 per cent.

^ For the translation of a manifesto issued on the 19th January, 1923, by
the Bayrut Central Grouj) of the Lebanese National Party, protesting against
any attack on the integrity of the Great Lebanon, see Oriente Modemo, II,
pp. 521-S.

2 French Government’s Report, 1922-3, p. 45.
^ Oriente Moderno, II, p. 718.
* The people of Tarabulus demanded the disannexation of their city from

the Great L^anon when M. de Caix, then Acting High Commissioner, visited
Tarabulus on the 24th January, 1923 (Oriente Modemo, II, p. 596). In January
1925 the Sunnis of Ladhiqlvah petitioned General Sarrail that the ‘Alawl
State should be annexed to the State of Syria or, as a second best alternative,
to the Great Lebanon (list of their demands in op, cit., V, 2, pp. lOTr-S).

* Colonial No. 15, 1925, p. 55.
* The official census of 1922 (Report, 1922, p. 58) gave the following results

:

Arabs (Sun ils, Christians, Druses, Matawilah) . . 671,098
Jews 83,794
Others (Samaritans, Bah&’Is, Hindus, Sikhs) • . 2,290

Total 757,182
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392 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

in 1925.^ Again, the minorities in the Great Lebanon and the
‘Alawi State had no reason to expect that the balance of numbers
would turn further against them, whereas the majority in Palestine
had good reason to expect a steady increase, through immigration,
in the absolute numbers (though not necessarily in the percentage)
of the Jewish minority.^ Finally, the frontiers and the political
regimes in the Great Lebanon and the 'Alawi State were matters in

^ In 1925 it was estimated (Eigli Commissioner's Keport, 1920-5, p. 48)
that the total population of Palestine was 802,000, of whom 090,000 wwe
Muslims and Christians and 104,000 were Jews. For later estimates see
p. 375 above.

“ The Palestinian Arabs ignored the fact that the mandatory Pow(‘r was
consistently careful to restrict immigration into Palestine to the measure of
the country’s economic capacity (see Section (h) above). Moreover, the addi-
tions to the Jewish poi)ulation of Palestine through immigration were )»artly
offset by the greater net natural increase among the Arab inhabitants of the
country. In 1923, for instance, the net natural increase 7>er 1,000 was stated
to be 21‘3 per cent, in the case of the Arabs and 21*4 in the case of the Jews.
In absolute figures this meant an Arab natural increase of 12,618 and a Jewish
natural increase of only 1,890, w'hile the net Jewish immigration in the same
year only amounted to about 4,000 (Leonard Stein, Zionism, p. 200). The
following additional information has been supplied by Mr. Stein in two letters
to the writer of this Survey.

(1) Letter of the 26th November, 1926 :

Tlie figures quoted from my book on Zionism are now, of course, some-
what out of date, though they were the latest available when the book was
written. There has since been a considerable increase in the volume of
Jewish immigration. Recent vital statistics published by the Palestine
Government do not distinguish between Jews and non-Jews, but, assuming
that the net rate of natural increase is about the same for both, the annual
natiiral increase of the Arab population may be put (in round figures) at
about 15,000. In 1924 the net Jewish immigration (immigrants less emi-
grants) was just under 11,000, so that the net Jewish immigration plus
natural increase was still slightly, but only slightly, less than the natural
increase of the Arabs. On the other hand, in 1925 the not Jewish immi-
gration was just over 32,000, the Jewish natural increase was about 2,000, and
the total increase in the Jewish i}opulation was just about 34,000, and was,
therefore, considerably in excess of the natural increase of the Arabs during
the year. It is at present uncertain how far any inference can be drawn
from the figures for 1925, ^jince this was a year of record immigration and
the 1926 figures will certainly be much smaller. What all this actually
amounts to is that the growth of the Jewish population by immigration and
natural increase combined up to the end of 1925 has exceeded, by an un-
certain but not very considerable figure, the growth of the Arab population
during the same period, but that, on the other hand, this is solely due to
the unprecedented immigration in 1925. It is hardly necessary to add that
the Arabs start with so large a numerical majority that even if Jewish
immigration plus natural increase continues somewhat to exceed the natural
increase of the Arabs, there is still little prospect of the Arabs being over-
taken in a numerical sense within a measurable period of time.
(2) Letter of the 23rd Febniary, 1927 :

Vital statistics distinguishing between Jews and non-Jews are now avail-
able for the years 1924 and 1926. These statistics had not been published
when 1 wrote to you on November 25th, 1926. They show that in 1924
the net natural increase was 14,856 (=26-l per thousand) in the case of
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 393
which tho mandatory Power possessed an entirely free hand, so
that the French authorities were exclusively responsible for the
results of these arrangements and completely at liberty to alter the
arrangements themselves if the results proved unsatisfactory. In
Palestine, on the other hand, the political regime to which the
majority of the population was opposed had been prescribed by
the terms of the mandate ; and, except in respect of Transjordan,
the mandatory Power had no discretion in the matter. The Per-
manent Mandates Commission, when it first took official cognizance
of the administration of the British mandate for Palestine during
its session of the 23rd October-fith November, 1924, pointed out
that ‘ whereas all the other mandates, the application of which it ’

had ‘ hitherto examined, were only intended to give effect to the
general principles laid down in Article 22 of the Covenant, the
Palestine Mandate ’ was ‘ of a more complex nature since it re-
quired the mandatory, ‘ while giving effect to the provisions of
Article 22 of the Covenant, to carry out also the plan of establishing
in Palestine a national home for the Jewish people,’ in the terms
of tho Balfour Declaration of the 2nd November, 1917. ‘A twofold
duty ’ was ‘ thus imposed on the Administration of Palestine by the
actual terms of the mandate ’

; and the attempts of the mandatory
(sincere and resourceful though they were) to perform both parts
of its duty simultaneously were frustrated by the organized opposi-
tion on the Arab side. Tho reaffirmation of the Balfour Declaration
in the British Government’s memorandum of the 3rd June, 1922,^
had interpreted the meaning of ‘ the development of the Jewish
national home in Palestine ’ in terms which might have been expected
to reassure and reconcile the Palestinian Arabs ; but while the
Zionist Organization formally accepted the policy of the memo-
randum on the 18th June, 1922, the Arabs retorted by the campaign

the non-Jewish population, and 2,427 (=25*63 per thousand) in the case
of the Jews. The corresponding figures for 1925 were : non-Jews, 13,685
(=23-8 per thousand) ; Jews, 2,183'(= 181 per thousand). Why the differ-
ence between the Jewish and non-Jewish rate of increase should have been
so much greater in 1926 than in 1924 I am not at present able to explain.
I ought to add that the figures for the non-Jewish population relate to the
settled inhabitants only, and do not include about 110,000 Badu who are
not included in the official returns. If their natural increase w^ere taken into
account, the total figure for the non-Jewish population would, of course, be a
little larger.
The net Jewish immigration (immigrants less emigrants) in 1926 was

6,446.
^ Text in British White Paper, Cmd. 1700 of 1922 ; Correspondence with the

Palestine Arab Del^ation and the Zionist Organization, pp. 17—21. For the
oircumstances see H,T. G., vol. vi, p. 177.
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394 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

of non-co-operation which has been recorded above.^ When, on the
21st February, 1922, the Palestine Arab Delegation had demanded
that the constitution of Palestine should (among other things) ‘ pro-
vide for the creation of a national independent Government in
accordance with the spirit of paragraph 4, Article 22, of the Covenant
of the Ijeague of Nations the Colonial Ofl&ce had replied :

If your Delegation realty represents the present attitude of the
majority of the Arab population of Palestine, and Mr. Churchill has no
grounds for suggesting that this is not the case, it is quite clear that the
creation at this stage of a national Government would preclude the
fulfilment of the pledge made b3^ the British Government to the Jewish
people.^

This foreboding was justified by the subsequent action of the
Palestinian Arabs, and at tw^o successive sessions of the Permanent
Mandates Commission (the 23rd Octobcr-6th November, 1924, and
the 19th~30th October, 1925) the representative of the British
Government frankly admitted that it was impossible to grant the
Arabs representation on an elective Council in proportion to their
numbers on the Palestinian roll of electors because in that event
‘ the Government of Palestine would have been placed in a per-
manent impasse, . . . On the one hand, it would be obliged to carry
out certain measures under the terms of the mandate, and, on the
other, a hostile majority in the Council would have opposed any
attempt to execute those measures
In view of this inherent and apparently intractable political crux,

the British mandate might have seemed to have less prospect than
the French of being successfully administered. Yet while the
conditions in the French mandated territory became progressively
worse, those in the adjoining British territory experienced a pro-
gressive improvement during the same period. ‘ The riots in Jeru-
salem at Easter time in 1920, and in Jaffa and its neighbourhood
in May 1921,' in which ‘ 104 persons lost their lives, 407 were injured,
and extensive damage was done to property were not repeated.
On the other hand, the demonstrations ^ in Damascus during April
1922, when the city was visited by Mr. Charles R. Crane (one of the

1 pp. 363-4. 2 Omd, 1700 of 1922, p. 6.
* Statements by Sir Herbert Samuel in Minutes of the Fifth Session, pp. 65

and 65 ; statement by Mr. Ormsby-Gore in Minutes of the Seventh Session,
p. 102.

^ Colonial No, 15, 1925, p. 26. Cf. Cmd, 1540 of 1921 ; Disturbances in May
1921 : Beports of the Commission of Inquiry,

“ See Orients Moderno, I, pp. 728-9; II, pp. 27-8.
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OP SYRIA & PALESTINE 395
two authors of the King-Crane Report), were unfortunately har-
bingers of violence to come. Again, Lord Balfour (whose name was
anathema to all the Syro-Palestinian Arabs because it was associated
with the historic declaration which had promised a national home
in Palestine to the Jews) was received by the Palestine Arabs in
Jerusalem, when he arrived there on the 25th March, 1925, in order
to open the new Hebrew University on Mount Scopus, with nothing
worse than a studiously peaceful general strike,^ of which they
considerately gave him notice before he sailed from England.^ It
was not till he paid a passing visit to Damascus on the 8th-9th
April that his presence produced an outburst of fury which threw
a great city into uproar, compelled the authorities to call out the
troops, caused twenty-four casualties (one fatal) in the tussle be-
tween the soldiers and the populace, and placed Lord Balfour’s own
life in serious jeopardy before he could be spirited away and deposited
safely on board a steamer in Bayrut harbour.®
Another symptom of a relative detente in the political situation

in Palestine was the foundation, on the 9th November, 1923, of a
new National Party (Hizbu'UWatanl) ^ in rivalry with the Palestine
Arab (Muslim-Christian) Congress ; for though the official pro-
gramme of the younger party differed little from that of the older,
and the schism was reported to have arisen less over questions of
principle than out of family and personal rivalries, this meant that
the hostility towards th^ mandatory Power and its policy, which
had hitherto held the Palestine Arabs together in a single solid
phalanx, was beginning to abate. A still clearer symptom w^as the
progressive reduction of the British garrison. When the first civil
High Commissioner in Palestine, Sir Herbert Samuel, wrote a retro-
spective report upon his five years’ tenure of office, on the 22nd
April, 1925, he was able to report ^ that the British forces in Palestine
had been reduced to a single regiment of cavalry—^stationed there
by the desire of the British War Office and not at the request of
the Palestine Administration—one squadron of aeroplanes and one
company of armoured cars (some of these aeroplanes and cars being

^ The Times, 26th March, 1925. For the preparations, see ibid., 19th March,
1926.

* Ibid., 27th February, 1925.
® See Le Temps, 11th April ; The Times, 11th, 13th, and 16th April. 1925,
* Ibid., 12th, 13th, and 14th November, and 24th December, 1923. Cf.

Colonial No. 15, 1925, p. 44.
* Colonial No. 15, 1925, p. 5 ; for details regarding the nolicing of Palestine

at this time see The Times, 18th May, 1925, 16th and 25tii February, and Ist
April, 1926.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



396 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

stationed in Transjordan to deal with Wahhabi raiders) and 450
British gendarmes. A few months later Palestine, with this in-
significant British garrison, was still enjoying almost untroubled
peace and internal order, while the French mandated territory
immediately adjoining the Palestine frontier was in flames.^ Sub-
sequently, both the British and the Palestinian sections of the
Palestine gendarmerie were disbanded, and were replaced by a new
organization entitled the Transjordan Frontier Defence Force,
which was composed of Arabs and Circassians, with a small con-
tingent of Jews, under British officers.^ In the course of the year
1926 the British garrison was reduced to vanishing point by the
withdrawal of the cavalry regiment above mentioned.

This apparent paradox was explained by the fact that the
grievances of the Syro-Palestinian people were administrative as well
as political. The political odium which the British incurred as the
international trustees of the Jewish national home in Palestine
might be greater than that which the French had brought upon
themselves by dividing Aleppo from Damascus and creating the
‘Alawi State and the Great Lebanon ; but the hostility of the
Syro-Palestinians to the mandatory system was also inflamed by
a formidable list of complaints against the mandatory administra-
tion, and the complaints of tliis kind were directed almost exclu-
sively against the French authorities.

These administrative grievances may be subsumed under the
heads of currency regulations, official languages (especially as em-
ployed in educational institutions and courts of law), the suppression
of civil liberties (including not only martial law but espionage,
deportations and internments, the censorship of the Press, and
restrictions upon freedom of association), administration proper
(including the selection of native office-holders and the control
exercised over them by the mandatory Power), and the official
personnel by which the mandatory itself was represented in the
mandated territory. In this connexion it will be convenient to
consider the opposition to the French mandate among the Druses,
of the Jabalu’d-Duruz. The grievances by which the opposition
here was aroused were almost entirely administrative and not

^ For the disproportion between the respective strengths of the French and
British garrisons in the two mandated territories (after all<^wing for the differ-
ence in the area and population of the two territories) at{the time when the
insurrection in the French territory broke out see The times, 8th Auirust,
1925.

* Some particulars of this force are given in the Middle Eastern Estimates
for 1926-7.
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political. Yet this was the spark which, in 1925, fired a train of
revolt Jong laid across southern and central Syria.
The currency ^ which the French found in circulation in the

territory mandated to them was the Egyptian pound, which General
AlJenby, the Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies of Occupa-
tion, had substituted on the 2nd November, 1918, for the previous
Turkish currency as legal tender. The Egyptian pound remained
a stable currency during the period under review, whereas the
Frencli franc depreciated at an accelerating rate from the Armistice
of 1918 onwards. The French Government, which in 1920 ‘ was
maintaining in the Levant a large army of which the effective force
amounted to as many as 70,000 men found it ‘ extremely incon-
venient and expensive to have continually to buy in Egypt Egyptian
pounds in order to meet expenditure in Syria Accordingly, in
1920, the French High Commissioner established by arrHe a Bank
of Syi'ia, and conferred on it the exclusive piivilege of issuing notes
in a new Swian currency redeemable in French francs at the fixed
rate of 20 centimes per piastre (the Swian pound being thus equated
w ith 20 French francs, whatever the raV. of the French franc on the
world market). By the Oth F’ebruary, 1925, this bank had issued
not(5s up to an aggregate value of 184,000,000 FVench francs in
circulation, as against a reserve of 183,900,000 FVench francs of
which only 3,500,000 were in gold or in foreign state bonds payable
in gold, w'hile no less than 108,730,000 were in bonds on the French
State or guaranteed by it. Moreovei*, the majority of the shares
were held in France. On the other hand, the gold reserve, such as
it was (i.e. less than 3 per cent.), was kept in Syria ; and, after
investigating the matter, the Permanent Mandates Commission felt
that no weight should be given to an allegation, which was cate-
gorically denied by the mandatory Power, that the bank was attempt-
ing to drain the mandated territory of its gold.
The acceptance of this new S3a’ian paper currency had been one

of the demands in General Gouraud’s ultimatum of the 14th July,
1920, to the Arab National State of Damascus, and after the French
conquest of the interior in that month the new currency was accord-
ingly introduced there also. On the 23rd January, 1924, the status
of the Bank of S5rria, which had previously depended on the High

^ See French Government’s Report. 1924, pp. 88-90 ; Minutes of the Fifth
Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, pp. 114-15; and Minutes of
the Eighth Session, pp, 107-18 and pp. 204-5.

* Statement by M. de Caix in Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent
Mandates Commission, p. 111.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s
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Commissionor\s arrUe, was confirmed, for a term of fifteen years as
from the 1st April, 1924, in a convention between the bank of the
one part and the Governments of the Syrian Federation and the
Great Lebanon of the other (though not without strenuous opposi-
tion in the Syrian Federal Council).^ Thus the mandatory Power
deprived the people of the mandated territory of the stable currency
which they had previously enjoyed, and caused them to experience
the losses and uncertainties of depreciation by making their currency
dependent on that of France. This real grievance, combined with
the apparently imaginary grievance of the drain of gold, brought
odium upon the mandatory. It must be noted, however, that the
French authorities in Syria sought to mitigate the local consequences
of the depreciation of the French franc by authorizing the use of
gold currencies—in 1921 for all contracts of more than forty days’,
and in 1924 for all contracts of more than five days’ duration. The
circulation of the Syrian paper currency was stated to be practically
confined to Bayrut and the neighbourhood ; and its employment
in payments by the Administration was offset by the fact that the
taxes were collected in it likewise.^ Nevertheless, the Permanent
Mandates Commission, after investigation, formed the opinion that
the currency policy of the mandatory Power was impeding the pre-
paration of the mandated territories for the full exercise of their
independence— ' a result which would be inconceivable without
autonomy in financial and monetary matters

Official languages were a grievance not only in the French but in the
British mandated territory, where the mandate itself prescribed
(Art. 22) that Hebrew should rank as official, along with Arabic and
English. In the French mandated territory Arabic and French
were made the official languages by the action of the mandatory
Power ; and French, as well as Arabic, was made a compulsory
subject in all schools maintained out of public funds.^ A greater

^ Oriente Moderno, IV, 2, pp. 96-8.
* On the other hand, ‘ the fines inflicted as the result of insurrection were

payable in gold.’ (Statement by M. de Caix, in Minutes of the Eighth Session
of the Permanent Mandates Commission, p. 116.)

^ In 1924 the British mandatory authorities in Palestine began to examine
the question of replacing the Egyptian pound there by a new Palestinian
currency ; but one of the postulates of the scheme was that the exchange
value of the new currency was to be maintained at parity with gold {Eenort
for 1924, p. 5). A Palestine Currency Board was eventually set up in Lonaon.
(See a public notice on this subject in the Palestine Oflieial Cazette, 1st Septem-
ber, 1926.)

^ French Government’s Report, 1924, pp. 11-12; Minutes of the Eighth
Session of the Permanent . Mandates Commission, p. 110.
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grievance was the introduction of French into the law courts—

a

grievance connected with the provisions, in lieu of the Capitulations,
which the mandatory Power made for dealing with cases in which
foreigners were concerned.^ For this latter purpose, General Gouraud
signed, on the 16th November, 1921, an arrUe instituting mixed
tribunals in both the Lebanon and Sjnria ; but this arrUe was not
published until March 1922, and it aroused such a storm of opposition
that it was never put into force. On the 7th July, 1923, it was
abrogated by a new arreii of Grcneral Weygand’s, in which the
establishment of special mixed tribunals was abandoned, while it
was provided instead that French magistrates should sit with the
native magistrates in the ordinary courts—in the S3rrian .coiulis
only when foreigners were concerned, but in. the Lebanese courts
even for the decision of native cases.^ Though this change was
intended as a concession to public opinion, the coming into force
of the new arrUe on the 1st February, 1924, was signalized by a
strike of the native bar (who protested again on the first anniversary).
They complained that the introduction of French magistrates on to
the native bench was having the effect of driving the Arabic language
out of the courts ; and the accredited representative of the French
Government admitted to the Permanent Mandates Commission that
‘ he did not know whether any [French] magistrates had been found
who could speak Arabic
The most serious grievance against the exercise of the French

mandate was the suppression of civil liberties. Whereas the martial
law, originally introduced by Lord Allenby when he effected the
military occupation of the country, was abrogated in the British
mandated territory as early as the 1st July, 1920, it was maintained
in the French mandated territory not only after the transference
of the High Command in that area to the French military authorities
on the 1st November, 1919, but until the beginning of 1925. More-
over General Sarrail’s arrUe ^ of the 10th January, 1925, by which
it was tardily abrogated, was supplemented by a second arrUe of
the same date ® which contained the following provisions ;

Art. 2.—If public order has been disturbed in a State, or if the
security of the territory demands it, the powers belonging to each State
^ See Oriente Modemo, I, pp, 727-8 ; II, pp. 144-7 ; III, 5, pp. 262-6 ;

IV, 1, p. 37 ; 2, pp. 101-2 ; 3, pp. 182-3 ; Mi'imtes of the Eighth Session of the
Permanent Mandates Commission, pp. 19, 183, and 189-90.

* Statement by M. de Caix in Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent
Mandates Commission, p. 19.

® Statement by M. de Caix, loc. cit,
* Text in Oriente Modemo, V, 2, pp. 104-6. * Text in loc. cit.
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400 THE MIDDLE EAST Part lU
for the maintenance of order and public security may be exercised by
the High Commissioner. The latter acts thenceforth in place of the
State Government, either directly or through his delegates. In the same
circumstances, the local police and gendarmerie forces pass directly
under the orders of the French military authorities.

Art. 3.—In case of grave troubles, or if external circumstances render
it necessary, the High Commissioner may invest the military authorities
in the whole or part of the territory with the whole or part of the powers
of jurisdiction and police normally exercised by the civil authorities.

In the same circumstances the High Commissioner received the
right to permit the military authorities to exercise certain additional
powers, including those of removing suspects and forbidding pub-
lications ^ and meetings, which they had been exercising during the
jjrevious four years under martial law.
The removal of susj)eots in the French mandated territory under

French martial law was resorted to on a far larger scale than in Egypt
or ‘Iraq under British martial law before the raising of the state of
siege in those two countries.- This penalty was sometimes inflicted
bj^ sentence of a court martial and sometimes by an administrative
act of the Commander-in-Chief of the French Army of Occupation

—

an office which, in the persons of Generals Gouraud, Weygand, and
Sarrail, was united de facto, though not juridically, with the High
Commissionership.® The re2)resentative of the Frt'nch Government
admitted to the Permanent Mandates Commission tliat the i)ersons
deporied and interned sometimes had no opportunity of defending
themselves, and that there w^as no appeal against the High Com-
missioner’s decision except by a complaint addressed to the Govern-
ment in Paris. The place of the ‘ enforced residence ’ thus inflicted
was usually a prison on the island of Arwad, but sometimes a French
possession overseas. Under this procedure, in 1920, a number of
memb(TS of the Lebanon Administrative Council were condemned
b}" court, martial and banished for having published a manifesto,

^ For the Press Censorship see Oriente Moderno, IV, 3, p. 184, and Mmutes
of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, pp. 99-* 100. In
the Briti.sh mandated territory, between the 1st July, 1920, and the 22nd
April, 1025, there was no censorship of the press, nor was any subsidy paid
to any newspaper {Colonial No. 15, 1925, p. 44).

2 In the British mandated territory of Palestine, between the 1st July,
1920, and the 22nd April, 1925, there were ‘ no political prosecutions, and no
deportations, except of alien communists, and one temporary expulsion of an
Arab of little note in 1921 ’ (Colonial No. 15, 1925, p. 44). To find a parallel
to the deportations and internments in the French mandated territory during
the same period, it would be necessary to study the Greek military regime in
the occupied Anatolian territories between 1919 and 1922.

* Minutes of the Fifth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, pp.
102-3 ; Minutes of the Eighth Session, pp. 20-2, 66-8, 96-100.
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demanding the independence of the Lebanon, on the 10th July ;
^

and, though these were permitted to return in 1922,^ members of
the succeeding Council were condemned and interned in Corsica in
the same year. After the demonstrations at Damascus on the
occasion of Mr. Charles R. Crane’s visit in April 1922, seven persons
(including Dr. ‘Abdu’r-Rahman Shahbandar, afterwards leader of
the Damascus Nationalists in the revolt of 1925-6) were condemned
to terms of hard labour ranging from twenty years to five. In
October 1923, however, and again in January 1925, after the High
Commissionership had passed to Gtmeral Sarrail, a number of
sentences of expulsion were remitted, and, on the 1st February of
that year, ‘ only nine of those who had been expelled were being
kept out of their country.’ ^

The information on the strength of which these proceedings were
taken by the French military authorities was supplied by an intel-
ligence service ^ consisting of ‘ about fifty to sixty French officers ’

and ‘ a few civilians. . . . The officers did not confine themselves to
receiving information which came to them spontaneously ’, and
* native informers received subsidies but did not officially form part
of the service Serious criticisms in the French Chamber, directed
against the conduct of this intelligence service, were virtually
admitted by the French Prime Minister on the 18th December,
1925 ; and the representative of the French Government before the
Permanent Mandates Commission ‘ did not deny that in certain
instances intelligence officers doing administrative work might have
been somewhat heavy-handed ’.

In regard to the civil administration there was a significant
contrast between the respective policies of the two mandatory
Powers. In the British mandated territory, when the natural
leaders of the Arab community persisted in their policj^ of non-
co-operation, the High Commissioner preferred to admit that his
efforts at introducing an instalment of self-government had been
baffled, and to revert frankly to an autocratic administration rather
than ‘ to form a council of men of less standing ’.® France, in her
mandated territory, was able to report what seemed, on the face
of it, more satisfactory progress. In the course of the year July
1922-July 1923 ‘ a certain number of functionaries who had been

1 Oriente Modemo, I, p. 414. * Op. cU.^ II, p. 223.
* Op. in, 7, p. 423 ; French Government’s Eeportt 1924, p. 12.
* See Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission,

pp. 16, 86-7, 176, 207-8.
* Statements by M. de Caix. • Colonial- No. 16, 1925, p. 46.
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solely responsible to the French Government passed into the local
administrative hierarchies and became thenceforth the employees of
the native Governments.^ Most of the technical advisers disap-
peared from the High Commission and its Delegations, some being
done away vath, while others entered the service of the native
Governments.’ ® In the follomng year the French administrative
advisers responsible to the mandatory authorities were altogether
replaced, in the States of the Great Lebanon and Aleppo, by French
inspectors of administrative services who were engaged by the
native Governments.^ In the same year Councils of Directors (i.e.

Ministers of State), on the precedent of the Council already intro-
duced in the Great Lebanon, were instituted in the other States,
an elective Council in each State, with a Federal Council for the
three federated States, being set up as has been recorded above.^
Moreover, the President of the Federation, Bereket Subhi Bey, and
the first Governors of three out of the five States in the mandated
territory, were natives ; and the mandatory Power could defend
the provisional retention of Frenchmen as Governors of the ‘Alawi
State and the Great Lebanon on the grounds that the former was
backward and that the latter was torn by religious dissensions.®
The natives themselves, however, asseverated, with good reason,
that this imposing fagade of native self-government masked a de
facto domination by the mandatory Power which was not less auto-
cratic than the British regime on the Palestinian side of the frontier.®
They maintained that the native office-holders were not only
nominees of the mandatory Power but instruments of the manda-
tory’s policy rather than representatives of their own fellow-country-
men ; that the elections to the Representative Councils were not
free ; and that the Councils thus elected, ‘ tame ’ as they were, were
bound hand and foot.’ The real Governor of each State was, in fact,

^ French Government’s Beport, July 1922-July 1923, p. 11.
* On the distinction between the French officials of the High Commission,

who were in the service of the mandatory Power, and those French officials
who were in the service of the native States, see a statement byM. de Caix
in Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, p. 15.

® French Government’s Report, July 1923-July 1924, pp. 10-11.
* p, 368.
* See French Government’s Report, 1922-3, p. 12 ; Minutes of the Fifth

Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, p. 100.
* For example, the High Commissioner’s arrHd of the 8th March, 1922, in-

stituting an elective Representative Council in the Great Lebanon (see p. 367
above), produced disillusionment and bitterness among Lebanese of all parties
{Oriente Modemo, 1, pp. 721-2). The new administrative regulations were
compared unfavourably with those of 1864 {op. dt, II, pp. 163-4).

^ In the city of Damascus the abstentions from voting at the first elections
reached a high figure (French Government’s Report, 1923-4, p. 8). The
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 403
the Delegate of the French High Commissioner, and the High
Commissioner also possessed a monopoly of legislative power, since
he promulgated all important legislation by his own arretes, while
the less important bills which came before the Councils could only
do so on the High Commissioner’s initiative, and could only acquire
executory force if and when a vote of the Assembly received the
High Commissioner’s ratification.^

This unavowed but all-pervasive administrative and legislative
control on the part of the French authorities, behind a fa9ade of
native self-government, was evidently likely, in the long run, to
prove more exasperating to the Syro-Palestinian people than the
more straightforward procedure of the British authorities in the
adjoining territories. It was thus in itself a mistaken policy ; yet
its consequences might not have been so disastrous as they actually
were if the officials responsible for its execution had attained those
standards of ability, experience, discretion and, above all, impartial
justice which were to be expected from the representatives of a
Government upon which an international trusteeship had been
conferred. Unfortunately, ‘ the staff which was at the disposal of
the mandatory Administration for the most delicate and highest
duties, even for those of State Governors, did not constitute, owing
to the diversity of its origin, a sufficiently coherent and experienced
body of officials
In the administration of both mandates, it was one of the inherent

difficulties of the local situation that the representatives of the
mandatory Powers would be expected, a priori^ by the population
to which they were to give their services, to be partisans of som^
particular local policy or some particular local faction. In regard
to every British official it would be asked :

‘ Is he Gentile or Jew,
pro-Arab or pro-Zionist ? ’ and in regard to every French official

:

OouncilB were regarded so completely as instruments of the mandatory Power
that in November 1923 there was a movement for boycotting their members
(Oriente Modemo, III, 7, p. 417). Nevertheless, the Damascus Council, at
any rate, became a focus of opposition to the mandatory Power (see, for
example, an account of the sitting of the 9th April, 1924, in op. IV, 6,
pp. 312-13). This fact miffht be interpreted in two ways. It might mean
either that the elections had been honestly conducted, or else that the opposi-
tion in the country was too strong to be counteracted by electoral chicanery.

^ See the Appeal of the Executive Committee of the Syro-Palestinian Con-
fess, printed as Annex No. Ill to the Minnies of the Eighth Session of the
Permanent Mandates Commission. The Permanent Mandates Commission re-
ported (Report on the Eighth Session^nnted as Annex No. IV to the Minutes^
p. 207) : " It seems clear that the Irenoh advisers have shown a too pro-
nounced tendency to take the place of the native authorities.’

* Loc. cit.

D d 2
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404 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

* Is he secularist or Good Catholic ”, pro-SunnI or pro-Maronite ? *

Both mandatory Powers entered on their task under special com-
mitments to particular communities in the mandated territories

—

the British to the Zionists and the French to the Latins, Maronites
and Uniates of the Lebanon ; and both tacitly acknowledged these
commitments in their first selections of High Commissioners. The
British Government sent out a Zionist, Sir Herbert Samuel, and
the French three successive ‘ Good Catholics ’—M. Picot, General
Gouraud, and General Weygand. Both, again, varied their selection
in 1925, when Sir Herbert Samuel was succeeded by a non-Jew,
Lord Plumer, and General Wej^gand by a prominent supporter of
the Cartel des Gauches, General Sarrail.^ All parties in both man-
dated territories hoped or feared, as the case might be, that these
successive High Commissioners, and their British and French sub-
ordinates, would perform their tasks in a partisan spirit ; but while
these expectations were repeatedly falsified on the British side ^

(a fact which goes far to explain the relative success with which the
inherent difficulties of the Palestine manda^^ were surmounted),
on the French side they were more often fulfii^ed. Indeed, General
Weygand, ‘ Good Catholic ’ as he was, appears to have been the
only one of the successive French High Commissioners contem-
porary with Sir Herbert Samuel and Lord Plumer who held the
scales as evenly as they. His predecessor General Gouraud took
responsibility for partisan acts, like the creation of the Great Lebanon,
which sow^ed the storm ; while under his successor General Sarrail

—

whose appointment in place of General Weygand was ostentatiously
made by M. Herriot's Government, and emphatically accepted by
General Sarrail himself, as a ‘ symbolic gesture ’ in the party struggle
of French home politics ^

‘ France exported to Syria already
^ General Gouraud held the High Commissionership from the 10th Novem-

ber, 1919, to the 21st April, 1923 ; General Weygand from the 21st April,
1923, to the 29th November, 1924 ; General Sarrail from the 29th November,
1924, to the 30th October, 1925. Sir Herbert Samuel took up his appoint-
ment as from the 1st July, 1920, and handed over his office to Lord Plumer
as from the 1st July, 1925.

2 Sir Herbert Samuel informed the Permanent Mandates Commission that
‘ the underlying idea pursued by the [mandatory] Government [in Palestine]
was that it should deal with the Arabs in regard to their possession of their
land, their religion, their development generally, exactly as if no Balfour
Declaration had been made at all *

; and he was censured by certain Zionists
less fair-minded and far-sighted than himself for ‘ leaning over backwards *

in his anxiety not to show partiality to his co-religionists. It was the Arabs’
turn to be disappointed when they found that Sir Herbert Samuel’s successor.
Lord Plumer, was firmly resolved to do his duty under the mandate by pro-
moting the development of the Jewish National Home.

® Le Temps

y

Ist November, 1925.
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 405
distracted by indigenous feuds, ‘ the political and religious differ-
ences that have so long characterized her own life In this spirit,
Cxcneral San*ail desalt with (general Weygand’s French subordinates
as the Cartel had dealt with General We3^gand himself, and he
furthcu’ thinned the already dwindling ranks of France’s traditional
friends among the Syrian ])eople by ruthlessl}^ carrying into the
terre d'outre-mer that anticlerical crusade which his party was accus-
tomed to carry on at home. He acted with the same roughness
in the single conspicuous case in which he supported a subordinate,
and continued a policy, inherited from his predecessor ; and with
singular perversit^^ he selected for this exceptional treatment the
Jabalu’d-Duruz—the most dangerous spot in the whole of the
French mandated territory. It is not surprising that it was General
Sarrail who reaped the whirlwind.
The ground had been prepared for five 3^ears by serious short-

comings among the French administrative staff, “ w^hose collective
performance was of more consequence for the fortunes of the French
mandate than the vagaries of High Commissioners. Some of these
French officials were seconded members of the French home civil
service who found themselves suddenly j)romoted to positions of
responsibility which they had neither the ability nor the experience
to fill. Others were militar^^ officers, or even non-commissioned
officers, who were alleged by the population placed under their
government to be ignorant of administrative procedure. The
majority—especially among the judges appointed to the native
bench,^ who in other technical respects w^ere perhaps better qualified
than many of their colleagues—were apparently ignorant of the
Arabic language. On the other hand, the minority who were
linguistically equipjx'd for the task (particularly incumbent uj)on
the representatives of a mandatorj" Power) of entering into close
and sympathetic personal relations with the population of the
mandated territory, had been psychologically unfitted for this by
their previous careers. These were military officers from the French
colonies and protectorates in Africa, where they had been accus-
tomed to apply regimes less liberal than the mandate to populations
less civilized and sensitive than the SjTians ; and for the most part
they failed to adjust their methods and manners to their new duties.

^ The TimeSy 24th November, 1925. Compare the remarks of the Chairman
of the Permanent Mandates Commission, the Marquis Theodoli, in Minutes of
the Eighth Session, p. 92.

® See Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission^
pp. 84-8, 96-7, 170-7, 179. ^ See p. 399 above.
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406 THE MIDDLE EAST Partm
Thus the very Frenchmen who should have forged the strongest
links of human sympathy between France and the Syrian territory
mandated to her became the chief stumbling-blocks in the way of
an understanding between the two countries ;

^ and, as the Per-
manent Mandates Commission pointed out,^ even those appointed
to such important positions as State Governorships sometimes
proved unsatisfactory. In May 1923 two hundred Lebanese citizens
addressed a petition ® to the French Government, in which they
declared that, under the administration of the French Governor
of the Great Lebanon, Commandant Trabaud, the public funds were
squandered, the police was corrupt, the elections were tampered
with, and the officials were arbitrarily appointed and dismissed.
The petitioners demanded that an impartial commission of inquiry
should be sent out from France immediately. This demand was not
complied with ; but Commandant Trabaud was sent away on leave
by General Weygand,^ and in June 1924 he was replaced by General
Vandenberg,® who appears to have given great satisfaction until his
summary dismissal by General Sarrail on the 2nd January, 1925,
the very day on which the new High Commissioner landed at
Bayrut.® General Sarrail would have been better advised if he had
reserved this treatment for the French Governor of the Jabalu’d-
Duruz, Captain Carbillet. Instead, he not only rebuffed but treacher-
ously arrested and interned the Druse notables who petitioned for
Captain Carbillet’s replacement ; and this was the blow that touched
off the explosion.

(d) France and the Jabalu’d-Duruz (1920-4)
The Druses were the adherents of an esoteric non-proselytizing

religion founded in the eleventh centurj^ after Christ by the Fatimid
Caliph Al-Hakim bi’amri’Uah, and they took their name from

^ A certain number of French officials in the mandated territory were
accused by the Syrians of specific acts of arbitrariness, tyranny, and oven
corruption. (See Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates
Commission, p. 177.) In the nature of the case such charges were difficult
either to prove or to disprove. No charges of corruption (though many of
tactlessness and tyranny) seem to have been brought against eitner General
Sarrail or Captain Carbillet—the two Frenchmen immediately responsible for
provoking the revolt of 1925.

Loc. cit. * Oriente Moderno, III, 1, pp. 48-9.
* Op. cit.. Ill, 1, p. 49. ® Op. cit., IV, 7, pp. 439-40, and 8, p. 485.
* Op. cit., V, 1, p. 11.
’ For the social and political background in the Jabalu’d-Duruz see the

French Government’s Provisional Eeport to the League of Nations on the
situation in Sy^a and the Lebanon in 1925, pp. 7-8 ; Minutes of the Eighth
Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, pp. 101-3 and 169-4 ; Oriente
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 407
Al'Hakim’s apostle Ad-Darazi.^ In matters of religion the Druse
community was divided into a hierarchy of initiation-classes.
There was the ‘ spiritual section ’ (qismuW^Ruhdnl), subdivided into
the chiefs (ar-Ru'asd), the intelligent {al-uqaJd), and the excellent
(al-ajdwld) ; and the ‘ corporeal section subdivided into the lords
(al-umard) and the ignorant {ahjuhhdl). Initiation was open to
women as well as men. Like many other small and peculiar sects
which have managed to survive, the Druses tended to withdraw
into mountain fastnesses. At the date when the French and British
mandates were introduced there were four main Druse strongholds—one in the Lebanon east of Bayrut, the second in the extreme
south-west of the Great Lebanon, the third on the western slopes
of Mount Hermon, and the fourth in the Jabalu’d-Duruz—an
isolated mass of rugged and ill-watered mountains which rose
abruptly between the fertile corn-lands of the Hawran to the west
and the Hamad steppe to the east. The central shrine of the Druse
religion, Khalwatu’l-Biyad, lay in the Mount Hermon district,
while the chief political focus of the Druse community had formerly
lain in the Lebanon ; but during the past two centuries—and
especially after the migration which followed the French military
intervention in 1860 and the organization of the autonomous sanjaq
of the Lebanon in 1861-4—the political centre of gi’avity had shifted
to the most remote and militarily strongest of the Druse fastnesses :

Moderno^ V, 9, pp. 469-72 (bibliography on pp. 469-70), Buminarizing a series
of articles published in Al-Alirdm of Cairo under the pseudonym Ar-Kahhalah ;

The Times, Ist September, 1925. See also the relevant sections in the Ad-
miralty Handbook, Syria (including Palestine), and the Foreign Office Peace
Handbook No. 60, Sxjria and Palestine.

^ The European form ‘ Druses ’ rej>roduce8 the Arabic Duruz, the plural of
DarazT.

^ The French military intervention in 1860 on behalf of the Maronites was
undertaken with the approval and the diplomatic co-operation of the other
Great Powers of the day, including Great Britain ; but at the same time the
British (xovernment was instrumental in saving the Druses from being
altogether sacrificed as the scapegoats for those massacres of Christians in the
Lebanon and at Damascus by which the French intervention had been brought
about. The events of 1860 strengthened a tendency—which had originated in
the international crisis over ‘the Eastern Question ’ in 1839 and the British
naval intervention along the Syrian coast in 1840—for the Druses to regard
themselves as the special prot^g^s of Great Britain and the Maronites of
France. Undoubtedly, during the period following the establishment of the
autonomous sanjaq of the Lebanon, the influence of the British consular
authorities over the Druses was very strong ; but the secret agreements con-
cluded between the Principal Allied Powers during the War of 1914-18 assigned
all the four main Druse strongholds to the French sphere, and there was no
evidence that, at any time thereafter, the British authorities encouraged the
Druses to look towards Great Britain for political support. On the other hand,
it is not improbable that a traditional hostility on the part of the Druses
towards France, as the jiatroness of their neighbours and rivals the Maronites,
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408 THE MIDDLE EAST Part ni
the Jabalu’d-Diiruz (as it came to be called par excellence). During
the period under review the mandatory authorities estimated that
there were 48,000 Druses in the Jabal (out of a total population of
about 60,000), 40,000 in the Lebanon east of Bayrfit, 2,000 in the
south-west, 7,000 in the Mount Hermon district,^ and 7,028 in the
British mandated territory.^
Being thus isolated from their neighbours by the twofold barrier

of their mountains and their religion, the Druses—especially those of
the Jabal—had retained certain social customs and characteristics
which had no necessary connexion with their religion and had once
been prevalent among other S^Tian communities, but had latterly
been disappearing in the more accessible parts of the country under
the influence, especially the economic influence, of Western civiliza-
tion. The cultivated land attached to each village in the Jabal
was held in common and reallotted periodically among the inhabi-
tants ;

^ and the lords had a prescriptive right to the produce of
a certain proportion of the land (the particular portions being
reselected at each reallotmcnt), which the peasants had to cultivate
for them besides attending to their own. Sometime towards the
end of the nineteenth century after Christ ^ the leaven of Western
ideas had w'orked its way, even into the Jabalu’d-Duruz, sufficiently
to produce a peasant revolt against the traditional system of land-
tenure and division of crops ; and although the Ottoman authorities
had sent troops to re-establish the authority of the Druse lords, the
lords had been compelled to make a compromise with the peasants
under which the proportion of demesne-land was reduced.^ On the
w^hole, however, the lords had succeeded in retaining, or recovering,
their traditional privileges and pnistige. They spent their revenues
juincipally on keeping open house in their mansions for all who
may have predisposed the Druses to fall out with the French when the region
in which their strongholds lay was placed under a French mandate.

^ Statement by M. de Caix in Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent
Mandates Commission, pp. 160-1. An earlier French estimate (French Govern-
ment’s Report, 1922-3, pp. 8-9) put the Druses of the Jabal at 42,682 (out of
a total population in the Jabal of 50,000), 4,362 in other parts of the mandated
territory, excluding the Great Lebanon, and 43,633 in the Great Lebanon.

* Palestine Report, 1922, p. 58.
^ The periods sometimes ran for three years and sometimes for seven

{Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, pp.
101-2 ).

^ ‘About 40 years ago’ (The Times, 1st Septe|nber, 1925); ‘about 20
years ago ’ (M, de Caix, loc. cit.).

* To ‘ between one-sixteenth and one-eighth part of their [former] lands,
according to the locality’ (The Times, loc. cit)-, ‘the chiefs had a right
[during the period under review] to a third of the [total cultivated] area ’ (M. de
Caix, Voc. cit).
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 409
sought their hospitality (a social obligation which was at the same
time the basis of the lords’ political ascendancy over the peasantry).
The relations which this ‘ feudal system ’ established between
peasant and lord were strengthened by a keen sense of clan solidarity
or 'amblyah^ like that which still prevailed among the contemporary
inhabitants of Kurdistan ^ and among those inveterate enemies of
the Druses, the Badawl tribes of the Hamad. This clan solidarity
made the Dnises formidable in war out of proportion to their arma-
ment and numbers ;

^ and before the French fell foul of them they
had given trouble for centuries to successive administrations in
Syria, including not merely the Ottoman Government but so re-
doubtable a ruler as Mehmed ‘Ali. Fortunately for those Powers
who attempted to keep the Druses in control, their sense of solidarity
seldom expanded beyond the clan to take in the Druse community
as a whole. The ten noble houses were constantly at feud with
one another, and often the different branches, and the different
individual members, of a single house were the bitterest rivals.

After the Armistice of the 30th October, 1918, the Druses had
accepted without enthusiasm the sovereignty of the new Arab
National State of Damascus as the Ottoman Government’s successor,
and they were alleged ^ to have made overtures to the French, on
their own initiative, before the end of 1919.^ When General Gouraud
invaded the Arab National State and took Damascus in July 1920,
the Druses held aloof, and did not join their neighbours of the
Hawran plain in resisting the extension of French authority. On
the 20th December, 1920, after the resistance of the Hawranis had
been overcome by the French, a congress of Druse notables met at
Suwaydil, the principal town in the Jabal, and drafted a charter
setting forth twelve conditions upon which they would be willing
to recognize the French mandate. After protracted negotiations,
an agreement ® was signed on the 4th March, 1921, by the French

^ pp. 479-80 below.
^ For the military and political potency of "asahhjah see Ibn Khaldun :

Muciaddamdt, passim.
® lYench Government’s Provisional Beport for 1925, p. 8.
^ For the relations between the French and the Druses between the Armis-

tice of the 30th October, 1918, and the arrival of General Sarrail at Bayrut
on the 2nd January, 1925, see the French Government's Proinsional Report
for 1925, pp. 8-18 ; Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates
Commission, pp. 54-5, 125-8, 131-7 ; Orienie Moderno, II, pp. 224, 303, 531 ;

HI. 5, p. 280 ; IV, 1, pp. 38-9, and 2, p. 103 ; V, 9, pp. 446-7 and 467-9 ;

10, pp. 525-6 ; 11, pp. 600-1 ; The Times, 10th August and 1st September,
1925.

* For a translation of the text from an Arabic version published in Al-
Ahrdm of Cairo, Ist August, 1925, see Orienie Moderno, V, 9, pp. 472-4.
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Acting High Commissioner, M. de Caix, on behalf of the mandatory
Power, and sealed by a number of the Druse spiritual chiefs and
temporal lords in the Jabal.
In this instrument the Jabalu’d-Duruz was promised an inde-

pendent national Government, with wide administrative indepen-
dence, under the French mandate (Art. 1). The Government was
to be national in the sense that its functionaries were to be elected
by the native population and its administration was to conform
to local customs. At the same time it was to be assisted by resident
French advisers (Art. 2). There was to be a native Governor (hakim)
elected by the legitimate representatives of the people (Art. 3).
There was to be an elective Council of Government (Majlisu'l-
Hukumah), with a three years’ term, which was to meet once a year,
deal with the budget and with the previous year’s public accounts,
and present proposals to the Government ; and a Permanent
Administrative Commission partly nominated and partly elected by
the Council (Art. 4). The mandatory Power was to enjoy the mono-
poly of furnishing any necessary technical, financial, economic, or
military assistance to the Jabalu’d-Duruz State (Art. 6). The
population of the Jabal were to be exempt from compulsory
military service and were to possess the right of bearing arms within
their own frontiers (Art. 7). They were also to be exempt from the
tithe (Art. 10). The mandatory Power was to have the exclusive
representation of the Druse Government abroad (Art. 8), and the
State Budget was to be subject to approval by the French High
Commissioner (Art. 11). On the other hand, the mandatory Power
pledged itself not to constrain the Government of the Jabal to
enter any Syrian union except for economic purposes (Art. 9).
There were to be no customs barriers between the Jabal and the
State of Damascus, but the Jabal was to have the right to a quota
in the proceeds from the common customs service of the whole
mandated territory (Art. 12). Both the mandatory Power and the
Government of the Jabal were to refrain from any interference in
religious affairs (Art. 14) and to respect the rights of local minorities
(Art. 15). A provision which proved important in the sequel was
that the Majlis might make requests to the mandatory Power in
the circumstances indicated in a special law (provided for in Art. 5)
on the competence and functions of the Druse Government, and
that the mandatory Power should take such requests into considera-
tion after consulting the Druse religious chiefs (Art. 13).
The delimitation of the frontier between the Jabal and Damascus,

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect.vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 411
early in 1922, and the official proclamation of the independence of
the Jabal on the 5th April of that year, have been recorded already.^
Meanwhile, at the instance of the mandatory Power, an informal
assembly of Druse notables met at Suwayda on the 1st May, 1921,
and elected as Governor of the Jabal Salim Pasha Al-Atrash—^the
head of one of the two leading branches of the Atrash family, which
for the past three-quarters of a century had been the leading noble
house in the Jabal, at any rate in the southern and western districts
of the territory.^ Another assembly which met on the 6th May
divided the Jabal into administrative and electoral districts and
devised a national flag ; and the first Majlis (which was not, how-
ever, elected in accordance with Article 4 of the agreement, but was
appointed by the lords from among their own number by private
arrangements) was opened on the 26th. A French administrative
adviser arrived at Suwayda at the end of June 1921, and a small
French garrison at the end of August.

Salimu’lrAtrash had been paramount chief of the Jabal since 1914,
and during the short life of the Arab State of Damascus he had been
recognized as mutasarrif of the Jabal by the Amir Faysal ; but his
position had been little more than honorary, and he found his
governorship a burdensome and thankless task, even with French
support. His chief difficulties were with the members of his own
house, who were either jealous of his position or resentful that he did
not take fuller advantage of it for providing his kinsmen with posts
and salaries. The most troublesome of these Atrash lords was
Sultanu’l-Atrash of Qurayyah,® who in September 1918, when the
Ottoman regime was on the eve of its downfall, had taken the lead
in declaring in favour of the Hashimis, and had distinguished him-
self in the final operations in which the Turks were driven from
Damascus. In July 1922 Sultan fell foul not only of his kinsman
Salim but of the mandatory Power. An individual who had taken
part in an attempt to assassinate General Gouraud at Qunaytirah on
the 23rd June, 1921, sought asylum in Sultan’s mansion in Qurayyah,
when Sultan happened to be away from home, and was seized and
sent off under arrest to Suwayda by the local mvdlr (another member
of the Atrash family).^ On his return Sultan telegraphed first to

^ See above, p. 358.
* For the previous history of the House of Atrash see Oriente Moderno, V, 9,

pp. 464-8.
* Sult&n in this case was a proper name, not a title.
* This mudlr, Sayyfih Bey Al-Atrash, afterwards fought side by side with

Sultan in the revolt of 1926.
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Salim and then to the High Commissioner, demanding his suppliant’s
release, and when his demand was ignored, he called out his friends
and followers, attacked and put out of action a French convoy of
three armoured cars which was on its way from Damascus to fetch
the prisoner (who had eventually to be transport»ed by aeroplane) and
took to the mountains. The religious chiefs exerted their influence
to avert a general insuiTection, and Sultan’s house at Qurayyah was
bombed and destroyed by French aeroplanes on the 24th July ; but
Sultan himself remained in revolt until his security was threatened
by concerted action between the French forces and the Transjor-
danian gendarmerie, whereupon he sought and obtained an amnesty
during the celebration at Suwayda, on the 5th May, 1923, of the first
anniversary of the declaration of independence. His revolt had had
its effect in stimulating his unhappy kinsman Salim to press his
resignation upon the French with an insistence to which they
eventually yielded. After failing to agree upon a Druse successor,
the Majlis appointed the French adviser, Major Trenga, as Governor
ad interim for successive short terms. Major Trenga left on the 24th
July, when Salim Pasha was induced to resume the burden of office
with a new French adviser, Captain Carbillet, who had served his
apprenticeship in the Senegal ;

^ but on the 15th September, 1923,
Salim died, and the Majlis, which found itself no better able than
before to choose between rival claimants, once again resorted to the
expedient of appointing the French adviser as Governor ad interim
for a short term. The lords of the Druses discovered too late that
they had exchanged King Log for King Stork.
M. de Caix afterwards described Captain Carbillet to the Per-

manent Mandates Commission as having made on him an impression
of great sincerity, and he submitted information which indicated that
this officer had been entirely disinterested. ‘ Thus, M. de Caix had
been informed that Captain Carbillet had never drawn his salary as
Governor of the Jabal, but had lived on his officer’s pay. If, there-
fore, he had sometimes acted severely, he had been actuated by a
passion to do something, to get somewhere, and not in any way to
further his own personal interests." ^ Captain Carbillet was not only
sincere, disinterested, and energetic ; he was extremely effective in
putting his immediate aims into action, especially when those aims
related to the production of material results. At the same time, he

^ The Times, 10th August, 1925.
* Minutes of the Eiglith Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission

p. 134.
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 413
was tyrannical in his methods, and psychologically blind in his deal-
ings with human beings, to a degree which made it inevitable that
his well-meant efforts should end in disaster. In fact, he was a
perfect example, in French uniform, of the legendary type of Prussian
officer.
During the twenty months for which he was Governor of the

Jabalu’d-Duruz Captain Carbillet forced upon the outraged but in-
timidated Druses a host of material benefits which they had neither
dreamt of nor desired, and which, after his departure, they instantly
discarded by plunging into a war to the knife with the mandatory
Power. He filled the treasury (by strictly collecting the statutory
taxes which Salimu’l-Atrash had omitted to collect for fear of still
further offending his relatives) and at the same time he managed to
reduce the number of officials and gendarmes ; he built a motor-
road from Azra‘ on the Hijaz Railway to Suwayda, and 200 kilo-
metres of track in the Jabal itself which were practicable for cars in
the dry season, with the result that the number of cars in the Jabal
rose from one to twenty-five. He hewed out of the rock of the Jabal
another 200 kilometres of irrigation channels and four or five reser-
voirs. He led a water-supply to Suw'ayda from a spring 18 kilo-
metres off, macadamized the streets of the town, and organized a
municipal government. He reformed the administration of justice
by establishing district justices of the peace and a court of appeal
at the capital. He imported from the HawTan Greek-Catholic
school-masters, trained by the White Fathers of Jerusalem, opened
thirty-two new" schools, and raised the number of school children in
the Jabal (with its population of 60,000) to 3,500. He founded a
museum for Graeco-Roman antiquities. Without introducing legisla-
tion, he took the first step towards abolishing the periodical re-
allotment of the cultivated land—a system which ‘ discouraged any
planting of trees or efforts at improvement and which was un-
popular with the peasantry ‘ since the chiefs endeavoured to claim
for their third the lands which had been best cultivated during the
last triennial period ’ ^—by treating the act^ of planting a piece of
land with vines as conferring a permanent title, ^ with the result that
in 1924 the peasants cleared and enclosed enough land to plant
1,000,000 vine-stocks. Finally, in the autumn of 1924, he gave effect
to Article 4 of the agreement of the 4th March, 1921, by conducting

^ French Government’s Provisional Eeport for 1925, p. 13.
* Private property in land, secured by title-deeds drawn under Ottoman

law, was not unknown in the Jabal, though hitherto it had been the exception.
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414 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

elections (on the indirect system) for a new Majlis, and overcame
the obstacle of the almost universal illiteracy of the voters by the
use of an ingenious system of hieroglyphs to represent the candidates*
names on the voting papers. ‘ The Majlis elected in this manner by
the population contained far fewer great chiefs than had been ex-
pected.* ^ On the 1st October, 1924, it fulfilled the second, but
violated the first, of the conditions laid down in Article 3 of the 1921
agreement by electing the Frenchman, Captain Carbillet, as the
regular Governor of the Jabalu*d-Duruz.
The other side of the picture was that Captain Carbillet ruled with

an iron rod. His public works—^for which it would doubtless have
been difficult to pay out of revenue, since the agreement of the 4th
March, 1921, precluded (Art. 10) the levying of the staple Ottoman
tax, the tithe on agricultural produce—were executed by compulsory
and unpaid labour ;

^ and, although the Ottoman law, previously in
force, had sanctioned corvees of four working days per annum, ‘ it

was . . . doubtless true that the forced levies among the Druses had
been heavier under the French occupation than under the Turkish
occupation and also heavier in the Jabal than in the State of
Damascus under the French r^gime,^ although the Druses had been
less accustomed than the Damascenes to bear the yoke of service
for the state. Indeed, the French authorities reckoned that in the
Jabal, under Captain Carbiliet*s rule, the corvees had worked out at
an average of twelve days* labour per annum for each adult male.
In particular, the leading of the new water-supply to Suwayda had
required from this town of 5,000 to 6,000 inhabitants the labour of
100 men and 40 camels a day for an unspecified period. Recal-
citrance was severely punished ; for though the gendarmes (who
* certainly abused their position *, as the French authorities ad-
mitted) ^ were reduced in numbers, the alien Greek-Catholic school-
masters planted out by Captain Carbillet in the Druse villages ‘ were
able to extract, from the authority which they derived from their
relations with the Governor, profits which were onerous for the
people and which excited the jealousy of the notables In the
eyes of the population they were simply informers. The police con-
trol was made still more effective by a postal censorship and by a

^ Minutes ofthe Eighth Session ofthe Fermanent Mandates Commission^ p. 65.
* See French Government’s Provisional Report for 1926, p. 13 ; Minutes of

the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, pp. 26-30 and 122-3.
* Statements by M. de Caix in Minutes ofthe Eighth Session ofike Permanent

Mandates Commission, p. 123.
* French Government’s Provisional Report for 1926, p. 16.
® Op. cit, loc. cit.
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Seot.vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 416
system of local passes so rigid that a personal permit from Captain
Carbillet himself at Suwayda was necessary before a Druse could
travel from one village in the Jabal to another. When Captain Car-
billet visited a village the inhabitants had to turn out to meet him
in state ; and it was alleged that if they failed to do so a collective
fine was imposed upon the village,^ while the notables were thrown
into prison or set to breaking stones on the roads.^ Imprisonment
was frequent, and * the reasons for [it] were not always found in the
prison registers The place of incarceration was sometimes Captain
Carbillet’s coal-collar, though ‘ the use of the coal-cellar as a prison
appeared to have been very exceptional

While, in the minds of the peasantry, the burden of the corvees
evidently outweighed the benefits that accrued to them from Captain
Carbillet’s agrarian policy, the lords had no benefits of any kind to
set against their grievances. The constructive work of the French
Governor, such as the agrarian reforms and the extension of educa-
tion, was bound, in the long run, automatically to diminish the
revenues and lessen the influence of the lords ; but the French
authorities frankly admitted that ‘ most members of the ruling
families do not appear to have been uneasy over the remote political
and social consequences of the work that was being done in the
country. For example, they were usually in lavour of the establish-
ment of those schools which were calculated to produce an entirely
new type of peasants. Mostly illiterate themselves, they were proud
of seeing schools opened in their villages. It was in a more direct
way [than through the incidental consequences of constructive re-
forms] that the authority of the French officers offended them. Until
then the population had thronged the audience halls where the
Druse lords entertain their guests at the expense of the village. These
guest-houses of the nobles became less frequented. The peasants
began to question the utility of the contributions demanded from
them for the upkeep of this hospitality when they saw petitioners and

^ In justice to Captain Carbillet it must be mentioned that ‘ the fine in-
flicted on the town of Suwayda for the theft of Lieutenant Morers cat . . .

had been deemed excessive by Captain Carbillet, who was absent at the time,
and who, on returning, restored the fine which had been inflicted on the town ’

(M. de Caix, Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates Com-
mission^ p. 134). M. de Caix’s comment on Lieutenant Morel’s action was :

* This theft might have seemed to be a teasing of the authorities, an act cal-
culated with the object of challenging their prestige. It could easily be
imagined that officers isolated in a country where conditions were not very
certain reacted energetically.’

^ M. de Caix maintained that the punishment of stone-breaking had been
inflicted on only one mudlr (loc, oit,). ^ M. de Caix, loc. dt
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416 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

plaintiffs repairing more and more to the French officers. There is
no doubt that this produced a certain resentment among the chiefs ’ ^

—and there is also no doubt that the diminution of the chiefs’ pres-
tige in this way was deliberately intended by Captain Carbillet. He
realized that while he might have some chance of ultimately gaining
the peasantry’s support, the lords were bound to become increasingly
hostile to him and his reforms, as the consequences worked them-
selves out ; and, characteristically, he took the offensive. To destroy
the prestige of the lords, and especially of the Atrash, was his de-
liberate aim ; but his fatal mistake was to embark on this formidable
enterprise without first having made sure of the peasantry's good-
wdll. So far from this, he had contrived to exasperate all classes of
the population alike by the 23rd May, 1925, when—fatigued by the
strenuous labours which he had been performing with at most three,
and seldom more than two, French assistants, and without super-
vision from his French official superiors,*^ he went on leave of absence.
He had treated the Druses with a rigour which his most truculent
predecessors among the Mamluk Sultans and the Ottoman Padishahs
had hesitated to use in their dealings with that redoubtable j)eople.
The reaction on the Druses’ part, the moment that Captain Car-
billet’s heavy hand was removed, proved that he would have been
wiser if he had acted in a less original manner.

(e ) The Insurrection in the French Mandated Territory
(1925)

On the 29th November, 1924, General Weygand, wdio had inspired
a widespread confidence, and indeed affection, among the people of
the French mandated territory which had not been felt for any of
his predecessors, received a telegram for M. Herriot’s Government,
recalling him summarily to France. He embarked at Bayrut on the
5th December, amid warm demonstrations from representatives of
all communities and anxious speculations as to what his sudden re-
placement might portend.^ The new High Commissioner, General
Sarrail, landed at Bayrut on the 2nd January, 1925,^ and lost no
time in quarrelling successively with the Catholic Church,® the
Lebanese, and the Druses.

^ French Government’s Provisioned Bepori for 1925, p. 14.
® Statement by M. de Caix, Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent

Mandates Commission, p. 136.
® Le Temps, 20th December, 1924. ^ Oriente Modemo, V, 1, p. 11.
^ For tills incident, its antecedents, and its significanoe, see op, cit., V, 1,

pp. 81-2 and 83-7 ; 4, p. 188 ; 6, pp. 249-60.
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Sect.vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 417
The traditional protectorate of France over Catholics and Uniates

in the Ottoman dominions had never been placed on an unassail-
able basis, and had constantly been challenged by other Catholic
Powers. Nevertheless, it had come to be regarded by French public
opinion of almost all persuasions as so important a factor in the
international position of France that a continuity of policy in
asserting it had become one of the fundamental maxims of French
statecraft ; and foreign observers had been scandalized, or struck
with admiration, when they saw French Administrations, which
were waging war against the Catholic Church in France, exert
themselves as zealously on behalf of Catholic interests in the Levant
as their clerical opponents would have done if they had happened
to be in power. This maxim, wittily formulated in the epigram that
‘Anti-clericalism was not for export’, was deliberately transgressed
by General Sarrail.

Juridically, the French protectorate—as an integral part of the old
Ottoman order to which not only the Capitulations but the Millet
System and the Caliphate had belonged ^—had already lapsed with
the Capitulations themselves, of which it w^as a corollary.^ It fiad
lapsed not only in territories remaining under the sovereignty of the
new Turkish Republic, in which the Capitulations were abolished by
Article 24 of the Treaty of Lausanne, but in the ex-Ottoman terri-
tories placed under mandates, in which the Capitulations weie sus-
pended, by the terms of the mandates themselves, for the duration
of the mandatory regime.^ The protectorate, however, had been
traditionally signalized by certain liturgical honours, with wdiich
representatives of the French Government had been received by
representatives of the Catholic Church in the Ottoman Empire ; and
the payment of these honours had been especially conspicuous in
Bayrut, as the centre of the most considerable body of Catholic and
Uniate population within the former Ottoman frontiers. When Otto-
man sovereignty in Syria was replaced by the French mandate, and
the representative of France came to Bayrut no longer as a Consul-
General under the Capitulations but as a High Commissioner under
the mandate, the local representatives of the Catholic Church had

^ For this old Ottoman order and its liquidation after the War of 1914-18
see Part I, Sections (i) and (ii) above.

* See the OsservaUne Bomano, Slst January, 1925.
* Thus, in the French and British mandated territories in ‘ Syria \ the

suspension of the Capitulations presumably came into operation juridically on
the 29th September, 1923, when the Council of the League declared the man-
dates to have come into force ; and in Turkey on the 6th August, 1924, upor
the coming into force of the Lausanne Treaty.
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418 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

not ceased to offer the traditional honours ;
^ and, on th(? French

side, General SarraiVs predecessors—conscious that the local sup-
port of the Catholic Church was an important political asset for
France in administering a mandate which was not popular among
the population of the mandated territorj^—had taken pains to signify
their appreciation of the courtesy by which the old ceremonial was
continued in this particular fragment of the former Ottoman domi-
nions. General Sarrail, too, upon landing at Bayrut on the 2nd
January, 1925, duly received his invitation to the customary recep-
tion in the parish church of the Latin community in the city ; and
he broke a French tradition of several centuries’ standing by return-
ing a refusal.

This rebuff was met by a dignified letter “ from the Apostolic
Delegate :

In face of your refusal, T have no choict‘ but to submit. T will inform
the lloJy See, and then' will be no more t-o be said. Tlie historic privi-
l(‘ge of France will have (*xpired : hut FraiK^c must take note that the
fault is not ours.

The incident did not, however, end here ; for, on the 23rd January,
1925, an explanation of General Sarrail’s conduct was demanded in
the French Chamber of Deputies, during a debate over the question
of abolishing the French Embassy to the Vatican. M. Herriot
sought to defend General Sarrail by stating that the honours which
he had refused had been offered to him as a private person, and that
he had not refused honours offered to him officially^ ; but this dis-
tinction was denied in an authoritative article on the French pro-
tectorate which w^as published on the 31st January in the organ of
the Vatican, the 0^'iservaiore Romano ;

^ and the Apostolic Delegate
in SyTia retaliated by removing from Bayrut (^.atlu'dral the arm-
chairs hitherto reserv^ed there for the representatives of France.
This brought M. Herriot to his knees. He entered into a personal
correspondence with the Apostolic Delegate, and the incident was
officially closed when Monsignore Giannini graciously replaced the
arm-chairs, and M. Herriot responded in a letter of the 4th March,
1925,^ with a solemn declaration that the French Government had
' no intention of renouncing in the East either the duties or the rights

^ It was alleged in quarters representing the opinion of the Vatican (i. e.
in the Osservatore Romano

,

31st January, 1925) that, in the territory mandated
to Groat Britain, and especially in Jerusalem, the French Government had
renounced the traditional liturgical honours at the San Kemo Conference.

* Text in Oriente Modemo, V, 2, pp. 81-2.
® Text in op. eit., pp. 84-6. * Text in op. cit, V, 5, pp. 249-60.
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & TALESTINE 419
which it ’ derived ‘ from a long tradition sanctioned by international
treaties and recognized by the Holy See General Sarrail—who had
aggravated his first otTenco by neglecting to return a call ^^ hich the
Maronito Patriarch, notwithstanding the incident of the 2nd January,
had court(^ously })aid him on the 7th ’—appears to have received
private instructions from Paris to attend all ecclesiastical cereinoni(5S
whi(di had been attended by his predecessors ; and on the J(ith.

March he belatedly called, in full-dress uniform, at the Maronito
Patriarch’s winte^r residence of BakurkT.-

General Sarrail was equally unfortunate in his })olitical action in
the Lebanon, though in this field he evidently intended to be con-
ciliatory. On the 2nd Januaiy, 1925—the day on which he landed
at Bayrut and refusofl the liturgical honours—he found time to meet
the Representative (V)uncil of the Lebanon and announces to them
that he proposed to nominate a Lebanese national as (dovcTnor of
the State. At the same time he informed them that, with this
intent, he had asked for tlu^ resignation of the Frencli Gov(»rnor in
office, General Vandenberg ^—^though this officer had gaiiu^d the
same rej)utation for impaitiality as G(‘n(‘ral VV(*ygand, by w hoin he
had been appointetl. While the motive given for this lunv departure
was liberal it at once evoked opposition from the representatives on
the (.'Ouncil of three minorities : the Druses, the (Jreek Orthodox,
and the Melkhites.** Nevertheless, on the 5th January, General
Sarrail promulgated an arrefe ^ summoning the Lebanon Representa-
tive Council to meet, in extraordinary scission, (ui tlie 12th and,
‘ b(‘fore discussing any (»ther business to elect three candidate's
(wlio might be either Lebanese nationals or French) for tlje Governor-
ship. Th(‘ eandidntes electc^d were to bti scrutinized by tlu^ High
(\nnniissioiier, and, when at least two elected candidates had secured
his approval, the Council w as to elect the new Govi‘rnor from among
these. The appointee w as to take office, for three years, as early as
the 20th January. When the Council met, however, the High Com-
missioner’s Delegate forbade not merely the discussion of other busi-
ness, but any discussion at all, before the candidates were elected ;

and, when the Council would not accept his ruling, he broke the
session off b}’^ leaving the hall. On the 13th a second arrHe from
General Sarrail dissolved the Council, while a third arreic appointed
another Frenchman, M. Cayla (hitherto the High Commissioner's

^ Op. cAt., V, 2, pp. 103-4. 2 Qp (,(f ^ 4^ p
® See above, p. 406. ^ Orienie Moderno^ V, 2, p. 101.
* Text in op. cit., V, 1, pp. 11-12.
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420 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

Delegate in the ‘Alawi State), as Governor of the Lebanon ad interim
in General Vandenberg’s place.^ Yet a fourth arrete, of the 30th
January, empowered the Governor of the Lebanon to make adminis-
trative ordinances on his sole authority when the Council had been
dissolved.^
On the 27th March, 1925, M. Cayla published (without promul-

gating) the draft of a new electoral ordinance which was to abolish not
only the indirect system of election but that allocation of seats to
the several religious communities in fixed proportions which had been
a cardinal feature in the administration of the Lebanon since 1861
and during the same month General Sarrail exhibited publicly ^ the
draft of a new administrative ordinance, which was to aboliwsh the
existing administrative divisions and to repartition the territories,
old and new, of the Great Lebanon State into eleven districts (each
with an Administrative Council to be elected by scrntin de lisle) and
one autonomous ndhlyah. This latter ordinance was promulgated,
without modification, on the 9th April.^ The draft electoral ordi-
nance w^as tacitly replaced by two arrcfcs,^ promulgated on the 3rd
and fith June respectively by M. Cayla, wdiich brought the existing
electoral ordinance of the 10th March, 1922, into conformity with
the new administrative ordinance, but this time without abandoning
the principle of fixed communal representation.’ Elections in the
two degreCvS w^ere held on the 28th-“30th June and the 12th July
respectively, and the new Representative Council met on the 16th
of the latter month ® and confirmed M. Cayla’s appointment.®

In March, when M. Herriot had barely succeeded in allaying the
ecclesiastical storm which had been raised by General Sarrail,
M. Cayla had all but raised it again by making two public speeches
advocating the introduction into the Lebanon of secular schools.^®

^ Oriente Moderno, V, 2, p. 101 ; French Gov^ernnient's Provisional Beport
for 1925, p. 6. On the dismissal of General Vandenberg see M. de Caix in Minutes
of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandiiies (Jommissiont pp. 91 and 128.

^ Oriente Moderno, V, 6 , p. 235.
^ Op. cit., V, 7, p. 354.
* Tne declared intention of this unusual procedure was to give the popula-

tion an opportunity of expressing its opinion on the draft ; but the effect
of what had been a liberal gesture was more than counteracted when the
criticisms offered were ignored and the original draft was promulgated without
modification.

* Text in op. cit., V, 6, pp. 274-8.
® See op. cif., V, 7, pp. 353-5.
’ The withdrawal of the March 1925 draft was reported to have been due

to the direct intervention of the Qua! d’Orsay [op. cit, V, 8, p.‘406).
® Op. cit., loc. cit.
® French Government’s Provisional Beport for 1925, p, 6.
Oriente Moderno, V, 4, p. 187, and 5, p. 248.
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The Maronite Archbishop of Bayrut, the Mclkhite Archbisho]) of
Sayda, and other Lebanese ecclesiastical dignitaries protested from
their pulpits ;

^ and the Maronite Archbishop of Bayrut went so far
as to refuse to invite M. Cayla to the High Mass on Easter Monday.
When pressed to reconsider his refusal by tlie High Ooininissioner’s
secretary he was uj)held in it by the Maronite Piitriarcli and by his
colleagues in the episcopate. It is true that the Latins, the Melkhites,
and the (ircek OrtJiodox succumbed to thc^ir jealousy of tlic* Maro-
nites and invited M. Cayla to their Easter eeh'brations (though not
with the official formalities) ; but, even so, France could not afford
to quarrel with the Maronite Church. On tlu^ 2Sth A])ril M. Cayla
paid a ])ersonal visit to the Maronite Patriarch at Bakiirkl, in order
to inform him that he had not, and never had had, tluj inte ntion of
founding secular scliools, and that he proposed to ])ut into (‘xecution
the educational prograrnnu^ of his predecessor, (hmeral \'andenb(‘rg,
which Oencral Weygand had apjn’oved. The Patriarch ainiouiiccd
his victory to the Archbishop of Bayrut in a l(4ter wliich tlie Arch-
bishop read out at a public demonstration held in his honour on the
17th May.-
In these circumstances it is not surprising that, on the 22nd April,

1925, Cencral Sarrail found it necessary to approve an arn'ir '^ of
M. Cayla’s extending the power of the Governo]’ of the Lebanon to
tak(‘. punitive m(*asures against the press ; or Unit on tlu^ 22nd
September the Lebanese National League in Egypt should have
addressed an appeal ^ to the Sixth Assembly of the L(‘aguc of Nations
on behalf of Lebanese liberties. It was more significant that, on the
23rd of the previous month, the same Lebanese organization in
Egypt had addressed to the French Government a public protest
against French policy towards the Druses.

In fa(?t. General Sarrail had no sooner imperilled his rear by
alienating the traditional supporters and allies of France in the
Lebanon than he delivered a frontal attack in the Jabalu'd-Duruz
against the traditional enemies of the Maronite community and of
the French connexion.®

* Op. cit.f V, 4, |>. 187 ; 5, pp. 248-9 ; and 6, pp. 293-4.
2 Op. cit., V, 5, p. 249, and 0, p. 293. ^ Text in op. V, 5, j). 250.
^ Text in op. cit., V, 10, pp. 519-21. ® Op. ci7., V, 9, p. 400.
® For the dealings of General Sarrail with the llruses of the Jabalu'd-Duruz

down to the arrest of the Druse envoys at Damascus on the 13th July, 1925,
see the French Government’s Provisional Peport for 1925, pp. 15-17 ; Minutes
of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, pp. 91, 128-9,
131-7, 144-5, 185, 205-6; articles in the Echo de Paris, 281 h Septemher-
dth October, 1925, by M, de Kerillis, summarized in Oriente Moderno, V, 11,
pp. 686-8 (N.B. these articles should be used w'ith a certain caution, for.
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In April 1925 a delegation from the Jabalii’d-Duruz waited upon
Greneral Sarrail at Bayrut in order to complain of Captain Carbillet’s
administration, which has been described above.^ General Sarrail
replied that Captain Carbillet enjoyed his entire confidence. The
Druses then drew General SarraiPs attention to the agreement of
the 4th March, 1921, Article 2, which stipulated that the Governor
of the Jabalu’d-Duruz should be a native, and asked for the fulfil-

ment of this provision. Thereupon General Sarrail brusquely dis-
missed the delegation ;

^ and on the 22nd April he dispatched to his
French Delegate for Syria and the Jabalu’d-Duruz, at Damascus,
a copy of the 1921 agreenumt with a covering letter ®—to be shown
to Captain Carbillet—in which the High Commissioner declared that
he regarded the agreement as possessing ‘ a purely historical value
and requested the delegate to consign it to the archives of the
Jabalii’d-Duruz Government. The untoward effects of this repudia-
tion of a treaty were delayed by Captain Carbillet’s departure, on
leave of absences, on the 23rd May.^ His locum tenens in the Jabal,
Captain Raynaud, was at once approached with the same com-
plaints ; and this led him to make an informal inquiry into the
situation. On the 2nd June he presented his conclusions—wdiich
were alarming—in a report to the French Delegate at Damascus, in
which he submitted that, if a revolt was to be averted, an official
inquiry should be instituted forthwith. A second Druse delegation
then repaired to Ba\Tut but failed to obtain an audience wdth General
Sarrail, notwithstanding the efforts of Fu’ad Arslan, the Druse
member of the Lebanon Representative Council.® Another Druse
delegation suc(‘€'('ded, on the 13th June, in obtaining an interview
with an (unissary of the French Government, M. Brunet,® but

although M. de Kerillis published them after a personal visit to the mandated
territory, they were evudeiitly written with animus) ; The Times, 10th August,
1925. 8ee also the reports of the debates in the French Chamber of Deputies
oil the lSth-'20th December, 1925, and in the Senate on the 17th December.

^ See pp. 412-16.
- ‘ Tin? High Commissioner . . . replied ... in a rather rude manner by in-

forming the delegation that he considered [that] the de Caix Agreement was
null and void, and that he would treat those who did not agree with him as
rebels ’ (statement by General Bourgeois in the French Senate on the 17th
December, 1925, quoted in Minutes'of the Eighth Session of the Permanent
Mandates Commission, p. 131).

^ Text in de Kerillis, op. cit. ^ See above, p. 416.
* The mandatory authorities claimed to have received other petitions in

a contrary sense : one, on the 10th June, protesting, in the name of thirty-
five villages, against the criticisms upon Captain Carbillet ; and another, on
the 15th July, demanding Captain CarbilleFs return to the Jabal (French
Government’s Provisional Report for 1926, p. 15).

® On M. Brunet’s mission see below, pp. 441-2,
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M. Brunet omitted to report their complaints to Paris. On the 17th
June Captain Raynaud sent in a fresh report to Damascus, in the
same sense as the first, but in a more urgent tone. On the 3rd July
his warnings were justified by an ominous outbreak at Suwayda
during the celebration of Qurban Bayram, in which shots were fired
at the assistant administrator, Lieutenant Morel. C'aptain Raynaud
fined the town of Suwayda 200 Napoleons in gold, and exi)eiled and
arrested certain individuals. The religious chiefs intervened in the
cause of peace and the effervescence subsided. On the 6th General
Sarrail reacted to this news by instructing liis delegate at Damascus
to replace Captain Raynaud— ' whose state of mind, as is apparent
from his report of the 2nd June, <loes not correspond to the actual
state of affairs in the Jabalu’d-Duruz ’—by another officer. The
officer selected w^as Major Tommy Martin, the chief of the French
military intelligence service at Damascus. Immediately upon his
arrival Major Martin was |.Tesented with a petition, supported by
about a hundred signatures or seals, in which the replacement of
Captain Carbillet was once more demanded. This petition was for-
warded to the High Commissioner on the 8th July, but was left
unanswered. A third Druse delegation .re])aired to Bayrut, and was
rebuffed more harshly then ever. Meanw hile, at Suwayda, an official
inquiry was at last opened by Major Martin—who had been in-
structed to take this step by a High Commissioner who had recalled
Captain Raynaud for recommending it—and, ‘ while it seemed that
a number of these accusations [against Captain Carbillet] were un-
justified, or were at least misrepresentations of the facts, a certain
number appeared to be not without foundation. Unfortunately,
events did not permit the inquiry to be prosecuted.’ ^

On the 11th July General Sarrail addi-essed to his Delegate at
Damascus the follownng letter :

“

I request you to summon to Damascus the conspirators, more espe-
cially Hamad Bey, Nasif Bey, ‘Abdu’l-Ghaffar, and Sultan Atrash, on
the pretext [.sic] of receiving their demands. You wall inform them that
^ French Government’s Provisional Eeport for 1925, p. 17. Though the out-

break of the revolt prevented the prosecution of the inquiry by Major Martin
at Suwayda, the Permanent Mandates Commission elicited (Minutes of the
Eighth Session, pp. 135 and 145) the fact that no inquiry at head-quarters was
suosequently made into the conduct of Captain Carbillet. His official supe-
riors, without either interrogating him personally or requiring him to present
a report, continued to employ lum on official missions (see Le Temps, 20th
August, 1925).

® The text here given is the English translation, in the Minutes of the Eighth
Session ofthe Permanent Mandates Commission, p. 128, of the letter, as quoted
by the Chairman of the Permanent Mandates Commission from the report of
the meeting of the French Senate on the 17th December, 1926.
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I hold them responsible for any disorder which may occur in the Jabal,
and that I shall keep them in forced residence at a place which you will
choose for me.
Representations ‘ with the object of avoiding at all costs the arrest

of the Jabal chiefs under such conditions V which the Delegate at
Damascus made to General Sarrail on the 12th, were disregarded by
the High Commissioner as completely as if this French Delegate had
been a Druse petitioner. Accordingly, five invitations to visit
Damascus w^ere issued, and the three Druse chiefs w^ho were so con-
fiding as to respond to them w^ere relegated to * enforced residence ^

at Palmyra. ‘ These proceedings w'hich ‘ received their fitting
penalty by the recall—perhaps too long deferred—of General Sar-
rail decided Sultanii’l-Atrash, who had prudently stayed at home,
to take up arms ; and this was the beginning of the S>Tian Insurrec-
tion. The campaigns of 1925 and 1926 proved as savage, devas-
tating, and indecisive as the first tw o campaigns of the Greek War of
Independence, which had begun in similar fashion when, in April
1821, a highland chief, the Maniot Petros Bey Mavromikhalis, had
taken up arras against the Osmanlis in the Morea.
On the 15th July a French officer w^ho visited Sultan reported

that he was mobilizing his follow^ers ; on the 18th French aeroi)lane8
on reconnaissance w^ere fired upon ; and, on the 2()th, Sultan’s forces
seized Salkhad, the second most important town in the Jabal after
Suwayda.'^ On the 21st a column consisting of 7 French officers
and 166 men (two-thirds Syrians and one-third Algerian Spahls),
which had been sent out by the French garrison at Suwayda to the
rescue of some airmen who had made a forced landing, was taken by
surprise and enveloped by superior Druse forces. After a hand-to-
hand struggle 107 men were left on the field and less than 70 regained
Suwayda, where the French garrison was invested that same evening
in the fortified barracks of the Turkish era.^
The French military authorities in the mandated territory took

these events so little to heart that, on the 30th July, they allowed
a first-rate battalion of Algerian tirailleurs to embark for Morocco ;

®

' Words used by the Marquis Theodoli, the Chairman of the Permanent
Mandates Commission.

* Report of the Permanent Mandates Commission on its Eighth Session
(printed as Annex No. IV to the Minutes of the Eighth Session, p, 206).

* French Government’s Provisional Eenort for 1925, p. 17.
^ Op. cit,, loc, cit. ; communiqui issuea by the French Prime Minister on

the 13th August and published in Le Temps on the 14th Ai^gust, 1925 ; Le
Temps, 26th September, 1925.

® French Government’s Provisional Report for 1925, pp. 17-18. For the
military situation in Morocco at that moment see pp. 142^-5 above.
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 426
and, in assembling a force for the relief of Suwayda, they persisted
in including a battalion of Malagasies (Madagascans), although the
commandant had officially reported his unit to be unfit for service
when he had received his orders to hold himself in readiness.^ The
relieving column, about 3,000 strong (including about 63 French
officers and 840 French other ranks, the remainder being Malagasies
and Syrians), marched out, on the 2nd August, from Azra‘, on the
Hijaz Railway, iinder General Michaud’s command. Although
General Michaud’s striking force had to fight its way forward it

outdistanced the supply train of munitions and provisions. At
nightfall the convoy, thus separated from the main force, was sud-
denly charged by a sw^arm of Druse horsemen ; the Syrian and Mala-
gasy escort broke in panic ; the unfortunate Commandant Aujac
committed suicide ; and the entire convoy, including several field-
guns, fell into the Dru.ses’ hands, while the main force, deprived of
its supplies, had to fight its way back to Azra‘ on the 3rd. In two
days the Colonne Michaud had lost 432 missing (mostly believed
prisoners), 14 knowm to be killed, and 385 (including 23 officers)
wounded, and on the 12th August the French Government admitted
a total casualty list, since the outbreak of the revolt, of no less than
800.^ This sensational victory over so considerable a French force
did for Sultanu’l-Atrash what had been done for ‘Abdu’l-Kariin by
his victory over the Spaniards at Anwal.® It gave him the necessary
prestige for gaining adherents outside the narrow circle of his own
clansmen, and it supplied him, at the enemy’s expense, with the
military equipment for arming the fresh recruits that came to his
standard.
On the 24th August, after an unsuccessful attempt at mediation

by the Druses of the Lebanon,^ Sultanu’l-Atrash attempted a sur-
prise attack on Damascus. This attempt w-^as frustrated, for when
the 1,500 mounted Druse raiders were within four miles of the city
they were detected by French aeroplanes and attacked by a regiment
of Algerian Spahis, who routed them with heavy casualties.^ The

^ Text of Commandant Aujac’s report, dated Aleppo, the 23rd July, 1926,
in Le TempSt 3rd November, 1926.

* The Times y 13th August, 1926. On the 14th October, 1925, M. Painlev^
stated officially that the total number of French killed in Syria from 1920 up
to the end of July 1926 was 6,040, including 179 officers {The Times, 16th
October, 1926). On the 6th November he gave more detailed figures, running
from the let January, 1920, to the 26th October, 1926 (Le Temps, 7th Novem-
ber, 1925).

® See pp. 116-17 above. * The Times, 17th and 28th August, 1926.
* See the French Government’s Provisional Beport for 1925, p. 18 ; The

Times, 26th and 31st August and 3rd September, 1926 ; Orients Moderns,
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French authorities believed that the raid had been made in collusion
with certain elements in Damascus itself—particularly the noble
family of the BakrTs (which had sent recruits to the Amir Faysal
when the Hijaz had risen in the name of Arab nationalism in 1916)
and a nationalist organization of ‘ intellectuals ’ called the People’s
Party {Hizbu'sh-Sha'b). They succeeded in arresting six members
of the executive committee of the People’s Party ; but the President,
Dr. 'Abdu’r-Rahman Shahbandar, with several of his associates,
made his escape to the Jabalu’d-Duruz, whither the Bakris had
already betaken themselves ; and a ‘ National Syrian Government ’

appears to have been proclaimed by these Damascene refugees in
the Jabal about the second week in September.^ Under Dr. Shah-
bandar’s inspiration Sultanu’l-Atrash issued a proclamation sum-
moning all S\Tians to fight for ‘ the complete independence of Arabic
S>Tia, one and indivisible, sea-coast and interior ; the institution of
a National Government and the free election of a Constituent Assem-
bly for the framing of an Organic Law ; the evacuation of the foreign
army of occupation and the creation of a national army for the main-
tenance of security ; and the application of the principles of the
French Revolution and the Rights of Man This combination, in
action and aim, of elements hitherto so foreign to one another as the
feudal lords of the highlands and the Westernized ‘ intellectuals ’ of
the cities was an unfamiliar phenomenon in Syrian history. It in-
dicated that, even in Syria, the gale of Nationalism, blowing in from
the West, was beginning to pierce those barriers of religious pre-
judice and communal rivalry by which this ancient house had so long
been divided against itself.^
The repulse of the Druse raid towards Damascus on the 24th

August was followed by a second French counter-offensive for the
relief of Suwayda. On the 2nd September General Gamelin was
appointed by the French Government to command the military forces
V, 9, pp. 461-2 (French official communique to the Damascus press). The
French estimated the Druse casualties in this engagement at 700.

^ The Times, 31st August and 10th September, 1925 ; Oriente Moderno,
V, 9, pp. 459 and 462-3 ; French Government’s Trovieional Report for 1925,
p. 19.

English translation of the text in Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Per-
manent Mandates Commission, p. 191.

^ It is instructive to compare the co-operation between Sultanu’l-Atrash
and Dr. Shahbandar at the outset of the Syrian Insurrection with the co-opera-
tion between highland chiefs like Petros Mavromikhalis, or brigands like
Kolokotrdnis, and Westernized ‘ intellectuals * like Prince Mavrogordato at
the outset of the Greek War of Independence in 1821. In the Greek case
a partnership which seemed too fantastic to endure started the Greek people
on a new career as a united nation.
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in the mandated territory, under General Sarrail as Commander-in-
Chief.^ On the 14th General Gamelin occupied Musayfirah, about
ten miles east of Dara', on a route leading from the Hijaz Railway
towards Suwayda over an easier terrain than that on which General
Michaud had met with his disaster. On the 17th a violent Druse
attack on Musayfirah was repulsed with heavy losses ;

^ and on the
24th, after another battle, the French garrison in Suwayda was re-
lieved.^ On the 2Gth, however, Suwayda was evacuated, owing to
the lack of water ^ and the difficulty of bringing up supplies, and the
garrison was escorted back to Musa^ffirah by the relieving force. At
the beginning of October the Colonne Gamelin made another expedi-
tion into the Jabal ; but again General Gamelin found it impossible
to hold the ground that he conquered. He fell back to Musa3rfirah
for the second time on the 9th October ;

^ and Musayfirah itself was
evacuated in the first week of November.® The moral effect of these
repeated French retreats outweighed the effect of the successes by
which they were preceded ; and the revolt, having defied repression
in the Jabalu’d-Duruz, now began to spread rapidly into the dis-
tricts to the north and west of it. During the night of the 4th~5th
October the city of Hamah was entered by a party of Badu acting
in collusion with a native captain in the Syrian Legion ; and the
insurgents, after holding the place for forty hours, were only driven
out by systematic bombing from the air. This affair at Hamah was
afterwards estimated to have caused 200 casualties and material
damage to the value of £150,000 sterling ; but the tragedy of
Hamah was quickly thrown into the shade by the greater tragedy
of Damascus.^
Although the first Druse raid towards Damascus had been re-

pelled on the 24th August the French military authorities gradually
^ The Times, 3rd and 4th September, 1925.
2 Ibid., 19th September ; Le Temps, 20th and 23rd September, 1926.
* The Times, 25th September, 1926.
* The water-supply which Captain Carbillet had led to Suwayda had been

cut off by the besiegers.
* French Government’s Provisional Report for 1925, 19.
® The Times, 7th November, 1925.
^ For the Hamah affair see The Times, 7th and 16th October, 1925 ; Orients

Moderns, V, 10, pp. 623-4. The Badawl tribe concerned were the Hawaii.
Nurl Shavian, the chief of the Ruwala Anazah, and Eamadanu’sh-Shallaah
of Dayru’z-Ziir, were also reported to have taken part. For the events in
Damascus on the 18th-20th October, 1925, see the French Government’s Pro-
visional Report for 1925, pp. 19-22 ; Orientc Moderns, V, 11, pp. 591-4 (con-
taining summaries of accounts in the Syrian Arabic press) ; Minutes of the
Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, pp. 147-66 ; The
Times, 21st, 23rd, 27th, and 29th October, 2nd and 11th November; Le
Temps, 5th November.
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lost control of the open country between Damascus and the Jabal

;

and on the 11th and 12th October attacks were made upon isolated
French soldiers in Damascus itself. Feeling in the city was further
inflamed when, on the 14th October, twenty-six corpses of insurgents—belonging to a band operating in the Ghutah,^ on whicli the
French forces had inflicted casualties that day—were paraded on
camel-back through the main streets and then exposed to public
view in the Marji Square/^ In reprisal the corpses of eleven Cir-
cassian irregulars in the French service were exposed at the Babu’sh-
Sharqi by a band of Druse insurgents on the 17th ; the same night,
there were further attacks on isolated French soldiers ; and on the
morning of the 18th several small })arties of insurgents succeeded in
entering the Maydan and Shaghilr quarters, on the southern out-
skirts of the city/*^ The majority of the population shut themselves
up in their houses ; a minority made common cause with the in-
vaders ; some of the native police and gendarmerie did the same,
while the rest allowed themselves to be disarmed ; the French garrison
and their Circassian auxiliaries only succeeded in retaining command
of the citadel and the quarters to the north-west of it, aiid their
tanks failed to reduce the insurgent quarters to order by charging
through them and ‘ shooting them up Meanwhile, the insurgents
were pressing north-westwards towards the bazaars, with an eye to
loot, and were committing atrocities in the Ai'menian refugee (^amp
to the south of the city and in the Armenian quarter.^ In the late
afternoon they were attacking the Senegalese garrison of the ‘Azm

^ The Damascus Oasis.
* ‘ The parade was a revolting spectacle, as the bodies rocked in rhythm

with the camels’ movements. It was intended as a warning to the turbulent
element. It had, however, an entirely opposite effect. . . (The Times, 21th
October, 1925). ‘ A certain number of rebels were killed, and, in conformity
with the procedure under the former regime, their bodies were exposed to
public view. Twenty -six corpses had been brought back on camels and were
exposed—not naked, as had been stated, but clothed—in one of the public
squares of the town. He did not disguise the fact that he had no taste for
this kind of procedure ’ (statement by M. de Caix in Minutes of the Eighth
Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, p. 153). General Sarrail was
reported to have defended this procedure on the ground that * such exposures
take place in the normal course ’, and that * there was nothing in this par-
ticular occasion to distinguish it from previous cases of the same kind *

(The Times, 31st October, 1926).
® The band which entered the Maydan quarter was apparently not more

than sixty strong, but it was led by an ex-chief-night-watchman who had the
topography at his fingers’ ends.

* This special attack on the Armenians was in reprisal for excesses pre-
viously committed by the irregulars in the French service, who wexe chiefly
recruited from amon^ the Armenians and the Circassians (see p. 436 below).
Twenty-three Armenian civilians were killed (Le Temps, 1st December, 1925).
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Palace on ‘ the Street called Straight ’—one of the masterpieces of
Damascene architecture, which the mandatory authorities had put
to double use as a museum of Islamic art and a residence for the
French High Commissioner on his visits to the city. Greneral Sarrail
was actually in residence at the time, and, returning in the course
of the day from a tour of inspection to Azra‘ on which he had gone
the day before, he gave orders (without declaring martial law) for
the bombardment of the city from the citadel.^ The firing on the
18th, which began about 6 p.m. and was kept up intermittently
during the night, was intended to intimidate, and was so directed as
to do no damage. On the morning of the 19th, however, all the
French troops were withdrawn, suddenly and without warning, into
the citadel and the quarters to the north-west of it, leaving the rest
of the city, including the Christian quarter, unprotected ; and at
10 a.m. a fresh bombardment—this time with intent to do damage

—

was opened not only upon the Shaghilr and Maydan quarters, but
upon the bazaars in the heart of the city. The French claimed that,
even then, they ()nly fired shells of a type w hich would burst in the
air and so clear the flat roofs and terraces of enemy combatants,
without exploding inside the houses.- Nevertheless, they themselves
admitted that this second bombardment, which lasted from 10 a.m.
on the 19th to about noon on the 20th, and which was reinforced
by charges of tanks and bombing and machine-gunning operations
by aeroplanes, caused 131 deaths.^ Meanwhile, on the morning of
the 19th, the insurgents added to the destruction by storming the
‘Azra Palace and partially burning it, after looting its treasures. The
foreign residents in Damascus were thus caught without warning *

between two fires in a great city w^hich the legal representatives of
law and order had not only abandoned to anarchy but were actually
shelling as though it were a fortified place held by enemy forces in
time of war. Several foreigners had narrow escapes from the French
shells (one of wliich burst in a sitting-room of the British Presbyterian

* Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission,
p. 147.

® Sec French Government’s Provisional Peport for 1925, p. 21 ; and state-
ment by M. de Caix in Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates
Commission, p. 153.

® Le Temps, 1st December, 1925 ; cf. French Government’s Provisional
Beport for 1925, p. 21.

• It was at first reported that the French residents had been previously
warned and removed to a place of safety (The Times, 27th October, 1925)

;

but this was indignantly denied by General Sarrail, who expressed astonish-
ment at the protests of the foreign consuls, on the ground that he had ‘ not
given warning to anybody ’ (Le Temps, 1st November, 1925).
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Mission) ;
^ but they suffered no harm from the insurgents owing to

the chivalrous and effective intervention of a number of Muslim
notables, who took emergency measures for the protection of the
Christian quarter at the instance of the British representative,
Mr. Consul Smart, the doyen of the foreign consular body." On the
morning of the 20th deputations of notables from the insurgent
quarters waited upon the French authorities to ask for terms ; and
the bombardment, which was suspended at midday in return for
the cessation of the insurgents’ rifle fire, was officially terminated on
condition that the city should pay a collective fine of £T100,000
(gold),^ and should deliver up 3,000 rifles. Drastic measures (in-
cluding not only surcharges, but threats to renew the bombardment) ^

were taken to collect the money and arms demanded ^ and to hunt
the rebels out of their hiding places, and at least ten captured rebels
were executed.® The total loss of life was never accurately ascer-
tained. The French authorities estimated the civilian deaths at not
more than 150,^ other observers at not less than 1,200.® None of the
foreign residents were among the victims.® The French troops lost 14
killed, 32 wounded, and 10 missing. As for the material damage the
first French estimate^® was that an area of 300 metres by 150 had
been destroyed by fire in the bazaars, and damage done to the value
of 70,000,000 or 80,000,000 francs. Later,^^ the burnt area in the
bazaars was more precisely estimated at 3 J to 4 hectares, the total
number of houses destroyed at 186 (140 by fire and 46 by bombard-
ment), and the total value of the damage at £T418,000gold (£T182,000
by fire and £l’236,000 by pillage). The destruction overtook some

^ The Times. 27th October, 1925.
- 8c‘e The Times, loc. eii., and 2iid November, 1925. A Uiadin^^ part in this

work was taken by two grandsons of the Algerian patriot, ‘Abdu’l-Qadir, who
had settled in Damascus after the French had overcome his long-drawn-out
resistance to their conquest of his native country, and who had himself saved
the lives of several thousand Christians during the Damascus massacre of
1860. Ills grandsons, the Amirs Tahir and Sa‘id Mustafa, thus carried on
a noble family tradition ; but the Amir Tahir was arrested for his pains by
the French authorities ( Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Man-
dates Commission, pp. 153-4),

® This was the third collective fine which the French had imposed on
Daim scus since their first occupation of the city in July 1920.

^ The Times, 27th October, 1925.
® The total amounts demanded were not eventually collected.
® The Times, 29th October, 1925.
’ French Government’s Provisional Report for 1925, p. 21.
® The Times, 29th October, 1925.
• Ibid., Cth November, 1925.
French Government’s Provisional Report for 1925, p. 22.
Statement by M. de Caix, Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent

Mandates Commission, p. 160.
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of the wealthiest and most congested areas, such as the bazaars, and
some of the most precious public monuments, such as the ‘Azm
Palace and the Sinamyah Mosque—both of which sustained serious
injury. ‘ Words fail a disinterested eyewitness wrote on the 25th
October, ‘ to describe fittingly the spectacle wliich the ancient and
sacred city now presents.’ ^ For many days the exodus of inhabi-
tants from this city of destruction filled to overflowing every train
leaving for Bayrut, and covered with refugees every road leading to
the coast. As late as the 22nd October Mr. Consul Smart was re-
ported to have warned British subjects that, if they stayed in
Damascus, he could not guarantee their safety.*^ On the 5th Novem-
ber two United States torpedo-boat destroyers arrived at Bayrut
for the protection of American citizens and remained there for more
than a month.
The news from Damascus aroused iiitemse feeling throughout the

Islamic World,^ and shocked public opinion in the West. In France
it sealed the fate of (JencTal Sarrail. On the 30th October instruc-
tions were sent to him from Paris to hand over the High C/ommis-
sionership to General DujMnl/ and return to France."'* On the 8th
November he sailed from Bayrut,® and on the 18th he appeared
bi'fore tlie Army Committee and the Fon^ign Affairs Committee of
the Chamber of Deputies in joint session.’ The events of the 18th~
20th October in Damascus also gave an impetus to the revolt in
other parts of the mandated territory ; for although the French
authorities liad succeeded in recovering the command of the city
they recalled General Gamelin’s force to Damascus from the Ja)>alu’d-
Durfiz ;

® and this measure of precaution on the French side raised
^ The sjx^eial coiTOSporuhait of The Times in a telegram pnl)]ish<*d on the

27th October, 1925. (^onipiire his telegram published on tlie 2iid Noveunber.
To the writer of this Survey the^e descriptions vividly recall the spectacle of
Smyrna as he sa^v it in April 1923.

The Times, 11th November, 1925. At the time Mr. Smart was criticized
in the French press on the ground that his views on the situation were un-
warrantably alarmist, with the implication that he was spreading these views
ont of malice. Afterwards Sir Austen Chamberlain convinced the new
French High Commissioner, M. de Jouvenel, that Mr. Smart had not been
actuated by hostility to France, by reading Mr. Smart’s olfieial reports aloud
to him when he visited London {The Times, 23rd November, 1925).

^ Ibid., 22nd October and 7th November ; Le Temps, 7th December, 1925.
^ For a survey of the reactions in different quarters of the Islamic World

see Oriente Moderno, V, 11, pp. 575-80 (protests from Indian Muslims, from
the ‘Iraqi Parliament at Baghdad, from tlio Executive Committee of the
Palestine Arab Congress, from the Supreme Muslim Council of Pale.stine, from
the Syrian and Lebanese Colony in Egypt, from the Syro-Palestinian Congress,
and from the Egyptian Nationalist Party and Wafd).

* The Times, Slst October, 1925. ® Ibid., 9th November, 1925.
’ Ibid., 19th November, 1925. ® Ibid., 29th and 30th October, 1925.
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the insurgents’ moral at the moment when French ‘ methods of bar-
barism ’ had strengthened their determination to continue the struggle

^ against the mandatory Power.
Meanwhile, the revolt had begun to spread along the chain of

Druse villages in the Wadi ‘Ajam, which led, like a train of gun-
powder, from the direction of the Jabalu’d-Duruz towards the Druse
fastnesses on the western slopes of Mount Hermon, As early as the
third week in September the Druse inhabitants of Qaratu’l-Jandal,
on the eastern slopes of Hermon, upon being summoned by the
French authorities to surrender their arms, had taken to the moun-
tain, called out their co-religionists round about, and forcibly re-
entered their village, from w^hich they proceeded to drive out their
Christian neighbours.^ By the middle of October the Christian in-
habitants and the Government gendarmes had been similarly evicted
by the Druses of Majdalu’sh-Shams—a village on the southern slopes
of Hermon, the chieftain of which had been arrested by the French
on the 3rd September.*^ After the way had thus been prepared
Hasbayya, on the western slopes of Hermon, w'as occupied, on the
night of the Oth-lOth November, by a band of Drusi^s from the Jabal
and HawTanis, under the command of Siiltanu'l-Atrash’s son Zayd,
who had slipped through the French cordon drawn along the line of
the Hijaz Railway in the Hawran plain.'’’ The gendarmes and the
Senegalese garrison at Hasbayya retired by arrangement, without
fighting, to Marj ‘Ayun.^ On the 11th Zaydu’l-Atrash occupied the
Christian village of Kawkaba,® on the 15th Marj ‘Ayun itself.® His
forces then divided—one detachment, under Muhammad Darwish
Hamzah, marching upon Nabatiyah, the chief centre of the Mata-
wilah of the Jabal ‘Amib while Zayd himself marched upon Rashayya
on the 20th and opened a violent attack upon the two squadrons

—

one of Tunisian Spahis and the other of Foreign Legion cavalry

—

who were holding the fort,’ Zayd hoped to gain the active support
of the Matawdlah (as one of the non-Christian communities which,
in 1920, had been incorporated forcibly in the Great Lebanon), and

^ The Times, 24th September, 1925.
2 Ibid., 8th September and 16th October, 1926.
® For the general strategy of the insurgent leaders see Le Temps, 6th

November, 1925.
^ The Times, 13th November, 1925. See also the narrative of Miss Cave,

an English resident in Hasbayya who remained there throughout the Druse
occupation, ibid., 30th November, 1925.

^ ibid., 14th November, 1925. ® Ibid., 17th November, 1925.
’ For details of the four days* siege of Rashayya, in which the intensity of

the Druse attack was matched by the stubbornness of the French defence, see
ibid., 26th and 27th November, 1925.
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he made a bid for the friendly neutrality of the Christians. He not
only published a proclamation declaring that the revolution was a
national, not a religious movement, that Syrians of all creeds were
brothers, and that he had no intention of trespassing on the old
Lebanon sanjaq, within the boundaries of 1861-1920 ; he made good
his words by restoring looted Christian property to its owners and
punishing his followers when they committed robbery and murder.^
Unfortunately, during the occupation of Kawkaba on the 11th
November, fighting broke out (in spite of precautions taken to pre-
vent it) between the Druses and the Christians inhabitants ; the
fighting, in which the Druses gained the upper hand after severe
losses on both sides, was followed by looting and arson ;

^ and this
unhappy incident confirmed the impulse of the Christian population
in the invaded districts to take to flight. There was a wholesale
exodus of Christians—partly towards Bayrut and partly across the
Palestine frontier—and the able-bodied men who found themselves
on the French side of the front now responded to the French call to
arms.*^ On the other hand, the Lebanon Druses, in the immediate
hinterland of Bayrut, would almost certainly have taken up arms on
the insurgents’ side if Zayd had succeeded in joining hands with
them ; and in that event he might have bestridden the Damascus-
BajTut railway and possibly have forced his way into Bayrut itself,
the seat of the French High Commissioner. From the 20th to the
24th November little stood in his way except the heroic defence of
the fort at Rashayya. The relief of Rashayya on the 24th November,^
when the garrison was at its last gasp, by a supreme effort on the
part of the French High Command,® was the military turning-point
in the campaign ; for it gave time for the French reinforcements
which had been arriving at Ba^Tut from overseas to come into action.
With these reinforcements a converging movement upon Mount
Hermon was begun ; the French garrison of Nabatiyah (which had
held its ground, like the garrison of Rashayya) marched eastwards
on Marj ‘Ayun and Kawkaba ; a second force marched southwards
from Rashayya ; and a third north-westwards from Qunaytirah. On

^ Ihid.^ 19th November, 1926. Zayd repeated his declarations in a second
proclamation a few weeks later (ibid., let December, 1925).

2 Ibid., 14th November, 1926,
^ For the arming of Christian irregulars by the French authorities see

below.
* See The Times, 25th and 27th November ; Le Temps, 26th November and

19th December, 1926.
® On the 18th November 400 automobiles were mobilized for the con-

centration of all available French forces on the South Lebanon front (The
Times, 21st November, 1925).
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434 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

the 5th December these converging columns met at Hasbayya, and
the insurgents, after a stout resistance, were forced to abandon the
town and take to the mountain.^ This successful conclusion of the
French counter-offensive deidded the Matawilah of the Jabal ‘Amil
and the Druses of the Lebanon to keep the peace.^ On the 16th
December a delegation of I^ebanon Druses declared their loyalty
towards France to the new French High Commissioner, M. Henry de
Jouvenel.^ On the 25th January, 1926, the Lebanese Representative
Council sought to confirm the loyalty of the Matawilah by giving
official recognition to their JaTari rite ^ and by allowing them to
organi?e their own communal tribunals for matters of personal
statute in substitution for the Sunni courts to which they had been
compelled to resort hitherto/^

After the recapture of Hasbayya by the French the Syrian insur-
rection drifted, from the military point of view, into a condition of
stalemate. The French had proved their ability to hold the prin-
cipal towns in the disaffected area, though by methods which were
reducing those towns tc# ruins, and to keep open—or, rather, per-
petually to reopen—the principal lines of communication.® On the
other hand, the open country had passed out of French control over
an area which extended south-and-north from the Jabalu’d-Duruz to
Palmyra and east-and-west from the Hamad steppe to the eastern
slopes of Hermon and Anti-Lebanon. While Sultanu’l-Atrash held

^ French Government’s Provisional Report for 1925, p. 48 ; The Times, 7th
December, 1925. Hasbayya suffered little damage, and the neighbouring
Druse slirine of Khalw^atu’l-Biyad remained unscathed.

* The Matawilah had offered the French authorities 1,500 volunteers when
the first call for volunteers w^as made (see below), but the French decision to
restrict the issue of arms to Christians had given such offence that many of
them had taken service, instead, with Zaydu’l-Atrash {The Times, 19th
November, 1925).

® Ihid.n 16th December, 1925. * Madhhah, literally ‘way’
* Oriente Moderno, VI. 2, p. 87. The heads of the Mutawali and the Sunni

communities in the (Heat Lebanon made declarations of loyalty to M. de
Jouvenel at the beginning of February (Le Temps, 4th February, 1926).

® The Daniaseus-Hayrut Railway and the Be.ction of the IJijaz Railway
between Damascus ami the Palestine frontier were constantly being cut by
the insurgents, wh(» blew* up the bridges and culverts and derailed the trains ;

and the motor traffic on the roads was still more frequently waylaid. In
August and Septcjn})er 1925 the overland motor convoys plying between
Damascus ami ibighda<l were attacked so repeatedly that the services had to
be temporarily sus])ended, and w'ere eventually diverted to a route running
entirely through British mandated territory via ‘Amman, though the terrain
on this route w^as much less favourable. One Nairn convoy of eleven cars,
wdii<*h was carrying Dr. Millspaugh, the American Financial Adviser to the
Persian Go\'ernment, among its sixty passengers, wras ambushed ninety miles
east of Damascus and for<*ed to turn back, though it was escorted by four
French military cars (see Le Temps, 29th August ; The Times, Slst August,
3tli, luth. and 14th September, and 8tli December, 1926).
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 435
his own in the Jabalu'd-Duruz the chief stronghold of the Sunni
insurgents was the district of Nabk, east of Anti -Lebanon, in wliich
they liad installed themselves about a fortnight before Zaydu’l-
Atrash opened his campaign in the Hermon district.^ The Sunni
insurgents were organized in half a dozen bands, which worked in
concert, each in its own district, on a common plan.- The leaders
were either representatives of noble houses, like Nasib Bey Al-Bakrl
of Damascus, or ex-Ottoman officers of military experience, like
Ramadan Pasha Ash-Shallash of Dayru'z-Zfir ;

^ and, lH?tw(»en them,
they mustered sufficient prestige to keep their followers in hand and
sufficient skill to utilize the terrain to the best advantage.
The French, faced with the prospect of an interminable guerrilla

w^ar. resorted to the Ottoman exj)edient of singling out certain
minority communities which w^ere attached, hy motives of self-
interest, to the Paramount Power, and enlirting th(‘ir able-bodied
men as irregular troops.'^ Even before the outbreak of the revolt in
July 1925 they had drawn in this way upon th(‘ services of the
Syrian Circassians and Armenians ;

^ and the Circassians, at any rate
* The Times, 2iid November, 1925.
^ Ibid., 23rd November, 1925. See Oriente Moderno. VI, 4, pp. 206-7. for

a set of regulations drawn up, for the conduct of their operations, by the in-
surgent leaders.

^ For a list of tlies(' bands and their leaders see Orieytte Moderuo, V, 11,
p. 594 ; The Times. 2iid and 17th November, 1925, and 20th .lanuarv, 1926.
For Kainadann'sh-Shalliish’s career see Oriente Moderno, VI, 2, pj). 93-4.

* For the general question of the employment of iSenegalese, Maghrihl, C'ir-
cassian. and Armenian troops by the mandatory Power see Minutes of the
Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, p]). 150-6. In 183K
Ibrahim Pasha (the son of Mehined ‘All Pasha of Kgypt and his viceroy in
Syria), when baffled hy the perennial problem of reducing tlic Druses of
the Jabalifd-Duruz to (»be<lience, had stuved out arms to tlie Maronites of
the Lebanon and bad unleashed them against their traditional rivals. The
Maronites succeeded in pacifying and disarming the Jabalu’d-Diiruz, hut
Ibrahim then found it impossible to disarm the .Maronites, and the consequent
insurrection in the Lebanon was one of the factors wliich brought Ibrahim’s
rule in Syria to an end (see Foreign Office Peace Handbook, No. 60 : Syria and
Palestine, pp. 30-2).

* For the history of these two communities in Syria see above, p. 351,
and The Times. 26th October, 1925. See further, for tlie Circassian irregulais,
Oriente Moderno. V, 11, pp. 599-600, and J^e Temps. 7th November, 1926;
for the Armenian irregulars, Oriente Moderno. VL 1, p. 34; 3, pp. 151-2;
and 4, pp. 208-9 ; and The Times. 24th and 25th February, 1926. In enrolling
tli(*se (.’ircassian and Arimmiaii volunteers in Syria in 1925-6 the French
followed the precedent of the CJreeks in Anatolia in 1919-22, and with the
same deplorable consequences. It is remarkable that tlie Circassians, who
were not only Sunnis, but whose grandparents had been given asylum in the
Ottoman Empire by a Sunni Govemmeut after their exodus from the Caucasus
in 1859, should have taken service against their co-religionists as the mer-
cenaries of invading Christian Powers. In the case of the Circassians such
conduct would appear to throw an unpleasant light on the national character.
The case of tlie Armenians was different, for their past treatment at the hands

F f 2
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(whom the French authorities described officially as ‘ difficiles &
of their Muslim neighbours had naturally embittered them ; and, as refugees
dependent on the goodwill of the French authorities in Syria, it would have
been difficult for them not to fall in with French policy. (The Armenians
domiciled in Syria, who were not dependent on the French authorities to the
same extent as the refugees, refrained from enrolling themselves.) Thus the
Armenian refugees, unlike the Circassians, in the French mandated territory
could hardly be blamed for taking mercenary service with tlie mandatory
Power ; yet repeated experience proved that for the Armenians to lend them-
selves to the designs of European Powers was to court disaster. In Anatolia
the Armenians had paid for taking service under the Greek High Command
by being expelled wholesale from the country, together with the Greek ele-
nient in the population, after the Turkish victory in 1922. In Cilicia, again,
where the French themselves had previously enrolled Armenian irregulars,
during their occupation of that region from December 1919 to December 1921,
the consequence had been that the whole Armenian community had been
compelled to leave the country when the French had withdrawn. Indeed,
the majority of the Armenian refugees who were living in the French mandated
territory in 1925-6 had arrived there as a result of these twm forced migra-
tions, which they had partly brought upon themselves by consenting to act
as catspaws for the French and the Greeks. In a statement before the Per-
manent Mandates Commission (Minutes of the Eighth SSession, p. 113) M. de
Caix estimated that, in December 1921, 30,000 refugees arrived in the man-
dated territory from Cilicia, and 30,000 more during the years 1922 and 1923
from the Anatolian territories evacuated by the Gteek army. The following
statistics of refugees from Turkey, in the French mandated territory, as on
the 1st January, 1925, are given in the French Tieport for the calendar year
1924:

Armenians
("haldaeans
Jacobites
Grthodox
Syrian Uniates
Xestorians

89,000)
4,000
1,800

1

900
(250

distri-
buted
thus

50

06,000

Total number A rmenian
State. of refugees, refugees.

Aleppo 49,490 44,750
Great Lebanon 35. OIK) 33,700
Damascus 10,000 10,000
Alaw iyin 1,500 1,450
Jabalu’d-Duruz 1(K> 100

Totals 96,000 89,0(t0

The outbreak of the Syrian Insurrection placed the leaders of the Armenian
community in the French mandated territory in a difficult position. On the
one hand, they dared not give offence to the mandatory Power, on whose
goodwill the maiiitenanc.'e of the 90,000 Armenian refugees largely depended.
On the otlu?r hand, they saw that the enrolment of Armenians as French
mercenaries was exasperating the Syrian population, and that promises of
protection might prove illu.sory, as tlu^y had so often proved before in Ar-
menian history. The French had not been able to save the Armenians from
being plundered and massacred at Damascus on the 18th-20th October, 1925 ;

and when the Jiiilitary situation became a stalemate the situation of the
Armenian community became precarious. In February 1920 certain accusa-
tions against the conduct of tho Armenian volunteers during the fighting in
the Maydaii quarter of Damascus on the 16th and 17th led to an inquiry by
the French military Governor of Damascus, General Andrea, who eventually
cashiered thirty-seven suspects and imprisoned twelve men convdeted of
pillage. In March, after this scandal, the Armenian Patriarch of Antioch
courageously requested the new French High Com irrissioner, M. de Joiivenel,
to discharge the Armenian volunteers then serving in the French forces, and
not to enlist any Armenians in future. M. de Jouvenel wrisely gave his con-
sent ; and the P.atriarch then addressed an open letter to a Sunni religious
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 437
tenir played a lurid part in the events of the 18th-20th October at
Damascus.^ As soon as the revolt broke out the French took the still

more unfortunate step of serving out arms to the indigenous Syrian
Christians. On the 24thAugust , during the first Druse raid on Damas-
cus, they were reported to have distributed 650 rifles in the Christian
quarter ;

^ and in the middle of November, during the crisis of
Zaydu’l-Atrash’s invasion of the Great Lebanon, they enrolled bands
of Christian volunteers in much larger numbers.'* These Lebanese
Christian volunteers— ‘ who sometimes looked as if they might well
be brigands themselves ’ ®—might be useful for guarding lines of
communication like the Ba5n*ut--Rayaq Railway ; but in at least one
engagement in the Marj ‘AyCin their unsteadiness brought a reverse
upon the French arms,® while—apart altogether from the question
of their military value—^their employment was a political disaster.
By calling upon one community in the mandated territory to take
up arms against another the mandatory Power intensified the tradi-
tional blood-feuds between Syrian communities of different religions
and thus actually worked against the purpose of the mandatory
regime, which had been intended to educate the Syrians in the art
of co-operation as an essential step towards self-government.

In a gTierrilla warfare waged by irregular forces on both sides it

dignitary of Damascus, Siiaykh Badru'd-Diniq-Husaynl, in which he prayed
him to use his influence to mitigate the hostility of the Muslims towards the
Armenians. He explained that the Armenian volunteers had enlisted under
pressure of economic need, without consulting their religious leaders, and he
added that the Armenian community deplored the criminal acts committed
by certain of their co-religionists, approved the punishment of the guilty,
and hoped that the innocent would not be held responsible for the sins of
these outcasts. The statesmanlike and constructive policy of the Armenian
Patriarch and of the Druse Commander, Zaydu’l-Atrash, in this matter of
relinous and communal relations, stands out in striking contrast to the policy
of the mandatory Power, which had come to bring not peace but the sword.

^ French Government’s Provisional Report for 1925, p. 20 ; The TimeSt 27th
October, 1925.

2 ‘ It was true that Circassians had been used and that they had not yet
been sufficiently disciplined, . . . but these men had the advantage of being,
among the soldiers of the country, one of the elements on which the adminis-
tration could rely in order to form a solid military contingent. ... It was not
improbable that the Circassians had been somewhat heavy-handed, but they
would very probably be turned into disciplined troops. With very few
officers, and owing to the natural violence of these men, some excesses were
conceivable ’ (statement by M. de Caix in Minutes of the Eighth Session of the
Permanent Mandates Commission^ p. 151).

® The Times t 3rd September, 1925. The British authorities in Palestine
had served out arms to certain remote and isolated Jewish agricultural settle-
ments ; but elaborate precautions had been taken that these arms should only
be used for self-defence in geniiine emergencies, and then only by the joint
decision of the responsible heads of the. community.

* Le Temps. 17tn November, 1925.
® The Times, 19th November, 1925. • The Times, loc. cit.
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438 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

was inevitable that the chief sufferers should be the peaceful rural
population. An insurgent band would install itself in a village, after
driving out the Covernment gendarmerie post, and would proceed
to commandeer food-supplies, rifles, and recruits and to turn the
village into a base of operations. Whtm the nuisance had become
intolerable the French would send a punitive column in superior
f(>rce, whereupon the insurg(‘nt.s would withdraw and leave the vil-
lagers to bear the consecpienccs of their activities. The Frencdi
would then impose a fine on the village, arrest the notabl(‘s as hos-
tages, and withdraw in their turn, wdiercupon the insurgents would
re-enter the village on their heels. This cycle would be repeated
until, one day, the village would become a battle-field in the process
of changing hands. When this happened the houses would be burnt,
the cattle looted by the Circassian and Armenian mercenaries, to be
sold publicly in the Damascus markets, and the village left derelict,
with no alternatives for such able-bodied men as survived except to
perish of starvation or else to join the insurgent forces and play their
part in inflicting similar calamities on other villages wliich had sur-
vived their own.^ The district that suffered most was the Ghutah

—

the oasis encircling the City of Damascus—w’hich in peace time had
been renowned as an earthly paradise in the remote countries of the
West as well as in every part of the Islamic World. With its dense
groves of fruit-trees wdiich broke the field of vision, and its innumer-
able w at( r-coui-ses and irrigation channels which impeded the trans-
port of artillery, the Ghutah lent itself admirably to the tactics of
guerrilla w arfare ; and, under the cover which it afforded, the in-
surgents hovered at the gates of Damascus, waiting for their next
opportunity to ])ush their way in. ‘ The “ cleaning up ” of the
Ghutah ’, General Gainelin reported, towards the end of 1925,^ ‘ was

^ For th(‘ oleinenis in this picture see Minutes of the Eighth Session of the
Verynanent Mandates Commission^ pp. 148-9 and 152 (cross-examination of
M.. do Caix) ; The Times

^

Slst August, 8th and 14th September, 13th October,
2nd November, and 3rd December, 1925 ; Le TevMps, 3rd December, 1925 ;

The Times. 3rd February and 24th May, 1926 ; Le Temps. 1st, 11th, 2l8t, and
23rd .larmary, 12th February and Ist March, 1926. The following passage
may be quoted from the special correspondent of The Times at Damascus:
‘ The brigands are becoming more numerous almost every day. This is due
to the French practice of burning any village where brigands are reported to
have I>een harboured or victualled. The destruction of every such village,
'wliicli is acconipaiiied by the confiscation of all movable property, naturally
adds to the number of people without homos or means of livelihood at large
in the country and converts these villagers into brigands, as their only means
fd suhsistc‘iiee is to take what they want. Lawlessness is thus steadily grow-
ing ’ (The Times, 2n<l November, 1925).

- French (J(>v(*rnment’s Frovisional Report f(»r 1925, p. 49 ; cf. The Times.
J9th December, 1925.
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 439
eflfected methodically from the 14th to the 24th December [1925]’,
but ‘ these operations did not succeed in completely clearing the
environs of Damascus of the little groups of malefactors who are still

operating there and who are very difficult to catch. . . . The system
for defending the city and exercising surveillance over the oasis has
now been perfected methodically. A circular boulevard has now been
drawn round the city, which makes it possibk^ to guard the exits
more effectively ; and avenues have been driven through tlie oasis
in order to make circulation easier. These works are not only of
military value but they are entirely approved ])y the municipality,
which believes that they will improve the hygienic conditions and
increase the amenities of the capital and its environs.’ Eight months’
further experience, however, demonstrated that the fruit-trees had
not been cut down in sufficient quantities to make the Ghiltah un-
tenable for the insurgents ; and the French military authorities then
hit upon the l€?ss laborious method of cutting off the waters, so that the
groves withered wholesale before ever the axe was laid to their roots.

^

The decay of the Damascus oasis was matched hv the decay of the
city itself. With tlu^ trade w hich was its life-blood interc epted, with
a devastated area in its heart, with barbed-wire entanglements and
armed patrols in tlie streets, with the curfew at night-fall and the
noise of firing by night and day, Damascus under tlie French man-
date had drifted into a permanent state of siege.

(/) The High Commtssionehship of M. He>:ry de Jouvenel and
THE Investigation bv the Pekmanent Mandates Commis-
sion OF the League of Nations.
Meanwhile, in France itself, the news from the mandated territory—which had become knowm largely through the British press, owing

to the paucity of official information from General Sarrail—liad been
received with consternation. In the Senate on the 17th December,
1925, and in the Chamber on the 18th and 20th, the conducit of the
French authorities in SvTia was frankly and vigorously criticized ;

and the Government did not attempt to deny that serious errors had
been committed or that grave consequences had followed. Indeed,
they had forestalled these criticisms by announcing, on the Gth
November, 1925, that General ISarrail was to bo succeeded in the

^ See The Times, 1 1th August, 1920.
- For descriptions of Daiiiiiscus in November and December 1925, and in

Miirtdi 1920, see ibid., 10th November and 21.st De<‘ember, 1925, and The
Manchester Guardian, .>tli A[»ril, 1920.
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440 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

High Commissionership by M. Henry de Jouvenel—editor of Le
Matin and Senator for la Correze, who had already distinguished
himself as a representative of France at Geneva.^
M. de Jouvenel took a broad view of his task. His first pronounce-

ment of policy ^ was that he intended to cultivate friendly relations
with the neighbours of the French mandated territory—^that is, with
Great Britain, as mandatory in Palestine,^ and with Turkey—^and he
visited London on the 19th November,^ and Cairo at the end of the
month,^ before landing at Bayrut on the 2nd December, 1925,® while
he took the earliest opportunities, after his arrival in Syria, to visit
the British High Commissioner at Jerusalem and the Turkish Foreign
Minister at Angora.’ He was thus working to eliminate the possi-
bility of extraneous complications at the same time as he was
attempting to deal with the internal situation in the French mandated
territory directly. In his internal policy his general aim was to
restore the status quo ante the Sarrail regime. He recognized that,
in order to undo the effect of General' Sarrail’s blunders, the man-
datory Power would have to make more radical, or at least more
rapid, concessions than it might otherwise have contemplated ; but
on vital matters he made it clear from the outset that he did not
intend to yield. His aims, he declared, were ‘ first, order ; secondly,
impartial justice ; and thirdly, as soon as it should be possible, self-
government ’

;
® he echoed M. Briand ® in asserting that ‘ any

abandonment of the mandate was out of the question ’
; and when,

after an interview with the Executive Committee of the Syro-Pales-
tinian Congress, whom he met on the 30th November at Cairo, he
received a letter from the Committee demanding the abolition of the
mandate and the withdrawal of the French Army of Occupation, he
at once replied in writing that this solution was ‘ entirely unacccpt-

^ Le Temps, 8th November, 1925.
2 Statement of the 7th November, 1925 {The Times, 9th November).
® Throughout the revolt in the French mandated territory, the main theatre

of which was immediately adjacent to the Palestine frontier, the British
authorities in Palestine were not only ‘ correct ’ but loyal in their behaviour
towards their French colleagues (see Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Per-
manent Mandates Commission, pp. 58 and 164, for the testimony of M. de Caix ;

Le Temps, 2l8t November, 1925, for that of M. de Jouvenel).
• Le Temps, 2l8t and 26th November, 1925.
® Ibid., Ist and 3rd December, 1925.
• Ibid,, 4th December, 1925.
’ For M. de Jouveners visit to Angora see Section (viii) below.
® Statement of the 18th November, 1925 (The Times, 19th November).
• Le Temps, 8th November, 1925.
Statement by M. de Jouvenel on the 7th ’November, 1925 (The Times,

9th November).
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Seot.vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 441
able and categorically declined the Committee’s offer to mediate
on these terms.^
M. de Jouvenel’s first concern was to regain for France the sym-

pathies of the Catholic Church^ and of the Christian Lebanese by
treating the Great Lebanon State with unprecedented liberality.
His immediate object in this was to extricate his rear from the
perils in which General Sarrail had involved it. His ulterior object
was not so much to liberate his forces for taking the offensive
against the insurgents at the front as to induce the insurgents
to lay down their arms by offering them, as a reward for return-
ing to their allegiance, a treatment not less favourable than that
which he was granting to the Lebanon as a reward for never having
revolted.

In the Lebanon the anti-French feeling which General Sarrail’s
policy had aroused had been driven into the background, immediately
before M. de Jouvenel’s arrival, by the stronger emotion of fear in
the face of Zaydu’l-Atrash’s invasion ; and, on the 2nd December,
the Representative Council passed a resolution ® affirming their desire
to remain aloof from the affairs of Syria and the Jabalu’d-Duruz,
protesting against Zayd’s invasion, thanking the mandatory Power
for its sacrifices in defence of Lebanese independence, and declaring
that the country remained loyal to its friendship with France. This
resolution gave M. de Jouvenel a convenient opening. By the terms
of the mandate (Art. 1) the mandatory Power was bound, within
three years of the mandate coming into force—^that is, at a date not
later than the 29th September, 1926—to introduce an organic statute
for the government of the mandated territory ; but this statute was
to be prepared, not by constituent assemblies in the several States, but
by the mandatory Power itself ' in agreement with the native autho-
rities ’

; and the French Government had given effect to this obliga-
tion by sending Senator Auguste Brunet to the mandated territory

^ Le TemvSf 3rd December, 1925 ; text of M. de Jouvenel’s letter, ibid.,
1 3th Decemoer ; Italian translation of the Syro-Palestinian Congress’s letter
of the 30th November in OrienU Modemo, V, 12 , p, 634.

* On the 6th December, 1926, M. de Jouvenel made a point of accepting
the traditional liturgical honours by attending mass in the Latin parish church
of Bayriit (The Times, 7th December). He got into trouble, however, by
promulgating, on the 26th May, 1926, an arrite, to come into force on the 1st
June, which withdrew all matters of personal statute except marriage from
the jurisdiction of the religious courts (text in Oriente Jfoderno, VI,' 6, pp.
276-7). This arriU aroused so much opposition among all Lebanese com-
munities, Christian as well as Muslim, that in June its application was post-
poned. A joint protest appears to have been signed by the Maronite, Greek
Orthodox, and Syrian Uniate Patriarchs (op. cit, VI, 6, pp. 321-2).

® Translation in op. cii., V, 12, p. 635.
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in June 1925 to consult representative notables individually^ and
by setting up a drafting commission, under the chairmanship of
M. Paul-Boncoiir, in the following month.'* On the 4th December,
1925, M, de Jouvenel made a speech to the Lebanon Representa-
tive Council,® in which he armounced that the time for individual
consultations had passed, and that, wherever security existed

—

though only there—the era of constitutional action [by the people
of the mandated territory themselves] was to begifi. Since, in the
Lebanon, the present Representative Council had been elected as
n^cently as the previous July, M. do Jouvenel in this case rejected
the strictly correct but dilatory procedure of holding fresh elections
for a constituent assembly, and announced that, instead, the Council
itself w^ould be convened in extraordinary session in order to perform
constituent functions. The High Commissioner, on his part, would
define, in a declaration, the obligations devolving upon France from
the undertakings, in regard to the administration of her mandate,
which she had given to the League of Nations ; ^ and, as soon as
they had endorsed tliis preamble, the I.«ebanon Representative Coun-
cil were to have a free hand (within such limits as the declaration
might lay down) to di*aft their owm constitution. By transferring to
the elected representatives of the Lebanese people a function assigned
to the mandatory Power under the terms of the mandate,

France will have showm how she conceives the exercise of the mandate
in the case of a nation which confides in her and keeps the peace. If
the other States [in the mandated tenitory] wish to j)articipate in the
benefit of free institutions, they now know the means. It is quite use-
less for the rebels to propose conditions to me or to ask me for promLses.
The act which I arn accomplishing here is their answer. I have now
deprived the War of all excuse.
On the 10th December the Lebanon Representative Council duly

met in extraordinary session and appointed a drafting committee on
which the several religious communities were represented in the same
proportions as on the Council itself.^ On the 15th May, 1926, when

^ For i^enatoT Brunet's mission see Orienie Moderno, V, 6, pp. 273-4 and
292-3. For a semi-oflieial interpretation of the relevant provision of the
mandate see Lr Temps, 7tJi May. 1925.

^ See Freneli (iovernrmuit's Report for 1924, p. 9 : Minutes of the Eighth
Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission, p. 18 ; Le Temps, Ist Novem-
ber. 1925.

Text ill Freneli (rovernnieiit’s Provisional Report for 1925. pj). 52-3. For
an explanatory statenumt hy M. de Jouvenel himself see The •Times, 8th
l)(‘<‘ember, 1925.

^ For th(‘ method by w’hieli Great Britain eTisiire‘d the fulfilment of the
similar undertakini»s whieli she had •^iven in respect of the administration of
her mandate in ‘Iraij see Section (x) below.

^ The Times. 11th I)(M*ember, 1925.
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 443
this committee was on the eve of reporting, the French Governor of
the Lebanon, M. Cayla, resigned, in order to leave his post vacant
for a Lebanese national.^ The Representative Council, sitting as a
constituent assembly, debated the draft constitution on the 19th-
22nd May, and modified it in several respects—^j)articularly by in-
corporating in it the terms of the High Commissioner’s declaration,
which reserved to the mandatory Power the control of Lebanese
relations with foreign countries, the position of arbitrator in relations
between the Lebanon and the other States under the French mandate,
the command of the police and gendarmerie when necessary for the
maintenance of order, and the right of veto over fundamental laws,
over the dissolution of Parliament, and over the dismissal of the
executive head of the State. ^ On the 24th May, 1926, the Lebanese
Republic w-^as officially proclaimed ; the High Commissioner nomi-
nated twelve Senators ; and on the 26th the Senate and Assembly,
in joint session, appointed as first President of the tk^w Republic an
Orthodox Christian, M. Charles Dabbas.^ Nevertheless, M. de
Jouvenel’s attempt to regain the sympathy of the Lebanon for
France was not altogether a success. As early as February 1926 ho
found it desirable to check hostile criticism by promulgating an
arrUe which increased the Government’s power over the press, and
he sent one Lebanese editor into ‘ enforced residence ’ at Arwad."'
His reservations of rights for the mandatory Power and his nomi-
nations to the Lebanese Senate were ill received ; the Maronite
Patriarch was reported to have rebuffed his advances ; and it was
perhaps significant that, immediately after the proclamation of the
Republic, there was founded in the Lebanon a ' Party of Syrian
Federation ’ {Hizbu'UIttihddi*s-Suri).^
On the 21st December, 1925, M. de Jouvenel took the first step

towards extending the policy initiated in the Lebanon to other parts
of the mandated territory, by ordering® elections^ in the ‘AlawJ

^ Oriente Moderno, VI, 5, p. 277.
- Op. dt.y pp. 277-9. On the 22nd May the declaration aettinj? forth the

High Commissioner’s reservations was published as a definition of the rights
retained by France, not only in the Lebanon, but in all States in the man-
dated territory (op. cit., pp. 276-6).

^ Jj€ Temps, 26th and 26th May, 1926 ; Oriente Moderno. VI, 5, p. 279.
^ Op. city VI, 3, p. 164.
* Op. cit.y VI, 5, pp. 323-4 and 326.
® Text of the arrite for the Syrian State in French Governiiumt’s Frovlsional

Jieport for 1926, pp. 64-5 ; text of the arrHe for the 'Alawi State in Oriente
Modernoy VI,.!, pp. 28-9.

’ The Kopresentiitivo (Imncils of the Syrian and ‘Alawl Stcates, unlike the
Lebanon Council, had already reached the end of their terms—tin? Syrian
Council on the 27th November and the ‘Alawi Council ou the 27th Septejnber,

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



444 THE MIDDLE EAST Part HI
State and in all districts of the Syrian State which had not been
placed under martial law. This excluded the Syrian districts of
Damascus and the Hawran ; and no elections were ordered in the
Jabalu’d-Duruz State, which was not only likewise under the ban of
French martial law, but was at this time altogether out of the control
of the mandatory authorities. It was provided, however, that in
districts temporally excluded elections should be held one month
after the state of siege should be raised. In the ‘Alawi State the
newly elected Representative Council was to formulate its opinion
regarding the political links which it desired to see established be-
tween this State and the other States under the French mandate.
In the Syrian State, before the newly elected Representative Council
met, the deputies of each sanjaq or vilayet were to meet separately
and formulate their opinions regarding the political links which they
desired to see established between the district which they repre-
sented and the other districts of the State. This latter provision
may have been sincerely intended to facilitate the process of ‘ self-
determination but it gave the unfortunate impression that M. de
Jouvenel was clinging to the policy of ‘ divide and rule ’ which, in
the opinion of the Syrians, had hitherto been followed by the man-
datory Power—^the more so since, in a further provision of his
arret

e

for the Syrian State, he took discretion to organize the deputies
into either one Council or more than one, in the light of such views
as they might have previously expressed in their preliminary meet-
ings by districts. The ‘ Council or Councils ’ so constituted in the
territory of the Syrian State were to vote a constitution or con-
stitutions, ‘ without prejudice to the rights reserved to the mandatory
Power ’.

On the 21st December, 1925, the date on which M. de Jouvenel
ordered the elections in the ‘Alawi and Syrian States, the President
of the Syrian State, the Antiochene Bereket Subhl Bey,^ sent in his
resignation. The occupation of the Presidency by an individual who
was more of a Turk than an Arab, and who would have preferred
the capital of the Syrian State to be at Aleppo instead of at Damas-
cus, had been one of the standing grievances of the Damascenes
against the French regime ;

^ and M. de Jouvenel now sought to
remove this grievance by offering the Presidency to the Qadi of

1925 (French Government’s Provisional Report for 1925, pp. 25“6). The new
elections had hitherto been adjourned on account of the revolt (Le Temps. 9th
October, 1925).

^ See above, p. 358.
* The Times. 23rd December, 1925; OrienU Moderno, VI, 1, pp. 24-0.
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Sect.vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 445
Damascus, Shaykh Taju’d-Din b. Badri’d-Dmi’l-Husayni, a Sunni
religious dignitary ‘ who was persona grata to the insurgents but
had taken no personal part in the struggle and by simultaneously
(on the 23rd December) releasing those leaders of the Syrian People’s
Party who had been in ‘ enforced residence ’ at Arwad since the end
of the preceding August.^ Shaykh Taju’d-Dln did hivS best to draw
up a programme which, without being unacceptable to the mandatory
Power, would secure the suppo;rt of the Nationalists. The liberated
members of the People’s Party consented to serve in his Government
on condition that the ‘Alawi and Jabalu’d-Duruz States should be
incorporated in the Syrian State on a basis of decentralization ; that
four of the districts which had been annexed to the Lebanon when
the Great Lebanon was created on the Ist September, 1920, should
be restored to Syria ;

^ that in the other districts which had been
annexed to the Lebanon on the same date elections should be held
and the destiny of each district be determined by its elected repre-
sentatives ;

^ that the relations between S3rria and France should be
regulated by treaty ; that Syria should be admitted to membership
in the League of Nations ; that Syrian territory should be gradually
evacuated by the French forces ; that the victims of the revolt
should receive compensation ; that the currency sliould be reformed ;

that the judicial system should be unified ; that there should be a
general amnesty ; and that the Syrian Government should be com-
pletely independent in the field of internal administration. When
these conditions were rejected by M. de Joiivenel Shaykh Taju’d-
Din declined the Presidency on the 6th January, 1926 ; and by an
arrHe of the 9th February the High Commissioner appointed as
Military Governor of Damascus General Andrea, and as provisional
Administrator of the States of Syria and Jabalu’d-Duruz another
Frenchman, M. Pierre Alype, who, before Shaykh Taju’d-Dirrs with-
drawal, had already been appointed Delegate of the High Commis-
sioner at Damascus, with authority to put the election orders of the
21st December, 1925, into execution.^ On the 2Sth April M. Alype
was replaced by a native Provisional Head of th(' State in the person

' French Government's Provisiorud Report for 1925, pp. 28-9 ; see further
Oriente Moderno, VI, 1, pp. 20-7 ; 3, pp. 148-9 ; 4, pp. 204-5.

^ Op. city VI, 1, pp. 27 and 31 ; Le Temps, 25th December, 1925.
® Tne four districts in question were apparently Hasbayya, Rashayya,

Marj ‘Ayun, and Kawkaba {Oriente 3Iodernoy VI, 1, p, 31 ; and 2, p. 88).
* This was an adroit axiplication to the Great Lebanon of the procedure

which had been ordered by the High Commissioner himself, in his two arretee
of the 2 Ist December, 1925, for the Syrian and ‘Alawi States.

* Le TempSy 12th February, 1926.
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446 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

of Damad ^ Ahmed Nam! Bey, a Circassian notable of the same class
and antecedents as his Turkish predecessor Bereket Subhi Bey.^ The
new Governor so far deferred to Syrian jmblic opinion as to announce,
on the day on which he took office, that his policy would be to obtain,
by pacific means, an outlet on the sea for Damascus and Aleppo, and
to negotiate with the mandatory Power with a view to giving the
mandate the form of a treaty, on the model of the treaty between
Great Britain and ‘Iraq.

In January 1926 attempts were made to hold elections in pur-
suance of the arretes of the 2l8t December, 1925 ; but for the most
part they resulted in failure, notwithstanding two arrHes imposing
severe penalties for political agitation and for interference with the
liberty of elections, which were promulgated by the High Commis-
sioner on the 12th January.'^ Even in the ‘Alawi State the polling
was noticeably light in divisions where the Sunni element in the
population w'as strong, and in three divisions the elections had to be
cancelled and held over again.^ The results were most satisfactory
in the predominantly Turkish sanjaq of Antioch and Alexandretta ;

*

but at Aleppo, which hitherto had showm distinctly less hostility
towards the French than Damascus, the holding of the elections pro-
duced a riot on the 15th, while at Homs and Hamah the People’s
Party were largely successful in organizing a boycott of the polls.
Eventually, in the thirty-eight electoral divisions of the Syrian State
in which the elections were held, thirty-one deputies were returned,
three Muslim and one Orthodox Christian seat remaining unfilled at
Homs and three Muslim seats at Hamah. In punishment for the
disturbances the districts of Homs and Hamah were placed under
martial law,® and a number of notables from Aleppo and Homs were
sent into ‘ enforced residence ’ at Arwad—including several of those
who had only been released from Arwad a few weeks before.’
The new Representative Council in the ‘Alawi State declared in

favour of maintaining the State’s independence ; but at the same
time they asked that there should be set up an economic commission

^ i. c. husband of an Ottoman princess. NamI Bey's father-in-law was
not a Sultan but the ex-Caliph Abau’-l-Mejid.

- For Ahmed Kami Bey’s personal history see Oriente Moderno, VI, 5,
pp. 282-3.

* Op. ciL, VI, 2, pp. 91-2. * Op. cit,, p. 90.
^ For the elections in this sanjaq and the desires expressed by the elected

deputies SCO Section (viii) below.
® Le Temps, 21 st January, 1926.
^ For the elections in the Aleppo, Hamah, and Homs districts see OrienU

Modemo, VI, 2, pp. 90-2 ; Le Temps, 10th, 13th, 14th, and 26th January ;The Times, 13th and 30th January, 1926.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 447
common to all the States under the French mandate ;

^ and on the
1st February, 1926, a proposal for the appointment of a committee
to draft a constitution was obstructed by the Muslim deputies on
the ground that the ‘Alawi territory ought not to be differentiated
from other parts of Swia.- Eventually, a drafting committee was
appointed and the issue was compromised by a decision to rename
the State ‘ West Sjnda ’ and to regard its inhabitants as Syrian
nationals.*^ In the territory of the S\Tian State the deputies who
liad been elected in the districts of Alexandretta, Aleppo, and
Dayru’z-Zur—the only three districts for wliich deputies were forth*
coming, since at Hamah and Homs the elections had been boycotted,
wliile in Damascus and the Hawran they had not been held—w^ere
segregated into three separate Representative Councils. The action
taken by the Alexandretta Council, which represented a predomi-
nantly Turkish population, is recorded below.^ The Aleppo Council,
which met on the 18th February, tek^graphed to the High Com-
missiont^r a request for the release of the Aleppines interned at
Arwad, and passed a resolution demanding the creation of a United
Syrian State, to include the whole of the French mandated territory
(not excepting the Lebanon), with the reintroduction of the former
Ottoman local government regulations as a guarantee of decentraliza-
tion.® A similar resolution in favour of a United Syrian State, with
the additional demand that the Lebanese and Syrian deputies should
be convened in joint session as a constituent assembly, was voted
by the Dayru’z-Zur Council on the 6th March.® Thus the Syrian
elections, such as they were, of January 1926, elicited unmistakably,
own under adverse conditions, the political aspirations of the Syrian
people.^

Meanwhile, M. de Jouvenel had made a sincere attempt to come
to terms with the insurgents. The initiative was taken by a com-
mittee of Muslim and Druse notables in Bayrut, who asked the High
Commissioner for leave to send a peace deputation to Sultanu’l-
Atrash in the Jabal and offered their property as bail for their good
faith.® M. de Jouvenel issued five safe-conducts expiring on the
25th December, and on the 17th the mission left for the Jabal,
taking with them two members of a Damascene deputation which

^ Le Temps. 8th February, 1926. ^ Oriente Moderno. VI, 3, p. 166.
® Op. cit., VI, 4, p. 206. ^ See Section (viii).
• Oriente Moderno^ VI, 3, pp. 160 and 165.
• Op. cit, VI, 4, p. 206.
’ See the French Government’s FrovisionaX Report for 1926, pp. 26-7.
• Ibid., p. 24.
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448 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

had been elected on the 16th in order to wait upon M. de Jouvenel
at Bayrut.^ The mission to the Jabal failed to arrive at an under-
standing with Sultan ;

^ but M. de Jouvenel did not abandon his
efforts. On the 22nd he received the Damascene deputation, which
was headed by the Amir Tahir b, ‘Abdi’l-Qadir ;

® on the 24th he
proclaimed an amnesty ^ for any of the rank and file of the insur-
gents who presented themselves before the French military authori-
ties, in order to lay down their arms, before the 8th January ; on
the 26th the Damascene deputation set up a standing committee of
negotiation in Bayrut ;

® and on the 1st January French airmen
scattered over the Jabal copies of a proclamation® to the Druses
from the High Commissioner, in which he assured them that as soon
as they laid down their arms he would allow them to draft their
own constitution’ and choose their own Government, and declared
that the responsibility for the continuation of the war would lie with
Sultanu’l-Atrash, who had rebuffed the Muslim-Druse peace mission.
These efforts, however, were almost entirely unsuccessful. On the
26th February, 1926, a Druse National Assembly, held at Dama in
the Jabal, dispatched to M. de Jouvenel a series of demands ® which
were practically identical with those presented in January by the
Damascene Shaykh Taju’d-Din. The High Commissioner replied
that this communication rendered any conversations, direct or in-
direct, with the rebels impossible ; and in March he gave orders that
negotiations should be discontinued.® At that time the only positive
results which had been obtained were the submission of Ramadanu ’sh-
Shallash^® and the ordering of elections in the Hawi’an, in response
to a demonstration of loyalty by the local chiefs on the 18th Feb-
ruary.^^
The negotiations showed that there were three principal stumbling-

blocks in the way of peace. The first was the High Commissioner’s

^ The Times, 2lBt and 23rd December, 1925.
- French Government’s Provisional Beport for 1925, p. 24.
® Oriente Moderno, VI, 1, p. 30 ; The Times, 23rd December, 1925.
* Text in French Government’s Provisional Beport for 1925, p. 50.
Oriente Moderno, VI, 1, p. 30.

® Text in French Government’s Provisional Beport for 1925, p. 51 ; Le
Temps, 2nd January, 1926.

’ The Druses were to be free either to maintain their independence or to
merge themselves in Syria (statement by M. de Jouvenel in Le Temps, 6th
February, 1926).

* For these Druse demands and the summary rejection of them by M. de
Jouvenel see Oriente Moderno, VI, 4, p. 207, and The Times, 9th March, 1926.

® Oriente Moderno, VI, 4, p. 207.
The Times, 28th and 30tn January, 1926.
Oriente Moderno, VI, 3, pp. 162-3.
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 449
insistence that the insurgents must first lay down their arms in order
to become entitled to an amnesty.^ This obstacle proved insur-
mountable in the Jabalu’d-Duruz, where the general bearing of arms—a necessity of existence for an agricultural population surrounded
by hostile Badu—had become a prescriptive right under the Ottoman
regime and had been expressly authorized, within the frontiers of the
Jabalu’d-Duruz State, in the Franco-Druse Treaty of the 4th March,
1921. The second stumbling-block was the reservation in the amnesty
to the effect that

those who may be n'cognized as having been leaders of rebel bands
shall be the object of individual measures to be determined in accor-
dance with the gravity of the role which they may have played, and with
the conditions of their submission— provided that, if these leaders of
bands make their submission before the Sth January, 1920, the death-
penalty which might bo pronounced against them for the crime of
sedition would not be executed.

4’his res(U'vatkm, upon wdiich M. de Joiivenel also insisted, gave
the insurgtuit leaders tb(^ iin])ression that personally they had evory-
tldng to Jose by giving up the struggle.-

Tli(‘ most serious stu]n])ling-l)lock of the three was the demand

—

f>resented by the T)amas(*.ene (h^piitation on the 22nd December, by
Shaykli Taju'd-Din in January, and by the Druse Assembly on the
2oth February—tliat the destiny of the territoric^s wdiieb had been
amu^xed to tlu^ Lebanon by ChuuTal (umraud on tlie 1st Sei)tember,
1920, sliould be settled by s(‘lf-determination. The reopening of this
question on the SxTian side on the 22nd Deeember^ immediat(dy

^ See the High CoinmiBsioner’s ]>roclainations of the 24t]i I)ec('niber anil
the Ist January ; The Tirnea, 22nd and 24th J-)ecember, H)25, and 4th January,
192(3 ; The Slanchcster Guardian^ 29th December, 1925 ; Le Temps, 5th
February, J926; Oriente Moderno, VI, 1. j>. 30.

“ The Manchester Guardian, 29th December, 1925 ; The Times, 4th
January, 1926.

^ The question had already been f)pened, wdthin the Great Lc^banon itself,
incidentally to the drafting of tlie new constitution. In pursuance of a sugges-
tion made by M. de Jouvemd in his speech of the 4th December, 1925, the
Lebanon Representative Council, sitting as a constituent assembly, had taken
a number of professional organizations into consultation, and this had given
the annexed populations an opportunity to rcicord their protests. On the 11th
January, 1926, the Tarabulus Bar had declined to participate in drafting the
new Lebanon constitution on the ground that Tarabulus ought to be reunited
to Syria ; and the corporations of Sayda and the Municipal Council of Ba‘albak
gave similar replies. On the 13th January M. Cayla retorted by dissolving
the Ba‘albak Council and circulating to all local officials in Lebanese territory
an order that they should abstain from any manifestations in favour of the
break-up of the Great Lebanon ; and, a few days later, the High Commissioner
w^ent so far as to i)rohibit collective petitions in this sense by private indi-
viduals,.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



450 THE MIDDLE EAST Part HI
aroused a bitter public controversy.^ A meeting of protest, over
which the Maronite Patriarch presided, was held at Bakurki on the
23rd February, 1926; the first article of the Lebanon Constitution
voted on the 22nd May stipulated that the State should retain the
frontiers which had been assigned to it by the mandatory Power ; and
the new Pre^sident of the Lebanese Republic, M. Dabbas, reiterated
on the 13th June, in a public speech, that the Lebanon was not pre-
pared to cede an inch of territory—a gesture which drew a public
protest, on the 18tli, from the Provisional Head of the Syrian State,
Ahmed Nami Bey. In this controversy M. do Jouvenel took up,
from the outset, the position that the territorial dispute betweem
the Lebanon and Syria was pre-eminently one of those inter-State
issues in which the mandatory Power had reserved the right to act
as arbitrator.- The Damascene deputation pointed out, howovcu*,
that while in practice M. de Jouvenel was remitting to the decision
of locally elected deputies the question of the future relations between
the ‘Alawi State and SjTia, and between the several districts of which
the »S\Tian States was composed, he w^as not remitting the cognate
question of the Lebanese frontiers to the arbitrament of an election.
They represented that this was not an impartial exercise of the man-
datory’s arbitral function, and their disbelief in French impartiality
was confirmed by the High Commissioner’s own declaration in an
open letter w^hich he had addressed, a few days earlier, to M. Pierre
Alype at Damascus :

As for the questions of internal frontiers, it is folly to raise them at
the present time. Before dreaming of enlarging their country, the
Syrians should aspire to organize it.

This refusal to allow Greneral Gouraud’s high-handed action of the
31st August, 1920, to bo called in question may have been essential
if France was to retain the goodwill of the Christian Lebanese ; but
it was perhaps the principal cause of M, de Jouvenel’s failure to
overcome the hostility of the Suimis and the Druses, who constituted
the majority of the population in the mandated territory.^

^ See The Timed, 21st December, 1925, and 13th January, 1926 ; The Man-
Chester Guardian, 29th December, 1926 ; Le Temps, 16th and 2l8t January,
6th and 16th February, 1926 ; Oriente Moderno, Vl, 1, pp. 30-1 ; 2, pp. 88-
90 ; 3, p. 150 ; 4, p. 207 ; 5, p. 277 ; 6, pp. 325-6.

^ Statements by M. de Jouvenel in Le Temps, 2lBt January and 6th
February, 1926.

^ See The Manchester Guardian, 29th December, 1925. It is noteworthy
that, at the beginning of March 1926, an inter-confessional political conference
was held in the Lebanon on the initiative of an Orthodox Christian notable,
Najib Bey Sursuq. At this conference the question of the position of the
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Accordingly, the S3rrian War went on.^ The reversion from negotia-

tion to violence was signalized on the 16th~-17th February, 1926, by
fighting in the Maydan quarter of Damascus between insurgent
‘ gunmen ’ and Circassian and Armenian irregulars in the French
service, when the conduct of the irregulars towards the civilian
population aroused such vigorous and well-founded protests that
the military governor of Damascus, General Andrea, was moved to
take strong disciplinary action. “ With the return of spring th(?
French military authorities made a fresh effort to stamp the revolt
out by comprehensive operations. On the 17th March one French
column cay>tured Nabk.^ At the beginning of April the reconquest
of the Hermon district, begun in the previous November, was carried
a stage further by another converging movement which resulted in
the occupation of Banyas on the 2nd tand of Majdalu’-sh-Shams on
the .‘Ird."* On the 23rd April a force commanded by General Andrea
inarched out from Azra‘ against the Jabalu’d-Duruz and, on the 25th,
occupied Suwayda.^ This success was followed up, on the 3rd June,
by the occupation of Salkhad, the second tovTi in the Jabal ;

® but
though the French victories produced a certain number of transient
submissions the chief insurgent leaders remained at large—Sultanu'l-
Atrash in the Jabal itself and Dr. Shahbandar in the safer shelter of
the (.Thutah ’—and while French columns continued to j)atrol the
Jabal, they could neither obtain the surrender of arms nor bring to
bay the fighting-men in whose hands the arms remained.® So far
from being put out of action the insurgents simply transferred the
chief centre of their activity from the Jabal to Damascus. On the
7th May a Druse band—reported this time to have been about 200
strong—once again penetrated into the Maydan quarter ; and on
the 8th and 9th the Maydan was once again bombarded—^this time
at half an hour’s notice—by French artillery and aircraft. One-
third of the Maydan quarter, which itself contained one-quarter of
non-Christian communities in the Lebanon was discussed with moderation
on both sides (Oriente Moderno, VI, 4, pp. 202-3).

^ The French forces were still under the command of General Garnelin, who
had been appointed commandant supMeufy under the haute direction of the
High Commissioner, in Dex^einber 1925 {Le Temps, 7th December, 1925).

* See foot-note on p. 436 above, and Oriente Moderno, VI, 3, pp. 151-2.
This did not save the city from being fined £T100,000 and 300 rifles {op, cit,,VL 4, p. 205).

® Le Temps

y

18th March ; The Times, 26th March, 1926.
* Le Temps, 3rd April ; The Times, 6th and 7th April, 1926.
® The Times, 24th and 26th April ; Le Temps, 27th and 28th April, 1926

For details of this operation see Le Temps, 19th May, 1926.
* Le Temps and The Times, 7th June, 3926.
’ Le Temps, 3rd and 6th May, 1926. ® The Times, 25th June, 1926.

Og2
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the inhabitants of Damascus, was reported to have been laid in
ruins. The losses were estimated at 1,000 lives, 1,200 houses, and
400 shops destroyed. The value of the material damage was com-
puted at £700,000 sterling. The street fighting on the French side
was conducted, not by French regiilar troops, but by the Circassian
and Armenian mercenaries, who, once again, were accused of having
committed wholesale robbery, arson, and murder.^ Tliis second
devastation of Damascus, which appears to have exceeded the first
in savag(‘ry, failed to intimidate the Syrian people, for in June the
revolt spread to a new area in the neighbourhood of Tarabulus,^
while in Damascus another batch of notables—including three mem-
bers of the Syrian (.Vibinet, wdiich had just betm dissolved—were sent
into ' enforced residence ’ on the charge of sympathizing with their
compatriots under arms.’^

These painful events in the French mandated territory placed the
Permanent Mandates Commission of the League of Nations in a diffi-

cult position. The Syrian revolt was the gravest affair that had
yet come under their cognizance. Both in scale and in duration it

eclipsed the Bondelzw^ai'ts affair in South -We^st Africa.** Yet, whereas
the mandatory concerned in that case had been a small State amen-
able to international public o[)ini()n, in tlu? present case the man-
datory was one of the principal Allied Powers, with a permanent seat
on the Council of the League— the ])ody to wiiicli the Mandates Com-
mission was responsible. If the Commission pressed the French
Government too hard it would 0011^ the danger of a rebuff w^hich
might undermine not only its own autliority but that of the League.
If, on the other hand, it carried caution too far, it might be letting
the case go by default and giving occasion to the enemies of the
League to blaspheme. The effect might be })arti(mlarly unfortunate
if the Commission was judged to have treated a Great Power like
France with more leniency than a small State like South Africa. In
steering its hazardous course between Scylla and Charybdis the
Permanent Mandates Commission displayed a high degree of states-
manship—as, indeed, w as to be expected in a body of men who could
bring so great a fund of personal experience to bear upon the accom-
plishment of their task.
When the French mandate for Syria came before the Permanent

Mandates Commission at its seventh session of the I9th~30th
^ Le Temps, 13th May ; The New York Times, 20th and 22nd May, 1926

;

The Times, 2nd June, 1926 ; Oriente Moderno, VI, 6, p. 280.
" The Times, 25th June, 1926. » 16th June, 1926,
^ St‘c Survey for 1920--3, pp. 397-417.
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 453

October, 1925, the Commission only had before it the French Govern-
ment’s Report for the calendar year 1924, which did not deal with
the critical period and overlapped with a previous report covering
the twelve months from the Ist July, 1923, to the 30th June, 1924.
On this account the Commission resolved, on the 19th October..^ to
postpone examination of the report before it, and to recommend
the Council to ask the mandatory Power to furnish it, before the
15th January, 1926, with ‘a written report, supported by all the
necessary documents, in regard to the political events of 1925 as a
whole ‘ The Commission would examine this report, at the same
time as the report for 1924, together with the petitions relating to
SjTia which had reached it, during an extraordinary session, to be
held at a date sufficiently soon to enable the Commission to submit
its recommendations to the Council during its session in March
1926.’ The French Government assented to this proposed procedure
in a declaration “ communicated to the Commission on the 23rd
October ; the Commission drew the League Council's attention to
Lho proposal in a letter of the 28th ;

® the Council approved in due
course ;

^ and, before separating, the Commission decided to hold its
extraordinary session in February 1926.^
The extraordinary session was duly held on the 16th February-

6th March, 1926, in Rome.® This time the Commission had b fore it
a Provisional Report for 1925 from the mandatory Power, as well
as 108 communications from 83 private bodies or private individuals,’
all resident outside the mandated territory. One of the members of
the Commission, M. Rappard, drew attention to the fact that the
Commission had never received petitions, coming directly from
Syria, through the mandatory Power.® The accredited representa-
tive of the mandatory Power gave several reasons for this— ‘ among
others, that certain of the inhabitants of Syria would fear to submit

^ Text of their resolution in Minutes of the Seventh Session (C. 648, M. 237,
1925. vi), p. 16. See also the section relating to Syria and the Lebanon in
the Commission’s report, op, cil., p. 214.

* Text in op. cit.y pp. 80-1, ^ Text in op, city pp. 132-3,
* Texa of letter dated the 9th December, 1925, from the President, M. Briand,

in op. city p. 194. ^ Op. city p. 141.
® The minutes of this session, including the report of the Commission to

the Council (pp. 198-208), are published in League of Nations document,
C. 174, M. 65, 1926, vi. This document, which is a mine of information, has
already been cited throughout the present chapter, passim.

List in op. cit.y pp. 171-3. * All communications included in this list were
submitted to the Chairman of the Permanent Mandates Commission in con«
formity with the rules of procedure applicable to petitions relating to man-
dated territories approved by the Council on January 31st, 1923.*

* Op. city p. 166.
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complaints owing to the customs of the country and the apprehension
inspired by the authorities among populations long subject to the
oppression of the old regime.’ ^ The Commission also remarked that
although petitions received by the League from sources other than
the inhabitants of the mandated territory themselves had been com-
municated to the French Government by the Chairman of the
Commission, in accordance with a resolution of the League Council
dated the 31st January, 1923, the petitions thus communicated had
‘ in no single case been the subject of any judgement or comment by
the mandatory Power The Commission further found it necessary
to note that, although Article 17 of the mandate provided that
‘ copies of all laws and regulations promulgated during the year shall
be attached to the said [annual] report [from the mandatory] and
although the Commission had recalled this obligation in the report
on its fifth session, ‘the texts in quc\stion ’ had ‘ not been communi-
cated to it with any of the reports of the mandatory Power on Syria,
and that it ^ had ‘ in consequence been handicapped in its effort to
understand the situation in the mandated territory’.'^ As for the
French Government’s Provisional Report for 1925, in which the
Commission had ‘ expected to find all the material necessary for its
enlightenment the Commission regretted to record that this docu-
ment did not fulfil its expectations, and that it contained lacunae
‘ not only in its statement of the immediate causes of the present
rising, but also in regard to the deeper causes of an unrest which
had in no way been brought out in the reports for preceding
years ‘ The inadequacy of the written documentation supplied
by the mandatory Power . . . had the effect of prolonging the oral
discussions ’

;
^ and while the Cc^mmission diplomatically declined

to give an official hearing to a distinguished Druse publicist, the
Amir Shakib Arslto,® its members searchingly (though courteously)
cross-examined the accredited representative of the mandatory
Power, M, Robert de Caix, and expressed their ‘ cordial appreciation
of the importance and frankness of his statements after making
due allowance for the fact that he was not ‘ assisted by an official
closely associated with the mandatory administration during the
last few months ’ J

^ Minutes of the Seventh Session, p. 201. ® Op. eit, loc. cit.
® Op. cit., p. 199 ; cf. p. 48.
* Op. cit., p. 201. ® Op. cit., loc. cit.
® See op. cit., p. 168, for the text of a letter addressed to the Amir Shakib

Arslan on the 5tn March, 1926, by the Chairman of the Commission.
’ Op, cit, p. 202 ; cf. p. 167.
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This cross-examination of M. de Caix brought' out into the light

of publicity—at a stage when publicity might still influence the
course of events—a great body of information regarding the origins
and development of the Syrian insurrection, which otherwise would
almost certainly have been withheld until it had lost all importance
except for the historian. In this manner the Permanent Mandates
Commission exercised an indirect but none the less powerful and
salutary influence upon the future administration of the French
mandate in Syria. Beyond this it elicited from the accredited
representative of the mandatory Power a precise declaration ^ con-
cerning the conception which the French Government held of its
mission.

The idea which has governed, if not the whole exercise of the mandate,
at any rate all the efforts made to organize it, is the following : The
mandate is a provisional system designed to enable populations which,
politically speaking, are still minors to educate themselves so as to
arrive one day at full self-government. This presupposes that the man-
datory Power w^ill gradually create native organizations in the mandated
territory such as may, when complete, be able to ensure entirely the
government of the country, and such as may, if they carry out their
duties in a proper manner, render the intervention of the mandatory
unnecessary. It appears from this that there should not be any inter-
vention on the part of the organizations of the maindatory Power in
the internal affairs of the native Governments.

The Commission drew special attention to this declaration because,
‘ in the first place, the c()ncei>ti(>n of the mandate, as thus defined,
appears to be in strict harmony both with the letter and the spirit
of Article 22 of the Covenant, and also of the mandate for Syria and
the Lebanon ; secondly, the Conmiission believes that the doctrine
thus stated will be found to offer the real solution of the difficult
problem wffiich has arisen in these countries.’ ^ The Commission
mentioned^ that it had refrained from examining those petitions
w'hich claimed the comjilcte indepcmdence of Syria, and also those
which protested against the assignment of the mandate for S^Tia to
France, for the reason that the mandate had been assigned to France
at the San Remo Conference in 1920 ‘ in virtue of a decision of the
Supreme Council in wiiicli the League of Nations took no part ’.

The Commission pointed out that its task was ‘ one of supervision
and of co-operation—functions which, though neither incompatible
nor in conflict with one another, may yet be accompanied by genuine

^ Text in op, city p. 45 ; quoted by the Commission in its report, op. cit.,
p. 202. Cf. M. de Caix’s observations on pp. 61~2.

® Op. cit.y p. 202. ® Op. cit.y p, 200.
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difficulties when they have to be carried out simultaneously As
the Commission was ‘ anxious not to make the task of France in
Syria and the Lebanon impossible of performance ’ it did ‘ not, in the
present instance, recommend the Council to set up a commission of
inquiry independent of the mandatory Power. Nevertheless, recog-
nizing its duty of supervision, it ’ had ‘ not felt able to abstain from
expressing certain criticisms The Commission's report, in which
these criticisms were presented, was forwarded, on the 17th March,
1926, by the Council of the League to the French Government, with
a request that it should take ‘ the requisite action
On the 17th June, 1926, during its ninth session, the Permanent

Mandates Commission gave a hearing to M. de Jouvenel.- In regard
to the past the French High Commissioner announced that he had
instructed an official who did not belong to any of the preceding
administrations to make an inquiry into the events which had pre-
ceded his own arrival in Sjnria. In regard to his own administration
he made a verbal statement and submitted himself for subsequent
cross-examination. In regard to the future he suggested that it
might be possible to secure a lasting peace in the mandated territory
by the conclusion of treaties—^in the first instance between the
Lebanon and Syria, and secondly between Syria and France, on the
precedent established by the treaty between Traq and Great Britain.^
M. de Jouvenel was reported to have made the statement that the
conclusion of a Franco-Syrian treaty on the Anglo-Traqi model was
not merely his own personal idea but had become the policy of the
French Government. If so an agreed settlement between the
mandatory Power and the people of the mandated territory ought
to have been within reach of attainment, since this very idea, after
having been suggested originally to the accredited representative of
the French Government by the Chairman of the Permanent Man-
dates Commission on the 22nd February, 1926,^ had been taken up
by Ahmed Nami Bey, the Provisional Head of the Syrian State, in
his inaugural proclamation of the 28th April,® and had been adopted
in the following month by the first ministry that took office under

^ M. <ie Caix afterwards testified that the Commission had accomplished
this dual task successfully in its eighth session (League of Nations document,
C. 173, M. 64, 1926, vi, p. 3).

* Reported in Le Temps and The Times, 18th June, 1926. See also the
Minutes of the Ninth Session (C. 405, M. 144, 1926, vi).

* See Section (x) below.
* Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission,

pp. 62-3.
® See p. 446 above.
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Sect, vii ADMINISTRATION OF SYRIA & PALESTINE 457
him.^ Unfortunately this ministry was dissolved, for having shown
undue sympathy to the insurgents, on the 15th June, two days before
M. de Jouvenel presented his suggestion at Geneva, and three of the
ex-ministers were sent, ^ith other Damascene notables, into ' en-
forced residence In July M. de Jouvenel resigned the High
Commissionership, and on the 27th August M. Ponsot was appointed
as his successor, without any further public reference to the negotia-
tion of a treaty being made on the French side. Meanwhile, the
guerrilla warfare in the mandated territory went on.

(viii) The Status of the sanjaq of Alexandretta and the Situation
along the Syro-Turkish Frontier from the Signature at Angora
of the so-called ^Franklin-Bouillon Agreement’ on the 20th
October, 1921, to the Signature of the de Jouvenel Agreement ’

at the same place on the 30th May, 1926.^

The Franco-Turkish Agreement of the 2()th October, 1921,^ had
tacitly set aside the line originally claimed by France for the new
frontier between Turkey and the Syrian territory which was to be
placed under a French mandate, and had laid down (Art. 8) a new
line, further to the south, which left on the Turkish side the whole
permanent way of the Baghdad Railway (including stations and
sidings as well as the main track), except the section between
Maydan-Akbas and Ch5ban-Beg, where the railway made a V-shaped
deflexion towards the south in order to pass through Aleppo. The
new^ frontier, thus fixed by agreement between the Government of the
Turkish Great National Assembly on the one side and the mandatory
Power in Syria on the other, and confirmed in the Lausanne Treaty
(Art. 3), approximately corresponded, along the greater part of its
course, to the linguistic boundary between the Turkish and Kurdish
languages on the north and Arabic on the south. In the coastal
sector, however, it left outside Turkey the sanjaq of Alexandretta
and Antioch, with a Turkish population which the French authorities

^ Le Temps, 18th May, 1926.
® The Times, 16th June, 1926. See p. 446 above
® This agreement was negotiated by M. de Jouvenel, and was initialed by

him on the 18th February, 1926, but it was only sigjned by M. Sarraut, the
French Ambassador at Constantinople, on the following 30th May. (See the
French Journal Officiel, 27th August, 1926, pp. 9706 et seq,)

See JET. P. C., vol. vi, pp. 33-5 and 53-4. The text of the agreement is
printed in Cmd, 1556 of 1921, and the text of notes exchanged between the
British and French Governments regarding the agreement in Cmd. 1570 of
1921.
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Partm458 THE MIDDLE EAST
estimated at 87,000.^ In compensation for this the agreement pro-
vided (Art. 7) that

a special administrative regime shall be instituted for the region of
Alexandretta. The Turkish inhabitants of this region shall enjoy all
facilities for the development of theii* culture. The Turkisli language
shall have an official status there.

This pledge, which was in harmony witli the decentralizing policy
of the French in their mandated territory, was faithfully observed.
A s]»ecial regime had, indeed, already been conferred upon the
Alexandretta sanjaq by an arrete of the High Commissioner dated
the 8th August, 1921, and tliis w^as followed up by another arrete of
the 4th March, 1923. Administratively, ‘the law^s in force in the
[Alexandretta] sanjaq M^ero the sam(> as those applied throughout
the State of Aleppo, and the sanjaq was represented on the Repre-
sentative Council of that State \ (Towards tht^ end of 1923 the High
Commissioner went so far as to give the Turkish language parity
with Arabic in the State Representative Council of Aleppo).^ ‘ But
the mutasarrif [of the sanjaq] who was in charge of its administration
and who had at his immediate disposal a French deputy delegate . . .

exercised . . . practically all the powers of a Governor. Moreover, the
sanjaq had an autonomous budgc‘t drawn up by the mutasarrif and
submitted by him to the Administrative Commission of the sanjaq
b(?fore it was sent to the Governor and submitted by him to the
Representative Council of the State.’ ^ General Weygand’s arrete
of the 5th December, 1924, which merged the States of Aleppo and
Damascus into a single State of Syria,"* provided (Art. 9) that the
special regime in the Alexandretta sanjaq should remain unaffected,
except that the sanjaq should cease to be attached to the Aleppo
vilayet and that the former attributions of the Governor of Aleppo
in res])ect of it should devolve upon the President of Syria. An arrete
made by General Sarrail in January 1925 ^ still left the sanjaq witliin
the framework of the Syrian State, but otherwise reconfirmed the
existing special regime in matters of finance and administration,
particularly the parity of Turkish with Arabic and French as an
official language.
The policy inaugurated by General SarraiTs successor, M. de

Jouvenel,® raised the hopes of the Alexandrettan and Antiochene
^ French Government’s Report, 1922-3, p. 9.
- Oriente Moderno, III, 7, p. 424.
® Minutes ofthe Fifth Session ofthe Permanent Mandates Commission, p. 101.

Statement by the French representative.
^ See above, p. 360. ® Oriente Moderno, V, 2, pp. 108-9.
• See above, p, 440.
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Sect, viii THE SYRO-TURKISH FRONTIER 459
Turks, and the deputies returned in the elections of January 1926
by the districts of Alexandretta, Antioch, and Qiriqkhan^ demanded
that the sanjaq should be separated completely from the Syrian
State and placed directly under the High Commissioner.^ The
deputies of the sanjaq were permitted to form themselves into
a Representative Council, which held its first meeting on the 22nd
February ;

^ in March this Council, meeting as a constituent assem-
bly, proclaimed the independence of the territory as a separate State,
voted a constitution, and proposed to the High Commissioner that
his Delegate at Alexandretta, M. Durieux, should be appointed
President.^ These resolutions were confirmed on the 22nd April ;

®

but the Government of the State of Syria sent its Ministers of Justice
and Finance on a mission to Alexandretta, to induce the Council to
reconsider its decision ; and on the 12th June, 1926, the negotiations
resulted, partly through the good offices of the French delegate, in
the Council’s rescinding the previous declaration of independence
and agreeing that the Alexandretta territory should remain within
the framework of S}Tian unity under a regime of decentralization.’
The consideration thus shown by the French to the Turkish popu-

lation under their mandate was not reciprocated by an equally
scrupulous observance of the ‘ Franklin-Bouillon Agreement ’ on the
Turkish Government’s part. The first article of this agreement had
stipulated that ‘ the state of war should cease ’ from the moment of
signature ; and a positive state of jK^ace was subsequently estab-
lished by the conclusion of the Mudania Armistice on the 11th
October, 1922, the signature of the Lausanne Treaty on the 24th July,
1923, and the coming into force of the treaty on the 6th August, 1924.
Nevertheless, the suspension of regular military operations and the
juridical restoration of peace was not accompanied, on the Turkish
side, by the cessation of guerrilla warfare, and the districts on the
Syrian side of the new Turco-Syrian frontier continued to be infested
by bands of Turkish chetehs, whom the Turkish authorities tolerated
and even supported, while disclaiming all responsibility for their
handiwork. The incursions of these irregulars into the French

^ In these districts the polling was very heavy {Le Temps, 14th January,
1926).

2 The Times, 27th January, 1926 ; Orienie Moderno, VI, 2, p. 91. Text of
the petition in Le Temps, 29th January, 1926.

* Orienie Moderno, VI, 3, p. 155.
* Articles 1, 2, and 13 of this constitution are quoted in op. cit., VI, 6, p. 328.
* The Times, 22nd March, 1926 ; 6th April, 1926.
* Le Temps, 26th April, 1926.
’ Orienie Moderno, VI, 6, p. 328.
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Part III460 THE MIDDLE EAST
mandated territory reached their climax during the first half of
1924.^
In 1925 the Mixed Commission of Delimitation which, by the

terms of the * Franklin-Bouillon Agreement ’ (Art. 8), ought to have
been constituted within one month, and to have started work within
two months of signature, was at last brought into action. The Com-
mission actually met in September, a few weeks after the Kurdish
revolt against the Turks had been suppressed and after the revolt
against the French in the Jabalu’d-Duruz had begun ; but the Turks
claimed a number of points to the south of the Franklin-Bouillon
Line—for examj)le, the railway-station of Payas ; a dozen villages
in which the land was the private property of certain inhabitants of
Killis, on the Turkish side ; and the ‘ pan-handle ’ of the French
mandated territory extending to the Tigris, where the ‘ Franklin-
Bouillon Agreement ’ had drawn the frontier along the Nisibin-
Jezlret Ibn ‘Umar road.^ When M. de Jouvenel arrived in SjTia as
French High Commissioner he found that these Turkish claims had
brought the work of the Delimitation Commission to a standstill.®
Realizing the dang€‘r of allowing this Franco-Turkish controversy to
drag on while the internal crisis in the French mandated territory
continued unabated M. de Jouvenel went in person to Angora in
the second week of February 1926 ;

^ and on the 18th of that month
a comprehensive agreement, embodied in a convention and five
protocols, was initialed by him and by the Turkish Foreign Minister,
Tevflq Rushdi Bey.

This agreement ^ followed, in the principal matters with which it
dealt, certain established precedents. Thus there was a clause
(Art. 14) providing for arbitration in all disputes between Turkey
and France (in her capacity of mandatory Power in Syria) in which
sovereign rights were not in question. There was a reciprocal pledge
to preserve a benevolent neutrality in case of attack upon one of
the contracting parties by a third party, as in the Russo-Turkish
Treaty of the 17th December, 1925.® Above all there was an
arrangement (worked out in detail in one of the protocols, applying

^ See French Government’s Report, 1923-4, pp. 13-14 ; Le Temps, 16th and
19th March, 1924 ; The Times, 18th March and 22nd April, 1924.

2 Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission,
pp. 17-18.

® See Le Temps, 30th July, 24th September, 2nd, 9th, 10th, and 16th
October, 1926 ; French Government’s Provisional Report for 1926, p. 43.

^ The Times, 13th February, 1926.
® For the official French text see the French Journal OMcid, 27th August,

1926, pp. 9706 et seq. ® See p. 626 below.
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Sect, viii THE SYRO-TURKISH FRONTIER 461
to a zone fifty kilometres deep on either side of the frontier) for
co-operation between the two parties in putting down trans-frontier
raids, on the lines which had been laid down at Lausanne in regard
to the frontiers of Eastern Thrace,^ and in the Haddah and Bahrah
Agreements of the 2nd and 1st November, 1925, in regard to the
frontiers respectively dividing Najd from ‘Iraq and from Trans-
jordan.^ Other protocols dealt with the mutual extradition of
criminals, the distribution of the waters of the Quwayq and the
Euphrates, and the conditions regulating that reciprocal right of mili-
tary transport over the sections of the Baghdad Railway lying within
the respective territories of the two parties, which had been estab-
lished under the ‘ Franklin-Bouillon Agreement ’ (Art. 10). In other
protocols, again, a number of technical questions, long outstanding,
w ere disposed of In consideration of the arrangement for the main-
tenance of neighbourly ndations M. de Jouvencl agreed to those re-
adjustments of frontier in the Payas and Killis sectors (though not in
the Nislbln-Jeziret Ibn ‘Umar sector) which the Turks had demanded.
The initialing of tliis Franco-Turkish agreement on ttu? 18th

February, 1026, raised two questions. In the first place, the P(^r-
manent Mandates Commission, in the report on their session of the
Ibtii hVbruary-6th March, 1026,*^ drew' attention to the provision
in the French mandati^ (Art. 4) that ‘ the mandatory shall be respon-
sible for seeing that no part of the territory of SvTia and the Lebanon
is (jcded or leased or in any way j)laced under the control of a foreign
Power ’. They ex})ressed the opinion that ‘ as regards the political
agreenumts which the mandatory Power has so far concluded on
behalf of the mandated territories, it do(\s not appear that they
hav^e unjustifiably affected the territorial integrity of S\ria and
the Lebanon \ At the same time they ‘ noted with satisfaction
M. de Caix’s statements to the effect that thtj conventions recently
concluded in this field betw^een M. de Jouvencl and the Angora
Government will be communicated to the League of Nations for
approval so far as they affect the territorial boundaries of the
mandated territory, before they are put into force ’. In his com-
ments on this report ^ M. de Caix denied having given any promise
^ See vol. vi, p. 108.
* See pp. 344-6 above. For the similar chapter in the Anglo-Turco-‘Iraqi

Treaty of the 5th June, 1926. see p. 527 below.
® In the Middle East, as in Eastern Europe, the settlement of such technical

questions was the symptom of a detente in major political controversies. Com-
pare the Survey for 1924, Part II B, Sections (iii), (iv), and (vi).

^ Minutes ofthe Eighth Session, pp. 203-4.
® League of Nations Document, C. 173, M. 64, 1926, vi, p. 2.
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that the conventions in question would communicated to the
League ‘ for approval ’ (a communication which was ‘ not provided
for in Article 3 [.sic] of the mandate ’), and announced that they
would only be communicated for registration under Article 18 of
the Covenant. In view of this caveat the rapporteur to the Council
of the League on the Permanent Mandates Commission's Report
drew attention, once again, on the 17th March, 1926, to the unequi-
vocal terms of the French mandate, Article 4. This elicited from
the French rej^resentative on the Council, M. Paul-l^oncour, an
assurance that, while the principle of Article 4 was unchallenged,
the conventions under negotiation did not involve (nther a cession
or a lease of territory within the meaning and scope of that article.
‘ They concerned only the final settlement on the spot of the frontiers
betw(^en Syria and Turkey fixe<l by the agreements of 1921, which
had been confirmed by the Treaty of Lausanne.’ He also admitted
the obligation, and declared the intention, of the French Govern-
ment to communicate these conventions, in due course, for registra-
tion. ‘ The communication had not yet been made for the very
simple reason that the agreement in question was one still being
negotiated and one which the French Government was at ])resent
examining.’
The signature of the instruments initialed on the 1

8

th February,
1926, had in fact been delayed because, in a subsequent exchange
of letters, the French Government had pointed out to the Turkish
Government that, as far as France was concerned, the reciprocal
undertaking to preserve neutrality in case of attack upon one of the
contracting parties by a third party would be overruled by the
obligations of France as a memlxT of the League of Nations. At the
moment these prior obligations, to which the French Government
thus loyally and frankly drew attention, were of very practical
account, since there existed a serious possibility of w^ar between
another member of the League, Great Britain, and Turkey over the
League Council’s award in the matter of the Turco-Traqi frontier.^
If a war between Great Britain and Turkey broke out through
Turkey’s refusal to accept a League of Nations award, France would
be bound by the terms of the Covenant to sever economic relations
with Turkey ; but she would further be involved in a more intimate
way. The main theatre of such a w'ar would be the Mosul vilayet ; in
order to conduct military operations there it would be vital for
the Turks to have the free use of the Baghdad Railway ; and in

^ See Section (xi) (g) below.
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Article 10 of the ‘ Franklin-Bouillon Agreement ’ either contracting
party had granted to the other the right to make military transports
over that section of the railway which traversed the granting party’s
territory. The French Government had consistently interpreted this
article as applying only to ‘ military convoys sent for the purpose
of the normal relief and provisioning of the Turkish troops stationed
in districts served by the line It had insisted on this interpretation
during the Kurdish Revolt against Turkey in the spring of 1925/ for
fear that Turkish reinforcements dispatched over the Maydan Akbas-
Choban Beg section, ostensibly en route for the districts in revolt,
might be concentrated, after their passage, on the Turco-Traqi
frontier. On the 23rd February, 1926, five days after the initialing
of the now Franco-Turkish Agreement at Angora by M. de Jouvenel,
M. do Caix, the accredited representative of the French Government,
reathrmed the French interpretation of the Franklin-Bouillon Agree-
ment to the Permanent Mandates Commission—declaring categori-
(^ally that at least tin; S^Tian section of tlie railway ‘ should not be
used by the Turks in any military operations against ‘Iraq % and that
‘ the mandatory Power could not in any circumstances agree to
demands put forward with the object of causing the mandated
territory to break her neutrality and infringe upon the mutual
obligations of States Members of the League of Nations This
scrupulously correct attitude on the French Government’s part was
not well received by the Turkish Government, which pointed out
that, in the text of the agreement, the reciprocal pledge to maintain
benevolent neutrality had appeared without qualification.^ In con-
sequence the instruments initialed by M. de Jouvenel and Tcvfiq
Rushdi Bey on the 1 8th February, 1926, were not signed by the same
Turkish Minister and M. Sarraut, the French Ambassador at Con-
stantinople, until the 30th May, only six days before the signature
of the Anglo-Turco-Traqi Treaty,^ by which the danger of a war over
the Mosul controversy was conclusively averted.
The almost simultaneous signature of these two agreements in

1926 ^ happily removed a cause of friction which had been troubling
Anglo-French relations intermittently since the signature of the
* Franklin-Bouillon Agreement ’ nearly five years earlier. Not only

^ See Section (xi) (e) below.
* Minutes of the Eighth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commission,

p. 73.
•* The Times, 3rd June, 1926. * See p. 627 below.
® The Franco-Turkish Agreement was ratified by the Turkish Great National

Assembly before the end of Juno 1926. The exchange of ratifications took
place on the 12th August, 1926.
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464 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

the British Government but the British public had resented the
‘ Franklin-Bouillon Agreement ’ as, in their opinion, approximating
too closely to a ‘ separate peace in contravention of the celebrated
Agreement of London, to which the Principal Allied Powers had
solemnly subscribed at the outset of the Great War.^ They had been
still further disquieted by the atmosphere of secrecy in which not
only M. Franklin-Bouillon in 1921, but M. de Jouvenel in 1926 had
conducted his negotiations at Angora. This anxiety and resentment
were at least partly justified by the real danger of war which,
throughout this period, was impending over the Turco-‘Iraqi frontier,
and by the strategic importance of the Baghdad Railway, in regard
to which the French and the Turks made their own arrangements
without taking the British into their counsels. It would be ungene-
rous, however, in a British Survey of International Affairs, not to
draw^ attention to the fact that, although the establishment of
neighbourly relations was at least as urgent a matter for France on
the Turco-Swian frontier as it was for Great Britain on thcj Turco-
‘Iraqi frontier, the French Government did not, actually, consult its
interests in regard to Turkey at the expense of its obligations
towards Great Britain.

(ix) The Regulation of the Frontier between ‘Iraq and Syria,-

As far as the Mesopotamian (as contrasted with the Palestinian)
sector was concerned the territorial provisions of the so-called
‘ Sykes-Picot Agreement ’ between Great Britain and France ^ were
denounced by the British Government before Gem'ral Allenby
launched his victorious offensive on the Palestinian front in the
autumn of 1918 ; and, during the Peace Conference of Paris, France
ceded to Great Britain those portions of the Mosul Vilayet which the
‘ Sykes-Picot Agreenlent ’ had assigned to her. Meanwhile, the
interior of Syria had come under the authority of the Amir Faysal
b. Husayn’s Arab National Government at Damascus ; and in May
1920 an agreement was made, between the Damascus Government
and the British authorities in Traq, under which, on the Euphrates,
the administrative boundary between Syria and Traq was drawn
across the river at a point some five miles below the town of Abu

^ See ILP.G.y vol. vi, pp. 11-13.
2 See Report on 'Iraq Administration, March 1922-April 1923 (British White

Paper, Colonial, No. 4 of 1924), pp. 42—9 ; Report for April 1923-December
1924 (Colonial, No. 13 of 1925), pp. 39-42.

® See E. P. O., vol. vi, Ch. I, Part I A, Sections 6 and 7.
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Sect, iz 465THE ‘IRAQI -SYRIAN FRONTIER
Kamal.^ In the Jazirah, between the Middle Euphrates and the
Tigris., the whole of the Jabal Sinjar, and the YazidI tribal confedera-
tion by which it was inhabited, was and remained de facto under the
control of Baghdad. After the French conquest of the interior of
Syria in the summer of 1920 there was signed, on the 23rd December
of the same year, an Anglo-French Convention - which defined
(Art. 1) the boundary between the French mandated territories of
Syria and the Lebanon and the British mandated territories of ‘Iraq
and Palestine in such a way as to cut through the middle of the Jabal
Sinjar and to bisect Abu Kama!. This line was to l)e traced on the
spot (Art. 2), within three months of signature, by a boundary com-
mission ; but the commission was not appointed, and, on the Traqi
side, the dc facto situation established in May 1920 remained un-
changed until the French made their authority effective on their side
of the frontier zone, which they did in the latter part of 1921. In
September 1921 discussions were started between the French High
Commissioner in Syria and the British High Commissioner in ‘Iraq,
on the initiative of the latter, with a view to reopening trade between
the two countries and protecting caravans against exactions by the
Badu of the Jazirah steppe. A more serious problem was presented
by the trans-frontier raids of the tribes owing allegiance to kSyria and
‘Iraq respectively, and by the claims for reparation arising out of
them ;

** and this question was taken up by the two High Commis-
sioners, again on the British High Commissioner's initiative, in
March 1922. On the 6th May, 1923, a conference of French and
British officials met at Qa’im to deal with the provisional definition
of tribal boundaries in the Euphrates sector, the prevention of raiding,
and the protection of trade ; but this conference was brought to
a premature end by a recrudescence of tribal disturbance, and a
second conference held at Dayru’z-Zur on the 20th“-25th July, 1923,
was almost equally fruitless. Finally, a court of arbitration, com-
posed of the tribal chiefs themselves, was convened at Abu Kamal on
the 2nd-*9th September, 1924, under the auspices of the French and
British authorities, and on this occasion claims which had arisen
since July 1923 were settled, a feud between the chiefs of the Syrian
‘Aqaydat and the ‘Iraqi ‘Amarat was composed, and an armistice
was signed by the tribal chiefs on either side. The success of this
tribal court of arbitration pointed the way towards a permanent

^ "Iraq JReport, 1922-3, p. 47.
® Text in BritiBh White Paper, Cmd. 1195 of 1921.
* For the similar problem on the frontier between the Jraq and the Kajd see

above, pp. 344-5.
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466 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

regulation of the frontier, and contributed to the solution of the
general problem created by the drawing of international frontiers
between civilized Governments across tribal territories.^
The tracing on the spot of the Syro-Iraqi frontier had not yet been

carried out at the end of 1925, and in the Jabal Sinjar sector the
status quo remained undisturbed, with the French High Commis-
sioner’s approval.^ Another provision of the agreement of the 23rd
December, 1920, which remained unfulfilled was the nomination of
an Anglo-French commission to study any plans for irrigation in
the French mandated territory which might seriously diminish the
volume of water in the Tigris and Euphrates at the points where
these rivers passed into Traq.^

(x) The Ratification of the Anglo-^Iraqi Treaty of the 10th October,
1922, and the decision taken by the Council of the League of
Nations on the 27th September, 1924, regarding the application to
‘Iraq of Article 22 of the Covenant
In the History of the Peace Conference of Paris ^ there has been given

an analysis of the draft mandate for Traq originally submitted to the
Council of the League of Nations by the British Government in
December 1920,® and also an account of the two obstacles to the
inauguration of the mandate : the Anglo-American controversy con-
cerning the commercial ‘ open door ’ in Traq, particularly with
regard to the development of possible oil resources, and the political
opposition of the people of Traq themselves to the princii)le (or
perhaps rather to the name) of the mandatory system. In 1922 the
American opposition was overcome by an offer which the Anglo-
Persian Oil Company, at the suggestion of the British Government,
made to the Standard Oil Company and to certain other American
interests to surrender to them 50 per cent, of the Anglo-Persian

^ The raiding tradition could not, of course, be eradicated in a moment,
and down to the time of writing trans-frontier raids continued. On the 2nd
April, 1926, for example, there was an attack by Syrian tribesmen on the
‘Iraqi Shaminar, in wdiich British armoured cars intervened with effect on the
Shaminar side [The Times, 3rd April, 1926).

2 For action taken against a recalcitrant Yazidi chief in the Jabal Sinjar by
the British Air Force on the 18th April, 1926, see ibid,, 2 let and 26th April,
1925.

® See The Times, 12th April, and The Manchester Guardian, 5th May, 1924,
for the project of a barrage and reservoir on the Euphrates at Falujah.

^ Vol. vi. Oh. I, Part 111 C, Section 9.
* For texts of the orinnal and final drafts of the mandates for both Traq and

Palestine see British White Papers Cmd. 1176 and 1500 of 1921 respectively.
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Sect, z 467THE ANGL0-‘IRAQI TREATY
Company’s share in the Turkish Petroleum Company’s rights ^ to the
exploitation of oil in Traq/^ The first step towards overcoming the
nationalist opposition among the ‘Iraqis was the signature at Bagh-
dad, on the 10th October, 1922, of a treaty between the British and
‘Iraqi Governments which was intended to be a substitute for the
mandate, sixbject to the consent of the League of Nations. In the
History of the Peace Conference the negotiation of this treaty has
also been recorded and its terms described. It remains to record the
ratification of the treaty and the decision taken in regard to it by
the Council of the League.
On the 12th October, 1922, in connexion with the publication of

the treaty, the British Secretary of State for the Colonies made an
announcement^ in which he stated the British Government's convic-
tion that the obligations towards ‘Iraq into which they had entered
would be completely fulfilled by means of the treaty ; gave a pledge
that the British Government would do everything in their power to
expedite the delimitation of the frontiers of ‘Iraq in order that ‘Iraq
might be in a position, when the treaty and subsidiary agreements
therein provided for had been duly ratified and the Organic Law had
been brought into effect, to apply for admission to membership of
the League of Nations ; and promised their good offices, provided
that effect was being given to the provisions of the treat}^ to secure
the admission of ‘Iraq to membership of the League, as provided for
in Article 6 of the treaty—which afforded, in the British Govern-
ment’s opinion, the sole legal means by which the mandatory relation
could be terminated.
The treaty, according to its own terms (Art. 18), was to be sub-

mitted to the Constituent Assembly of the new kingdom, and w^as
to remain in force for twenty years from ratification, unless before
that date Article 6 had come into effect ; but it was laid down in the
same clause (Art. 18) that the provisions of the treaty might be
reviewed and revised in the meantime ; and as early as the 30th
April, 1923, in deference to public opinion both in England and in

^ The AnglO'Persian Company had other rights (afterwards formally recog-
nized) in the territories transferred from Persia to Turkey before the War of
1914-18 and inherited from Turkey by ‘Iraq.

® The Manchester Guardian^ 17th March, 1925. On the 23rd January, 1023.
during the Lausanne Conference, the United States Observer filed a statement
reaffirming his Government’s point of view regarding the ‘ open door ’ in ‘Iraq
(text in British Blue Book, Gmd. 1814 of 1923, p. 405).

® Text in ‘Jrdg Report, 1922-3, pp. 186-7. For texts of King Faysal’s
proclamation of the 13th October, 1922, and of an exchange of telegrams
between King Faysal and King George, see op, cit., pp. 24-5,

H h 2
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468 THE MIDDLE EAST Part HI
‘Iraq, a protocol to the treaty ^ was signed in which, for the maxi-
mum period of twenty years from the ratification of the treaty itself,
there was substituted a maximum period of four years from the
ratification of peace with Turkey (an event which took place on the
6th August, 1924). The four agreements subsidiary to the treaty,
regarding military, judicial, and financial matters, and the employ-
ment of British officials, were signed by the ‘Iraqi Government on
the 25th March, 1924.’^

The Constituent Assembl}^ was opened on the 27th March, 1924,
and the protracted debates on the treaty which ensued produced
a dangerous tension in the political atmosphere. ‘ There was a
genuine feeling, even among some of those who were the heartiest
advocates of an alliance with Great Britain,'^ that the conditions,
especially those contained in the Financial Agreement, were too
heavy for the ‘Iraq State to carry out.’ ^ On the 20th April an
attempt was made to assassinate two tribal deputies who were sup-
porters of the treaty ;

^ the lengthy report ® of the Assembly’s com-
mittee on the drafts, which was presented on the same date, did not
facilitate a decision ; and on the 29th May there was a demonstra-
tion, hostile to the treaty, outside the House of Assembly, which had
to be broken up by cavalry of the ‘Iraq Army.’ Even before that
date the impasse had become so serious that the British Government
had addressed a letter to the League, asking that the question of
‘Iraq might be placed on the agenda of the meeting of the Council
which was to open on the 10th June, and communicating the text of
the treaty and the subsidiary agreements. At the same time they
announced that if the Constituent Assembly accepted the instru-
ments by that date, they intended, after obtaining the assent of
Parliament, to invite the Council of the League to adopt these instru-
ments as defining the obligations of Great Britain in respect of ‘Iraq ;

but that, failing acceptance by that date, they might have no other
option but to obtain the authority of the Council for some alternative

^ For texts of the treaty of the 10th October, 1922, the protocol of the
30th April, 1923, and the subsidiary agreements which were eventually signed
on the 25th March, 1924, see British White Paper, Gmd. 2370 of 1925, and
League of Nations document, C. 216, M. 77, 1926, vi, C, P. M. 391.

* See 'Irdq Eeport, 1923-4, for texts of an exchange of notes of the 26th
March and the 10th July, 1924, regarding the execution of any treaties, agree-
ments or undertakings which His Britannic Majesty was under obligation to
see carried out in respect of ‘Iraq, as mentioned in Article 10 of the treaty of
the 10th October, 1922.

^ This feeling seems to have been shared by many British officials [A. J. T.].
* *Irdq Eeport, 1923-4.
* The Times, 22nd April and 7th May, 1924.
® Ibid., 10th June, 1924^ ’ *Irdq Beport, 1923-4, p. 22.
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Sect.x THE ANGLO-lRlQl TREATY 469
arrangement for carrying out in ‘Iraq the provisions of Article 22 of
the Covenant.^ The Assembly procrastinated until the eleventh
hour, but eventually accepted the treaty shortly before midnight on
the 10th dune—37 of the 09 (out of 100) members present voting in
favour, 24 against, and 8 abstaining.^ In their resolution of accep-
tance the Assemt)Jy took note of statement's received from the
British High Commissioner to the effect that the British Government,
after ratification, would amend with all speed the Financial Agree-
m< nt ; and, in view of this, they recommended the King to ratify all
the instruments, on two conditions : first, that His Majesty should
enter immediately into negotiations with the British Government
for securing the amendments suggested by the Committee of the
Assembly ; and, secondly, that all the instruments should become
null and void if the British Government failed ‘ to safeguard the
rights of ‘Iraq in the Mosul Wilayat in its entirety

Thereafter the Assembly unanimously voted the Organic Law on
the loth July and the Electoral Law on the 2nd August, 1924.^ The
‘Iraqi Government was notified on the 10th November, 1924, of the
ratification of the treaty by King George, and the ratification by
King Faysal took place on the 12th December.^

Meanwhile, on the 17th June, 1924, the British Government had
duly submitted to the Council of the League the draft of an instru-
ment embodying the terms of the documents w^hich had been signed
and ratified by Great Britain and ‘Iraq. The Council postponed
discussion until their next session ; and accordingly, on the 20th
September, 1924, Lord Parmoor submitted to them a fresh draft of
a decision which it was suggested that the}^ should record.^ After
a second postponement the Council eventually adopted this draft,
as it stood, on the 27th September.
The Council’s decision of the 27th September, 1924, recited a com-

munication from the British Government, in wdiich that Government
agreed, so long as the Anglo-‘Iraqi Treaty w^as in force, to assume,

^ Foreign Office statement, published in The Times^ 28th May. 1924.
^ *IrdqBeportf 1923-4, p. 22. Seven out of the eight abstainers are stated

(op* cit.*ioc. cit.) to have declared at a previous vote against postponing rat ill*
cation, but to have abstained on this occasion owing to intimidation.

^ Text in op. cit., pp. 22-3.
* 'Iraq Beport, 1923-4, p. 23. The Organic Law was promulgated on flie

21st March, 1925 (The Manchester Gwrdian, 7th April, 1925), and the first
Parliament elected under the Electoral Law was opened on 1h(‘ Kith duly,
1925 (The Times, 17th July, 1925). ^ 'Iraq Beport, 1923-4, p. 29."

® Texts of Lord Parmoor’s statement to the Council on the 2oth ScpteinluT,
1924, and of the draft decision, which was adopted by the <\)uncil on the 27th,
in Cmd. 2317 of 1925.
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470 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

towards all Members of the League who accepted the provisions of
this arrangement and the benefits of the treaty, responsibility for the
fulfilment by ‘Iraq of the provisions of the treaty. They further
agreed to present to the Council a documented annual report regard-
ing the execution of the treaty ; not to assent to any modifications
of the treaty without the Council’s consent ; and to submit to the
Permanent Court of International Justice any dispute, regarding the
treaty, with another Member of the League if it could not be settled
by negotiation. They stipulated that, in the event of ‘Iraq being
admitted to the League of Nations, the obligations hereby assumed
by the British Government should terminate. On the other hand,
they offered that, on the termination of the period for which the
treaty had been concluded, the Council, if ‘Iraq had not been
admitted to the League by then, should decide what further measures
were required to give effect to Article 22 of the Covenant. After
reciting this communication the Council accepted the British Govern-
ment’s undertakings and approved the terms of the communication
as giving effect to the provisions of Article 22 of the Covenant.
They further decided that the former Ottoman Capitulations would
not be required for the protection of foreigners in ‘Iraq so long as the
Anglo-‘Iraqi Treaty remained in force.
Thus there was substituted, by a juridically valid procedure, for

the draft British mandate over ‘Iraq a Treaty of Alliance between
the British and ‘Iraqi Governments, duly signed, ratified, and ap-
proved by the League. At this point the question of the international
status of ‘Iraq became involved in the Anglo-Turkish controversy
over the Vilayet of Mosul. This controversy came before the Council
at the same session at which the decision, just described, was taken,
and the connexion was threefold. In the first place, the admission of
‘Iraq to membership in the League, which was contemplated in the
treaty of the 10th October, 1922, in the protocol of the 30th April,
1923, and in the decision of the 27th September, 1924, could not take
place until the frontiers of ‘Iraq had been delimited. Secondly, the
Constituent Assembly of ‘Iraq, in accepting the treaty on the 10th
June, 1924, had made this acceptance conditional upon the retention
of the entire Vilayet of Mosul within the frontiers of the ‘Iraqi State.
Thirdly, the special commission of inquiry into the Mosul contro-
versy, which the Council of the League decided, on the 30th Septem-
ber, 1924, to appoint, recommended, in their report of the 16th July,
1925, that the whole disputed territory should be united with ‘Iraq,
on condition that the territory should ‘ remain under the effective
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Sect. X 471THE ANGLO-TRAQI TREATY
mandate of the League of Nations ’ for a period of twenty-five years.

^

This recommendation gave rise to a new treaty between Great
Britain and Traq, which was signed on the 13th January, 1926. In
the present Survey this instrument is dealt with in the account of the
Mosul controversy,*^ where it properly belongs.

(xi) The Controversy between Croat Britain and Turkey over the
frontier between Turkey and ‘Iraq or ove^r the disposal of the
former Ottoman vilayet of Mosul (Mawsil).^

(a) CHARACTliRlSTICS OF THE DISPUTED TERRITORY AND OF ITS
Inhabitants.^

The former Ottoman vilayet of Mosul, within the administrative
boundaries which it possessed at the moment of the Armistice of

^ League of Nations Document, C. 400, M. 147, 1925, vii. p. 88.
2 See below, pp. 527-8.
® From the opening of the Anglo-Turkish Conference at Qusim Pasha (Con-

stantinople) on the 19th May, 1924, until the nu^eting of the C’oiincil of the
League of Nations on the 30th September, 1924, the two parties to the con-
troversy were at issue, not merely as to the lines on which the controversy
ought to be settled, Imt as to what the actual subject of the controversy was.
In the text of the Lausanne Treaty (Art. 3, Par, 2) the Vilayet of Mosul w^as
not mentioned, but only ‘ the frontier between Turkey and Traq The Turks,
however, cited, from the proves verbal of the Lausanne (-onference, certain
remarks made by Lord Curzon from w^hich they argued that ‘ the ])r<»blein for
settlement’ consisted ‘in determining whether the Vilay(‘T of Mosul ought to
remain ni)rtli or south of the frontier-line between Turkey and Traq ’ (state-
ment by Fethi Bey before the Council of the League of Nations on the 20th
September, 1924)." The}^ maintained that in any case no territory nortli of the
former northern administrative boundary of the Mosul vilayet w as in question,
and they pointed out that in the abortive Treaty of Sevres, wdiich the Lausanne
Treaty had superseded, the frontier between Turkey and ‘Iraq, as laid down
by t he British Government in accordance Avith its own desiderata at that time,
had practically coincided with the northern boundary of the Mosul vilayet
except in one sector, where it had deviated from it to Turkey’s advantage by
leaving ‘Amadlyah on the Turkish side (statement by FethT Bey before the
Council of the League on the 27th October, 1924). On the other hand.
Sir Percy Cox, the British representative at the Qaslm Pasha ("ouference,
demanded, for the frontier betAveeu Turkey and ‘Iraq, a line which, for the
most part, lay considerably to the north of the northern boundary of the
Mosul vilayet ; and he maintained that the boundary under discussion was
the northern boundary of the territory for Avhich Great Britain had accepted
a mandate (i.e. the Sevres line) subject to rectifications which might (as in
the line which he w^as now proposing) be in favour not of Turkey but of ‘Iraq
iproch verbal of the Qasim Pasha Conference, quoted in League of Nations
Document, C, 400, M. 147, 1925, vh, p. 80). On the 20th September, 1924,
Lord Parmoor invited the Council ‘ to rule that the problem as submitted to
it ’ was ‘ to define the frontier of the state of ‘Iraq as it actually exists, and
not the disposal of the Mosul vilayet, wliich has been administered as part of
‘Iraq since its occupation nearly six years ago These opposing points of

For note 4 see next page.
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472 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

the 30th October, 1918, coincided approximately with the home-
territory of the ancient Kingdom of Aj«syria.^ It was bounded on the
north and north-east b}^ the parallel ranges of the Zagros Mountains,^
which separated it on the north from the Ottoman vilayets of Diyar-
))ekr and Van and on the north-east from Persia. On the south-east
it was separat(‘d from Persia by an arbitrary line cutting across the
general direction of the mountains, and from the vilayet of Ibighdad
by the River Diyalah. On the south-w-est, from the right bank of the
Diyalah to the left bank of the Tigris (at a point a little below the
junction of the Lesser Zab), it was separated from the vilayet of
Baghdad by a line of low hills called the Jabal Hamrln. West of the
Tigris, in the Jazirah steppe, it was bounded by an arbitrary line
drawn across the grazing-lands of the Northern Shammar and other
Arab Badawi tribes. During the period under review there was
view had been elaborated in the British memorandum of the 14th August,
1924, and the Turkish memorandum of the 5th September, which were sub-
mitted to the Council of the League during this session (texts of both documents
in the League of Nations Oficial Journal, October 1924). As a result of sub-
sequent conversations with Lord Parmoor and with FethI Bey, M. Branting,
the rapporteur of the Council, 'was able to inform his collengues on the 3()th
September that the British Government fully recognized the right of the
Council to draw the frontier between Turkey and ‘Iraq on any line which the
Council might adopt (i.e. the British Government abandoned its contention
that the question at issue was limited to a rectification of the northern boun-
dary of the Mosul vilayet), and thereupon FethI Bev agreed that the question
should be laid before the Council in the form whicn Lord Parmoor had indi-
cated. Accordingly, in the decision, taken at the same meeting, in which the
Council determined to set up a commission of investigation, the question at
issue -w as described as ‘ the question of the delimitation of the frontier between
Turkey and ‘Iraq referred to [the Council] under Article 3, Paragraph 2, of the
Treaty of Lausanne *.

* The most authoritative study of this subject is contained in League of
Nations Document, C. 400, M. 147, 1925, vii. Report submitted to the Council
by the Commission instituted by the Council Resolution of September 30th, 1924.
In this report the ex parte statements of the British and Turkish Governments
are analysed and cnticized, and independent conclusions are given. These
ex parte statements were formulated several times over during the course of
the controversy. The most important documents in which they are presented
are the correspondence between Lord Curzon and ‘Ismet Pasha at Lausanne,
enclosing both a memorandum and a counter-memorandum on either side
(these are printed, with the proems verbal of the Lausanne Conference, in
Omd. 1814 of 1923, pp. 363-93) ; and the British memorandum of the 14th
August. 1924, and the Turkish memorandum of the 5th September, which
were both laid before the Council of the League of Nations on the 2()th Sep-
tember, 1924. See also an article by Major 11. I. Lloyd on ‘ The Geography
of the Mosul Boundary ’ in The Geographical Journal for August 1926.

^ The site of the latest capital of Assyria, Niniveh, lay on the left bank of
the Tigris, immediately opposite the modern city of Mosul.

* These Zagros ranges ran from north-west to south-east, along an axis
which showed a perceptible concavity towards the south-west. The altitudes
rose successively from the south-west (where the mountains sank into the
plains of the Jazirah and ‘Iraq) towards the north-east (where they buttressed
the Armenian and Iranian plateaux).
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Sect, xi TURCO-‘IRAQr FRONTIER (MOSUL) 473
no controversy either over this western boundary in the Jazirah
(which, with certain modifications, was transformed into the
frontier between the mandated territories of ‘Iraq and Sj-ria) ^

or over the north-eastern frontier towards Persia (Persia having re-
mained neutral during the War of 1914-18, so that there was no
question of altering her frontiers in the peace settlement). TJie
question over wduch the controversy between Turkey and Great
Britain arose wfis whether the frontier between Turkey and the new
Arab State of ‘Iraq, for w^hich Great Britain had accepted the re-
sponsibilities of a mandatory, should be drawn at the southern
extremity of tlie former Mosul viltyet, along the Diyalah and the
Jabal Hamrin, or at its northern extremity, either along the actual
line of the former administrative boundary or along one of the parallel
ranges to the north or the south of it,“ or should cut across the viltyet
along some intermediate line.^

In the opinion of the I^reague of Nations' Commission of Inquiry,
which visited the disputed territory in 1925,^ the Zagros ranges on the
north offered a good line of geographical separation from both the
economic and the strategic standpoints—though the line claimed by
the British Government in 1924 was not superior, from these points
of view% to the lines foilow'cd by the former administrative boundary
of the Mosul vilayet, or by the so-called ‘ Brussels Line ’ laid dowm
by the Council of the League on the 21st October, 1924. Jt would
have beem feasible, in the Commission’s opinion, to draw a satis-
factory frontier still further to the south again. ^ From the same
standpoint the Commission pronounced that the Jazirah steppe
offered a good line of separation, but the Jabal Hamrin and the River
Diyalah a bad line.® The Commission further drew attention to the
fact that the Diyalah reservoir, which it 'was proposed to construct
just above the point where the Diyalah made its way through the
Jabal Hamrin, would fall partly within the frontier claimed by

^ For the Anglo-Freuch negotiations over this frontier see Section (ix),
pp. 464-6 above.

® The frontier claimed for ‘Iraq by Great Britain both at the Qasim Pasha
Conference of the 19th May-5th June, 1924, and again in September 1924, at
the Thirtieth Session of the Council of the League of Nations, followed a line
of heights well to the north of the former administrative boundary of the
vilayet.

^ A possible line of partition along the Lesser Zab Kiver was sugg^ted by
the League of Nations* Commission of Inquiry (see p. 607 below). The Com-
mission remarked, however (Be'port.p. 57), that ‘ although the territory could
be divided it constitutes a unit ’. ((Jf. pp. 72, 86, 87, 88, 89.)

* See below, pp. 604-7.
® League Commission’s Eeport, pp. 21, 74, 86, 87.
• Op, cit., pp. 23, 74, 86, 87.
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474 THE MIDDLE EAST Part HI
Turkey.^ Since the solution of the irrigation problem did not
directly affect the prosperity of the disputed territory, but was of
vital importance to that of the Baghdad region,- the Commission
declared it essential that ‘Iraq should retain the Diyalah district,
whatever decision might be taken regarding the remainder of the
disputed territory. In the matter of the commercial connexions
between the disputed territory and the surrounding countries, it
would appear that those with Traq were the closest and most
important, and that those with Syria came second and those with
Persia probably third, while those with Turkey (within the frontiers
of the Lausanne Treaty) were the least intimate and the least vital.

^

The scale was turned in favour of the Baghdad, as against the Syrian,
route between Mosul and the outer world by the possibility of
using the natural waterway of the Tigris, down which the bulky agri-
cultural produce of the Mosul vilayet could be floated cheaply and
safely.'*

Nevertheless, though the Mosul vilayet had closer physical links
with ‘Iraq ® than with any of the other surrounding countries, there
was a marked physical contrast between the two regions.® The
Baghdad and Basrah vilayets were a flat alluvial plain, and their
agriculture was dependent on irrigation. The Mosul vilayet, except
for its western and south-western border, was a country of rolling
lowlands rising into highlands towards the north-east, and its
agricultural produce was rain-grown, while the highest mountains
were partly clothed in forest. In its internal structure the Mosul
vilayet consisted of a series of parallel zones, along an axis running
from north-west to south-east with a certain concavity towards the
south-west. From south-west to north east the zones changed in
climate and rose in altitude. The south-westernmost zone was a

^ League Commission’s Bevort, pp. 68, 89, and Map III.
* Op. cit., p. 68. Two million acres between the Jabal Hamrin and Kut

on the Tigris were to be irrigated from the Diyalah reservoir.
® Op. cit., pp. 67 and 69.
* It may be noted that, not far above the northern boundary of the Mosul

vilayet, there was a section of the Tigris where the river ran through gorges
between the Zagros, on the one hand, and the Tur ‘Abdin Mountains, on the
other, and where even down-stream navigation on rafts was exceedingly
dangerous. Thus, while the Tigris linked Mosul with Baghdad, it did not
similarly link Diyarbekr with Mosul (see League Commission’s Report^ p. 30).

* It seems unnecessary here to enter into the question, which was debated
with great learning and at great length by the British and Turkish Govern-
ments and by the Lea^e of Nations’ Commission (Report, pp. 24-9), whether,
or to what extent, or during what periods, the geographical name ‘ ‘Iraq ’ had
covered the territory comprised in the Ottoman vilayet of Mosul, as well as
that comprised in the vilayets of Baghdad and Basrah.

* League Commission’s Report, pp. 53-4 and 66-7.
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Sect, xi TURCO-lRAQl FRONTIER (MOSUL) 475
semi-arid country resembling the Jazirah and ShamTyah steppes,
into which it merged ; the next zone consisted of cultivated lowlands,
well watered by rain and river, and the next of foothills, providing
pasturage for cattle ; while the north-easternmost zone was formed
by the high ranges of the Zagros—a belt of Alp and forest adjoining
the Persian frontier. The border-line between the first two zones
crossed the Tigris a little below its confluence with the Greater Zab.
The foothills touched and crossed the Tigris at the northern boundary
of the vilayet. The Zagros ranges ran wholly on the left or north-
eastern side of the river. The vilayet contained four anticlines of oil-
bearing strata, all running from north-west to south-east along the
main axis of the territory.^ The zones were economically inter-
dependent in tw^o ways. There was an important stock-breeding
population, which migrated seasonally with its live stock between the
mountains, foothills, and plains ;

- and there w^as an ancient high-
road,^ running from end to end of the cultivated zone, with a string of
towns and villages—Tall ‘Afar, Mosul, ‘Arbll, Altun Koprii, Kirkuk,
Taza Khurmatly, Ta’uq, Tuz Khurmatly, Kifrl—which were the
commercial centres not only for this zone but for the steppe on the
one hand and for the foothills and the mountains on the other. A
parallel string of secondary towns and villages—Zakho, ‘Amadiyah,
‘Aqrah, Rowanduz, Ranyah, and Sulaymaniyah—ran along the
border-line between the foothills and the Zagros ranges. In the
judgement of the League Commission the interdependence between
the zones was ‘ the predominating factor in the history of the
country and this was illustrated by the City of Mosul, which was
not only by far the largest of the towns along the high road,® but was
the administrative capital of the vilayet which bore its name.

In the very middle of [the] amphitheatre [formed by successive zones
^ See League Commission’s Beport, p. 68 and map 9. There was an anticline

on either side of the Jabal Hamrin ; one, extending from the south-eastern
bank of the Greater Zab to Kirkuk, in the cultivated zone ; and a fourth in
the foothills, from a point north of Mosul City to Zakho.

For the nomads of the Mosul vilayet, and for the social and economic
distinction between the Kurdish nomads of the mountains and the Arab
nomads of the steppe, see League Commission’s Report, pp. 40-3 and 55, and
map 8.

^ This was a section of the ‘ Koyal Road ’ of the Achaemenid Empire,
which is described by Herodotus (Book V, chapters 49 and 53-4). Alexander
the Great was advancing along this road, from north-west to south-east, and
Darius was attempting to check his advance, when they fought the Battle of
Arbela (‘Arbll).

^ Report, p. 64.
* According to the League Commission’s Beport, p. 66, Mosul had 100,000

inhabitants, while Kirkuk, the next largest town in the vilayet, had less than
20,000 .
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following a concave axis in ascending tiers] lies Mosul, which is both
a central and a frontier town. It is central since all the roads from
Zakho, ‘Ainadlyah, Dohilk, ‘Aqrah, ‘Arbil, Rowandnz and the depen-
dent surrounding districts converges on this point. It is a frontier to\ni
on the edge of the desert steppe and the nomad country, with settle-
ments of former mercenaries pushed out towards the west to defend
the cultivated land. It is a market town both for local produce and
produce in transit, situated at the junction of great land routes, the
Tigris waterway and the desert tracks.^

As for the population of the Mosul vilayet its characteristics re-
sembled those of the country. It w^as signally diversified ; and yet
the diverse racial, linguistic, and religious elements were interdepen-
dent in certain ways. The geographical distribution of the consti-
tuent elements w^as related to the divisions between the physical
zones. The south-westernmost zone of stc'ppe w^as mainly occupied by
Badawi Arabs. In all the other three zones the predominant element
was the Kurds, and their numerical preponderance in the vilayet as
a whole was increased by the fact that the highlands were more
densely populated than the plain.“ At the same time the predomi-
nantly Kurdish area contained important enclaves of non-Kurdish
minorities. For example, the League Commission recorded ^ a ‘ very
definite personal impression ’ that the city of Mosul was ‘ undoubtedly
Arab in character ’—an important fact, considering that the 1 00,000
inhabitants (all told) of the city constituted about one-eighth of the
total population of the vilayet, and that the city (as described above)
occupied a key-position. Again, in the lesser towns ^ along the high
road there was a strong, and in some places predominant, Turkish
element, and ‘ Turkish is spoken all along the high road in all locali-
ties of any importance.’ ^ Another minority who, though Kurdish-

^ League Commission’s Report p. 54 ; see also p. 57. The League Commis-
sion deprecated {Report, p. 66) the drawing of a frontier betw^een the City of
Mosul and ‘its natural hinterland ’. . Compare the position of Mosul City with
that of Peshawar in the North-West Frontier Province of India—a province
which bore much the same economic and strategic relation to the Panjab as
the Mosul vilayet bore to the vilayets of Baghdad and Basrah.

* League Commission’s Report, p. 54. The reason given for this fact by the
Commission is that ‘ in the mountain country water is more evenly distributed
and more abundant ’. For the distribution of population see Report, Map 6
(ethnographical map, compiled by the Commission, on the scale of one square
millimetre of coloured surface in each Nahiyeh for every 100 inhabitants)

;

and Map 7 (showing the density of population of the contested area and of the
adjoining territories).

® Report, p. 40.
* e. g. Tall ‘Afar (League Commission’s Report, p. 34), ‘Arbil, AltQn Koprii,

Qarahtepeh, Kirkuk, Tiza Khurmatly, Ta’Gq, Tuz Khurmatly (for evidence
see Report, p. 38).

® The British Government submitted that these Turks were of a different
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Sect, xi TURCO-IRAQI FRONTIER (MOSUL) 477
speaking, were non-Muslim and who formed a very distinct com-
munity, were the Satan-worshipping Yazidis, whose religious centre
was in the hills north of Mosul City, but whose principal stronghold
was the Jabal Sinjar—an isolated block of hills in the Jazirah steppe,
on the border-line between the British and French mandated terri-
tories.^ Another minority in the highland zone of the Kurdish
area (though their homes lay mostly to the north of the northern
boundary of the Mosul vilayet) were the Syriac-speaking Nestorian
Christians, who ‘ lead a life very similar to that of the mountain
Kurds A smaller, less compact and less warlike Christian com-
munity were the Chaldaean lowlanders (former Nestorians, who
in A.D. 1778 had accepted the Papal supremacy as Uniates). The
Chaldaeans were to be found principally in Mosul City and in
a group of villages on the* left bank of the Tigris near the north-
western comer of the vilayet.

This cursory catalogue is sufficient to show that the j.)opulation of
the Mosul vilayet was extremely mixed. As regarded the relative
numbers of the different elements the League of Nations’ Commission
came to the conclusion ^ that " the statistics and maps submitted by
the two parties ’ were ‘ far from accurate ’

; and that, while the
latest statistics drawn up (in the census of 1923) by the 'Iraq autho-
rities were ‘undoubtedly the best,’ even these ‘must be consulted with
breed from the ‘Osmanlls ; but this contention was dismissed a® irrelevant,
after close study, by the League Commission (Report, pp. 47-8). The Com-
mission concluded that the name ‘ Turkmens by w^hich the British authori-
ties soTight to distinguish the Turks of the Mosul vilayet, belonged equally
to all Turks who had crossed the Oxus and embraced Islam since tlui (Seventh
Christian century, including the ancestors of the ‘Osmanlls, and that all these
Turkmens alike were descended from the Oghuz or Ohuzz tribe, which had
previously lived in Central Asia. They summed up (p. 57) that ‘ the Turks
in the country are of the same race as those in the Turkish Ilepublic This
question of race, however, was academic. The important question was that
of political feeling and aspiration : did the Turks of the Mosul vilayet desire,
or did they not, to be citizens of the Republic of Turkey ? And supposing
that desire existed, could it be satisfied without injustice to the local non-
Turkish majority 1 It may be noted that the Commission did not proceed
to argue that identity of race was in itself a sufficient ground for political
union.

^ See Section (ix), pp. 464-6 above.
* League Commission’s Report^ p. 62 ; see further pp. 79-83. These

Nestorians were supposed to be descended from the ancient Assyrian inhabi-
tants of the cultivated lowlands, who had been driven into the highlands by
successive foreign invaders. For their history during and after the War of
1914-18 see pp. 483-6 below.

* Report, p. 86 (repeating p. 67), and, in detail, pp. 31-5. The Commission
were dissatisfied with the ethnographic maps presented to them by both
Governments (the Turkish Government’s map is criticized severely on p. 37
of the Report) and compiled maps of their own (Report^ pn. 36-7). The British
maps are reproduced as maps 4 and 5 appended to the Commission’s Report.
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478 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

a certain caution The British and Turkish figures ^ were most at
variance in respect of the Arabs and the Turks ;

^ but it was evident
that neither of these elements, however liberally their numbers
might be estimated, was strong enough numerically to enable either
Turkey or ‘Iraq to claim the vilayet on ethnographical grounds. The
predominant element in the vilayet was the Kurds, who were sharply
distinguished linguistically from both the Turanian-speaking Turks
and the Semitic-speaking Arabs by speaking an Indo-European
language.^ The Commission observed ^ that ‘ the Kurd ’ not only
‘ constitutes the strongest racial element in the* country ’ but ‘ is
taking possession of the arable land and is “ Kurdizing ” certain
towns They remarked ® that the Kurds and Arabs were the only
elements in the vilayet which lived in compact masses in large areas,
and that it was only between them that a line of demarcation could
be found or determined ; but the^^ pointed out that this line would
follow the Tigris down to its confluence with the Lesser Zab—thus
separating Mosul [City] from its fertile and densely populated hinter-
land—and would continue south of the Lesser Zab along the main
road from Kirkuk to Kifri ; and they declined to recommend such
a frontier owing to its economic and social disadvantages. They
summed up as follows the difficulties of partitioning the vilayet on
ethnographical lines :

(a) The towns inhabited b}^ Turkish majorities or large Turkish
minorities are situated in the southern part of the territory—that is to
say, in the direction of ‘Iraq, whereas Mosul, an Arab town, is situated
in the centre of the northern part.

^ Keproduced on p. 31 of League Commission’s MeporL
* In the Commission’s opinion the British Government under-estimated

the number of Turks, but the Turkish Government ‘ exaggerated much more
in the opposite sense ’ (Report, p. 37). The Commission were also of opinion
(Beport, p. 57) that the British Government had slightly exaggerated the
numbers of the Arabs ; and they pointed out that, in the portion of the vilayet
west of the Tigris, apart from Mosul City, the Arab population was so thinly
spread that it only numbered 24,000-25"000 all told (Report, p. 3b).

^ The Kurdish dialects, like those spoken by the Lurs and the Bakhtlyarls,
who inhabited the south-eastern end of the Zagros Chain, belonged to the
Iranian group of the Indo-European family, of which the Persian language
was the principal representative. The Turkish Government contended, on the
strength of a passage in the article ‘ Kurdistan * in the Encyclopaedia Britannica,
in which the inhabitants of Kurdistan in the Sumerian andf Assyrian periods
were classified as Turanians, that, notwithstanding their Iranian language, the
Kurds were descended from a Turanian stock and were thus long-lost kinsmen
of the Turks (Turkish memoranda in Cmd. 1814 of 1923, pp. 374 and 390). On
this Turkish contention see League Commission’s Report, pp. 43-4.

^ Report, V- 55. Cf. the potation, on p. 45, from the British Foreign Office
Peace HandDook, No. 58, Turkey’in’Asia,

^ Especially the Turkish towns on the high road (Report, p. 39).
• Report, pp. 86-7.
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(b) The only link between this town and other Arab lands with a

sedentary population is a territory which is mainly Kurdish, and a road
dotted with Turco-Kurdish towns.

(c) The Christians are scattered, but live mainly north of Mosul.
(d) The country which is most definitely Kurdish—that is to say,

the eastern part of the territory—is only connected with the north by
the Tigris road ; the Rowanduz distri(!t can only be reached through
‘Arbil and the Sulayrnaniyah district through Kirkuk.^

They submitted that
if the ethni(‘ argument alone had to be taken into account, the necessary
conclusion would be that an indefxuideTit Kurdish »State should be
created, since the Kurds form five-eighths of the population. Moreover,
if such a solution were to be considered, the YazidI, who racially are
very like the Kurds, and the Turks, who could i*asily be assimilated by
the Kurds, should be included in estimating the number of the latter.
They would then form seven-tenths of the j)opulation.^

Another argument in favour of such a solution was the fact, on
which the League (bmmission laid stress, that, of all the Muslim
races, the Kurds lived on the most friendly terms with the Christians
(both with the Nestorians and with the Chaldaeans) ;

^ but this
solution was fraught with difficulties.
Apart from the presence in their midst of the important minorities

above described the Kurds of the Mosul vilayet were profoundly dis-
united among themselves. The nomad tribes lived one life, the
peasants and townspeople another : and even the sedentary elements
were divided and subdivided into clans which, excej^t under compul-
sion, were not accustomed to acknow^ledge any higher authority than
that of their hereditary local chieftains. Kurdish national feeling
might show itself in the negative form of opposition to political
control by Turks, Arabs, Englishmen or any other foreignci's ; but,
except among a few' persons of Kurdish origin w ho had settled in Con-
stantinople or the West and had lost touch with their kinsmen at home,
there was little sign, as yet, of any positive consciousness of Kurdish
national solidarity, even within the boundaries of the Mosul vilayet,
and still less of any desire to express such solidarity in political form.

^ J^eagiic Cominission’s Report, p. 58 ; cf. p. 87. Even the Kurds of the
vilayet were not homogeneous. ‘ Of the Kurds who inhabit the disputed
territory, those who live north of the Greater Zab are, as regards language,
ethnic afllnities, and personal and economic relations, more closely connected
with the Kurds of the vilayets of Hakkiyari and Mardin in Turkey, while those
who dwell south of the Lesser Zab have more in common with the Kurds of
Persia. It would be difficult to draw a boundary in the territory between
these two rivers ’ (Report, pp. 57-8 ; cf. p. 46).

2 League Commission’s Report, p. 57 ; cf. p. 43.
® Op. ciU, pp. 47 and 53.
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480 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

The political horizon of most Kurds was still bounded by the feuds
between clan and clan, or between rival factions or rival chieftains
within the same community ; and Kurdish politics, while lively
enough, remained thoroughly personal and oligarchical in spirit.
Nor would Kurdish national solidarity within the boundaries of

the Mosul vilayet, had it existed, have solved the problem ; for the
Commission pointed out that

neither the political frontiers of the disputed territory vith Persia and
Syria, nor the existing boundaries, nor the frontiers claimed by Turkey
and by ‘Iraq, are racial frontiers.^

And, in regard to the distribution of the Kurds, they put forward the
following figures :

The majority of the Kurdish people—over J ,500,000 out of a total
of about 3,000,000—inhabit Turkey ; there are 700,000 in Persia,
500,000 in the disputed territory and some in Syria. Jn ‘Iraq strictly
so-called their numbers in relation to the t otal population are negligible.^

Thus the Kurds in the disputed territory, though the predominant
element in the local population, did not constitute either a self-
conscious or a self-contained national group, but were only a minority—perhaps not more than one-sixth—of the whole Kurdish people ;

and, outside the boundaries of the disputed territory, there was no
independent Kurdish national state, either existing or prospective,
to which the Kurds of the Mosul vilayet could attach themselves.^
The natural inference from all these facts was that the disposal

of the Mosul vilayet could not be determined a priori on racial,
linguistic or religious lines, but that it must be settled by economic
and strategic considerations and by the preference of the various
elements in the population for one or other of the alternatives open
to them, as revealed by some impartial method of inquiry.

Before describing how the controversy between Turkey and
Great Britain was settled, it is necessary to give a brief account of the
course of events in the Mosul vilayet itself between the Armistice
of the 30th October, 1918, and the British Government’s appeal to
the Council of the League of Nations on the 6th August, 1924.

^ League Commission’s Eeporty p. 87 ; cf. pp. 21, 39, and 57.
2 Op. cit., p. 57 ; cf. p. 87.
^ See iff. P. 0., vol. vi, pp. 90-1, for the provisions in the abortive Treaty

of Sevres regarding the possible establishment of an independent Kurdish
State in the territories provisionally left to Turkey east of the Euphrates, and
regarding the possible attachment to such a state of the Kurds in the Mosul
vilayet.
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(6) Events in the Mosul Vilayet from the Armistice of the
30th October, 1918, to the British Government’s Appeal
TO the League of Nations on the 6th August, 1924.^

At midday on the 31st October, 1918, when the Armistice signed
at Mudros on the 30th October, between Turkey and the Allies,
came into force, the British Expeditionary Force in Traq, though it
was moving rapidly northwards, had not advanced on the Tigris
beyond a point between Qal’at Shajpqat and the confluence of the
Greater Zab, or on the ‘ high road ’ beyond the crossing of thp Lesser
Zab at Altun Koprii.^ Thus, at the moment when hostilities were to
cease, something less than a quarter of the Mosul vilayet was under
British military occupation. The Armistice, however, provided
(Art. 16) that the Turkish garrisons in ‘ Mesopotamia ’ (among other
areas) should be suiTendered to the nearest Allied commander, and
there was a general clause (Art. 7) empowering the Allies to occupy
any strategic point in case a situation arose which threatened
their security. Accordingly, on the 2nd November, General Sir
William Marshall notified the Commander of the Turkish Sixth
Army, ‘Ali Ihsan Pasha, that, under the terms of the Armistice,
he proposed to occupy a line including Sulaymaniyah, Koi Sanjaq,
'Amadiyah and Zakho, which he described as being the frontiers of
‘Iraq which figured in a German military report of October 1917.^
After opposition on ‘All Ihsan Pasha’s part had been overruled by
the Turkish Government at Constantinople, the Union Jack was
hoisted over Mosul City on the 8th November.^
Under the terms of the Armistice this extension of the British

occupation was undoubtedly in order.^ At the same time a line

^ See especially the foll(»wing Britisli official publications ; Crnd. 1001 of
1920, Review of the Civil Administration of Mesopotamia [from the British
occupation to the British Government’s Declaration of the 20th June, 1920],
by Miss Gertrude Bell (pp. 42-74) ; Reports on 'Irdq Administration, October
1920-March 1922 (pp. 3, 21, 09, 102-10, and 116-17), April 1922-March 1923
(pp. 3, 31-41, and 50-3), and April 1923-December 1924 (pp. 8-9, 10-17,
26-6, and 20-39). In the present section statements and quotations are
taken from one or other of these British official papers, unless otherwise
stated.

* See the map in Turkish Red Book ; La Question de Mossoul de la signature
du Traite d'armistice de Moudros (30 Octobre, 1918) au 1®** Mars, 1925 (Con-
stantinople, 1925, Ahmed Ihsan).

® French translation of General Marshall's letter in Turkish Red Book,
pp. 15-16. The line is plotted out on the map attached.

* ‘AH Ihsan Pasha’s troops were allowed to withdraw northwards instead
of surrendering.

® League Commission’s Report^ p. 84. The Commission dismissed the two
contentions, which were stressed and elaborated on the Turkish side (e.g. in
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provisionally occupied (whether lawfully or unlawfully) during the
Armistice period by the British forces had no juridical bearing on the
future frontier between Turkey and Traq, which might eventually be
drawn, with equal validity, either to the north or to the south of it.

Meanwhile, the juridical sovereignty over the occufned territory re*
mained in the possession of the former sovereign, Turkey,^ until she
renounced her rights, either by a unilateral declaration,^' or else by
a treaty in which she either transferred her rights directly to another
party or parties ^ or empowered some third party to take a binding
decision as to whether the territory should be transferred or not."*

‘ The occupation of the Mosul vilayet brought the British Ad-
ministration into direct relations with the Kurds.’ ^ Even before the
Armistice, in the spring of 1918, the prospect of the expulsion of the
Turks had led the Kurdish notables of SulaymanTyah to set up a local
provisional Government under the headship of the most influential
among them, Shaykh Mahmud Barzanji,® who at once entered into
relations with the British ; and after the Armistice, while a British
adminivstration was established, before the end of November 1918, in
most districts of the Mosul vilayet within the line designated on the
2nd November by General Marshall, the sanjaq of Sulaymaniyah was
Turkish lied Book, pp. 7-41) : (i) that the British troops in 'Iraq had no right
to advance beyond the line wliich they actually occupied on the 31st October,
1918 ; and (ii) that the actual military front at that moment ought to set the
outside limit for the permanent political frontier between the new state of
‘Iraq and Turkey-

^ This iuridiciil point was pronounced by the League Commission to be
indisputable (Report, p. 85 ; cf. pp. 84 and 88). ‘ The superior force of the
Turkish argument seems so obvious that there is no need to analyse the cases
of the two parties.’

2 In the National Pact of the 28th January, 1920, the Turks did, by a uni-
lateral declaration, renounce their rights over ex Ottoman territories in-
habited by Arab majorities ; but, as the League Commission pointed out
(Report, p. 84), this renunciation did not cover the Mosul vilayet.

^ As sue eventually did in the Treaty of Angora (signed on the 5th June,
1926) with Great Britain and ‘Iraq.

* As she did in the Lausanne Treaty (signed on the 24th July, 1923),
Article 3, par. 2, according to the advisory opinion rendered by the Permanent
Court of International Justice on the 2lst November, 1926. Beading together
Articles 3 and 16 of the Lausanne Treaty the Court opined that, in regard
to the frontier between Turkey and ‘Iraq, Turkey had, since ratifying the
treaty, renounced her claim to the territories beyond the line to be fixed by
agreement between the parties or by a decision of the Council. ‘ This renuncia-
tion is suspended until the frontier has been determined, but it will become
effective, in the absence of some other solution, in virtue of the binding
decision.’

« Cmd. 1061 of 1920, p, 57.
• Shaykh Mahmud Barzanjl’s political influence, like that of his contem-

porary the Idrisj Sayyidof Sabya (see Section (v) (a), p. 276 above), or of the
celebrated Shah Isma*!! Safawl of Ardabll, was founded upon the religious
prestige of an ancestor (see Cmd. 1061 of 1920, p. 69).
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treated differently. In this district, under an agreement of the 1st
December, 1918, British assistance and protection was accorded to
Shaykh Mahmud’s Government ^ on condition that they undertook
to accept British orders and advice ; and the British authorities
promised that any Kurdish tribes from the Greater Zah to the
DiyaJah (other than those in Persian territory) - who accepted
Shaykh Malimud’s leadership would be allowed to come under his
administration. Thereupon Shaykh Mahmud’s regime was ex-
tended, under British encouragement, to Koi sanjaq, Ranyah, and
Rowanduz (whereby the assertion of some form of British control
over the whole Mosul vilayet was virtually completed) ; but this
arrangement brought Shaykh Mahmud into conflict both with his
Kurdish countrymen and with his British patrons, and on the 20th
May, 1919, he threw off the British connexion by force. On the
18th June Shaykh Mahmud was taken prisoner and Sulaymanlyah
occu2)icd by a British force. The Shaykh w as deported to India, and
the sanjaq was brought under a direct British administration resem-
bling that which prevailed at the time in ‘Iraq, except that care was
taken to appoint Kurds, not Arabs, to official positions under the
British staff.

Further north the relations between the British and the Kurds
were complicated by the presence in ‘Iraq of some 35,000 Nestorian
refugees—including both mountaineers from theHakkiyari highlands,
on or just beyond the northern boundary of the Mosul vilayet, and
lowlanders from the Urumlyah district on the Persian side of the
Turco-Persian frontier. Since June 1918 these Nestorians had been
refugees in camp at Ba‘qubah, where ‘ their destiny w as a problem for
the [British] Administration [in ‘Iraq] and their maintenance for the
[British] Exchequer ’

; and ‘ a definite promise of settlement under
a benevolent, if not o- British, Government had been made to them ’.

The mountaineer Assyrians (who, unlike the Urumlyah lowlanders,
had taken the offensive by rising in arms against the Turks, at the
instigation of the Russians, when the latter invaded that part of
Turkey in the spring of 1915)^ were, ‘in normal times, just as

^ before the Armistice the Turks had reoccupied Siilaymaniyah and tem-
porarily interned Shaykh Mahmud ; but when the dehdde came in the autumn
the local Turkish Mutesarrif and garrison surrendered to the Shaykh, ‘ leaving
him in sole authority’,

^ The chiefs of a number of K urdish tribes in Persian territory had attended
the Conference at Sulaymanlyah, on the Ist December, 1918, with the British
Civil Commissioner for ‘Iraq {(Jmd. 1061 of 1920, p. 60),

^ League Commission’s liepoH, p. 82. The Commission added the following
observations i ‘ Tliere is no doubt that this people rose in armed revolt
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484 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

truculent as the other local Kurdish tribes, and no less savage
During the last four years they had been ujuooted from their homes,
been subjected to intense sufferings in a succession of forced migra-
tions, and been pauperized by residence in a refugee camp ; and
these vicissitudes ‘ had broken up the old organization of the people
under their headmen (maliks) and Patriarch The task of resettling
them was thus as difficult as it w^as pressing.
The first plan was to plant them in new homes in the district of

‘Amadlyah, within the boundary of the Mosul vilayet, where it
would be easier to protect them than in their almost inaccessible
native mountains further north ; and, with this in view, the ‘Amadi-
yah district was brought under effective British occupation during the
first three months of 1919. After ‘ some rather drastic steps towards
clearing the country ’ had been taken by two Assyrian battalions
which had been raised and trained at Ba^qubah the settlement scheme
was (for other reasons) postponed and the troops withdrawn—where-
upon, on the 15th July, the three Englishmen left in charge at ‘Arna-
diyah were murdered and there was an anti-Christian rising. This
outbreak was avenged by a punitive expedition ^ which reoccupied
‘Amadiyah on the 8th August, but the district was once more
evacuated in December. In the adjoining district of ‘Aqrah two
British officers were murdered in November ; and although ‘Aqrah
itself was reoccupied in a few days the outlying parts of the district,
in the mountains, were abandoned. Meanwhile, in July, the British
political officer at Rowanduz had been withdrawn to a point nearer
the plains, in consequence of the events at ‘Amadiyah.

In the spring of 1920 Agha Petros—an Assyrian who had recently
come to the front, in opposition to the Patriarchal House, through
his prowess as a fighting-man—proposed to trek across the moun-
tains and establish a Nestorian buffer state on the Turco-Persian
frontier, midway between the two former national homes of Hak-
klyari and Urumiyah. The British authorities and about three-
quarters of the Nestorian people accepted the project. The remainder
of the people hung back under the leadership of the Patriarchal
House. Several thousand of this faction were settled forthwith in the
foothills of Dohuk and ‘Aqrah. Agha Petros’s trek was delayed for
against its lawful government at the instigation of foreigners and without any
provocation on the part of the Turkish authorities. It is also established that
the conditions of life enjoyed by the Assyrian people within the Ottoman
Empire were rather better than those of the other Christians, since they were
conceded a fairly wide measure of local autonomy under the authority of the
Patriarchal House ’ (Re/pori, p. 83).

^ On this expedition the two Assyrian battalions did good service.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect.xi TURCO-lRAQl FRONTIER (MOSUL) 485
want of transport ; and when the expedition did start eventually on
the 27th October it degenerated into a raid in which friendly and un-
friendly Kurds were attacked without discrimination. After a few
weeks the raiders drifted back to their base-camp with nothing
accomplished except the inflaming of national and religious passions.
In 1921 a new scheme was worked out for settling the Nestorians ^

under British supervision, and in agreement with the local Kurds,
either in their original homes or as near to these as suitable locations
could be found for them—starting with those whose homes lay
nearest to ‘Amadiyah and sending them out from the base-camp
tribe by tribe in succession. This scheme encountered an obstacle
in the uncertainty regarding the future frontier. ‘ All the Assyrians
were unanimous in their determination to remain within the British
sphere ’

; but, as has been mentioned above, the homes of the
majority of them lay to the north of the northern boundary of the
Mosul vilayet, and the Treaty of Sevres, signed on the lOth August,
1920, had drawn the frontier still further south by leaving the ^Ama-
diyah district under Turkish sovereignty. ‘ Rightly or wrongly the
assumption was made that the frontier would be revised, and that at
any rate the actual Mosul vilayet would eventually pass to ‘Iraq.
On this assumption the process of dispersal was carried out, in the
hope that in due course it would be supported and the Nestorian
Christians not handed over once again to the tender mercies of the
Turks.’ In the course of this summer almost all the Assyrians were
settled succesvsfully under British auspices—some in the Mosul plain,
others in the Dohilk foothills, others in the ‘Amadiyah mountains,
and others in their old homes just inside or just beyond the vilayet
boundary.- Some of the settlers drifted back to the plains for the
winter of 1921-2, but the bulk of the Hakkiyarl tribesmen stayed in
their newly repaired villages for the winter of 1922-3 and were there-
after considered to be settled and self-supporting.^

^ The iTiinnyah Nestoriiins deelined to take part in tliiis Rehcmc and
attempted to return to Persia via Baghdad, wdth unfortunate results for
themselves.

Before the official dispersal scheme was set in movement on the 31st May,
1921, 3U0 Assyrians of Barvvar i-Bala returned home by friendly arrangement
with the local Kurdish chief. These ‘entere<l at once into their houses, which
had been occupied and kept in good repair by the Kurds, and received their
Tapu share (in those parts one-half) of the products from their lands which
the Kurds had cultivated

® Rifles were distributed by the British authorities ‘ in numbers sufficient
for self-defence against other than military attacks, but not so great as to
encourage acts of aggression, to those settled in districts where (rovernment
protection w as difficult, with special partiality to such Bections as had weakened
their man-power by generous enlistment in the Levies *.
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Other Assyrians, again, found employment in the Traq Levies,
for which the recruiting of Assyrians was reopened in the winter of
1 921-2. By 1923 there were approximately 2,500 Christians enlisted.
The Assyrian units of the Traq Levies repeatedly proved themselves
first-rate troops for frontier warfare in the mountains ; but their
formation was followed by trouble with the ‘Iraqi populations
among whom they were quartered—partly owing to unfounded sus-
picions that the British were unduly partial to their Assyrian co-
religionists and were designing to exploit Assyrian political ambitions
in order to keep the ‘Iraq State under British domination, and partly
owing to petty but provocative acts of self-assertion on the Assyrians’
side. In Mosul City, on the 5th August, 1023, there was a riot be-
tween Assyrian soldiers and Muslim townspeople ; and at Kirkuk, on
the 4th May, 1924, there was a much more serious outbreak, in which
two companies of Assyrians mutinied and ran amok in the town,
killing fifty townspeople and injuring many more before discipline
was restored. ‘ All possible measures were taken to bring the guilty
to justice, and the case was tried by a special court presided over by
a British judge ’

; but there was not sufficient evidence against in-
dividuals for any death sentences to be passed, so that the results of
the trial did nothing to allay Muslim indignation.^
Such outbreaks between the Assyrians and the ‘Iraqi Muslims

were the more serious because by this time the revival of Turkish
vioral and Turkish power under the leadership of Mustafa Kenial
Pasha had introduced a fresh disturbing factor into the situation in
the vilayet of Mosul. The repatriation of the Assyrians in 1921 be-
yond the northern boundary of Anglo-‘Iraqi administration (which
practically coincided with the former boundary of the Mosul vilayet)
had been jiossible because, since the Turkish debdcle of 1918, the writ
of the Constantinople (Jovernment had virtually ceased to run in the
Kurdish highlands, even beyond the line within which the British had
established their control, so that, in reoccupying their homes, the
Assyrians were taking possession of what was then de facto, though
not dejure, a ‘ no man’s land In 1921, however, the new Govern-
ment of the Great National Assembly at Angora was already strong
enough to begin to assert its authority over the Kurdish tribes im-
mediately beyond the boundary of Anglo- ‘Iraqi administration at
its western extremity, adjoining the Tigris ; and in June 1921 a small
Turkish armed party (subsequently reinforced) arrived at Rowanduz,

^ For this incident see The Times, 10th May and 6th November, 1924, as
w ell as 'Iraq Report, 1923-4, p. 36.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect. Xi TURC0-‘IRAQI frontier (MOSUL) 487
stiffened the opposition of the local Kurds to the restoration of British
control, and organized several successful attacks on Traqi posts.

Meanwhile, the position of the Kurdish districts and populations
which, since the Armistice, had been linked with the Arabs of Traq
under some form of British control, was being affected by that de-
liberate and progressive change in the relations between Great
Britain and Traq (consequent upon the Traq revolt of 1920) which
had begun with the British Government’s declaration of the 20th
June, 1920, and which was to culminate in the ratification of a treaty
of alliance between the two countries by an ‘Iraqi 'Constituent As-
sembly on the 10th June, 1924.^ On the 6th May, 1921, the British
High Commissioner in ‘Iraq instructed the British Advisers in the
Mosul, Kirkuk, and Sulaymaiiiyah Divisions of the Mosul vilayet to
ascertain the wishes of the Kurdish districts, so far as these were at
that time under Anglo-Traqi control,- with regard to inclusion in
the new Traq State ; and in the Mosul and Kirkuk Divisions (but
not in the Sulayrnaniyah Division) the general referendum on the
candidature of the Amir Faysal to the throne of Traq was also taken.^
In the referendum the Mosul Division voted for tlie Amir Faysal, but
‘ the majority of the inhabitants of Kirkuk Division asked that
decision should be postponed for ayear and meantime declined to take
the oath of allegiance to the King The Kirkukli Kurds asked for
a Kurdish Government but declared against attachment to Sulay-
maniyah. In June 1921, in response to the special inquiry of the 6th
May, ‘ Sulayrnaniyah Division rejected, almost unanimously, any
form of inclusion under the Traq Government In consequence the
new regime in Traq was extended to the Kirkuk and Mosul Divisions
(to the former, with certain modifications), whereas the Sulaymani-
yah Division ‘ remained at its express wish under direct British con-
trol, ex(ircised through a British political officer and ‘ every effort ’

was ‘ made to develop native [i. e. Kurdish] administration along
normal lines.’
On the 17th March, 1922, the Angora Government appointed

a Qa’immaqam to Rowanduz, who reached his post in May ; and
next month two Kurdish chiefs in the adjoining parts of the Sulay-

^ See above, p. 469.
* Eowanduz and Kaayah had been out of control since the summer of

1919 (see p. 483 above).
^ The League Commission pronounced that neither this referendum of 1921

nor that of 1919 was a plebiscite (Report, p. 17) and that ‘ the form in which
the [1921] referendum was held was not such as to guarantee the freedom and
independence of the voting ’ (p. 18).

^ 'Iraq Report, 1922-3, p. 32. Cf. Report, 1920-2, pp. 12 and 15.
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488 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

maniyah Division started an armed insurrection against British
authority, after murdering two British officers on the 18th June.
A punitive column of Traq Levies was sent against the offenders,
and by the end of July 1922 it had driven them north-west of the
LesserZab and advanced into theRanyah district with the support of
locfil Kurdish adherents and of Semiqo ^ on the Persian side of the
frontier. On the 9th August, however, the column was withdrawn to
Sulaymaniyah to rest and refit ; the insurgents, this time supported
by parties of Turkish soldiers from Rowanduz, reassumed the
offensive ; an Indian force which reached Ranyah on the 21st August
was compelled, by the spread of the revolt among the tribes, to retire
on the 1st September ; on the 5th September the British officials
and other non-Muslim employees in Sulaymaniyah (67 persons) were
evacuated to Kirkuk by air ; and the limit of British control towards
the north-east was thus drawn back to the ‘Arbil-Kirkuk--Kifri lines.
A Turkish party occupied Koi Sanjaq and on the 23rd September ‘Ama-
diyah was raided by Kurdish tribesmen, but this attack was beaten off
and thereafter the ascendancy was regained by the ‘Iraq Levies.
On the 12th September, 1922, Shaykh Mahmud Barzanji—whose

faction in the Sulaymaniyah Division had been recovering strength
since the spring—was rc?called from exile to Baghdad ; and, after he
had expressed his willingness to adhere to the policy of the British
Government, he was sent home to Sulaymaniyah with British support
and arrived there on the 30th ; but he promptly entered into corre-
spondence with the Turks and in November he assumed the title of
Hukmdar of Kurdistan. Meanwhile, on the 20th November, the
Lausanne Conference opened, with the determination of the frontier
between Turkey and ‘Iraq among its agenda, and on the 26th
November negotiations on this question were started between Lord
Curzon and Tsmet Pasha.^ In view of this the British and Traq
Governments published a joint declaration in December, in which they
recognized ‘ the rights of the Kurds living within the boundaries of
the ‘Iraq to set up a Kurdish Government within these boundaries
and invited them to send responsible delegates to Baghdad for a con-
ference, after arriving at an agreement between themselves.^ Shaykh
Mahmud, however, remained obdurate ; and in January 1923
Turkish officers visited him at Sulaymaniyah in order to concert an
offensive against Kirkuk. Thereupon Shaykh Mahmud was sum-
moned, under safe-conduct, to Baghdad ; and, after he had failed to

^ See Section (xiii), pp. 538»9 below. ^ See p. 494 below.
® Text of proclamation in ^ItHq Report^ 1922-3, p. 38.
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present himself, his Government was declared suspended on the 24th
February and he was ordered to leave Sulaymaniyah town by the
Ist March, while the inhabitants were informed that, unless he
did so, action would be taken. When Shaykh Mahmud failed once
more to comply the Government Buildings at Sulajnnaniyah were
attacked by air on the 3rd, and on the 4th the Shaykh beat a retreat
into the mountains. On the 22nd April an Anglo-TraqI force occu-
pied Rowanduz ^ (the Turks evacuating the place without fighting),
and a refugee Kurdish chief from Neri (north of the Mosul vilayet
boundary, on the Turkish aide of the Turco-Persian frontier) was
appointed Qa’immaqam. The same force reoocupied Sulaymaniyah
on the 16th May ; and this time an attempt was made to incorporate
the Division in the ‘Iraq State under a regime of local Kurdish self-
government resting on the faction hostile to 8haykh Mahmud. This
faction, however, was only willing to take over the administration
on condition that a British garrison was permanently retained at
Sulaymaniyah to prevent Shaykh Mahmud’s return ; on the 15th
June, when they learnt that it w^as the irrevocable intention of the
British Government to withdraw the British troops, they resigned ;

and the withdrawal of the column on the 19th June ^ was followed
by the return of Shaykh Mahmud on the 11th July. Meanwhile, the
Shaykh’s opponents took refuge within the British lines ; Ranyah
and other border districts were detached from Sulaymaniyah and
attached to Kirkuk ; and Shaykh Mahmud was then informed that
action would not be taken against him so long as he left these districts
alone and refrained in other ways from hostile activities.

Thus, at the moment when the Lausanne Treaty was signed on
the 24th July, 1923, the local situation in the Mosul vilayet was as
follows. The districts adjoining the former northern administrative
boundary of the vilayet, along its whole length from the Tigris to the
Persian frontier, were under the effective occupation and de facto
administration of the British and Traqi Governments, and so was the
rest of the vilayet, except for a portion of the Sulaymaniyah Division.
This portion was in the hands, not of the Turks, but of a local Kur-
dish notable, Shaykh Mahmud Barzanji ; and the territory which
Shaykh Mahmud dominated was isolated from the territory effectively
occupied and administered by the Turkish Government owing to the
Anglo- ‘Iraqi occupation of Rowanduz in the previous April.

^ In this operation the Assyrian Levies again distinguished themselves.
* Air Marshal Sir J. Salmond’s Report of the 23rd June, 1923, published

as a Supplement to The London Gazette of the 1 1th June, 1924.
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In September 1923 Rowanduz was evacuated for the winter, but
it was reoccupied in the early spring of 1924. Attacks by Shaykh
Mahmud upon the districts detached from Sulaymaniyah were
punished on the 16th August and the 25th December, 1923, by air
attacks on his quarters. Finally, on the 25th May, after warning had
been given to the inhabitants of Sulaymanl^'^ah and an ultimatum to
Shaykh Mahmud himself, his quarters were destroyed from the air.
Shaykh Mahmud once again fled to the mountains ; and on the 19th
July, 1924, Sulaymaniyah town was reoccupied by an ‘Iraqi force.

^

* A loose administration was set up under the ‘Iraq Government, but
it was agreed that until peace was restored it should remain under the
direct control of the High Commissioner.’ “ By the 16th November,
1924, the population of the town, which had fallen by the date of re-
occupafcion to 700, had risen from this to 20,000 ; and though Shaykh
Mahmud kept up a guerrilla warfare he was impotent either to re-
conquer Sulaymaniyah or even to interfere seriously with the restora-
tion of order and prosperity in the Division. An attempt which he
made, on the 20th—22nd May, 1925, to overpower a regiment of
‘Iraqi Cavalry on the march was beaten off with loss ;

^ and, in re-
prisal, one of the few places in the Division that remained in his hands
was occupied by a punitive expedition in June.^ At the time of
writing Shaykh Mahmud himself was still in revolt.

(c) The Diplomatic History of the Mosul Controversy from the
Turkish National Pact of the 28th January, 1920, to the
British Government’s Appeal to the League of Nations
ON the 6th August, 1924.

The first article of the National Pact,^ to which the Nationalist
majority in the Ottoman Parliament, then sitting at Constantinople,
subscribed on the 28th January, 1920, laid down the policy of the new
Turkish Nationalist Movement in regard both to the Mosul vilayet
and to the Kurds, though neither Mosul nor Kurds were explicitly
mentioned. In the first clause of this article the Turks conceded that
the destiny of former Ottoman territories which were inhabited by an
Arab majority and were in the occupation of enemy forces on the con-
clusion of the Armistice of the 30th October, 1918, should be deter-

^ The Times, 23rd May, 1924. * ^Irdq Report, 1923-4, p. 32.
^ The Times, 23rd and 26th May, 1925.
* Ibid,, nth June, 1925.
^ An English translation of the text of this article is quoted in British Blue

Book, Cmd. 1814 of 1923, p. 370. For a translation of the complete text of
the Pact see E. P, 0., vol. vi, pp. 605-6.
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mined by a free vote of the inhabitants ; but in the second clause they
declared that all Ottoman territories, whether inside or outside the
Armistice Line, which were inhabited by a [non-Arab] Ottoman
Muslim majority, formed a whole which did not admit of division
either on juridical or on equitable grounds. This formula implied
a claim to retain under Turkish sovereignty territories predominantly
inhabited not only by Turks but by Kurds ; and though, in January
1920, the Turkish Nationalists were concerned, first and foremost, to
resist the establishment of Greek rule over Turkish populations in
the vilayets of Aydyn and Adrianople, the integral fulfilment of the
National Pact also entailed the reassertion of Turkish sovereignty
over at least the greater part of the predominantly Kurdish vilayet
of Mosul. When the Lausanne Conference opened the Mosul vilayet
was the only territory covered by the first article of the National
Pact for which the Turkish negotiators had still to contend. They
had two motives—one sentimental and the other practical—for
pressing their contention energetically.
The sentimental motive was that the National Pact had been the

sign in which the Turkisli Nationalists had conquered. They had
held out intransigently for its fulfilment in the face of apparently
overwhelming odds ; and, so far, this policy had succeeded beyond
expectation. The French had yielded over the Syrian frontier ; the
Greeks had been driven out of Anatolia ; and the principal Allied
Powers had not only accepted the fait accompli there but had con-
ceded that Turkey should recover Eastern Thrace in addition.
These sensational successes had given the Turks a feeling that, so
long as they insisted upon no more, but no less, than the integral ful-
filment of the National Pact they were bound to get their way ; and
the Pact itself had become for them something sacrosanct—a table of
commandments which must be carried out to the last jot and tittle.

This strong sentiment regarding the National Pact was reinforced
by equally strong practical considerations relating to the Kurdish
question. Mustafa Kemal Pasha and his companions had been
brought to the point of renouncing Turkish sovereignty over Arab
territories by two hard facts : the rise of the Arab National Move-
ment and the military occupation of those territories by the Allied
Powers. Yet, while the Turkish Nationalists conceded to the Arabs
that right of self-determination which they were claiming for them-
selves, they were not prepared to make any similar concession to the
Kurds. The Kurds were a people in the clan stage of social develop-
ment, who had scarcely begun to acquire a consciousness of national
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solidarity ; and their cultural condition was still so primitive that
no Kurdish dialect had yet been reduced to literary form. On these*
grounds the Turkish Nationalists calculated that the Kurds could be
assimilated to and absorbed into the Turkish nation ; and during
the period under review, during which the Angora Government
turned the whole life of Turkey upside down by a revolutionary
‘ Westernization ’ not only of economic methods and political forms
but of social and cultural institutions,^ they did not hesitate to
impose these drastic innovations upon the Kurdish as well as the
Turkish populations under their rule.

In the territory of which Turkey was already assured the possession
at the opening of the Lausanne Conference the Kurds occupied some-
thing between a third and a quarter of the whole area and constituted
(after the almost complete elimination of the former Christian mino-
rities) something between a quarter and a fifth of the population.
Moreover, the Kurds were not divided geographically from the Turks
by any clear-cut line of demarcation, but in many districts were in-
extricably intermingled with them. It was perhaps hardly to be
expected that the Turkish Nationalists should renounce their title to
rule and their intention to assimilate the Kurds living to the north of
the Mosul vilayet—^the less so, inasmuch as at this time no foreign
Power was disputing the sovereignty of the Angora Government over
this Kurdish area.*^ Realizing, however, as they undoubtedly did,

^ See Part I, Section (ii) (e) above.
^ At the Lausanne Conference nothing more was heard of the half-hearted

provision in the abortive Treaty of Sevres for carving an autonomous or
independent Kurdistan out of Turkish territory to the north of the Mosul
vilayet. There seems to be no evidence that this provision made any im-
pression on the minds of the Kurdish population concerned, or even that they
were aware that it had been inserted in the treaty. On the other hand, from
the time of the Armistice onwards the northern Kurds were un/ioubtedly
afraid that the principal Allied Powers w'ould erect an Armenian state in the
territory where they lived and would place the Kurdish majority in this
territory under the dominion of the Armenian minority. Indeed, on pax)er
a large part of the Ottoman vilayets of Trebizond, Erzerum, Bitlis, and Van
was awarded by President Wilson (acting in virtue of Articles 88-9 of the
Sevres Treaty) to the Armenian Republic of Erivan. So long as the danger
of Armenian domination was believed to exist this was the chief consideration
in the northern Kurds’ minds ; for though there is strong evidence that they
were already alienated from Turkey by their experience of Turkish rule, it is
certain that the prospect of Armenian rule was regarded by them with greater
repugnance. It was not till the Armenian danger had been averted, and the
influence of the Allied Powers in that quarter extinguished, by the joint
military action of the Moscow and Angora Governments in the last three
months of 1921, that the northern Kurds aind the Turks could begin to settle
accounts with one another. This partly explains why a Kurdish national
consciousness first manifested itself in the south, round Sulaymanlyah (see
below). The southern Kurds were never threatened with inclusion in an
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the difficulty of the Kurdish policy on which they had embarked, the
Turkish Nationalists took the view that success might depend upon
obtaining a territorial settlement which would enable them to apply
their policy without exception to all the Kurdish populations
formerly subject to Ottoman sovereignty, including the Kurds in
the vilayet of Mosul. There would probably be more effective re»
sistance on the Kurdish side and a greater danger of such resistance
developing, under pressure, from a mere traditional refractoriness
towards strong government into a new national movement of a posi-
tive kind, if a focus of Kurdish nationalism were left in immediate
proximity to Turkey but beyond the reach of the Turkish Govern-
ment’s arm. Since 1918 a possible focus had appeared in the
Kurdish parts of the vilayet of Mosul, and especially in the sanjaq
of Sulaymanlyah. ‘ It was hard to tell how far a national movement
for ind(q)eiidence existed, and how far it was an artificial product of
the personal ambitions of the Kurdish leaders, who doubtless saw
in Kurdish autonomy an unequalled opportunity for furthering their
own interests ;

’
' and, in dealing with the tribes, the British authori-

ties had adopted the traditional policy of the Ottoman Government
(which the Turkish Nationalists had abandoned) of respecting
existing custom and allowing the recognized chiefs to carry on the
tribal administration of their clansmen. The British, however, had
gone further than this, at least in the Sulaymaniyah sanjaq, by
installing a Kurdish administrative personnel, organizing Kurdish
levies under Kurdish officers, making the Kurdish language the
medium of official business, modifying law and taxation to suit local
conditions, and endowing the sanjaq with a far-reaching measure of
fiscal autonomy. The League of Nations Commission of Inquiry,
which visited Sulaymaniyah in 1925, reported as follows :

In this province we found a Kurdish national feeling w'hich, though
yet young, was reasonable enough ; for, though the people stated that
their supreme desire was for complete independence, they recognized
the advantages of an enlightened and intelligent trusteeship. There is
no doubt that the ability and good judgement of the British administra-
tors of this province had a large influence on the state of mind of the
people.*

It was evidently probable that the mere juxtaposition of the
Sulaymaniyah Kurds, with their national aspirations awakened by
the liberal regime which they were enjoying under the British aegis,
Armenian state, and they therefore had no community of interest with the
Turks to counteract their new aspiration to develop their own life on Kurdish
national lines.

1 Cmd. 1061 of 1920, p. 63. ^ Eeport, p. 76.
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would stiffen the opposition of the Kurds living beyond the northern
boundary of the Mosul vilayet to the Angora Government’s policy
of compulsory ‘ Turcification On the other hand, it was evident,
on strategic and economic grounds, that, if the Mosul vilayet were
restored to Turkey, the Turkish Government would hold Traq at its
mercy. The motive of both parties in claiming the Mosul vilayet was
defensive : yet at the same time either party was convinced that
the other party’s motive was aggressive. I’his reciprocal misunder-
standing made a diplomatic impasse inevitable.
At Lausanne the discussion of the Mosul Question began with

private conversations and exchanges of memoranda between Lord
Curzon and Tsmet Pasha. When these had proved fruitless the
qucvstion was debated at two meetings of the First Commission on
the 23rd January, 1923, which likewise failed to produce any mp-
prochement between the two parties’ respective positions. ' Ismet
Pasha demanded a plebiscite. Lord Curzon maintained that a
plebiscite was not a possible method of settling this particular ques-
tion, and proposed ^ ‘ an impartial examination of all the interests
involved to be conducted by the League of Nations.^ When it be-
came evident that neither party would yield Lord Curzon announced
to Tsmet Pasha that, if he persisted in rejecting the British proposal
for a joint reference of the question to the League for inquiry, he him-

^ This motive for insisting upon the restoration of the Mosul vilayet 1o
Turkey was frankly avowed to the writer, during a visit to Angora in April
1923 (i.e. during the intcrv^al between the two sessions of the Lausanne (k)u-
ference), by two members of the then Turkish Government. For tlio Turkish
point of view on the Kurdish Question see further The Manchester Ounrdum,
10th February, and The Times, 12th February, 1926. The resume, in the
latter, of a statement on the subject by ‘ a certain distinguished Turkish
officer ’ is particularly illuminating.

2 Cmd. 1814 of 1923, p. 362.
® In foreshadowing what the effect of his proposal would be Lord Curzon

made the following statements : ‘If and when t his matter goes to the League
of Nations, Turkey will at once be invited not merely to become a Member,
but to sit on the Council. The Council will have to decide what method of
examination to adopt. It may ask the Turks and the British for their respec*
tive views ; it may decide to send a commission to take the views of the Kurds,
Turks, Arabs, and Christians on the spot ; it may hold an inquiry in Europe,
or it may appoint a single arbitrator to sertle the matter. I do not know what
it will do, but my point is that the Turkish delegation will be there just like
ourselves, and when the two cases have been stated you wrill get the most
impartial examination which it is possible to secure. Further, Article 6 of
the Covenant provides that the decision of the Council, upon which the
Turkish Government wall be represented, will have to be unanimous, so that
no decision can be arrived at without their consent' (Cmd. 1814 of 1923,
p. 401). In urging Tsmet Pasha to accept Lord Curzon’s proposal Baron
Hayashi ‘invited special attention to Lord Curzon’s statement that the
decision of the Council of the League of Nations would have to be unanimous *

(op. eit.f p. 403).
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Sect, xi TURCO-lRAQl FRONTIER (MOSUL) 495
self would refer the question to the League Council under Article 1 1 of
the Covenant as a circumstance which threatened to disturb inter-
national peace.^ Tsmet Pasha remained obdurate, and on the 2i5th
January, 1923, the question was duly referred to the League by Lord
Curzon.*^ On the 4th February, however, Tsmet Pasha, in a memo-
randum ^ addressed to the Presidents of the British, French, and
Italian delegations on the eve of the temporary breakdown of the
Conference, proposed ‘to exclude’ the Mosul Question ‘from the
programme of the Conference, in order that it may, within the
period of one year, be settled by common agreement between Great
Britain and Turkey In a conversation held on the same day ^

Lord Curzon agreed ‘ to suspend the result of his appeal to the
League of Nations for a jx^riod of one year ’, on the two conditions
‘ that, if the two Governments failed to reach a direct understanding,
the intervention of the League would be resorted to in the manner
originally proposed, and that the status quo existing in that region
should be preserved during the year in which these discussions might
continue.’ ® A modification of this arrangement was embodied in the
final text of the Lausanne Treaty, Article 3, which ran as follows :

From the Mediterranean to the frontier of Persia, the frontier of
Turkey is laid down as follows :

[1] \Vith Syria :

The frontier described in Article 8 of the Franco-Turkish Agreement
of the 20th October, 1921 ;

[2] With 'Iraq

:

The frontier between Turkey and ‘Iraq shall })e laid down in friendly
arrangement to be concluded between Turkey and Great Britain within
nine months.
In the event of no agreenu'iit being reached betw’een the two Govern-

ments within the time mentioned, the dispute shall be referred to the
Council of the League of Nations.
The Turkish and British Governments reciprocally undertake that,

pending a decision to be reached on the subject of the frontier, no
military or other movement shall take place which might modify in
any way the present state of the territories of which the final fate will
depend upon that decision.®

^ Op. cit, p. 402.
* Text of letter in Orienie Moderno, IV, 7, p. 416. On the 30th January the

question came before the Council, but the Council suspended action pending
a pronouncement by the Lausanne Conference.

* Text in Cmd. 1814 of 1923, pp. 837-42.
* Notes of meeting in op. cit., pp. 842-53.
® Op. cit.y pp. 843-4. Text of draft declaration, embodying the offer and

the conditions, on p. 851.
® Cmd. 1929 of 1923, p. 15. For the draft proposed by the Turkish delega-

tion on the 8th March, 1923, see Turkish Ked Book, p. 135.
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496 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

In the protocol ^ relative to the evacuation of Turkish territories
occupied by British, French and Italian forces, which w^as signed,
simultaneously with the treaty, on the 24th July, 1923, the British
and Turkish Governments further undertook (Art. 7) not to modify
the iiiatns quo pending the coming into force of the treaty, and agreed
that the negotiations contemplated in the treaty should be started as
soon as evacuation had been completed—^the nine months to run
from the date on which the starting of negotiations took place.
On the 5th October, which was the actual day on which the

evacuation of Constantinople by the Allied forces was completed, the
negotiations were formally opened by a note from the British charge
d'affaires to the Turkish Government.^ The period available for
negotiations thus became due to expire on the 5th July, 1924,^ but,
owing principally to delays on the Turkish side, the negotiations did
not actually begin till the 1 9th May. On that date a British and a
Turkish delegation, headed respectively by Sir Percy Cox and Fethi
Bey, met at Qasim Pasha, Constantinople ; but the conference ^

almost immediately arrived at an impasse, and broke up inconclusively
on the 5th June.

Fethi Bey renewed the Turkish demand for the restoration of the
vilayet of Mosul. Sir Percy Cox declined to discuss this demand, and
demanded on his part a frontier which, over about two-thirds of its
course,^ ran. considerably to the north of the former northern boun-
dary of the Mosul vilayet.® This new line was demanded by the
British Government on the ground that, while ‘ fulfilling the recog-
nized requirements of a good treaty frontier ’, it would ‘ at the same
time admit of the establishment of the Assyrians in a compact cora-

^ Cmd. 1929 of 1923, p. 215. ^ The Times, 7th January, 1924.
^ See a letter from Mr. A. L. Kennedy published in The Times, i9tli June,

1924.
* For a French version of the proces verbal see Turkish Red Book, pp. 177-

200. Extracts, in both French and English, are given in League Commission’s
Beport, pp. 79-81.

^ i.e. from the Persian frontier westwards to the neighbourhood of Bayjo.
* For the approximate tracee of this line, which the British Cloverninent

demanded first from Turkey on the 19th May, 1924, and again from the League
of Nations on the 20th September, see Map No. Ill at the end of this volume.
No official British map displaying this line appears to have been published.
The data given in this volume are taken from the maps appended to the League
Commission’s Beport, from a sketch map in The Times of the 13th October,
1924, and from a British reply to a questionnaire from the League Commission
(quoted in their Beport, pp. 20-1). The League Commission estimated (Be-
port, p. 56) that the area between the line claimed by the British Government
and the ‘ Brussels Line which did not differ widely from the former northern
boundary of the Mosul vilayet (see p. 603 below), was approximately 3,500
square kilometres, as against about 87,890 square kilometres claimed by the
Turkish Government to the south of the ‘ Brussels Line
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Sect, xi TURCO-IRAQI FRONTIER (MOSUL) 497
munity within the limits of the territory ’ mandated to Great Britain
by the League of Nations.^ The line was drawn so as to include, not
the whole of the pre-war home of the Ass3Tians in Hakkiyari, but
such portions of it as they had succeeded in reoccupying, with British
approval and assistance, in 1921. Sir Percy Cox maintained that, in
this additional territory claimed for Traq to the north of the Mosul
vilayet boundary, scarcely a vestige of Turkish authority was in exis-
tence de facto? In reply to Sir Percy Cox Fethi Bey made three
points ; first that, in demanding this new frontier, Great Britain was
raising a question which had never been under consideration during
the Lausanne Conference ^ and was not covered by the terms of
Article 3 of the Lausanne Treaty ; second, that the Assyrians, on
whose account the new British demand was being made, were a very
small minority in the population of the disputed territory and that,
in the disposal of this territory, it was inequitable that the interests
of the majority should be made subordinate ; and third, that the
breach between the Assyrians and the Turkish Government and the
sufferings undergone by the Assyrians during the past ten years,
which were the grounds of the British Government’s concern on the
Assyrians’ behalf, had been brought by the Assyrians on their
own heads, when, in 1915, they had taken up arms against their law-
ful sovereign, the Ottoman Government, without provocation.^
Upon Fethi Bey’s declaration that he could not accept (even in
principle) the new British line Sir Percy Cox broke off the negotia-
tions. He then submitted a draft® for a joint reference of the ques-
tion to the League of Nations ; but Fethi Bey considered this to be
beyond his own competence. Accordingly, on the 5th June, 1924,
the conference broke up (after having been conducted amicably, on
both sides, from first to last) ; and on the 6th August, just a month
after the nine months’ term had expired, the question was referred to
the League on the single initiative of the British Government.

^ Before presenting this demand to the TurkishGovernment on the 19th May,
1924, the British Government had obtained from the ‘Iraq Government, on the
30th April, an assurance that it would be prepared to grant to all the Assyrians
the same local autonomy as they had enjoyed before theWar under Turkish rule
(Leaj^e Commission’s p. 79). * Turkish Red Book, pp. 190-1.

^ In support of this point Fethi Bey cited Lord Curzon’s presentation of
the Britisn case at Lausanne.

On these three points, as well as on the interpretation of the position taken
by Lord Curzon at Lausanne (e.g. in a letter of the 26th December, 1922, to
‘Israet Pasha), the League Commission of Inquiry afterwards endorsed Fethi
Bey’s contentions, and declared that, in their opinion, ‘ the solution proposed
by the British Government ’ was not * consonant with the principles of equity
which should govern the desired settlement * {Report, p. 83).

^ French version in Turkish Red Book, p. 200.
K k
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(d ) From the British Government’s Appeal to the League op
Nations on the Cth August, 1924, to the Presentation of
THEIR Report by the League Commission of Inquiry on
THE IGth July, 1925.

At the instance of the British Government, and with the concur-
rence of the Turkish Government (which accepted an invitation from
the Council of the League to be represented at the discussions on a
footing of equality), the issue between the two parties was taken up
by the Council at Geneva during its Thirtieth Session (29th August-
3rd October, 1924). M. Branting acted as the Councirs rapporteiiTy
while Turkey w'as represented (as at the Qasim Pasha Conference) by
Fcthi Bey and Great Britain by Lord Paimoor.
At Geneva the two parties presented, in new memoranda, the

old arguments which they had brought forward at Lausanne and at
Qasim Pasha, and proposed the same alternative procedures for
settling the controversy—the Turks a plebiscite and the British an
inquiry by an impartial commission to be appointed by the Council
of the League. The Council abstained from entering into the sub-
stance of the dispute and concentrated its efforts upon securing
agreement between the tw^o parties on two essential preliminary
questions : the definition of the issue which had been brought before
the Council, and the powers conferred upon the Council for dealing
with it. The settlement of the former question has been described
above. ^ With regard to the second question Lord Parmoor took the
initiative in declaring that the British Government regarded the
Lausanne Treaty (Art, 3) ‘ as placing the Council in the position of an
arbitrator, wdiose ultimate award must be acciqjted in advance by
both parties and he declared, ‘ in the most explicit terms, that the
British Government would consider itself bound by the decision of the
Council ’. Fethi Bey at first confined himself to declaring that the
Turkish Government recognized " the full powers of the Council as
conferred upon it by Article 15 of the Covenant ’

; but he afterwards
informed M. Branting that he was prepared, on his Government’s be-
half, to give the same undertaking as had been given by Lord Parmoor.
Accordingly the Council, in a resolution adopted on the 30th Septem-
ber, 1924, put it on record that the parties had undertaken ‘ to accept
in advance the decision of the Council on the question referred to it

In the same resolution the Council decided to set up a special
commission to lay before the Council information and suggestions,

^ See note on pp. 471-2.
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Sect. Xi TURC0-‘IRAQI frontier (MOSUL) 499
with due consideration for the views expressed by the parties re-
garding both the procedure and the substance of the question. The
Commission was to fix its own j^rocedure. The members were to be
appointed by the President of the Council and the rapporteur in
agreement. The names were announced on the 31st October. They
were Count Paul Teleki, a distinguished geographer and a former
Prime Minister of Hungary ; M. de Wirsen, the Swedish Minister at
Bucarest ; and Colonel Paulis, a retired officer of the Belgian Army.
The choice was ingeniously made. The three members were all
nationals of small European countries, wlio might be ox})ected to be
not unsympathetic either towards Turkey, as a small (country, or
towards Great Britain as a European Power. Again, M. de Wirsen
(whom the Commission afterwards ek^cted as its President) was the
national of a state which had been neutral in the War of 1914-18,
while the other two were nationals of states which had been belli-
gerents on opposite sides. Finally, as individuals, the members

—

one of whom was a geographer, another a diplomatist, and the third
a soldier—were qualified to contribute, between them, the expert
knowledge necessary for performing their task. Before the Com-
mission could get to work, however, the Council had to settle another
question of transitory but urgent importance—namely, what that
status quo was which the parties were pledged to preserve until a
decision had been reached regarding the definitive frontier.

It has been mentioned that, at the moment when the Lausanne
Treaty was signed on the 24th July, 1923, the general povsition had
been that the British were in effective occupation of the Mosul
vilayet and the Turks of the territory to the north of it ; but to this
there had been two exceptions. Part of the Sulaymanlyah sanjaq
had been in the hands of a Kurdish chieftain, Sha5^kh Mahmud, on
that date, while part of the Hakkiyarl district, Ijdng immediately
north of thfe northern boundary of the Mosul vilayet, had been in the
hands of the Assyrians. Thereafter both the British and the Turkish
Governments successively took the view that they would not be
violating the status quo, as between themselves and the other Govern-
ment, if they extended their occupation to that enclave on their own
side which had not been under their occupation on the 24th July,
1923, since such extension would be at the expense, not of the other
Government but of local chieftains whom they themselves had never
admitted to be more than temporary disturbers of the peace. Either
Government, however, in turn protested when the privilege which it
claimed for itself was exercised by the other.

K k 2
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500 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

During the twelve months between the 24th July, 1923, and the
19th July, 1924, the British authorities in ‘Iraq, as has been recorded
above,^ reasserted their control in the Sulaymanlyah sanjaq by a
series of steps w^hich culminated, on the date last mentioned, in the
reoccupatiori of Sulaymanlyah itself. At every step the Turkish
Government had protested, and each time the British Government
had replied that the operation in question was not a violation of the
status quo but a local administrative measure, necessitated by a
menace to public security and in no way directed against Turkish
interests. “

Serious consequences threatened to follow similar attempts which
the Turkish Government made, after the 24th July, 1923, to re-
assert its authority in that part of the Hakkiyari district which
the Assyrians had reoccupied in 1921. On the 17th October, 1923, the
British Government protested against the reported intention of the
Turkish Government to post a subordinate official and troops in this
area at Chal. The Turkish Government neither answered this note
nor took the anticipated action.^ During the Qasim Pasha Confer-
ence, however, Sir Percy Cox argued, on the 24th May, 1924, that the
area in question was a ‘no man’s land on the express ground that
scarcely a vestige of Turkish authority had survived there. The
Turkish Government did not admit the cogency of this argument ;

*

yet post hoc^ if not propter hoc, the Turkish Valy of Hakkiyari at-
tempted to assert his authority in the area by entering it on an
official tour.^ Thereupon the Assyrians sent an appeal for help to the
‘Iraqi Qa'immaqam at ‘Amadiyah. This official acted correctly in
warning the Assyrians not to take any offensive action against the
Valy ; but on the 7th August, 1924, while this message was on its
way and while the Valy was traversing the fastnesses of the Assyrian
clan of Tkhuma with a weak escort of gendarmes, the clansmen at-
tacked the party, killed four and wounded five of the escort, took the
Valy prisoner, and sent him to an Assyrian malik on the Mosul side

^ See p. 490.
2 Texts of correspondence in Turkish Eed Book, pp. 139-43. See also

Fethi Bey’s statement to the Council of the League on the 27th October, 1924.
® Statement >;y Lord Parmoor to the League Council, 27th October, 1924.
^ ‘ The Turkish state, like any other state, has no need to send troops to

occupy every inch of its territory in order to convince its neighbours that all
these districts are subject to its authority.’ (Statement to the League Council
by Fethi Bey on the 27th October, 1924.)

* The seat of the Turkish Valy of Hakkiyari was at Jiilamerk, which lay
tv the north both of the area which had been reoccupied by the Assyrians in
1921 and of the northern frontier claimed for ‘Iraq by the British Government
on the 19th May and 20th September, 1924.
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of the vilayet boundary. This chief, who had already received the
instructions from ‘Amadlyah, had procured the Turkish Valy’s re-
lease before the British Administrative Inspector at Mosul received
the news and arrived on the spot ;

^ but the British inspector visited
the liberated Turkish Valy at Chal in the ‘ no man’s land ’ and pro-
tested against any increase of Turkish administrative personnel in
that area as being a violation of the status qiio!^
The Turkish Government, however, having been baffled in its

attempt to reassert its authority in the ‘ no-man’s-land ’ by penetra-
tion from the north, assembled a punitive column at Jeziret ibn
‘Umar, on the Tigris, in order to penetrate the area from the west,
wdiere the approach was easier. On the 14th Heptember this force,
on its eastw^ard march, crossed the River Hazil at Rabanki, about
five miles north of Zakho, and thus entered an area wdiich, while out
side the northernmost chain of Traqi police posts, lay inside the area
which had been under effective British administration both on and
after the 24th July, 1923, and also inside the former boundary of the
Mosul vilayet.'* After the Turkish authorities at Jeziret ibn ‘Umar
had been w^arned on the 12th »September (and those at CV)nstanti-
nople on the 17th) the invading force w^as bombed and fired uj>on by
British aeroplanes on the 14th, 17th, 18th, 20th, and 21st : ^ but
the Turks, after receiving reinforcements, advanced to Challek on the
River Khabur, compelled the Traqi police post there to withdraw,
established a base of their own there, and marched on eastwards
until, at Ashuta, they passed out of the territory under Anglo- Traqi
administration into the ‘ no-man’s-land ’. Here they proceeded to
burn and plunder the reconstructed Assyrian villages, with the
result that eight thousand ^ Assyrians fled southward into the
Anglo-‘lraqi occupied territory and arrived as refugees at ‘Amadlyah.®

^ See The Times, 15th September, 1924 ; and ‘Ismet Pasha's note of the
Ibth Dceeniber to the British Government.

“ Note of tli<i 1 6th September, 1924, from the Turkish Minister in London
to the Foreign Office.

® On tJiis invasion see the British charge d'affaires at Constantinople’s note
of the 25th September, 1924, to the Turkish Government ; The Manchester
Guardian, 39th September, The Times, 29th September and 13th October ;

statements to the League Council by Lord Parmoor and FethI Bey on the
27th October.

^ Statement by FethI Bey to the League Council on the 27th October, 1924.
® The Times, 28th April, 1926.
® 'It is worthy of note that during the retirement of the Assyrian non-

combatants from the trans-border settlements in September there was not
one single case of desertion among the Assyrian units of the force [i.e. the
‘Iraq Levies]. This is the more remarkable as every man knew' that ins
relations were almost defeiic<dess, so great had been the drain on their man-
power caused by their enlist lueiit in the levy battalions ’ {"Iraq EepoH, 1923-4,
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On the 16th and the 22nd September the Turkish Government

—

which , since the beginning of the year, had repeatedly protested to the
British Government ^ against alleged flights of British aeroplanes on
the Turkish side of the stahis quo line—made a fresh protest regarding
the bombing of the Turkish column on its way from Rabanki to
Ashuta across territory which the Turkish Government asserted to
be on its own side of the line.^ On the 25th September the British
charge (Vaffaires at Constantinople presented a note protesting against
the Turkish march from Rabanki to Ashuta as a violation of the status
quo. On the same date this rfote was read to the League Council by
Lord Parmoor at Geneva, on the strength of Article 1 1 of the Cove-
nant, while the Turkish note of the 16th had already betm laid before
the Council on the 20th. The Council took the matter up with Fethi
Bey and Lord Parmoor ; and in its decision of the 30th September
it w’^as able to record declarations by both parties ‘ to the effect that,
pending tlie decision to be reached on the subject of the frontier, no
military or other movement vshall take place which might modify in
any way the present {sic) state {etat actuel) of the territories whose
final fate wdll depend upon that decision
The day before, however, the British charge d'affaires at Constanti-

nople had presented a note defining, first, the trace of the true
northern boundary of the Mosul vilayet (up to which the British
Government claimed that its effective occupation and de facto ad-
ministration had extended on and since the 24th July, 1923), and
secondly the trace of the northern limit of the so-called ‘ no-man’s-
land ’ within which the British Government contended that, on and
after the same date, Turkish occupation and administration had been
virtually non-existent. This British note of the 29th September,
1924, concluded with a demand that all Turkish troops should be
withdrawn immediately to the north of both these lines. The Turkish
Government failed to comply with this demand ; and the British
Government, after an unheeded warning on the 5th October, delivered
an ultimatum at Constantinople on the 9th, in which it threatened to

p. 38). The high state of discipline which this record implied w'as praised in
the most emphatic terms by the British High Commissioner in ‘Iraq.

^ For French texts of Turco-British diplomatic correspondence respecting
incidents on the Hakkiyari border daring 1924 see Turkish Eed Book,
pp. 147-76.

* The Turkish force had not passed south of the chain of ‘Iraqi police posts
indicated by the British Government in a note of the 23rd August, 1924. In
this British note Challek had not been mentioned. At the same time the
British Government had never stated that this chain of police posts con-
stituted the outermost edge of Anglo-‘Iraqi administered territory.
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take military action unless the demand of the 29th September had
been complied with by the 11th October. On the 10th the Turkish
Government replied by pointing out that the League Council’s de-
cision of the 30th September, 1924, had referred to the status quo
existing at that moment, and by offering to obtain, and to accept in
advance, the Council’s own interpretation of this text. On the same
date the Turkish Government also appealed directly to the League.
Thereupon the British Government suspended the taking of military
action, and on the 14th it accepted the procedure wliich the Turkish
Government had proposed. The matter came before the Council of
the League at an extraordinary session held at Brussels on the
27th-31st October, 1924.
At Brussels Lord Parmoor demanded the restoration of the status

quo of the 24th July, 1923, while Fethi Bey argued that the Council’s
decision of the 30th September, 1924, recorded an undertaking by
both parties to accept the status quo of the last-mentioned date. He
represented that this latter status quo had not been violated in the
interim by the Turks. At the same time he declared that the Turkish
Government was vdlling to return to the status quo of the 24th July,
1923. He maintained, however, that although this alternative might
involve a slight Turkish withdrawal on the Mosul-Hakkiyari
border, it would involve a much more extensive British withdrawal in
the sanjaq of Sulaymaniyah. A committee of three members of the
Council, under the chairmanship of the rapporteur, M. Branting,
found a compromise between these conflicting positions by suggest-
ing a line of its own, which might be accepted by both parties as re-
presenting the status quo ; and it proposed that they should under-
take to withdraw to their own respective sides of this line not later
than the 15th November. A draft resolution embodying M. Bran-
ting’s suggestions was accepted by both parties and adopted by the
Council on the 29th October ; and the necessary withdrawals were
duly carried out by the date stipulated.^
The so-called ‘ Brussels Line ’ did not depart very widely from

that trace of the northern boundary of the Mosul vilayet which had
been described by the British Government as defining the northern
limit of Anglo-‘Iraqi occupation and administration under the status
quo of the 24th July, 1923. The effect was to leave under Anglo-
‘Iraqi occupation the whole of the Sulaymaniyah sanjaq and to bring
under it a fraction of the so-called ‘ no-man’s-land ^ in Hakkiyari
north of the former vilayet boundary, while bringing under Turkish

^ The Times, 17th November, 1924.
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occupation all the rest of the Hakkiyari ‘ no-man’s-land together
with some fragments of territory on the Mosul side of the former
vilayet boundary.^
Both parties were to have authority to exercise full administrative

control up to the ‘Brussels Line’ on their respective sides but
M, Branting expressly stated that the object of the Council’s decision
was merely to regulate a provisional situation so that order and peace
might be maintained during an interim period ; and he added that
‘ neither the solution of the problem of the final frontier between
Turkey and ‘Iraq nor the procedure by which the solution is to be
reached should be in any way affected thereby In the event the
‘ Brussels Line ’ became the definitive frontier between ‘Iraq and
Turkey, with one slight modification.
The decision of the 29th October, 1924, made it possible for the

League Commission of Inquiry to start work. The Commission as-
sembled at Geneva on the 13th November, and, after visiting London,
Constantinople, Angora, and Baghdad, arrived at Mosul on the 27th
January, 1925. After travelling extensively over the disputed
territory (south of the ‘ Brussels Line ’) by motor-car, by aeroplane,
on horseback and on foot,® and getting into touch (as intimately as
time and circumstances allowed) with representative members of the
different religions, nationalities, and classes, they left Mosul for Geneva
in the last week of March 1925 and presented their report on the 16th
July. The conduct of their inquiry was not easy. There w^ere the
two inherent difficulties that the territory was being administered by
one of the parties which laid claim to it, and that the arrival of
the Commission threw the population into a dangerous state of ex-
citement ; and these difficulties were aggravated by the Turkish
Government’s indiscretion in appointing, among the experts assisting
the Turkish assessor, two ressortissants of the disputed territory who
had been obliged to flee the country for having conspired against the
existing regime in league with Shaykh Mahmud."* The Commission

^ The fragments of the former Mosul vilayet which were thus brought under
Turkish occupation were rather larger than the fraction of the Hakkiyari
vilayet which was brought under Anglo-‘Iraqi occupation. The largest frag-
ment was at the north-western corner of the Mosul vilayet. The route
Rabanki-Challek-Ashuta, however, which the Turks had occupied on and
after the 14th September, 1 924, was still left on the Anglo- ‘Iraqi side of the line.

2 This interpretation of the Council’s resolution, which was elicited by
Sir Cecil Hurst, eliminated the so-called ‘ no-man’s-land

® For the Commission’s itinerary see Report, Map 1 ; for a record of their
activities and experiences see Report, pp. 5-13. See also the British Govern-
ment’s Report on the Administration of "Iraq for 1925, pp. 8-10.

* For the antecedents of these two gentlemen see, besides the League Com-
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Sect. Xi TURC0-‘IRAQI frontier (MOSUL) 505
had to procure agreement between the British High Commissioner in
^Iraq and the Turkish Government regarding the conditions under
wliich the Turkish assessor and his experts should perform their
functions ; and they also had to insist upon the checking of a ten-
dency, on the part of the ‘Iraqi police, to intimidate the pro-Turkish
elementsin the population . ^ TheCommission appeartohave shovtltact
and firmness in surmounting these formidable obstacles to their work.

In the matter of procedure ‘ the Commission became convinced
of the full force of the British assertion as to the insuperable practical
difficulties of holding a plebiscite and the considerable doubt which
might still remain as to its trustworthiness They formed the
opinion that the procedure proposed by the British Government was
the one most appropriate for furnishing the Council with the informa-
tion which it required for the settlement of the dispute ; and this was
the procedure wdiich the Commission themselves followed. At the
same time they ‘ endeavoured to neglect no means and no oppor-
tunity of ascertaining the desires of the population

In this endeavour the Commission had to overcome a fear of re-
prisals, which ‘ was very great and very widespread Among the
reasons given by vdtnesses who declared against Turkey and in
favour of ‘Iraq were the increase in law and order and the improve-
ment in education (changes for which they frequentlj^ gave the credit
to the British authorities), the abolition of compulsory military ser-
vice, and the importance of trade relations with Baghdad. ‘ Certain
tribal chiefs in the remote districts preferred the Turkish Government
because under Turkish rule they had enjoyed a larger measure of
independence.’ ^ The general impressions of the Commission in this
matter were as follows ;

The first result of the inquiry is to show that there is no national
‘Iraqi feeling in the disputed territory, except among a section of the

mission’s Beporif the British Government’s Report on the Administration of
‘Jra^for 1925, p. 8,

^ For an analysis of the pro-Turkish elements see The Manchester Guardian^
3rd January, 1925. ^ Report, p. 18 ; cf. p. 75. ^ Report, p. 19.

^ Report, p. 75. The passage continues : ‘ Fear of reprisals on the part of
the existing authorities in the country was particularly marked. More than
once a witness, after speaking in private and in a whisper in favour of Turkey,
loudly declared himself in favour of the ‘Iraq Government in order that he
might be overheard by those who were waiting outside. Doubtless also, in
some cases, this hesitation to give an opinion was due to fear of reprisals on the
part of the Turks if they should return to the country, but wo found that this
fear did not prevent any Christian witness from expressing his views. This
attitude gradually became less pronounced.’ The worst intimidation seems
to have been exerted by the Arab Nationalist Extremists in Mosul City
(cf. pp. 8, 11, 76, 78). ® Report, p. 76.
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606 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

Arabs who have some degree of education ; and in their case it is rather
an Arab feeling, with chauvinistic and often anti-alien ^ tendencies.
Among the Kurds we find a growing national consciousness, which is
definitely Kurdish and not for Traq ; it is more strongly developed in
the south and decreases as one goes northward, to die out entirely in
the plain of Mosul and the mountains of ‘Aqrah. This national con-
sciousness is also fairly strong among the Turks in the vilayet.
The absence of any ‘Iraq national feeling explains the large number

of conditional preferences. The most strongly nationalist Arabs say
that they would prefer Turkey to an Traq unde^r foreign control. On
the other hand, a large number of Christian chiefs say that they would
feel less suspicious of a Turkish Government than of an ‘Iraq Govern-
ment w ithout Europc'an control. The same vuew^s are to be found among
the Yazidi. The Kurds of Sulaymaniyah ask for a wide measure of local
autonomy w ith the assistance of British advisers. . . .

Though it is fair to say that pro-Triiq sentiments are somewhat tepid,
there can at the same time be no doubt that the Turkish Gendernmcut’s
assertions, to the effect that the majority of the people of the vilayet
of Mosul are indisputably anxious to rfiturn to Turkey, are incorrect.
Opinion among the Kurds is divided ; the group in Sula} mauiyah and
the neighbouring districts which asks for autonomy within the ‘Iraq
8tate includes almost half of tlie total Kurdish population of the
vilayet. Even among the Turks we find partisans of Baghdad. . .

Nationality and language are not always ndiablc evidence of political
view\s. Many Arabs, particularly those of the j)oorer classes, are pro-
Turkish,^ and sometimes give touching expression to their sympathies.®

Subject to the reservations made in the re^port in regard to the
opinions given, the fact seems to be established that, taking the territory
as a whole, the desires expressed by the population are more in favour
of ‘Iriiq than of Turkey. It must, however, be realized that the attitude
of most of the people w'as influenced by the desire for effective support
un»ler th(? mandate, and by economic considerations, rather than by
any feeling of solidarity with the Arab kingdom ; if these two factors
had carried no weight wdth the persons consulted, it is probable that
the majority of them would have preferred to return to Turkey rather
than to 1)0 attached to ‘Iraq.^

On the basis of these observations regarding the views of the popu-
lation, and in the light of the geographical, ethnical, economic, and
juridical data, the Commission presented the Council of the League
with the following ‘ final conclusions ’ :

Looking at the question entirely from the point of view of the interests
of the populations concerned, the Commission considers that it would
be to some advantage that the disputed area should not be partitioned.
On the basis of this consideration the Commission, having assigned

a relative value to each of the facts which it has established, is of
opinion tliat important arguments, particularly of an economic and
geographical nature, and the sentiments (with all the reservations

^ i.e. anti- Uritisli ; cf. BeforU p. 77.
® Beporty p. 78.

* For details see p. 77.
* Report, p. 88.
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Sect, xi TURCO-IRAQI FRONTIER (MOSUL) 507
stated) of the majority of the inhabitants of the territory taken as a
whole, operate in favour of the union with Traq of the whole territory
south of the ‘ Brussels Line subject to the following conditions :

(1) The territory must remain under the effective mandate of the
League of Nations for a period which may be put at twenty-five years ;

(2) Regard must be paid to the desires expressed by the Kurds that
officials of Km'dish race should be appointed for the administration of
their country, the dispensation of justice, and teaching in the schools,
and that Kurdish should be the official language of all these services.
The Commission is convinced that if the League of Nations’ control

were to terminate on the expiry of the four-years Treaty now in force
between Great Britain and ‘Iraq, and if certain guarantees of local
administration were not to be given to the Kurds, the majority of the
people would have preferred Turkish to Arab sovereignty.
The Commission is also convinced that the advantages of the union

of the disputed territory with Traq w^ould in that case be exchanged
for very serious political difficulties, and considers that, under those
circumstances, it would be rnorci advantageous for the territory to
remain under the sovereignty of Turkey, whose internal conditions and
external political situation are incomparably more stable than those
of Trilq. Whatever decision may be taken, it is essential, however,
that Traq should retain the Diyaiah region, which is necessary for the
solution of the irrigation pro})lcm.
The Commission feels bound to leave it to the Council of the League

of Nations to appraise the legal and other political arguments stated
in its report, aiul to <lccide what relative weight should be given to them
as coji,ipared with the otht^r arguments. kShould the Council, as the
outcome of its examination, consider it equitable to partition the dis-
puted territory, the Commission would suggest that the best line would
be that approximately following the Lesser Zab.^

(e) The Kurdish Revolt in Turkey, February^ to April 1925.

In February 1925, while the League of Nations Commission was
conducting its inquiry to the south of the ‘ Brussels Line a serious
revolt against the Turkish Government broke out, to the north of
the line, in certain Kurdish districts in which Turkish sovereignty
was not at that time contested by any foreign Power.
The leader of the revolt w’^as a certain Sheykh Sa‘id of Palu, the

hereditary local head of the Naqshibendi Dervish Order. His tekkeh
was a place of pilgrimage, and the religious prestige of his family was
reinforced by matrimonial alliances with the surrounding Kurdish
chiefs ^—especially with those of the Zaza clans in the Dersim high-

^ The Commission considered that the British Government’s claim (put
forward on the 19th May and the 20th September, 1924) to a frontier em-
bracing a portion of Hakkfyarl was not justified (Eeporty p. 88).

* Beport, pp. 88~9.
* The Times of the 3rd March, 1925, quoting the Tanln of Constantinople.

Compare the position of Shaykh Mahmud Barzanjl of Sulaymftniyah.
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508 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

lands, between the tw^o branches ^ of the Upper Euphrates. Two
possible motives for the revolt were, first, a Kurdish national opposi-
tion to the Angora Government’s policy of centralization and ‘ Turci-
fication ’, and secondly a personal resentment against the ‘ Western-
izing ’ tendency of the Angora Government on the part of hereditary
tribal chiefs and religious dignitaries wdio feared to lose their tradi-
tional privileges and, therefore, struck while their customary
influence over the mass of the population—which in eastern Turkey
was particularly backward, ignorant, and fanatical—w^as still strong
enough to secure a following. Probably both these motives w^ere
operative ;

“ but it was difficult, at the time of writing, to estimate
the resj)ective strength of them, since almost all the information then
available regarding the antc^cedents and history of the revolt w^as
derived from Turkish sources, and the Turkish Government had
strong inducements to minimize the nationalist and magnify the
reactionary^ aspect of the movement.*'^

^ The Qarali Su and the Murad Su.
^ See Le Temps

,

9th March, J925.
^ The reactionary aspect . and especially the religious side of it, was em-

phasized by ‘Isnict Pasha in a speech delivered in the Great National Assembly
at Angora on the 7th April, 1925 (summary in The Times, 28th April, 1925) ;

by HilmI Hey, the Valy of Ma’muretu’l-‘Aziz, in the Tanln of the 11th April,
1925; and in the ofheial report of the trial of Sheykh Sa‘Id (The Times,
29th May. 1925). The Turkish Government, w’hich at that time was contend-
ing that "the Kurds south of the ‘ Brussels Line ’ were eager to come back under
Turkish rule, was naturally loath to weaken its case before the League of
Nations by admitting that, at the very same moment, the Kurds north of the
line had taken up arms in order to win their national independence from
Turkey. Besides this negative inducement to minimize the Kurdish Nation-
alist aspect of the revolt the Turkish Government had a positive inducement
to magnify the reactionary aspect, since that made it possible to represent
the revolt as a general struggle between progress and reaction in Turkey and
so to implicate the leaders of the Turkish opposition at Angora and Constanti-
nople, on the charge of having conspired wdth the rebels. The suppression
of the revolt w\as certainly followed by repressive measures against prorniiient
Turks. For example, the editor of the Tanln, H iiseyn Jahyd Bey, was arrested
on the 17th April, 1925, and condemned on the 7th May to perpetual exile at
(Jhorum (The Times, 20th and 29th April, 7th and 9th May, 1925). There
appears to have been no sufficient evidence that either Hiiseyn Jahyd Bey
(who had always been a strenuous ‘ Westernizer ’) or any of the other pro-
minent members of the Turkish opposition who w^ere sentenced, during 1925,
by the so-called ‘ Tribunals of Independence were in any direct or even
indirect way responsible for Sheykh Sa'id’s revolt. There is, however, some
evidence that the reactionary and fanatical impetus behind the Kurdish
Revolt was stronger than the national impetus (The Manchester Guardian,
27th February, 1925). The League Commission reported that the focus
of the Kurdish national consciousness was to be found at Sulaymaniyah,
and that, towards the north-west, it became progressively weaker (see
p. 506 above). It may be inferred that Kurdish national feeling was weaker
still among the remote and isolated Zazas of Dersim. On the other hand,
it is noteworthy that the revolt did not spread among the Turkish popula-
tion of Erzerum. Trebizond, and Samsun, who were almost as backward
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The actual occasion of the outbreak was an attempt by the Turkish

gendarmerie to arrest two of the Sheykh’s followers, which Sheykh
Sa‘id resisted by force. By the 23rd February, 1925, the revolt had
spread so far that on that date the proclamation of martial law, for
one month, in the twelve south-eastern vilayets and part of the
vilayet of Erzerum was announced by the Government at Angora.^
The rebels succeeded in temporarily capturing Kharput, but failed
to take Diyarbekr, Arghanah, or Malatiyah ;

^ and by the end of the
month the extension of the revolt had been definitely arrested.® Even
so the repression of it was beset with difficulties. The mountainous
nature of the region lent itself to guerrilla warfare ; the altitudes were
so high that, at this season, the few practicable routes and passes
were blocked with snow ; and the only railway available for bringing
Turkish troops into the neighbourhood—that is, the Baghdad Line

—

traversed the French mandated territory of Syria on either side of
Aleppo. In pursuance of the Franco-Turkish Agreement of the
20th October, 1921 (Art.. 10), the French authorities permitted the
transport of Turkish troops over this section of the railway ;

^ but
before the Turkish reinforcements could be brought to bear Sheykh
Said made a desperate assault upon Diyarbekr. The repulse of
these attacks on the 7th and 8th March, 1925, marked the turn of
the tide ;

® and in the last week of March the Turkish counter-offen-
sive began.® The aim of the Turkish General Staff was to encircle
the insurgents, in order to prevent them from dispersing and taking

and reactionary as their Kurdish neighbours, and who not long afterwards
(in November 1925) rose on their own account (The Times, 26th November,
1925), against the Angora Government’s Westernizing reforms. (See Part I,
Section (ii) (e), above.) The view that the revolt and its suppression repre-
sented a conflict between the Kurdish and the Turkish nationalities, not a
conflict between reaction and progress, is supported by the following piece of
information which the writer of this Survey received from a Turkish friend
who was in a position to know the facts

:

When the rebels entered Kharput all elements in the town opposed them
under the leadership of Nurl Efendl, the candidate of the Progressive Party
in a by-election. In fact, the Kurdish insurgents were driven out of
Kharput, the day foDowing their entry, by the notables and other inhabi-
tants belonging to two different political parties. Considering that the
vilayet of Kharput [i. e. Ma’muretu’l-‘AzIz] is one of the most fanatical
vilayets in Eastern Anatolia, the attitude of the inhabitants of this vilayet
affords concrete evidence that the character of the revolt was not in the
least religious, and that the [Turkish] Opposition Party had no relations
whatever with the rebels.
^ The Times, 25th February, 1925, * Ibid,, 28th February, 1925.
» Ibid., 2nd March, 1925.
* Le Temm, 1st March, 1925. In granting this permission the French

military autnorities took precautions that it should not be abused in order to
mass Turkish troops on the borders of the Mosul vilayet.

• The Times, 11th March, 1926. ® Ibid,, 28th March, 1926.
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510 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

advantage of the terrain in order to turn the struggle into a guerrilla
warfare.^ On the 8th April the main insurgent force was brought to
battle and routed in the Chapaqjur district.'^ Ghenj was retaken
on the 12th April, 1925 ; Sheykli Sa‘id himself and thirty-four of his
principal adherents were captured in the act of flight ; and the
remnant of the insurgents laid down their arms.^ On the 28th April
the military authorities announced that the operations were at an
end."*
The trial of Sheykh Sa‘id and twenty-nine of his fellow insurgents

before the Tribunal of Independence for the Eastern Vilayets was
opened at Diyarbekr on the 27th May.^ On the 28th June the
tribunal condemned the Sheykh and forty others (including nine
other Shej'khs) ^ to death and ordered the closing of all tekkehs in
the eastern vilayets.’ Tlie sentences were executed immediately.®
The Turkish Government had put down the Kurdish Revolt with

energy and skill ; but this military efficiency w^as not seconded by
corresponding political wisdom. While the execution of the ring-
leaders, even in such large numbers, may have been not unjustifiable
nor even impolitic,® the revolt itself indicated that something had
been wTong with the Government’s previous policy ; and tlic more
drastic the measures which the Government took for the re-establisli-
ment of its authority, the more conciliatory should have been its
measures of administrative reconstruction when once ord(^r was res-
tored. The British Government, for example, after the su})pression
of the Traq Revolt of 1920, had made a radical change of jjolicy in

^ The Times, 1st April, 1925.
* Turkish communique of the 9th April, 1925, in Orienie Moderno, V, 5,

pp. 239-40 ; The Times and Le Temps, 13th April.
® Turkish official communique of the 15th April, 1925, in Oriente Moderno,

loc, eit., p. 240; The Times, 16th and 17th Ai^ril ; Le Temps, 17fh April.
In documents captured on his person Sheykh Sa‘I(l styled himself Amlru'U
Mujahidin (Commander of the Fighters for the Faith).

* Oriente Moderno, loc. cit., pp. 239-40. The statement that martial law
was abrogated on the 1st May appears to be incorrect.

* The IHmes, 29th May, 1925 ; for the preliminaries see The Manchester
Guardian, 21st May.

® One of these wag the ex-Ottoman Senator Sayyid ‘AbduT-Qadir, son of
Sheykh ‘Ubeydu’llah of Neri in the Sherasdinan district of HakkIyarI(0^ten/e
Moderno, V, 5, p. 242, and 6, p. 281), and a cousin of Sayyid Taha, whom the
British authorities in ‘Iraq had made Qa’immaqam of Rowanduz in 1923.

’ The Times, 30th June, 1925. ® Ibid., 1st July, 1925.
® Those executions were reported, nevertheless, to have made a deep im-

pression, unfavourable to Turkey, upon the Kurds of the Mosul vilayet (The
Times, 17th August, 1925). For the ‘ correct attitude ’ of the British High
Commissioner in ‘Iraq towards the Turkish Government in regard to tne
insurgent Kurdish chiefs who sought asylum in ‘Iraq see 'Iraq Report for 1925,
p. 22.
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Traq by recognizing the force of Arab national aspirations and
abandoning direct British administration. On the other hand, the
Turkish Government, after the suppression of the Kurdish Revolt
of 1925, simply resumed with redoubled vigour that policy of cen-
tralization, ‘ Turcification secularization,^ and ‘Westernization’
by which the revolt had been caused. The fresli flicker of rebellion
in the Bitlls and Mush districts,- and in the Shemsdinan district,'"*

which this intransigence aroused, was stamped out, and the Dersimli
Zazas were reported to have been subjected to systematic deporta-
tion. The extension of such repressive measures to the Goyan Kurds
and Chaldaeans in the immediate vicinity of the ‘ Brussels Line ’ ^

was to have an important (and, for Turkey, adverse) effect, at a
critical moment, upon the deliberations of the League Council
regarding the disputed territory in the vilayet of Mosul.

(/) From the Presentation of the League Commission of In-
quiry’s Report on the 10th July, 1925, to the League
Council’s Award of the IOth December, 1925.

The Report of the Commission of Inquiry came before the Council
of the League at its Thirty-Fifth Session (2nd-28th September, 1 925).
The British representative, Mr. Amery,^* reminded the Council of

the undertakings given to it by the British and Turkish representa-
tives in September 1924 to accept in advance its decision, and he
declared once again that the British Government would loyally
accept whatever decision the Council might come to. After citing
the Inquiry Commission’s final conclusions ’ he gave the Council
assurances that the British Government was prepared to fulfil the
two conditions upon which the Commission had recommended the
union with Traq of the wdiole territorj^ south of the ‘ Brussels Line ’.

On the first point—subject to the understanding that the Com-
mission had contemplated the maintenance of the mandate ‘ in the

^ For the Great National Assembly’s decrees of the 2nd September, 1926,
closing all Tekkehs, Zawiyohs, and Turbehs and suppressing all religious
fraternities in Turkey, see Fart I, Section (ii) (c), pp. 72~3 above.

^ Oriente Moderno, V, 9, pp. 454-6, quoting Alif^Bd of Damascus, 22nd
August, 1926.

® For the rising of Sheykh ‘Abdu’llah b. ‘Abdi’l-Qadir in June 1926, see
^IrdqBeport for 1926, p. 22.

^ The Times, 28th July, 1926. ® Ibid,, 13th June, 1925.
• As Secretary of State for the Colonies in Mr. Baldwin's Government

Mr. Amery was the Cabinet Minister responsible for the administration of
British mandates.

For the text see pp. 606-7 above.
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shape of the existing treaty’,^ and that the British Government was
‘ in no sense departing from its declared policy of using its good offices
to secure the admission of Traq to membership of the League as soon
as possible ’—^the British Government was ‘ prepared, before the
expiration in 1928 of the present treaty j*'* which was formally ap-
proved last year by the Council, to give effect to the provision con-
tained in the Protocol of that Treaty by replacing it by a treaty of
longer duration. . , / It was further ‘ prepared to continue its
responsibilitj^ towards the League in this respect until such time,
within the limit suggested by the Commissioners, as the Council of
the League is clearly convinced that those conditions of stability
which the Commissioners postulate are definitely and permanently
secured Mr. Amery added that in this matter the British Govern-
ment could speak, not only for itself, but for the Parliament and
Government of ‘Iraq, from whose Prime Minister he had, in the last
twenty-four hours, received the following resolution :

The ‘Iraq nation, represented by its Chamber of Deputies, declares
its strong friendship for Great Britain and expresses ^ts desire to con-
tinue in alliance with her alter the expiry of the present treaty.

.

In regard to the second condition laid down by the Commission of
Inquiry Mr. Amery conveyed an assurance from the British Govern-
ment that the existing system of administration in the Mosul vilayet,
which did ‘ to a large extent carry out the recommendations of the
Commission ’ relating to the recognition of the Kurdish nationality
in various practical ways, w^ould ‘be continued and made even more
effective

Mr. Amery then asked the Council—on the hypothesis that his
assurances satisfactorily met the two conditions laid down by the
Commission of Inquiry—to adopt the Commission’s recommendation
for the union of the disputed territory with ‘Iraq not merely (as the
Commission itself had proposed) up to the ‘ Brussels Line ’ but up
to the Hakkiyari line which had been demanded by Great Britain
on the 19th May and the 20th September, 1924. On the other hand,

^ As stated by them explicitly in another passage of their report (p. 85).
® See Section (x) above.
* For the technical difficulties of providing education in the Kurdish

language see ‘Irog Beport for 1925, p. 139 ; and paragraph 12 of Memorandum
on the administration of the Kurdish districts in 'Iraq, enclosed, together
with the Anglo- ‘Iraqi Treaty of the 13th January, 1926, in the British Govern-
ment’s letter of the 2nd March, 1926, to the Secretary-General of the League
of Nations. ‘ The development of the written language as a means of com-
munication is entirely due to the efforts of British officios. . . . The work begun
by the Government of Occupation is being loyally carried on by the Traq
Government.*
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Sect.xi TURCO-IRAQI frontier (MOSUL) 513
he deprecated ‘ any impairment of the present territorial unity of
‘Iraq beyond ’ the ‘ Brussels Line ' as ‘ fraught with the giavest
possibilitu\s of disaster to the whole policy of the regeneration f)f

‘Iraq to which ' the Britihh (Government had set its hand. In particu-
lar he protested against the (V>mmission’s alternative suggestion that
the disputed territory might be partitioned along the lim' of the
Lesser Zab, and submitted that such a settlement would impose ii|>on

the ‘Iraq State ‘ a task whieli would be entirely beyond its ( apac'ity
and for which the League could not expect the British (Governtnt‘nt
or the British tax-j)ayers to make themselves responsibU^ \

Th(i Turkish representative rested his ease mainly upon a Itgal
argument. Starting from the< two premisses that, juridically, the
rouuvignty over the disputed territory had not ca'ased, periding
a settlement, to lie with Turkey and that Tiirkev had not recognized
the mandatory system ev^ui in cunutric‘s already detaehefl juridically
from the former Ottoman Empire, 1 k‘ sought to deduce* ^ the eiaise-
quenee that the first of the two cojiditions upon wiiicli the t.'orn-

mission had recommended the union of the disputed ienitorv with
‘Iraq could not be fulfilled. Since the (‘ommission deprecated
partition on the merits of the ease the Turkish representat i va* con-
cludt?d, by the method of exhaustion, that the only one of the (.Com-

mission's three alternatives w liieh the Council was at liberty to adopt
was the reinstatement of Turkish sovereignty de facto over tiu* wiiole
territory down to the southern limit of the Turkish claim.
The Turkish, unlike the British, representative omitted to give

any assurance either that his Government accepted in advaiice tJie
Council’s decision oi* that, if tlie disputed territory were handled back
to Turkey, that (Goveniment would fulfil the second of the conditions
w hich the [nquiry ( V)m mission had laid down by granting local self-
government on national lines to the Kurds. When ynessetl on both
})oints by Mr. Amery he replied, on the second, that ‘ all Kurds
possess in Turkey, without any restriction, all the riglits possessed
by the Turks wdiile on the first point he still maintained silence.

Thoreui)on the (Jouncil reconstituted that committee ol; thrive

—

consisting of the Sj)anish, Swedish, and Uruguayan representatives “

—which liad drawui the ‘ Brussels Line ’ in October 1924, with
instructions ‘ to examine the documents and to conduct, w itli the

^ The fallacy of this attempted deduction was exposed by ^Ir. Amery,
whose counter argument was afterwards confirmed by the advisory t>pinioa
of the Permanent (Jourt of International Justice.

^ MM. (Juinohee de Le6n, Und^n (wko had replaced the late M. Branting
as Swedish representative on the Council), and Guani.

Ll
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assistance of the parties, any inquiries it considered necessary in
order to reach a just and peaceful solution ’

;
^ and the Turkish

representative’s silence now proved to have been significant. ‘ In
the course of conversations between the Committee of the Council
and the representatives of the two Governments concerned dis-
agreement arose as to the precise force and character of the decision
to be taken by the Council under Article 3 of the Treaty of Lausanne.
According to the representative of the British Empire Article 3 of
the Treaty of Lausanne empowered the Council to fix the frontier
by a final decision, which should be binding on both parties, and not
by a recommendation which would only take effect if both parties
agreed. The Turkish representative, on the other hand, maintained
that the Councirs decision could be nothing more than a recom-
mendation made within the limits of the competence of the League
of Nations as defined b\' the Covenant, and therefore subject to the
consent of the parties concerned.’ ^ In doing so he implicitly went
back behind the undertaking which had been given to the Council
by Fethi Bey in September 1924 and explicitly took his stand on
certain observations ^ which had been made by Lord Curzon on the
23rd January, 1923, during the Lausanne Conference. In falling
back upon this position he took two grounds : first, that whim Fethi
Bey gave his undertaking, ‘ he had in mind all the past phases of the
question, including Lord Curzon’s speech ’

; and, second, that ‘ the
Great National Assembly of Turkey is not bound by any undertaking
except the acts which it has ratified, and any declarations or under-
takings given by the Government which modify or exceed the stipula-
tions contained in the acts which have been ratified by the Turkish
Assembly cannot constitute any engagement until that Assembly
has approved them

‘ The Council decided, on the 19th September, 1925, that it would
be desirable to request the Permanent Court of International Justice
to give an advisory opinion on the following questions :

1. What is the character of the decision to be taken by the Council in
virtue of Article 3, paragiaph 2, of the Treaty of Lausanne ? Is it
an arbitral award, a recommendation or a simple mediation ?

^ M. tJnd6n’s Report of the 16th December, 1925 (British White Paper,
Cmd. 2565 of 1926, p. 4).

^ Cmd. 2565, loc. cit. ® Quoted above on p. 494, foot-note.
^ See the Turkish Constitution of Iho 30th April, 1924, Article 16, which

confers on the Great National Assembly the treaty-making power sans phrase
(whereas, under the United States Constitution, the Senate merely shares
that power with the President). The Turkish Constitution of the 30th April,
1924, had carried the sovereignty of l^arliament to great lengths—though, at
the time of writing, constitutional theory and practice in Turkey were far apart.
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2. Must the decision be unanimous or may it be taken })v a majority
vote ? May the representatives of the interested i3arties take part
in the vote ?

The two interested Governments were invited by the Council to
hold themselves at the disposal of the Court to furnish any documents
or explanations that might be required. The repnisentative of Great
Britain agreed to this procedure ’ ’—with the reservation that, ‘ until
the Turkish Government definitely and explicitly renews its pledge
to accept in adv^ance the decision of the (Council, any }>l(‘dge or assu>
ranee that the British Government has given falls to the ground and
is not effective ’. ^ The Turkish representative stated that the
opinion of the Court could not in any ciicai instances affect the rights
which the Turkish Government laid itself to possess under the Treaty
of Lausanne.’ -

In the meantime the Turkish representative appears to have made
unofficial ovc^rtun^s to the lb*itish delegation for a direct agi'cenumt
between the j)arties on the basis that Turkey should renoinuie lier
claim to the Diyalah district, but that the whole of the JMosul
vilayet except this corner should revert to Turkey, wliik^ British
fears for the strategic security of Trilq were to be met by a four-
PowxT s(^curity pact to be concluded between Turke;\ , ‘Iraq, (b’eat
Britain, and Persia. Since nothing came of this move, and since the
Turkish reprcsimtative jiersisted in his virtual disavowal of the
assurancje given by FethI B(\v, the settlement of the controversy was
once more delayed, pending the receipt of the Court’s advisory
opinion.
During this session, as during those of 1924, the Council received

from both parties complaints and counter-complaints regarding
alleged violations of the quo, wdiich General Laidoner—the
representative wdiom the Council eventually sent to the spot

—

classified as follows :

1. Complaints by one Party of having been accused by the other Party
of assisting tribal and village chiefs to organize attacks and raids
on the peaceful population of the other Party's zone,

2. Occupation by Turkish posts of villages to the south of the ‘ Brussels
Line ’, and inspection of those villages by Turkish military patrols.

3. Protests of the Turkish Government regarding flights made by
British aircraft over the zone north of the line.

1 Cmd. 2565 of 1925, pp. 4~5. Op. cit, p. 5.
® Keforred to both by the Turkish representative himself and by Mr. Amery

at the Council meeting of the 19th September, 1925.
* The (k>mmission of Inquiry had recommended that in any case ‘ ‘Iraq

should retain the Diyalah region, which is necessary for the solution of the
irrigation problem ’ (lieport, p. 89).

L 1 2
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516 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

Deportations of Christians from the zone nortli of the ‘ Brussels
Line \ and arrival in Tra.([ ()f a large nuinher of refugees from that
zoru*.^

In a letter of the 2ist Sej)tenil)er, 1925, Mr. Amery requested the
Council to dispatcli forth witJi to tlie locality of the ‘ Brussels Line ’

‘ repres(»ntatives instructed to investigate*, as far as possible, the
charges which luivi* aheady been made by the two (^lovernments,
British and Tui kish, and to report ininuHliately to the Council in the
event of any similar occurnmee in the future On the 24th Sep-
tember the Council (h*cid(Ml to acced<' to this request, and on the
28th it appointed as its r(‘|)restuitative Ceneral F. Laidoner (Estonia),
W'ith a Czechoslovak officer ami a Spanish diplomatist as assistants.
This Mission arrived at Mosul on the ;idt-li October and signed two
reports in that city on the 2:h*d November, after haying made a
thorough ins]>e('tion of the line, on the ground and from the air, on
the southern (“Iraq!) side. Tli(*y were unable to extend their inspec-
tion to the northern (Turkish) side, since the Turkish Government
would not consent to this League inquiry being conducted in that
part of the disputed territory wdiieli the League Councirs decision
of the 29th October, 1924, had brought or left provisionally under
Turkish occupation and administration.

General Laidoner reported that tlie raids w ore due to the fact that
the ‘ Brussels Lin(‘ ’ was ‘ not a natural frontier and to the local
unrest produccMl by th(r postponement of a delinitive settlement.
He found that the occupation of certain points south of the ‘ Bruss(ds
Line ' by Turkish posts had been due to inaccuracies in the existing
maps, and that there were no longer any Turkish posts south of the
true Iraree, which he himself had established on the ground. He
suggested'^ that the Turkish complaints regarding the flights of British
aeroplanes to the north of the ‘ Brussels Line ’ arose from an optical
delusion. He submitk^d, however, that ‘ the question of the deporta-
tion of Christians is infinitely more important, for these dejiortations
are causing fairly serious and easily comjireheiisible agitation and
nervousness among the Christian population living south of the

^ (Jcncral Lnidoner’s Rc]M>ri to the Coiuicil, printed in British White Papei*,
Cmd. 2557 of 1925, pp, ,V4. Tin* Turkish (Government fnrthcu' alleged (on
somewhat fantasiie grounds) tliat the British Xavy was making hostile
demonstrations in the Aegean Sea-.

- Text of the (Jouncirs Resolution of the 24th September, 1925 (quoted in
Cmd. 2557 of 1925, p. 2).

^ ‘ 1 am not in a position to express a formal opinion, as I have not been
able to make an investigation in the Turkish Zone.’ (Cmd. 2557 of 1925,
p. 5.).
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Sect, xi TURCO IRAQI FRONTIER (MOSUL) 517
‘ Brussels Line ’ and in the vilayet of Mosul, and also among the
Muslim population of Mosul which favours the claims of ‘Iraq/ ^

The inquiry into these deportations, which wavS conducted both
General Laidoner in person and in great('r detail by a special sub-
committee of the Mission, fully substantiated the British Govern-
ment’s charges.^ There w^as no doubt regarding th(‘ facts ; for, al-
though the Mission were debarred, by the Turkish veto, from investi-
gating the deportations at first hand, they were aide to obtain ample
evidence from refugees who had succ«"eded in crossing the ‘ Brussels
Line \ and to obtain it under conditions which ])j(‘clud(‘d any possi-
bility that the statements of persons se}>arately interim »gat(u]—wdiicdi
w^ere ‘ in absolute agreement '—had bei^i ])i(‘cf^ni (u’ted. Those
refugees—whose number, by the 23rd Novend^ci , was t^stimated at
3,000—mostly came from villages situated it\ zone* between! the
‘ Brussels Line ’ and the line claimed by the Ib itish Govtn nment ;

but there were also sonu^ from villages situated iioiib of the latter
line in an area where Turkish sovereign! y was not c‘out-<\st<'d. While
there was a small contingent of Muslims (presumably (vo\aTi Kurds)
the bulk of the refugees belonged to a conimnnitx’ of about S,000
(.lialda(^an (Uniate) Chrivstians who had been living a hundred miles
to the west of the Nestoriaii Assyrians, had bei n out i)f conimuuion
with the latter since a,T), 1778, and had never taken up arms against
the Turkish Government.'^ In this ease*, tlunefort*, (he d’urks liad
received no provocation ; yet the atrociti(‘S c‘f)mmitted on this
inoffensive people^ by the G2iid Turkish Infantry Regiim^nt rc-

* Cmd. 2557 of Ii)25, pp. (>-7.
2 (.'oriipare (toneral Laidoiicr s ln‘port {i'md. 2557, pp 5-(i) and the memo’

riiiiduin on the inquiry condnctiMi hy the Mih-coTitinitto*' of tin- Mis>j{»n (text in
British AVhitt^ PaqxT, ('nid. of IP25) witii Mr. .Vnuaw's iett(‘rs ol the I5th,
2lst, iind 24th SeptemtxT. 1925, to the t’oiiindl <d the j/<‘ague. See also 'fhe
Timein, 30th Oetohor, 1925 ; ;nid Iiaq Report for 1925, ]>]>. 10-17.

^ On these points see two letters from Sir Henry l>oh))s, tiie then British
High Commissioner t<n’ ‘Iraq, and from Canon J. A. Douglas. ]mhlislu‘d
respectively in The Times of !h<‘, 14th Deeemher. 1925. ami the 9lli .Jauuarv.
1920.

^ The Bohtan and Zaklio (dialdaeaiis, in contrast to the Assyrians, were
found by experience to he ‘thoroughly unsuitahle ' material for the Iraq
Levies {'Iraq Report for 1925, p. ,33). These tdtaldacans were suhje<*t to the
feudal authority of Kurdish aghas belonging to the (royan t ribe, lo wdiom the
villagers had to make over om‘-half of their annual produee^ Ac<‘ording to
reports received by the sub-committee of (Jeneral Laidoiier's Missi<m tlie
Turkisli authorities had ordered the Kurdish chiefs to massacre tluhr Chris-
tians ; the chiefs, after conferring togelher, liad refused, from imdives of
economic self-interest ; and for this eontumacy some of the chieds had been
shot by the Turks, w’hile others had escaped into Iraq as rrdugees. The
sub-committee further reported that ‘ the Christian populations in question
have not as a rule been ill-treated by the Kurds. On several occ:tsions the
latter oven encouraged or protected deportees in their flight to ‘Iraq ’ {Cmd.
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518 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

enacted in detail the atrocities which had accompanied the Armenian
deportations of 1915.' After repeated visits from the Turkish
soldiers—in which these exacted first money, then cattle, and finally
women (the men being massacred if they attempted to interfere) *

—

the inhabitants of a village would be rounded up and marched away
north-eastward Avith their flocks and herds. ' During the journey,
which varied from six to ten days, no food was given to tlu^se un-
foitunate persons, several of whom fell out exhausted by fatigue,
thirst, and hunger, and were immediately dispatclu‘d by the Turkish
soldiers with their ])a\'onets or the butts of their rilles. At their
nightly halts thc^ soldiers s(‘lected the women they dt^sired arid, if

their husbands interfered, the latter were immediately killtal.' The
refugees (most of whom had eseapeil by bribing Turkish sentri(\s)
arrived on the ‘Iraq side of the * Jhaissels Line ' in a pitiful condition.
The condition of those wlio reached the Turkish concentration camps
was r(q)orted to bc^ worse still.

Wliile General Laiduner w as on his way back from Mosul to Geneva
to prestmt his report the advisory opinion of the Permanent Court
of International Justice canu^ before the Council of the League at its
TJiirty-Sevc'iith Session (Ttii-lGth Decemb(‘r, 1925). ‘ The Turkish
(.Toveinment liaving received the notification of the Court, |hadl
informed the Registrar of the (^>urt in a tidegrarn dated the 8th
October “ that tluTi^ w as no need for it to be reprcvsented at tlie extra-
ordinary session of the Court It nevertheless forwarded to the
Court certain documents and WTitten replies to certain questions
w hicli the Court had already seen fit to j)ut to it before tlu^ hearings.
The Court found in its advisory opinion, given on the 21st November,
1925, that the decision to be taken by the Council will be binding
on the parties and will constitute a definitive determination of the
frontier between Turkeys and Traq’\ The Court held that the
decision “ must be unanimous, the representatives of the parties
taking part in the voting, but their votes not being counted in ascer-
taining whetluu’ there is unanimity ^ The Court stated that this
interpretation was based on the actual wording of Article 3 of the
Lausanne Treaty and that it did not require a complete analj^sis of

2563 of 1925, p. 4). On the (occasion of the deportation of the Armeuians in
I9J5 their Kurdish overlords were reported to have taken up a similar attitude
in certain places, es}>ecially in Cilicia.

^ For tliese see the Hritish Pine Book, ("md. 8325 of 1916, and J. Lepsius,
JJeutticliland und Armejiien, 1914-lH (Potsdam, 1919, Tempelverlag).

“ This crescendo movement Avas likcAvise eharaciteristic of the Greek atroci-
ties committed a^^ainst Turkish vilhigers in the Qarahmursal Peninsula in 1921.

3 (Und. 2563 of 1925, p. 4. ^ Cmd. 2565 of 1925, p. 5.
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Sect, xi 519TURCO-IRAQI FRONTIER (MOSUL)
the preparatory work (i.e. of the prods verbal of the Lausanne Con-
ference, in which Lord Curzon’s observations, upon which the Turks
laid so much stress, occurred). The Court took the view that,
although Article 15 of the Covenant only contemplated the Council
making recommendatioUvS, the parties to a dispute were at liberty,
by an agreement entered into in advance, to recognize that a recom-
mendation by the Council should have binding force. In the opinion
of the ("ourt such an agreement had been entered into by the Princi-
pal Allied Powers when they referred to the Council the case of Upper
Sil(\sia,^ and again by the parties that had signed and ratified the
Lausanne Treaty, in virtue of Article 3 of that instrument.

' At its meeting of the 8th December, 1925, the Council took note
of this opinion and heard the observations of the two Governments
concerned. The representative of Great Britain pointed out that the
British Government had always regarded itself, under the terms of
the Treaty, as bound in advance by the decision of the Council ’

;
^

and he submitted that, inasmuch as this was likewise the opinion of
the Permanent Court of International Justice, it was immaterial
whether, after signing and ratifying the treaty, either party had re-
avssumed its treaty obligation in September 1924, vis-d- vis the Council
of the League, or had withdrawn this pledge of September 1924 in
September 1925. ‘ The Turkish representative said that he could
not accept any interpretation of Article 3, paragraph 2, of the Treaty
of Lausanne other than that which had been given by the Gi'eat
National Assembly of Turkey when the latter had ratified the treaty.
According to him the Council could only adopt the opinion of the
Court by a unanimous decision of its members, including the repre-
sentatives of the parties. The Council refused to accept this argu-
ment and decided unanimously, the votes of the two parties not being
counted, to adopt the opinion of the Court. The Turkish representa-
tive, who had voted against this resolution, then stated that the
powers of his delegation, according to the instructions wliich he had
received, would come to an end in the face of an arbitral procedure.’ ^

The Council was thus faced with the unpleasant duty of taking an
arbitral decision which had been repudiated in advance by one of the
parties to the dispute, albeit in defiance of the highest and most
impartial legal opinion ; and a final effort to bring the parties to an
agreement by methods of conciliation proved of no avail. At this

1 See 11. r. 0., voL ii, Ch. IV, I'art II, Sections I (3) and II (3). See also
Survey for 1920-fU pp. 267-70.

2 (hnd. 2505 of 1925, p. 5. ^ Oy. etf., lor. cii.
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juncture General Laidoner arrived at (Jeneva and read liis report
aloud before the Council on the 10th December. This meeting was
believed to have had a decisive effect upon the mind of M. Unden,
the Councirs rapporteur^ who was credited with having been in
favour, up to this moment, of a compromised decision mainly on
the ground that it would l>e unfortunate for a decision of the League
in such a dispute to be given wholly in favour of a great Power within
the League against a small Power outside it

The Councirs committee of three, of which M. Unden was chair-
man, eventually narrowed down their conclusions to a choice between
two alternatives.

1. The allocation to Traq of all the territory south of Iht* so-c^alleil
‘ Brussels Line '

;

2. The partition of the disputed territory hy a line for the most ])art
following the t‘,ourse of the Lesser Zab.^

When they referred these alternatives to the* full (V)uncil the
general sense of the Council declared itself in favour of the forni(‘r/^
On the 16th December, 1925, at a meeting at which the Turkish

delegation w^as not present,^ the Council, after luNiring a letter from
the Turkish representative in which he once again repudiated thiur
arbitral powers, decided ® that the frontier between Turkey and
‘Iraq should be fixed at the ‘ Brussels Line In the text of their
de(‘ision the Council embodied three conditions, of which the first
two were these :

The British Government is invited to submit to the Council a new
Treaty with Tra(|, ensuring the continuaru^c for twenty-five years of
the mandatory regime defined by the Tr(‘aty of Alliance between Great
Britain and ‘Iraq and by the British Government’s undertaking ap-
proved hy the (\>uncil on the 27th September, 1924, unless ‘Iraq is, in
conformity with Article I of the Covenant, admitted as a Member of
the League before tlie expiration of this p<5riod.
As soon as, within a pciriod of six months from the present date, the

execution of this stipulation has been brought to the know ledge of the
Council, the Council shall declare that the present decision has become
definitive and shall indicate the measures required to ensure the de-
limitation on the ground of the frontier line.
The British Government, as mandatory Powx^r, is invited to lay before

the Council the administrative measures which will be taken wuth a

^ The words in quotation marks are taken from The Times of the 11th
December, 1925, hut M. Unddn’s name is not mentioned by The Times in
the context.

* Cm'd. 2565 of 1925, p. 8. Op. cii., loo. cit.
* Their failure to receive the invitation until two hours before the meeting

was due to begin was not the fault of the League Secretariat.
* Text of tlioir decision in British White Paper, (Jmd. 2562 of 1925.
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Sect.xi TURCO-IRAQI frontier (MOSUL) 521
view to Hecuring for the Kurdish populations mentioned in the report of
the Commission of Inquiry the guarantees regarding local administra-
tion recommended by the (>>iHmi.ssion m its final conclusions.

This decision was immediately ac(‘(‘pted by Mr. Amery and Sir
Austen Chamberlain on behalf of both Great Britain and Traq.
The Turkish Government took no a<*tion and made no declaration.
The Permanent Court of International Justice, liowever, had pointed
out that, in ratifying the Lausanne Treaty, Turkey, under Article 16,
had renounced her title over the territories situated outside the
frontiei's laid down in the treaty, whi(di, under Article 3, included,
by anticij)ationv the fronticT with Iraq, which was to be fixed either
by agreement between the }>artit‘s or by a decision of the T^eague
CouiudJ. According to the Courl's advisory opinion of the 21st
November, 1925, ' this renunciatiini is suspended until the frontier
has been <i(‘termined, but it will become ell'ective, in the absence of
som<‘ otlu'r solution, in virtue* of the binding decision.’ ^ Juridically,
therefore, the Mosul controversy would have been settled automatic
oally if and when the (kmncirs decision of the 16th December, 1925,
was declared by the Council to have become defiuitiv^e. In practice,
however, a juridical settlement could not extinguish the dispute un-
less it were follow (*d uj) by a voluntary agreement between the British
and Turkish Goverrurients.

The Rr.sso-TriiKisH Treaty of the 17th December, 1925 ;

THE AnCJEO-TrAQI TrEATY ok the 13th J.^NIIARY, 1926 ;

TJiE Anolo-JraqI-Turkish Treaty of the 5th Jcne, 1926.

On the 16th December, 1925, the Council of the League, in an-
nouncing its decision, had at the same time exhorted the* two parties
‘ to reach a friendly agreement in order to put an end to the regret-
table state of tension existing between them owing to the dis]>ute for
which a solution has just been found ’. In response to this Sir Austen
Chamberlain had assured the Council that ‘ the Britivsh (k>vernment
have no wish to take up a rigid or uncompromising attitude tow ards
Turkey’, and that, ‘the Council having given its decision. His
Majesty’s Government will gladly lend itself to conversations with
the Government of the Republic of Turkey in order to see w hethei

,

while taking due account of the Councirs decision, it may not be
possible to render the relations between our two countries easier and
safer.’ Thus, in order to loap the fruits of the Council’s aw^ard, the
British Government had still to bring the Turkish Government to

» Cmd, 2565 of 1925, p. 6.
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522 THE MIDDLE EAST Part 111

an agreement. At the same time it had to negotiate a new treaty
with Traq, and to reassure the British Parliament and public in
regard to the responsibilities which the Councirs award entailed
for Great Britain.
The anxiety in Great Britain, especially in regard to the financial

and military commitments involved,^ was genuine and widespread
(though hardly so acute as it was represented to be in certain organs
of the British press). In face of Turkey’s refusal to accept the
League’s award, it was felt to be hazardous for Great Britain to
accept the first condition on w^hich that award depended—^namely
that the obligations undertaken by Great Britain under the Anglo*
‘Iraqi Treaty of the 10th October, 1922, should be extended from a
maximum period of four years running from the ratification of peace
with Turkey (as provided in the protocol of the 30th April, 1923) “

to a maximum pi^riod of twenty-five years running from the IGth
December, 1925 (as required by the League Council’s award of the
latter date). The Government’s answer was that no additional
responsibilities would be imposed upon Great Britain by the pro -

longation of the maximum period, and this on three grounds : first,
that ‘ the protocol, which brings the existing treaty to an end in
1928, definitely pledges iis to endeavour, before 1928, to replace it

by another treaty for the future or ‘ to make such [other] provision
as the Council would approve of for continuing to fulfil [British]
mandatory obligations to the League in respect of ‘Iraq,’ ^ unless and
until ‘Iraq had been admitted to membersliip in the League, where-
upon Great Britain’s treaty obligations would terminate. The
Government’s second contention was that the admission of Traq to
membership in the League w ould probably take place before the end
of the four years’ term, and almost certainly long before the end of
the twenty-five years’ term. In the third place they pointed out
that British financial and military commitments to Traq were d(‘-

^ For ail optimistic forecast of the financial future of ‘Iraq see a speech
delivered on the 18th February, 1926, in the House of Commons by Mr. Hilton
Youn^. who, in the spring? of 1925, had visited ‘Iraq on a finamdal mi.ssion
from the British (iovernmeut. Fur figures showing a striking progressive
reduction of British expenditure in ‘Iraq see statements in the House of
Commons on the 21st becember, 1925, and the 18th February, 1926, by
Mr. Arnery.

- For tiie history of tJie treaty and the protocol down to this point see
Section (x) above.

** Statement by Mr. Stanley Baldwin in the House of Commons on the
21st December, 1925. For the controversy over this point see a corre-
spondence betTveeri Lord Parinoor and Mr. Amesry in The Times, 23rd, 24th,
and 29th December, 1925.

^ Mr. Bahhvin, loc. cit.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect, xi TURCO-IRAQI FRONTIER (MOSUL) 523
termined, not by the treaty, but by two separate agreements signed
on the 26th March, 1924, the former of which ran for a maximum
period of four years from the ratification of peace with Turkey, and
the latter for a maximum period of four years from the date when it
was made. It wavS pointed out that, although these two agreements
arose respectively out of Articles 15 and 7 of the treaty, their duration
always had been, and would continue to be, independent of the dura-
tion of the treaty. In two debates in the House of Commons, on the
21st December, 1925, and on the 18th February, 1926, the Govern-
ment prevailed.^ On the former occasion the House approved the
acceptance of the League Councirs award ; on the latter it approved
the new Anglo-Traqi Treaty which had been signed on the 13th
January.

This new instrument - abrogated (Art. 1) the provisions both of
the treaty of the 10th October, 1922, and of the protocol of the 30t.h
April, 1923, as far as they related to the duration of the treaty, and
provided that the treaty itself, and the agreements subsidiary to it,

in so far as the duration of these had been made dependent on that
of the treaty, should remain in force for a period of twenty-five years
from the 16th December, 1925, ‘ unless before the expiration of that
period ‘Iraq shall have become a Member of the League of Nations
Having thus satisfied the requirements of the League Council the
treaty took account of certain specific desires of the Ti fifps by j^ro-
viding (Art. 2) for a continuance of discussions in regard to the re-
vision of the military and financial agreements mentioned above,^ and
also (Art. 3) for an active consideration by the British Government

—

first at the date when the treaty would have expired under the
protocol of the 30th April, 1923, and thereafter at successive inter-
vals of four years—of the following two questions : (i) the question
whether it was possible for the British Government to press for the
admission of ‘Iraq into the League *, (ii) if this were not possible the
question of the amendment of [any of] the agreements subsidiary to
the treaty of the 10th October, 1922.

^ The Labour Party absented itself from the debate of the 2l8t December,
1925, but moved an "amendment to the CTOverrirnent’s motion in the debate
of the 18th February, 1926.

“ Text in League of Nations documents, C. 141. 1926. vii and C. 216. M. 77.
1926. vi ; and in British White Paper, Cmd. 2662.

® These discussions had been opened in pursuance of the resolution in which
the ‘Iraq Constituent Assembly had ratified the treaty on the lOth June, 1924
(see p. 469 above). The purpose was to lighten the financial burdens which
these agreements imposed upon Traq. (in the other hand, there was no
question of increasing the burdens which they imposed on (rreat Britain by
extending their duration.
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The treaty of the 13th January, 1926, was approved by the ‘Iraqi
('hamber of Deputies on the 18th Januarj\^ a month before its
approval by th(‘ British House of Commons. While the Nationalist
Party in the (3iamber not only abstained from voting but left the
Chamber in }>rotest the treaty was approved by the fifty-eight
deputies who remained as against twenty who withdrew—a much
more substantial majority than that by which the treaty of the
loth October, 1922, had been approved on the 10th June, 1924, in
the Constituent Assembly.^ These figures reflected the fact that, in
tlie interval, the feeling towards Great Britain in ‘Iraq had become
noticeably more friendly—partly, j)erhaj)s, because the British
Government had proved itself a loyal and effective champion of
‘Iraq's claim to tin* vilayet of Mosul,^ but possibly still more because
tlie new regime which had been introduced by stages since the rising
of 1920 had by this time? begun to produce results which the ‘Iraqis
themselves ajijireciated. There had been an indication that the pre-
vious attitude of suspicion and liostility was passing away in the de-
cision. taken by the Jraep Cabinet in March 1925, to offer a number of
long term (contracts (up to terms of ten years) to British advisers and
officials ;

^ and the growth of a friendlier feeling had been promoted
in the following month b\ Mr. Hilton Young's official recommenda-
tion that certain of the British Government’s claims, in resjiect of
works of public utility which had been transferred to ‘Iraq, should
be cancelled,^
The Anglo-‘lraqI Treaty of the I3th January, 1926, was trans-

mitted to the League of Nations by the British Governme nt under
cover of a letter dated the 2ud March, in which it declared that, so
long as the new^ treaty remained in force, it would regard as binding
tlie undertakings givt*n by it to the Council in Sejitember 1924 in

^ The Timen, i?0t!» Jainiary, 1926.
On that o(H*aMoii there had been 37 votes in favour. 24 against, 8 absten-

tions, and not less t liaii 31 abseneos, so that the treaty had heen approved hy
an actual minority of the total number of deputies.

^ Oonsidcriiig that tlie < ^mstitnent Asseinbly of Irrup in its resolution of
tlie Itah June, 1924, bad stipulated that the treaty of the ICth October, 0122.
should become null and void if the British (roverninent failed to safeguard
the rights <»f ‘Inlq in the Mosul vilayet in its entirety (see ]». 469 above), it
w'oiihl certainly have heen illogical if the 'Iraqi l^arliamcnt had refused, in
1920. to approve a rnoditication of the original treaty failing which tlie British
Government’s sueiessful etVorts to safeguanl the rights above-mentioned
would have been frustrated.

^ ‘/ror/ Iieport for 1925, p. 11.
^ For Mr. Young's Keport, dated the 25th April, 1925, on his iinancial

mission to ‘Iraq see Cmd, 2438 of 1925. On the 271 h June, 1926, the British
High Commissioner in ‘Ira<| announced {The Times, 28th June, 1926) the
cancellation of a British claim amounting to £750,000.
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Sect, xi TURCO-IRAQI frontier (MOSUL) 525
respect of the previous treaty, and that it would extend to the new
treaty Article 4 of those undertakings, in which it had en^agt d that it

would agree to no modification of the previous tn*at\ without the
Council's consentd This letter, with the text, annexed to it, of the
new^ treat3% was approved by the Council of tlu^ Jiea;i:ue on the 1 1th
March, 1926 ; and thereby the Couneirs aw ard of tlu^ ! tith l)e('em})er,
1925, became definitive.

It remained for the British (iovernment to arrive* at an agree-
ment witii Turkey, The first effect ^ipon Turkey of her lailuri^ to win
her case at Geneva was to throw her bac^k into the arms of Soviet
Russia. It has been recorded in a previous volume how the co-
operation which had been forced ujam Angora and Moscow by a
common danger from the Frineiiial Allied Powers had showm signs
of weakening as soon as the military crisis had been burmounted, and
how th(* two parties had gone different Avays o\< r the question of the
Black Sea Straits at the ( •onference of LausauiK*. Tlu^ Russians
neglected no opportunity to ntrieve this set }>ae]v to tlieir dijdomacy ;

and on the 17th December, 1925, the day aftt‘r the ('oinuil of the
League had given its aw^'ard regarding the '^rurco Traqi frontier,
the Turkish Foreign Minister, Tevfi(| Riishdi Bey, who had been the
principal Turkish repn^sentative at Geneva, signed a new treaty ^ in
Paris with the (Commissary for Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R.,
M. CiCerin, In this instrument either contracting party bound itself
to remain neutral if the other were attacked by a third Power or
Powders (Ai*t. 1) ; and also to abstain, on its own part, from hostile
action against the of her—such action being defined in cornpreh(*nsive
t(‘rms (Art. 2). The tn*aty Avas to run for three y(‘aTs in the first
instance and to continue automatically for another year, unless de-
nounced by either party at six months' notice. In the last of three
protocols attached the jiarties iKuiid theins{‘lves * to begin negotia
tions for establishing an order of f)rocedure for settling those differ-
ences which might arise betAveen them and w hich eouid not be settled
by ordinary diplomatic mc^ans \
Though the signature of this Husso-Turkish Treaty wavS a diplo-

matic success for M. Cicerin it did not tempt Mustafa Kemal Paslia
and his colleagues into challenging the League of Nations aw ard by
foice of arms. Before the end of December 1925 it Avas reported
that the Turkish Government had debated, but had definitely re-

^ See p. 470 above. Surveif for pp, :r;4-6.
^ English translation of the text in The Times, 29tli l>ecember, 1925.
* The Manchester Guardian of the 28th December, 1925, quoting the Paris

edition of The Chicago Tribune.
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526 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

jected, a proposal to go to war. Already, however, on the 21st
December, Mr. Baldwin had announced in the House of Commons
that he was inviting the Turkish Ambassador to meet him next day,
in order to give effect to Sir Austen Chamberlain’s declaration of the
16th December at Cleneva ; and as a result of this meeting, which
duly took place, it was arranged that the British Ambassador to
Turkey, Sir Ronald Lindsay, should pa}’^ a visit from Constantinople
to Angora.^ The tact and ability with which the British negotiator
performed his difficult task ^ were opportunely reinforced by a
rumour ^ that, in anticipation of a rupture between Turkey and
Great Britain, Italy was holding herself ready to enter the lists, and
that a Turkish invasion of Traq would be the signal for an Italian
landing in Anatolia.^ Whatever the relative strength of the various
consideratiouvs which influenced the Turkish Government’s decision,

^ The Times, Glh January, 1926. At this time most of the diplomatic
representatives accredited to the Government of the Turkish Republic were
still officially resident at Constantinople, the former capital of the Ottoman
Empire.

2 See, for example, the translation, in Le Temps of the 27th May, 1926, of
an interview given by Sir Ronald Lindsay at Angora to Yunus Nady Bey, the
editor of the JumhuriyeU in which he made it clear that the British Govern*
ment’s championship of ‘Iraq’s claim to the Mosul vilayet did not mask any
ulterior design of using the disputed territory as a base of operations for
subsequent encroachments at Turkey's expense.

^ The effect of this rumour upon Turkish opinion and policy is indicated
in the following passage from a letter (in English) addressed to the writer by
a Turkish friend of his in Smyrna, on the 13th April, 1926, after a visit to
Angora :

‘ Angora, and indeed all Turkey, is a great deal uneasy about Musso-
lini’s speeches in these days ; and not only fears but also rumours and
actions are there. ... I see every one speaks of war as an imminent possi-
bility. . . . There are of course those who say that this talk is mere bluff
intended to exercise pressure on Turkey about Mosul. ... It is further taken
for granted here that in case of attack Turkey would have unwillingly to
look for Bolshevik intervention, and would get it, but at what ultimate
cost only the Lord knows. . .

* It will be remembered that, in the secret Anglo-Franco-Italian Agreement
signed on the 18th August, 1917, at St. Jean de Maurienne, Italy had been
assigned a vast zone in southern and south-western Anatolia, including
Smyrna ; and that, though this agreement was technically invalid owing to
the absence of the Russian Government’s signature, Italy’s claim in Anatolia
had been recognized a second time, in the Tripartite (Anglo-Franco-Italian)
Agreement of the 10th August, 1920, in which a zone, excluding Smyrna but
including an additional area in the north-west in compensation, had been
assigned to Italy as an economic sphere of influence (see vol. vi,
Ch. I, Part I A, Sections 9-11, and Part II, Section 6 (b)). This Tripartite
Agreement, like the Peace Treaty of Sevres, had fallen through in consequence
of Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s military triumph in the summer of 1922, but it was
natural to suppose that Signor Mussolini’s Government would not remain
indifferent if a favourable opportunity recurred for attempting to realize
Italian aspirations in a territory so admirably suited for Italian colonization

—

especially now that the elimination of the former native Christian minorities
had created a vacuum there.
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Sect. Xi TURCO-IRAQI frontier (MOSUL) 527
the outcome of the Anglo-Turkish negotiations was that Turkey
ceased to kick against the pricks and accepted the fait accompli with
less procrastination and with a better grace than had been anti-
cipated. The news that a treaty between Turkey, Great Britain, and
‘Iraq had been signed at Angora on the 5th June, 1926, took the
British public by surprise, and this surprise did not diminish when the
text ^ of the treaty was made known.

In this instrument not only was the frontier between Turkey and
Traq ‘ definitively laid down by free agreement between the
parties, along the ‘Brussels Line’, with one trifling modification
but it was recorded in the preamble that the treaty had been con-
cluded out of ‘ regard to the provisions of the Treaty signed at Lau-
sanne on the 24th July, 1923, regarding the settlement of the frontier
between Turkey and ‘Iraq \ Thus, in the end, Turkey conceded both
the substance of the British claim and the ground on which it had
been put forward. The parties accepted the new frontier as ‘ de-
finitive and invioIal)le ’, and undertook to make no attempt to alter
it (Art. 5) ; and they facilitated this mutual undertaking by con-
secrating a whole chapter of the treaty (Arts. 6-13)^ to the main-
tenance of neighbourly relations. The provisions to this end followed
the precedents which had been worked out in the recent agreements
between ‘Iraq, Transjordan, and the Najd,^and in the less formal con-
sultations between the British and French authorities regarding the
Syro-Traql frontier.® Tribal raids were to be combated by specific
co-operation between the competent Turkish and ‘Iraqi authorities
in a zone extending 75 kilometres deep on either side of the line ; and
a Permanent Frontier Commission w^as to be set up and was to meet
at least once every six months, in Turkey and in ‘Iraq alternately.
In the third chapter of the treaty ihc parties agreed (Art. 15) to
negotiate an extradition treaty ; th<j ‘Iraq Government undertook
to give an amnesty to the adherents of Turkey in the former dis-
puted territory (Art. 16) ; and it was provided (Art. 14) that, for
a period of twenty-five years from the coming into force of the treaty,

^ Printed in British White Paper, Cmd. 2679 of 1926.
* That part of the road between the two Turkish villages of Alamun and

Ashuta which bad been left by the ‘ Brussels Line ’ in ‘Iraqi territory was
transferred, under the treaty of the 5th June, 1926, to Turkey (see Map No. Ill
at the end of this volume).

* While the territorial provisions of the treaty were naturally to be per-
manent it was provided (Art. 17) that Chapter II should remain in force for
a period of ten years in the first instance, unless either party denounced it at
the end of the first two years, in which case such denunciation would take
effect after the lapse of one year.

* See Section (vi) above. ® See Section (ix) above.
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528 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

the ‘Iraqi Government should pay the Turkish Government 10 per
cent, on all royalties received by it from the Turkish Petroleum
Company (under Art. 10 of that company’s concession of the 14th
March, 1925), from other companies or persons who might exploit
the oil under the provisions of the same concession (Art. 6), and from
such subsidiary companies as might be constituted (under Art. 33).
1 n a letter which was addressed to the Turkish plenipotentiary by the
British and ‘Iraqi plenipotentiaries on the date on which the treaty
wiis; signed, and which constituted an integral part of the treaty,
Tm key was given the option, within twelve months of the coming
into force of the treaty, of capitalizing the above-mentioned royalties
at £500,000 sterling, to be payable by the ‘Iraqi Government at
thirty days’ notice.
On the 0th June the treaty was discussed at a meeting of the

(governmental) People’s Pai*ty at Angora, where it encountered
considerable o})position.^ Nevertheless, it was approved in the
Great National Assembly on the 7th by 143 votes against 2, with
one abstention.- On the same day the treaty was formally brought
to the notice of the League Council by Sir Austen Chamberlain.^
On the 14th June it was approved by the ‘Iraqi Parliament at
Baghdad*
Thus, a contioversy which had dragged on since the Armistice of

the 30th October, 1918, and \vl\icli had been a threnrt to the pre-
cariously re-established jH'^ace of tlie Middle East for upwards of
seven years, was at last amicably settled as betw^een the Govern-
ments of ‘Iraq, Turkey, and (ireat Britain. The Governments, how-
evt^r. wcTO not the only parties concerned. In the long run both they
and the Persian (h)vernment would have to reckon with the Kurds,
who after the treaty of the 5th June, 1926, were divided betw^een
three sovereignties, as against two before the War. The develop-
ment of a Kurdish national consciousness had unmistakably begun,
at any rate in the Sulaymanlyah distriet ; and in this very region
the British (Government was committed to fostering this process by
the second condition attached to the League Councirs award. At the
time of writing it w^as impossible to forecast at what rate, in these
circumstances,Kurdish nationalism would glow , or w hat would be the
ultimate effect of its grow^thupon that territorial settlement which had
Just been reached by the protracted and painful efforts of diplomacy.

^ The Timeit and The Maneheeter Ouardmn, 8ih June, 1926.
“ T?ie Times, 9th June, 192S. ^ gth June, 1926.
* Ibid., 15th June, 1926.
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Note on Oil.

While the diplomatic controversy over the Mosul vilayet was in pro-
gress it w as sometimes asserted by hostile critics of one or other party to
the dispute that the real issue at stake was the exploitation of the oil-fields
in the disputed territory, and that the intricate questions of history, eth-
nology, strategy, and h*gal interpretation which covered the pages of the
ofiicial documents had been deliberately placed in the forefront in order to
screen a struggle over economic assets on which all parties were intent but
w^hich all were ashamed to avow. In support of this thesis it was pointed
out that, in the treaty of the 5th June, 1926, which brought the contro-
versy to an CTid, the oil appeared on the surface, and the inference was
drawn that, throughout the controversy, it had been the hidden motive
po\^ er. Little positive evidence, however, appears to have been brought
forward in support of this \'iew ; and while it is true that the imputation
of oil-hunting was so invidious that statesmen against whom it w^as
levelled (often most unfairly) were apt to protest too much,^ it is probable
that such protestations were at any rate less remote from the truth than
the accusations which evoked them.
Though tlu^ truth about ‘ oil politics ’ was notoriously difficult to

ascertain, the history of the Mosul controversy (at least in so far as the
facts were known at the time of wTiting) would appear to show that, with
all the Governments concenied, the desire to secure profits from the oil
was quite subordinate to political considerations.
On the Turkish side, certainly, the oil question did not w^eigh in the

balance against the Kurdish question. In the British House of Commons
on the 1 8th February, 1926, Sir Austen Chamberlain revealed the fact
that, in March 1925, the Turkish Government had approached him pri-
vately with an offer that, if Great Britain w^ould allow Turkey to ‘ have
80 much as she desired of the vilayet of Mosul . . ., a British company,
approved by His Majesty's Government, should have the exploitation of
all the oil \ while other British companies were to have concessions for
pipe-lines, for half a dozen ports, and for something like 3,000 kilometres
of railw^ays. ‘ The reply of His Majesty’s Government was that they were
trustees for ‘Iraq : that they were not possessors but mandatories, and
that as mandatories and trustees they could not bargain aw^ay the rights
and interests of ‘ Iraq and her people in exchange for concessions to British
capitalists.' Both the offer and its rejection indicate that oil w-^as not th©
primary consideration with either party. The Turkish Government would
have preferred to sacrifice oil profits in exchange for territory, and only
entered into a bargain the other way round when it had become convinced
that the recovery of the disputed territory by any means whatever was
impossible.
As for the British Government Sir Austen Chamberlain’s revelation

substantially vindicates their diplonnacy from the charge of bcujig tainted
by oil. At the same time the British Government w^as commercially
interested in the Mosul oil-fields to this extent, that it held a controlling
interest in the Anglo-Persian Oil Company, and that the Anglo-Persian
Oil Company had an important holding in the Turkish Petroleum Com-
pany—an international concern which, in June 1914, before the outbreak

' See, for example, the declarations by Lord Curzon and Mr. Amery cited in
The Manchester Guardian, 10th December, 1925.

M m
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of the War of 1914-18, had secured from the Ottoman Government a
written promise of a concession covering the vilayets of Mosul and Bagh-
dad, and which eventually secured the concession itself from the ‘Iraqi
Government on the 14th March, 1925.
The history of the Turkish Petroleum Company’s claim appeared to be,

briefly, as follows,^ though many episodes in it were obscure. In the
Baghdad and Mosul vilayets oil rights had been obtained by the Anato-
lian Railway Company and the Baghdad Railway Company (both mainly
German concerns), while the Turkish Government was also negotiating with
a British concern, the d’Arcy P^xploratiou Company—the latter being the
second in the field. To reconcile these claims there was founded, on the
23rd October, 1912, the Turkish Petroleum Company, in which theDeutsche
Bank (as assignee of the Baghdad Railway Company) held 25 per cent,
of the shares, the Anglo-Saxon Petroleum Company (representing the
Royal Dutcli and Shell Companies) 221 })er cent., the National Bank of
Turkey (a British concern) 471 per cent., and Mr. C. S. Giilbenkian (an
international linancier instrumental in the formation of the company)
5 per cent. On the 19th March, 1914, after the British (Jovernmeiit had
acquired a controlling interest in the Anglo-Persian Oil Company, the
National Bank of Turkey’s interest in the Turkish Petroleum Company
w'as transferred to the Anglo-Persian Oil Company—this transfer being
made on the British Government’s initiative and under its auspices. It
was after this, in June 1914, that the written promise of a concession
covering the Mosul and Baghdad vilayets was received by the Turkish
Petroleum Company from the Ottoman Government.

In the Anglo-French Oil Agreement signed on the 24th April, 1920, at
San Remo,2 the Deutsche Bank’s 25 per cent, holding in the Turkish
Petroleum Company was transferred to a French group. This transaction
aroused the attention of oil interests in the United States ; the Adminis-
tration at Washington espoused their cause ; and the publication of the
British Government’s draft for the British mandate in ‘Iraq became the
occasion of a controversy between the State Department and the Foreign
Office in which the ostensible issue was the abstract principle of the ‘ Open
Door ’ in mandated territories, while the real issue, as the outcome showed,
w^as w’hether United States oil interests should wrest from British and
French oil interests a share in the exploitation of the ‘Iraq field. This
controversy delayed the inauguration of the British mandate until—on
political grounds unconnected wdth oil and arising out of the ‘Iraq Revolt
of 1920—the British Government jettisoned the draft mandate and regu-
lated its relations wdth ‘Iraq and with the League of Nations through
an Anglo-‘Iraqi Treaty. The Anglo-American diplomatic controversy
was not composed until, at the instance of the British Government, the
Anglo-Persian Oil Company offered half of its holding in the Turkish
Petroleum Company to the Standard Oil Company and other American
interests. The offer was apparently accepted in principle in the spring
of 1923, but at the time of writing the details of American participation
had not yet been arranged.

^ Seethe League Commission of Inquiry’s Bevort, pp. C8~9 ; The Manchester
Guardian, 17th March and 10th December, 1926 ; The Times, 17 th and 18th
March, 1925 ; statement by Mr. Ormsby Gore in the House of Commons,
30th March, 1926.

* See H.F. C., vol. vi, pp. 603-5.
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Meanwhile, the Turkish Petroleum Company, whieli men of violence

had thus l>een taking by storm, still held no more than the promise of a
concession—and that from a Government which had now' df*liiutively
lost the Baghdad vilayet and was on the way to lose the Mosul vilayet
likewise. Tt w^as reported that, at the Lausanne Conference, the British
delegation sought to liavc a confirmation of the Ottoman Government s
promise of 1914 incorporated in the Peace Treaty, but that this attempt
was frustrated by the United States Observer. At any rate the final text
of the Lausanne Treaty contained no reference to the matter.

Eventually, on the 14th March, 1925, a concession was granted to the
Turkish Pi'troleum Company by the Government of ‘Iraq. This con-
cession^ covered the whole territory of the kingdom exce])t the former
Ottoman vilayet of Basrah (which had not been included in the Ottoman
Government’s promise of 1914) and the territories transferred to Turkey
from Persia in 1913 (where the oil rights had already been acquired by
the Anglo-Persian Oil Company exclusively). It thus applied automati-
cally to that portion (approximately coincident with the former Ottoman
vilayet of Mosul) of the territory in dispute between Turkey and Traq
which was eventually awarded to the latter. It may be noted that, under
the concession of the 14th March, 1925, the Turkish Petroleum (k)mpany
was not given a monopoly in the zone which the concession covered. The
company was granted two years, running from the 14th November, 1925,
to select 192 square miles, divided into tw^enty-four rectangular areas, and
in these areas its concession was to run for seventy-five years ; but, w ith
this exception, the whole of the zone covered by the Turkish Petroleum
Company's concession was to be open, at the end of the first four years,
to companies and individuals of all nationalities, and all the* geological
information which had been obtained by the Turkish Petroleum Company
was to be placed at the disposal of other applicants.
At the time when the concession w^as granted participation in the

Turkish Petroleum Company was divided in the proportion given on
p. 530 above, with the exception that the 25 per cent, share held by the
Deutsche Bank had been transferred to the Compagnie Fran9also des
Petroles, in w hich numerous French oil companies were represented. As
already stated the American companies had not, either at that, date or
at the time of writing, taken up the shares offered to them. In the
convention in which the concession was conferred upon the company by
the Government of ‘Iraq it was stipulated that the company should
always have a British chairman.

(xii) The Tension between ‘Iraq and Persia over the Exodus
of the Persian ShPI ‘Ulania from Najaf.

The National Government of ‘Iraq and the mandatory Power were
involved in international, as well as internal, difficulties by the
existence in Traq (between the Euphrates and the Shamiyah) of the

^ For particulars see the League Commission’s Eeport, p. 68 . The text
of the concession is not printed in the Appendix to the British Government’s
Eeport on the Administration of 'Iraq for 1926, where it might be expected to
be found. There is only a brief notice of the concession in the body of the
Eeport (p. 11 ). It was published, however, in the "Iraq Government Gazette.Mm2
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holy cities of the ShVi denomination—Karbala, Najaf , Siimarra, and
Kazimayn—with their resi<i(‘nt mujtahids or ShPi doctors of the
law'. These mujtahids spoke with authority and not as the Sunni
'ulamd (who were constrained to follow one or other of the four
orthodox interpretations of the ShurVah). ’^Phey not only possessed
a great influence over the ShPis of 'Iraq (who were shown by the first
census to constitute more than 50 per cent, of the population^).
They were a ])Ower among ShrL<j in all countries (for w hom the holy
cities in ‘Iraq were places of pilgrimage), and especially among those
of Persia—the leading Shn country, where Shi ism was the estab-
lished religion. Most of the it* tf ifaJuds in 'Iraq were of Persian origin,
and many of them retaim‘d their Persian nationality “

Under the Ottoman regnno there had l)een no love lost between
the mujtahids and the 'furkish authorities, who had been inclined to
favour their ow n co-religicaiists of the Sunni minority ; but after the
Turks had been driven out b} the British the mnjtahids showed
themselves equally hostile to the latter. To some extent this may
have been due to their national resentment, as Persians, at British
policy towards Persia betw'een 1907 and 1921 * The fundamental
reason, however, w'as the same as that w hich had frequently set them
against the Ottoman Government, and for that matter against the
Persian (Government ^—namely, the jealousy of an intluential priest-
hood tow ards the civil power. The jealous}" of the mujtahids towards
the British regime w"as proportionate to the greater efficiency of this
regime.

Certain of the mujtahids took an active part in instigating the
revolt of 1920,^ and their anti-British activities did not cease after
its stippression. The attemjit, in April 1922, of the mvjtahid Shaykh

' The Shri elenujiit in ‘Iraq was eonreni rated to the south of Baghdad, the
Muslims of the Mosul Vilayet bein^r almost exolusivciy Suunis.

“ For ail expert description of the ShPi holy cities of ‘Iraq and the mujtahids
see Cmd 1061 of 1020, Reviexr ofthe Civil Administration of Mesopotamia (from
the beginning of tiu* British nulitary occiqiation down to the British Crovern-
ment's declaration of the 20th June, 1920), by Miss Gertrude Bell, especially
pp. 27-9.

^ Op. cit., p 144
^ Shiism not only involv€?d (in common with all forms of Islam) a theocratic

basis of government but (unlike Sunnism) a theocracy incorporated in a priest-
hood. Under the SafawT Dynasty (a. d. 1502-1722) there liad been a personal
union between the highest offices of Church and State ; bui since the fall of
that dynasty the Shri priesthood had been in more or less constant opposition
to all established civil authority—even in T^ersia itself, where the temporal
rulers continued (with the exception of Nadir Shah) to proff^s8 the Shi‘i laitb.
See Section xiii, p. 537 below, for an instance during the period under review.

• Cmd. 1061, pp. 144-6 ; Report on 'Iraq Administration, October 1920-
March 1922, p 4 ; Report, 1923-4, p. 12.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



8ect. xii 533TENSION BETWEEN IKAQ AND PERSIA
Mahdiyul-KhalisI of Ka/irnavn (a Persian national) to exploit
against (Jreat Britain the Wahhabi raid the preceding month has
been described elsewhere ;

' and this leader, in particular, took
a prominent part in the agitation first against the ]>riti:di mandate
and then against the substitute provided for it in the \nglo-‘lraqI
Treaty." On the 24th May, 1U22, while the treaty was un«l r negoha-
tion, a telegram, condemning it, from Al-Khalisl was published in an
Tra-q newspaper. About the beginning of August he sigm^d a fatwd
pronouncing that those who failed to guard the indopemdence of
their country from the authority of foreigners should b(‘ expelled
from the society of True Believers and denied burial in Muslim
graveyards. As the sequel to a demonstration at Baglulad on the
23rd August against the British High Commissioner oru^ of Al-Kha-
lisi’s sons and tw^o other Shaykhs were prevailed upon to leave ‘Iraq
voluntarily for Persia on the 29th August. After the signature of
the treaty on the 10th October, 1922, the innjtahids promulgated
decrees forbidding the participation of the ShCis of Mrati in the
elections for the Constituent Assembly, and they reissued these in
June 1923,** Thereby the elections were effectively iraj reeled, until,
on the night of the 25th'-2r)th June, the ‘Iraqi Government, in virtue
of an amendment to the penal code which had been passed on the
9th June, arrested Al-KhalisI, with tw'o of his sons and a nephew , and
deported the party to Aden as the first stage on a j>ilgriniage to
Mecca. In protest against this action nine 'vlama of Najaf, with
twenty-five followers, resolved to make an exodus from ‘Iraq and
crossed the frontier, on the 3rd July, into Persia, w here they took up
their residence in the holy city of Qum.'^ In ‘Iraq itself this gesture
fell flat ; but there was an agitation in Persia which stimulated the
Persian Government to make diplomatic protests. In July it was
intimated to the Persian Government that the mujtahids would be
allowed to return to Traq after the Constituent Assembly had met
and done its business. Two were actually permitted to return in
September. The others, who remained at Qum, were joined there
next month by AI-KhalisI from Mecca. Meanwhile, the mujtahids
(with the exception of APKhalisI himself) and the ShPi community
in Traq were becoming more and more inclined to make their peace
with the authorities. The ShTi community made a formal reconcilia-
tion in November 1923, on the occasion of a change of ministry, when

^ See above, p. 333. “ ^Iraq Report, 1922-3, pp. 10, 11, IT. jO.
^ 'Iraq Report, 1923-4, pp. 6 and 9. * Op, cit., pp. 10-11.
^ Op. cii., pp. 11-13.
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534 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

they were given two portfolios in the new cabinet.^ The ‘Iraq
Government, on its part, was disposed to make reconciliation easy
for the mujtahids as well, since their exodus had interrupted the
pilgrim traffic (thus causing serious financial loss to the holy cities
and to the ‘Iraq Railwaj^s) and had produced an estrangement
between ‘Iraq and Persia. Accordingly, the mujtahids, with the
exception of Al-KhalisI, were given permission to return to ‘Iraq on
condition that they refrained from taking part in politics. They
accepted these terms and recrossed the frontier on the 22nd April,
1924,“ while Al-Khalisi withdrew from Qum to Mashhad.

(xiii) The Situation of Persia (1922-5).

In the History of the Peace Cojiference of Paris ^ the developments
in the situation of Persia have been recorded down to the coup d'etat
of the 21st February, 1921, w^hich brought a Nationalist administra-
tion into power at Tihran, and the consequent denunciation of the
Anglo-Persian Agreement of the 9th August, 1919, by the Persian
Government. By these two events the independence of Persia w^as
reasserted, and this was a striking reversal of tlie trend of affairs
during the previous fifteen years. The Anglo-Russian Agreement of
the 31st August, 1907, had been widely interpreted as portending
an eventual partition of Persia between the tw^o neighbouring Great
Powers ; the Anglo-Russian understanding of 1915^ had given
point to this interpretation by granting Russia a free hand in her
zone, and by including the ‘ neutral zone ’ of the 1907 agreement in
the British zone (though the British Government never ceased to
insist that the maintenance of Persian independence and integrity
was a cardinal feature of British polic}?). When the Russian forces
had ebbed away from Northern Persia after the Bolshevik Revolu-
tion of 1917 their place had been taken by British forces ; and the
Anglo-Persian Agreement of 1919, while relieving Persia from the
nightmare of partition, had apparently threatened to extinguish her
independence in a less painful but hardly less effective way by
bringing her permanently under the military and political ascendancy
of a single foreign Power. In 1921 Persia unexpectedly shook
herself free from these last trammels and signalized her new freedom
by negotiating the treaty of the 26th February, 1921, with the

^ *Irdq Beport, 1923-4, p. 17.
‘ For the visit paid to them at Qum, a few weeks before their return to

*Iraq, by Kiza Khan Pahlawi, see p. 537 below.
» Vol. vi, pp. 206-17. * Op, cit,, pp. 5-6.
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Sect.xiii THE SITUATION OP PERSIA (1922-5) 536
Soviet Government at Moscow ;

^ but her achievement up to this
point, though noteworthy, was negative. She had recovered her
freedom less by her own efforts than by a fortunate conjunction of
external circumstances, and she could not hope to retain it unless
she succeeded in putting her own house in order. During the next
four years (1922-5), however, she made progress in internal re-
construction which was more remarkable than the recovery of her
freedom of action in 1921, and it is noteworthy that her history
during these years reproduced certain general phenomena which
characterized the contemporary history of other Islamic countries.

In Persia, as in Turkey and Afghanistan, the reconstruction was
mainly the work of a single dominant personality inspired by the
ideal of effective national independence as against foreign Powers
and effective national sovereignty at home. The new Persian
leader was Riza Khan Pahlawi, a soldier who had served a long
apprenticeship in the Persian Cossack Division organized and com-
manded by Russian officers of the old regime. After rising from the
ranks he had found his opportunity when the British military
authorities in Persia had compelled the Russian officers of the
Division to resign their commissions in the autumn of 1920. Riza
Khan led the Cossack force which marched from Qazwin on Tihran
to make the coup iVetat of February 1921, and from that time
onwards he remained the power behind the Persian throne until he
became its occupant. Like Mustafa Kemal Pasha, whom he evi-
dently admired and imitated, Riza Khan was a soldier and a self-
made man. Indeed, he had a more romantic career than his Turkish
confrere, who only rose from second-lieutenant to President of a
Republic, whereas Riza Khan rose from trooper to Shah. As
a soldier he made it his first care to build up an efficient national
army, and he employed this army effectively in asserting the
authority of the Tihran Government within the national frontiers,
as against both recalcitrant native tribesmen and foreign Powers.
He showed the same determination as Mustafa Kemal to put an
end to the encroachment of Western or Westernized Powers upon
his country’s independence ; but, again like Mustafa Kemal, he was
far from being hostile to Western methods and Western ideas. He
not only applied these in the reorganization of the Persian army,
but took the statesmanlike view that army reform could not be
carried far without a general concomitant reform in finance and
civil administration. In this belief Riza Khan welcomed and

^ Op, cit, pp. 214-15 ; Survey for 1920-3, p. 387.
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536 THE MIDDLE EAST Partin
generally supporte<i the American financial experts who were
engaged by tfie Persian Government—tni private contracts and not
as seconded officials of the United States Government—in the
summer of 1922,^ It remains to describe briefly the stops by which
iliza Khan acquired the Persian crown, his success in asserting the
authority of the Tihran Government throughout the country, and
iiis co-operation with Dr. Millspaugh and his colk^agues.
Kiza Khans rise was rapid. After the coup iVeiat of the 21st

February, 1921, he was appointed commander-in-chief of the
Persian army ; a few weeks later he was appointed Minister of War
as well ; and, after making and unmaking several ministries, in
each of which he retained his double office, he became Prime Minister
himself on the 28th October, 1923. His sovereign, Ahmad Shah
Qajar, almost immediately left Persia for a tour of indefinite duration
in Europe, and the way seemed open for a repetition of what had
happened in Turkey—where the Ottoman Sultanate had been
abolished on the 1st November, 1921, the deposed Sultan Vahidu’d-
Din Mehmed VI had fled the country sixteen days later, and a
republic had been proclaimed on the 29th October, 1923, Mustafa
Kemal Pasha being elected simultaneously as the first President.
Riza Khan now^ aspired to follow in the Turkish Ghazl’s footsteps by
becoming the first president of a republican Persia, and he timed
this constitutional change to take place on the following Persian
New Year’s Day (Naw Ruz), which fell on the 21st March, 1924.
The Majlis assembled on the 13th March, and on the 15th a meeting
of forty ex-Prime Ministers, Cabinet Ministers, and other notables
formally requested Riza Khan to declare in favour of a republic and
to make arrangements for the Majlis to elect a president.^ Pro-
republican demonstrations followed in Tihran, and telegrams in the
same sense were dutifully dispatched from the provinces ; but at
this juncture events in Turkey again exerted their influence over
Persian politics, this time in a contrary sense. On the 3rd March,
1924, the Great National Assembly at Angora had passed three laws
which not only abolished the Ottoman Caliphate but entirely dis-
established the Islamic ‘ Church ’ in Turkey by suppressing the
Ministry of SherVeh and Evqdf (its revenues being nationalized and
transferred to other departments) and by placing all religious
schools and seminaries under the national Ministry of Education.

* The Persian Government had the cordial concurrence of the British
Government in taking this step.

^ The Times, 20th March, 1924.
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On the 4th March the Caliph ‘Abdu’I-Mejid had followed into exile
his predrct ssor the Sultan Cali})h Vahid u’d-Diii.^ The news of these
latest d(‘\elopmerits in Turla*v made a deep impression upon the
Persian divdnes, who, though they btdonged to a different denomi-
natioji from the Turkish divines, foreboded that the proclama-
tion of a republic in Persia would be folJowc^d by similar conse-
quences so far as they wTre concerned. Since at this time Persia
had not been penetrated to the same extent as Turkey by Western
ideas the Islamic divines were still a power in the land. They
immediately threw^ themselves into an anti-rcpublican campaign ;

the merchants of Tihran gave this movement their support ; a mob
invaded the precincts of the Majlis when it was on the point of
debating the pr()j)0.sed constitutional change ; and the 21st March
passed without Persia having ceased to be a monarchy. The
republican movement had been defeated in the last three days—not
only by the action of the divines, but by the feeling of the people at
large, who had a deep-rooted prejudice in favour of monarchy.-

Riza Khan at once accommodated himself to public sentiment.
After visiting the sacred city of Qum to consult the 'ularnd from
the holy cities of 'Iraq, who had taken uj) their residence thore,'^
he proclaimed on the 1st April, 1924, that the establishment of
a republic in Persia would lie contrary to religion and prohibited all
further mention of the subject under penalty.^ In 1925 he found
his reward. On the 12th December of that year a Persian Consti-
tuent Assembly, by 257 votes to 3, modified Articles 35 and 3b of
the Persian Constitution, in which exclusive rights to the Persian
Crown had been conferred upon the Qajars, and conferred the crown
upon Riza Pahlawl and his heirs.^ The new Shahinshah took the
oath on the 15th, and thus, after a six weeks’ interregnum, Persia
obtained a new sovereign and a new^ dynasty.^

^ See Part I, Section (ii) (d), pp. 51 and 60-1 above.
• See The Times, 24th and 25th March ; and The Manchester Guardian,

23rd April, 1924.
® See Section (xii), p. 633 above, ^ The TimeSy 2nd April, 1924.
• Ibid., 14th December; Le Temps, 16th December, 1926. For the

steps which led up to this result see The Times, 8th and 15th April, 1924,
14th February and 2nd November, 1925 ; Le Temps, 16th February and 2nd
November, 1926 ; and the Yefll Qafq&s^a of Constantinople (an organ of the
anti-Bolshevik Caucasian Muslim emigres). No. 14, 15th April, 1924, quoted in
Oriente Moderno, IV, 5, pp. 325-6.

• Riza Shah Pahlawi w^as a native of the Caspian Province of Mazandaran,
which had been the last citadel of Persian independence after the fall of the
Sasanids, and the national character of the new dynasty was emphasized in
the proviso that the crown should only pass to descendants of the founder
who were born of Persian mothers. This was a deliberate reversal of the
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638 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

Riza Shah had well earned his crown by the public services which
he had rendered to Persia during the preceding five years. Before
he came into power the threatened partition of Persia had been
mirrored in the diversity of her armed forces. The Russian-officered
Cossack Division in the north had been balanced by the British-
officered South Persian Rifles in the Gulf Provinces, while Persian
national interests had been upheld precariously by a Swedish

-

officered gendarmerie. Having already been relieved of the Russian
officers through the action of Great Britain, Riza Khan next got
rid of their British and Swedish colleagues, and then organized the
Persian rank and file of the three disbanded corps into the nucleus
of a uniform force, about 40,000 strong. This new model army was
kept properly equipped, clothed, housed, fed and paid by the vigilance
of its commander, and it therefore rendered loyal and effective service
to him and the country.
With these troops at his command Riza Khan set himself to

assert the Tihran Government’s authority over those tribes and
chieftains who, in various parts of Persia, had periodically shaken
off the Central Government’s control, and who, in the present
instance, had been in enjoyment of de facto independence since
about the middle of the nineteenth century. First, during the
months immediately following the coup d'etat of the 21st February,
1921, he had to suppress a dangerous revolt in Khurasan of Colonel
Muhammad TaqI, the first military governor appointed to that
important frontier province under the new regime.' In October
1921 he scattered the forces of Kiichiik Khan,^ who, since the
dissolution of the Imperial Russian forces in Persia in 1917, had
organized a following of ‘ Jangalis ’ in the mountains and forests of
the Caspian Provinces and, in co-operation with the Bolsheviks, had
defied both the British forces in Northern Persia and the Central
Persian Government at Tihran. By these operations of October
1921 Riza Khan restored the authority of the Tihran Government
over Rashd and Anzali. At the same moment, however, he was
confronted by a more serious danger in a movement for national
autonomy among the Peraian Kurds, under the leadership of
Isma‘Il Shakkak Semiqo (Simko), a Kurdish chieftain from the
dynastic statute of the deposed Qajars, under which the succession had been
limited to the children of Qajar princesses. The Qajars were a Turkish clan
who spoke a Turkish 'patoia as their household language, so that the effect of
this rule had been to confine the title to the Persian crown to persons who were
of non-Persian descent on both sides.

' The Times, 8th August, 1921 ; Ofiente Moderno, I, pp. 648-9.
* The Times, 10th October, 1921.
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Perso-Turkish frontier east of Lake Urumiyah.' In October 1921
Semiqd established his head-quarters at Sawuchbulagh, about thirty
miles to the south of the lake, and extended his authority over the
territory of the (Turkish) Avshar tribe in the vicinity. During the
first seven months of 1922 the Persian Government maintained
a truce with Semiqo and attempted to come to an agreement with
him on the basis of granting the Persian Kurds a measure of auto-
nomy. Meanwhile, in January 1922, the gendarmerie in Tabriz
revolted and overpowered the Persian Cossack garrison, and pos-
session of the city was not recovered by the Government until the
8th February. 2 The same summer the Turkish Shah Seven tribes ®

in the mountains of Persian Azerbaijan, towards the frontier of the
U.S.S.R., temporarily seized the town of Ardabil and had to be
reduced to order.^ About the same time Semiqo took the offensive
by inciting the kindred tribes of Luristan to join forces with the
Kurds and by occupying Maraghah in the direction of Tabriz.^
Thereupon Riza Khan, after crushing the incipient revolt in Luristan,®
attacked and dispersed Semiqo’s forces in August 1922. Semiqo
fled across the frontier into the Kurdish zone of the Mosul vilayet,
where, before the end of the year, he was ambushed and killed by
two personal enemies.

In the spring of 1924 an expedition was sent by Riza Khan to
Luristan. An act of treachery on the part of its commander led
to a general rising of the Lurs, W'ho defeated the expeditionary force
on the 16th May and compelled it to evacuate Khurramabad on the
20th, before Riza Khan had time to send reinforcements.’ Khurra-
mabad was retaken, however, by the Government troops before
a month had passed,® and the Lur chiefs were compelled to come to
terms before the summer was over.
The gravest problem was presented by the south-w^estern province

of Khuzistan, adjoining ‘Iraq and opening on to the Persian Gulf.
Here the Tihran Government had latterly possessed only a nominal
sovereignty over the Bakhtiyari tribesmen in the highlands and
Shaykh Khaz‘al of Muhammarah (an Arab prince ruling over Arab

^ For Semiqo’s revolt see Oriente Moderno, I, pp. 548, 615, and 754 ; II,
pp. 115, 243-4, and 425. ^ Op. ciU 1, P. 614.

* The Shah Sevens were adherents of the Qajar Dynasty (as indeed was
denoted by their name—unless the Shah whose lovers they were was the
Caliph ‘All), but they had long been an embarrassment to the Persian Govern-
ment and a scourge to their neighbours.

* Oriente Moderno, II, p. 116. * Op. cit., loc. cit.
• The Times, 18th and 19th July, 1922.
’ Ibid., 23rd May and 23rd Juno, 1924.
• The Times, 19th June, 1924.
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540 THE MIDDLE EAST Part m
tribesmen) in the plains ; and the situation was made more delicate
by foreign complications. On the borderland of the Bakhtlyari
country towards Shaykh Khaz^al’s country lay the South Persian
oil-field ; and, though the concession for working it was held by the
Anglo-Persian Oil Company from the Tihran Government, the
working arrangements inevitably depended upon direct under-
standings between the company and the Bakhtiyari chiefs, in whose
domain the field lay, and Shaykh Khaz‘al, across whose territory the
pipe-line from the field to the refinery on Abdan Island had been
laid by an agreement between the Shaykh and the company in 1909.
Trouble might well arise between Tihran and London if local
attempts, on Riza Khan’s part, to assert the Persian Government’s
legitimate authority resulted incidentally in damage to the com-
pany’s plant or interruption of their operations—^involving, as this
would, heavy financial losses to the British shareholders and
incidentally to the British Government, which held a controlling
interest in the company.^

Moreover, Shaykh Khaz‘al had an agreement not only with the
Anglo-Persian Oil Company but with the British Government itself.

In October 1910 he had received an assurance that Great Britain
would not merely safeguard him to the best of her ability against
unprovoked attack or encroachment by a foreign Power, but would
afford him the support necessary for obtaining a satisfactory solutif)n
in the event of an encroachment by the Persian Government on his
jurisdiction and recognized rights or on his property in Persia.*^ This
assurance was renewed in November 1914, after Shaykh Khaz‘al
had taken sides with Great Britain upon the intervention of Turkey
in the General War and had assisted the British Expeditionary
Force in the capture of Basrah. On both occasions the assurance
had been conditional upon the Shaykh and his descendants (to
whom the assurance was to extend) not failing to observe their
obligations towards the Persian Government or to be guided by the
advice of the British Government ; and on the former occasion it
was explained that the promised support might have to be confined
to diplomatic action. Whether or not such an assurance, even with
these limitations, was diplomatically correct, it was not indefensible
morally, and perhaps not even demonstrably disadvantageous to
Persia, at the dates w'hen it w^as first given and then renewed.

^ Under an agreement of the 20th May, 1914.
^ On this occasion Shaykh Khaz‘al was made a K.C.I.E. He had pre-

viously received an assurance from Sir A. Hardinge as far back as 1903.
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Shaykh Khaz‘al was the de facto ruler of the left bank of the Shattu’l-
‘Arab and of the navigable section of the Karun River from Muham-
marah to Ahwaz ; his friendship was therefore essential to Great
Britain if she was to maintain her position in the Persian Gulf ; and,
in giving Shaykh Khaz‘al an assurance in the terms indicated, she
was consulting her own vital inten^sts without causing any mat(uial
loss to the Persian Government, whose practical authority over the
Shaykh had already dwindled to vanishing-point before the end of
the nineteenth century. Moreover, from Shaykh Khaz^al's point of
view, the receipt of some such assurances was clearly necessary
before lie lent his pow^erful support to the estahlishTnent in his
territoiy of industrial oj>eraiions wdiich had no contemporary parallel
in any Islamic country. The inv'cstment of British capital in South
Persia by the Anglo-Persian Oil Company w\as many times greater
than all the Britisli and other foreign capital invested in Persia
and Turkey combined ; and by 1923 the company was employing
in South Persia some 20,000 Persian subjects—mainly Arab and
BakhtiyarT tribesmen. The initiation of this enterprise brought the
Industrial Mcvolution into a pastoral and agricultural country, aiid
this fact was realized by 8haykh Khaz‘al at the time. Ne vert iu^-

less, th(‘se existing relations beiw^een Shaykh Khaz'al and a fonugn
Power made it a delicate matter for the Government at Tihran to
assert its lawful sovereignty over him now that it had grown strong
enough to make the attempt ; and the fact tliat tliis enterprise w as
accomplished without any international incident arising is a testi-
mony to the diplomatic ability both of Riza Khan and of those
responsible for British policy in 1925, At the same time it is im-
possible* not to feel some sympathy for Shaykh Khaz/al ; for, while
he had no title in lavv against the Pcirsian Government and presum-
ably no (?ase, in the particular circumstances in w liieh his breadi with
the Persian (b)vernnient occurred, for invoking the British assurance,
his anomalous autonomy had been confirmed by long prescription,
and h(^ had some reason to regard the British assurance as a virtual
guarantee of its p<‘rmaneuce.

In November 1923 Shaykh Kliaz'al (tanu* to a s(*ttleniont with the
American financial advisees of the Persian Goveuaiment regarding
the taxes payable by him to Tihran ; ^ but in the summer of 1924
he appears to have been alarmed by Riza Khan y operations against
the Lurs on his northern border and by information that the (Govern-

' A. C- Millspailgh : The American Task in Peraia (New York, 1925,
Century Co.), p, 216 and pp. 226 seqq, ; The Times, 14t)i March. 1024.
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merit intended to cancel the existing firmans from the Shahs on
which his status legally depended. Upon receiving a complaint from
him on this latter point the Government attempted to reassure him ;

but his misgivings were not allayed, and he then took the false step
of publicly denouncing Riza Khan and his policy.^ The Majlis
retorted on the 30th {September, 1924, by addressing a circular
telegram to the tribal leaders in Khuzistan in which it exhorted them
to show loyalty to the Government of Riza Khan ; and on the
r)th November Riza Khan himself left Tihran in order to begin
military operations. Ten days later Shaykh Khaz‘al telegraphed
to Riza at Shiraz, apologizing for his conduct and tendering his
submission ;

^ but Riza insisted that the submission should be
unconditional and his forces advanced upon Ahwaz from the interior
and the coast simultaneously. On the 6th December the Shaykh in
person sued for and obtained an amnesty from Riza, who had bj^
then arrived at Nasiri.^ The Wall of Pusht-i-Kuh, a neighbouring
autonomous chieftain, fled to ‘Iraq, but submitted and obtained
an amnesty in April 1925. After Shaykh Khaz‘ars capitulation
garrisons of Government troops were established in Shustar and
Dizful,^ a Governor-General of Khuzistan was appointed, and the
American financial advisers sent a commission to Khuzistan to
organize a provincial financial administration and arrange for the
direct collection of the local revenues in future. To make assurance
doubly sure Shaykh Khaz‘al was arrested on board his yacht off
Muhammarah by Persian troops on the 19th April, 1925, and re-
moved to Tihran.^ On the 24th July, 1925, a party of Arabs,
presumably former adherents of Shaykh Khaz‘al, rendered desperate
by the excesses of the Persian soldiery and by the non-payment of
the salaries which they had been accustomed to receive from the
Shaykh, made a surprise attack on Muhammarah and temporarily
occupied the Shaykh’s palace, but on the 29th they were driven out
with loss by Persian Government troops.®
Evidently the British Government did not consider that its

assurance to Shaykh Khaz'al had become operative in the circum-
stances. At any rate, on the 2nd December, 1924, the Persian
Government officially denied a report that it had received notes from

^ The Times, 18th October, 1924. See also Al’Ahhhdr of Cairo, 6th Feb-
ruary, 1925, quoted in Oriente Moderno, V, 3, pp. 137-8.

* The Times, 22nd November, 1924 ; Millspaugh, op. cit., p. 231.
^ The Times, 12th December, 1924 ; Millspaugh, p. 233.
* The Khurramabad-Ahwaz road, however, had not been reopened to

commerce at the time of writing.
* The Times, 22nd April, 1925. ^ Ibid., 27th and Slst July, 1926.
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the British Government concerning the events in Khuzistan,^ and
on the 19th May, 1925, in the House of Lords, Lord Balfour stated
that the Shaykh ‘ had not been treated as a prince by the British
Government ’ and ‘ had always been under the suzerainty of Persia
On the same occasion Lord Balfour declared that ‘ the Anglo-
Pei’sian Agreement was now ancient history—indeed obsolete
history—and there was little use in reviving that controv^ersy now
By this time Great Britain had already shown her goodwill towards
the new regime in Persia and her appreciation of Riza Khan’s
success in restoring law^ and order by withdrawing the last British
forceps from Persian territory. The Indian troox)s guarding the
railliead of the Baluchistan Railway at Duzd Ab, in the Sarhad, on
the I\u*sian side of the frontier, had been evacuated early in 1924 ;

-

and in the spring of the same year the Indian force wdiich had been
stationed at Bushire since the disbandment of the South Persian
Rifles in 1921 was reduced to the numbers required for guarding
tlie Consulate-General and Telegraj)h Office, as fixed by agreement
between the two Governments.^
The w'ork of pacification was substantially completed in 1925. In

the May of that year the disarming of the Bakhtiyarl and Kashgai
tribesmen, in the highlands adjoining Khuzistan on the north and
east, was taken in hand.^ In the same month the Turkmen tribes-
men on the Persian side of the Russo-Persian frontier east of the
Caspian, resenting the assertion of the Tihrari Government’s author-
ity and the arrest of their chiefs, raided the coast of Mazandaran by
sea and besieged the Government troops in Bujnurd.^ This rebellion
which, like that of Shaykh Khaz‘al, was dangerous owing to the
})o.ssibility of foreign complications, was dealt with vigorously.
Bujnurd was relieved on the 18th May ; the Soviet Government
em])hatically disclaimed comjfiicity with the rebels and maintained
a correct attitude ; seven of the arrested Turkmen notables were
jniblicly hanged at Mashhad ; and the rebellion liad been almost
1‘ntircly stamped out before the end of the year.®

It remains to glance at the work of the American financial

^ Millspaugh, i>p. 232-3. Notes appear to have been actually presented,
but then withdrawn.

See Statement exhibiting the Moral and Material Progress of India during
the gear 1924-5 (No. 60), by L. F, Rushbrook Williams, p. 20.

“ The Times, 14th March, 1924.
* Alillspaugh, p. 244.
* Millspaugh, p. 243 ; The Times, 18th May, 1925.
* The Times, 27th May, 25th July, and 6th November, 1925 ; Le Temps,

5th and 8th June, 1925.
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advisei-s to the Persian Government.' It was the established policy
of the Persians, since they had come to realize the necessity for
national reconstruction, to enlist the services of Western experts
belonging to distant and disinterested countries. Before the funeral
War of 1914“ 18 Persia had engaged Belgians to manage her customs,
Swedes to command h<‘r gendarnurie, and Americans, under the
leadership of Mr. W. Morgan Shuster, to reorganize her finances.
Mr. Shuster's elT(U*ts in 1911 were frustrated ))y the existence of the
Anglo-Russian Agreement of 1907, and Russian diplomatic pressure
quickly compelled him to abandon liis task and leave the country ;

^

but when Persia recovered her frecHlom of action in 1921 she
promptly turned to Ami^ric‘a again and asked the State Department
at Washington to recommend an American citizen for the post of
financial adviser at Tiliran. The State Department recommended
its own economic adviser, Dr. A. C. Mi]ls])augh, on the understanding
that, if lie undertook the work, he would do so in a private capacity
and that the United States (ilovernment would assume no responsi-
bility for his acts when in the Persian Government's employment.
On (lie>>(' terms Dr. Millspaugh signed a contract with the Persian
Cu)vernnient on the I4th August, 1922, and arrived in Tihran, with
a staff of United States citizens s(‘lectcd by him, on the 18th Novem-
ber of t hat year. Dr, Mills[)aiigh had wisely insisted that his contract
slnmld confer on him executive and not merely advisory powers ;

and vigour \vitli which he exerted his contractual authority in
th(^ caii'-e of financial efficiency and reform brought him into constant
and souK'times acute conflict with vested interests. This opposition,
liowcvn , was overcome by the joint statesmanship of Dr. Millspaugh
and Riza Khan, who co-ojierated with one another loyally from the
beginning. Dr. Milispautrh made it clear that he proposed to rely
upon Riza Khan's military organization for making the aathority
of tlic Ministry of Finance effective ; and Riza Khan, on his side,
showed his goodwill byretransferring to the Ministry of Finance

—

in return for a guarantee from Dr. Millspaugh tliat tlie budget of
the Ministry of War would be covered—certain revenues which^
before the amval of the American Mission, he had diverted—un-
constitutionally l>ut perhaps not unjustifiably—from the Ministry
of Finance to his own department in order to ensure the proper
maintenance of the new' model army. With Riza Khan’s support

‘ Tlie following informati<»n is taken from Millspaugh, op. cit.
“ For story of Mr. Shuster’s mission, which falls outside the scope of

this Survey, see his own book The Strangling ofPersia (London, 1912, Fisher
Unwin).
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the American Mission performed signal economic and financial
services, not only in reforming the internal administration but in
negotiating—though so far unsuccessfully—with the Soviet Govern-
ment over outstanding issues relating to the Persian customs tariff
and the Caspian fisheries and in tendering advice regarding the grant
of a concession for the North Persian oil-fields.
The good relations between the American financial experts and

their Persian colleagues were not interrupted by the lamentable
death, on the 24th July, 1924, of the American Vice-Consul in
Tihran, Major R. W. Imbrie, who was attacked, with fatal results,
by an overwrought Persian crowd owing to his rashness in attempt-
ing to photograph a Shi‘i shrine during a religious demonstration.^
The Persian Government eventually gave full satisfaction to the
United States Government’s demands for redress and reparation ;

^

and thereafter the United States Government announced that that
part of the monetary reparation which had been paid by Persia to
cover the cost of conveying Major Imbrie’s body home on an
American w^arship would be held as a trust fund, of which the income
would 1)e devoted to the education in the United States of Persian
students.^ Thus the consequences of a crime which might have
embittered the relations of two formerly friendly peoples were finely
turned to account in order to render those relations more intimate
and more cordial than before.
On the 22nd April, 1926, a treaty of perpetual peace and benevo-

lent neutrality w^as signed at Tihran between Persia and Turkey.^
The neutrality to be observed reciprocally was conceived in the
widest terms (Arts. 2-5). Arrangements were contemplated for the
friendly settlement of frontier incidents and tribal complications
(Art. 6). Within six months of signature negotiations were to be
opened for the conclusion of commercial, consular, customs, postal,
telegraphic, and extradition conventions (Art. 7). In this connexion
the Turkish plenipotentiary gave his Persian colleague an assurance
that Turkey w^ould not insist upon the maintenance, in Persia, for
Turkish nationals, of those capitulatory rights of which the Turkish

^ Millspaugh, pp. 214-15 ; The Times, 2lBt, 22Qd, and 24th July, 1924.
* Ibid., 29th July, let August, 29th October, 3rd November, 1924.
® Millspaugh, p. 222.
* French text (which, according to Article 10 of the treaty, was to prevail

over the Persian and Turkish texts in case of divergence) in Oriente Moderno,
VI, 6, pp. 262-5, Compare the Russo-Turkish Treaty signed in Moscow on
the 16th March, 1921. The treaty of the 22nd April, 1926, was to last for five
years from signature and thereafter for successive annual periods unless
denounced six months in advance of any given date of expiry (Art. 11 ).Nn
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646 THE MIDDLE EAST Partin
Government had already deprived Persian and other foreign
nationals in Turkey.^ A treaty of the same type between Persia and
Afghanistan appears to have been concluded in 1923—^the text being
signed at Kabul on the 7th September of that year by the Amir
Amanu’llah himself at a public ceremony.^

(xiv) India, Afghanistan, and the Frontier Tribes*

In a previous volume ^ some account has been given of the Third
Anglo-Afghan War of 1919 and the subsequent negotiation of diplo-
matic agreements between Afghanistan and Great Britain, the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics ^ and the Turkish Nationalist
Government at Angora respectively. In this place it will be con-
venient to consider the after-effects of the War of 1919 upon the
tribes inhabiting the zone of barren and almost inaccessible moun-
tains through which ran the Indo-Afghan Frontier, as delimited in
1893 after negotiations at Kabul between the then Amir of Afghani-
stan and Sir Mortimer Durand.

This mountainous zone, which extended from the Pamirs south-
westwards in the direction of Quetta, stood out in sharp contrast to

‘ Letter of the 22ud April, 1926 (origiiifil French text in Oriente Modetno,
loc. rit.).

Op. cit.n III, 7, p. 437, quoting Al-Akhhdr of Cairo, 18th November, 1923.
^ Survey for 1920^^ Part IV', Section iv, pp. 376-88.
* Russian performance of the obligations undertaken under the Russo-

Afghan Treaty was tardy and incomplete ; but the number of Russians in
Afghanistan continually increased, especially after the appointment of M. Stark
as Minister in the surnnier of 1924. By 1926 the personnel of the Afghan Air
Force consisted almost entirely of Russians, numbering over thirty. No other
Europeans were then employed. The effective aeroplanes, numbering about
twelve, had all (with the exception of the two British machines delivered in
August 1924) been provided, free or on payment, by the Soviet Government,
together with Russian pilots and mechanics, at various dates from October
1924. The construction of a telegraph line from Kushk to Herat had been
carried out by Russian engineers, and it was believed that arrangements were
being made by them for further telegraph construction. Road survey parties
had also been employed, and one was still engaged on a projected road to join
Kabul with Mazar-i-Sharif. The Consulate and Legation staffs tended to be
unnecessarily large and were augmented by the trade agents—for whom,
being Government officials, diplomatic privileges were claimed. In November
1925 the friendly relations between Afghanistan and the U.S.S.R. were
momentarily disturbed by a frontier incident over an island in the River
Oxus, from which an Afghan garrison, at that time in occupation, was ejected
by Russian troops. The Russians appear to have claimed that, before the
temporary breakdown of Russian authority in Central Asia in 1917, the island
had been in their hands, while the Afghans claimed that it had always been
recognized as Afghan territory. The incident was closed by the voluntary
withdrawal of the Russian troops from the island pending a definitive settle-
ment by a mixed Russo-Afghan commission. {The Times, 28th December,
1925 ; The Daily Herald, 8th January, 1926 ; The Times, 6th and 30th March,
1926.)

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect, xiv INDIA, AFGHANISTAN, & FRONTIER TRIBES 547
the Indus Plain on the one side and to the basins of the Upper
Kabul River and the Helmand River on the other. Even the latter

—

containing as they did the towns of Kabul, Ghazni, and Qandahar

—

were by comparison peaceful, prosperous, and civilized ; the con-
trast on the Indian side was sharper still ; and this difference
between the regions was reflected in the social and political condition
of their inhabitants. On both sides of the diplomatic frontier the
mountaineH^rs were poorer and more warlike than their lowland
neighbours ; they were well supplied with Western small-arms of
modern patterns,^ and were adepts at employing these to the best
advantage on their local terrain ; they were largely independent
de facto of the two Governments which had agreed to draw the
boundary between their respective sovereignties through this tribal
country ; and the tribesmen habitually employed their freedom and
prowess in raiding their neighbours—particularly on the Indian side,
where the contrast between highlands and lowlands was more abrupt
in every respect than it was in Afghanistan. These raids were not
merely w^anton barbarities. The economic proceeds were essential
to the subsistence of the highland population at its present density,
which exceeded the economic capacity of the highlands themselves.^
If the raids were to cease the tribesmen would have either to find
alternative means of obtaining imports, or else emigrate or starve.

Experience showed that highlands as wild, barren, and extensive
as these could hardly be reduced to order and civilized except by
a Power in possession of the lowlands on both sides of them. During
the nineteenth century the Russian Empire had subdued the
Caucasus by a converging movement from Cis- and Trans-Caucasia ;

more recently the French had been subduing the Atlas by the same
strategy ;

® and, nearer home, in Baluchistan, the British Indian
Empire had achieved a similar success half a century earlier by
extending its influence to the other side of the mountains and estab-
lishing a base of operations in the Helmand Basin as well as in the

^ For example. Major Arthur Moore states, in The Times of the. 24th May.
1922, that no less than 90,000 Martini- Henry rilles, which had just been
discarded by the Australian and New Zealand Militias, were smuggled from
the Persian Gulf to Qandahar between 1907 and 1910. In 1920 the number
of modern rides in the ‘ independent ’ districts was estimated to be 140,000
(The Bound Table, December 1925).

In the ‘independent’ districts of the North-West Frontier Province of
India alone (i.e. the tribal districts between the border of the territory ad-
ministered as part of British India and the frontier of Afghanistan as laid
down along the Durand Line) the population was estimated at 2,800,000 ( TheBound Table, December 1925).

® See Part 11, Section i, p. 97 above.
N n 2
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548 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

Lower Indus Valley. In Baluchistan, during the period under
review, a peace and order still prevailed which threw into relief the
constant disturbances along the North-West Frontier—notwith-
standing the fact that the Baluchistan highlands were merely a
continuation of the North-West Frontier highlands and that, before
Sir Robert Sandeman crossed the mountains in 1868, the Baluchis
had been as notorious for turbulence and savagery as their Pathan
neighbours. The highlands of the North-West Frontier, however,
had not been exposed to a converging movement of this kind. It
was true that the Mughul Empire, of which the British Empire was
the heir, had held the Upper Kabul valley as well as the Indus plain,
had asserted its suzerainty over Badakhshan, and had contested
with the Safawi sovereigns of Persia the possession of Qandahar ;

but the effective rule of the Mughuls had lasted too short a time for
this geographical encirclement of the north-western highlands to
produce an appreciable effect, and in any case the penetration and
civilization of backward districts had usually been beyond the com-
pass of Oriental Empires. For the most part they had been content
to dominate the plains and the passes and to leave the highlands to
themselves, as the Mughuls did in this case, or else they had broken
down in the attempt to subdue the highlanders, as Aurang Zib did
•in his campaigns against the Maratthas. Thus the north-western
highlands had remained unaffected by the temporary presence of
the Mughul Empire at Peshawar and Kabul ; and the British
Empire, which might have taken better advantage of the same
strategical position, had stopped short, in this one quarter, of its
predecessor’s frontiers.
The British Empire had never held the Upper Kabul Valley and

the Panjab simultaneously in permanent occupation. In 1838-42,
when the British were in occupation of Afghanistan with intent to
stay there, the Panjab had still been an independent state and the
British lines of communication had run through Sind and over the
Bolan Pass. On the other hand, since 1849, when the annexation
of the Panjab extended British India up to the south-eastern foot-
hills of the highlands, Kabul and Qandahar had not been in British
hands except for a short time during the Second Afghan War of
1879, and then the occupation was never intended to be other than
temporary.

Accordingly, down to and including the period under review, this
zone of highlands had remained the frontier of British India, and the
British Indian Government had only been able to approach the
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Sect, xiv INDIA, AFGHANISTAN, & FRONTIER TRIBES 649
highlanders frontally, while all the time their rear had been covered
by the State of Afghanistan, which had been fully self-governing in
its internal affairs and had been jealous of any further extension of
British influence in its direction.
The situation and attitude of Afghanistan had aggravated the

geographical and economic difficulties of the Indian frontier pro-
blem ;

^ and this local political difficulty had not been diminished
appreciably by the British control over Afghan foreign policy which
had been maintained from 1879 to 1919—however much that control
may have contributed to the general international security of the
Indian Empire. Of greater local effect had been the settlement of
the Indo-Afghan frontier in 1893, when the boundary had been
delimited from its point of junction with the Persian frontier in
Seistan as far north-eastward as the head of the Kurram Valley
and had been laid down approximately from that point onwards to
the Pamirs. Thereafter, in 1901, Lord Curzon, the then Viceroy of
India, had detached from the Panjab the marginal administered
districts of British India and had formed out of them the nucleus of
a new North-West Frontier Province, in which the ‘ independent ’

tribal districts in the highlands, up to the Durand Line, were also
included theoretically. In practice the highlands had still been left
unadministered and ungarrisoned by regular troops. On the other
hand, political officers had been .stationed among the tribes, and
tribal militias had been raised under British organizers and instruc-
tors, with the double object of policing such trade routes as existed
in the highlands and of providing a livelihood for able-bodied men
who might otherwise have had recourse to raiding. This was a com-
promise between the ‘ close border ’ policy of drawing a defensive
cordon along the line of the foothills and the forward policy of
bringing the highlands themselves under direct administration—an
alternative which would almost necessarily have involved a per-
manent British occupation of Kabul, Ghazni, and Qandahar.
Lord Curzon’s compromise worked sati.sfactorily on the whole

from the turn of the century until the Third Afghan War of 1919.
The Afghan Government, however, had never ceased to exert its
influence upon the Pathan tribes living on the British side of the
Durand Line. Ties of religion and language made it easy for the

^ The relations between the British, the Pathan tribesmen, and the Afghans
on the north-west frontier of India were not unlike the relations between the
French, the Bifis, and the Spaniards in Morocco (see Part II, Section vi,
pp. 125-40 above), and the British found this situation just as embarrassing as
the French did.
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550 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

Amir to win their support and to stir up disloyalty to the British
Indian Government ;

^ and in 1919 the ‘ firing of the frontier ^

formed an important part of the Afghan plan of campaign.^ When
the Afghan Army crossed the Durand Line in the May of that year
the tribal militias proved unequal to the occasion. For this they
could hardly be blamed, since they had been raised with a view to
policing their fellow tribesmen and not to resisting an Afghan
invasion, whereas the Indian High Command appears to have
expected them to serve as a screen behind which the Indian Army
might mobilize.^ Even so they did delay the Afghan advance
sufficiently to enable the Indian Army to concentrate and deliver
a blow which ended the campaign in nine days (9th-17th May)
as far as the Afghan forces were concerned, and which forestalled any
general rising of the tribes on the Indian side of the frontier. On
the other hand, the local impression produced on several tribes by
the breakdown of the militias was so much greater than that pro-
duced by the signal defeat of the Afghans at the hands of the Indian
Kegular Army that the nine days’ war with Afghanistan left the
Indian Government a legacy of four years’ fighting with these tribes.
This residual warfare was not only much longer drawn out than the
Afghan campaign but was much more stubborn in character ; and,
in the early stages of it, the operations of the Indian troops were
chequered by set-backs which were often humiliating and, at times,
even dangerous.
These set-backs were the more striking inasmuch as the trouble

was confined substantially to a single section of the Frontier Pro-
vince. North of the Kabul River, where the rule of petty chieftains

^ The Afghan Govornment maintained a connexion with the tribes in two
ways in particular which ivere the subject of repeated protests on the part
of the British Government; (1) The payment of allowances to tribesmen
domiciled on the British side of the frontier. In the case of certain tribes
which possessed land or grazing rights in Afghanistan and migrated thither
for a part of each year some defence of the grant of Afghan allowances was
admittedly possible, but in other cases (notably the Mahsuds) no such justi-
fication could be offered. (2) Employment of tribesmen belonging to British
tribal territory as Afghan ‘ kha^sadars *, who continued to spend much of
their time on the British side of the frontier. Payment of Afghan allowances
to British tribesmen took place generally along the frontier. The tribesmen
enrolled as khassadars were chiefly Wazirs and Mahsuds, and nearly always
persons hostile to the Indian Administration. In some cases their duties
were so negligible that their position differed little from that of the Afghan
allowance-holders.

^ Statement exhibiting the Moral and Material Progress and Condition of
Indioj 1919, pp. 9-10.

* See articles by Major Arthur Moore in The Times, 4th, 16th, and 24th
May, 1922.
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prevailed, these rulers had remained loyal to the Indian Government
during the crisis, and they gave little or no trouble during the
following years. In the Khaybar Pass and the adjoining districts of
Tirah and the Kurram Valley, where the tribesmen were a law unto
themselves, the tribal militias had failed to stand the strain of the
Afghan invasion ; but the main counter-stroke of the Indian Army
had been delivered in this sector and the political situation had
rapidly been restored. The trouble arose in the southernmost
* independent ’ district of the North-West Frontier Province, which
lay between the Kurram Valley and Baluchistan and was known as
Waziristan.^

Waziristan was an epitome of the north-west frontier highlands,
in which the general characteristics of the country were reproduced
in extreme forms. The district itself, which covered an area of about
5,000 square miles, was particularly mountainous and barren ; the
people, who numbered from 200,000 to 250,000 in all, divided into
half a dozen tribes, were peculiarly individualistic, lawless, savage,
and predatory. Every adult fighting-man was virtually a sovereign
independent Power, and neither the maliks (notables) nor the
mawlds (religious leaders) possessed any certain or continuous
authority. As fighters the Waziristan tribesmen w^ere distinguished
by mobility, skill in handling modern rifles, and ‘ untiring patience
and vigilance in observing an enemy on the move ’

; and they were
‘ expert in the attack of detached posts and in the surprise of small
parties These qualities,- which were almost identical with those
displayed by the Rifis at the opposite extremity of the Islamic
World, made them very formidable adversaries on their own ground
for an army organized on modern Western lines.
Between the British annexation of the Panjab and the outbreak

of the Third Afghan War the British Indian Army had carried out
five serious expeditions in Waziristan ^—the last in 1917, when the
tribesmen had been touched by the wave of unrest which had set in
among the Islamic peoples after the intervention of Turkey in the

^ See Lieutenant-Colonel II. de Watteville’s admirable study : Waziristany
1919-1920 (‘ Campaigns and their Lessons ’ series, London, 1925, Constable)

;

the dispatch, dated the Ist August, 1920, from the Commandor-in -Chief in
India, Sir C. C. Monro, published as the second supplement to The London
Gazette of the 7th December, 1920 ; and Operations in Waziristan, 1919-1920

y

compiled by the General Staff, Army Head -quarters, India (2nd ed., London,
1924, H.M. Stationery Office).

* See the description in de Watteville, op. ciU, p. 23.
® ‘ Since 1852 we have had seventeen of these military operations, and since

1911 we have had four, including that just concluded.’—Lord Chelmsford,
20th August, 1920.
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652 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III

General War. None of these campaigns had been definitive, because
there were no political or economic centres in the country the capture
and occupation of which would give an invader any general control.
The inhabitants of each valley and each village lived their own lives
in independence of their neighbors. On the other hand, the balance
of military advantage had already shown a tendency to incline in the
tribesmen’s favour.

In spite of the ease with which the campaign of 1917 was brought to
its conclusion certain facts were already becoming patent. Whereas
in 1860 a single brigade had marched right through Waziristan without
grave hindrance, and whereas in 1894 and 1901 widely separated
columns were employed with impunity, yet for many years it was
beginning to be believed that an invader of Waziristan must employ
greater forces and observe greater precautions. Further, just as the
Mahsuds were acquiring more rifies of range and precision firing smoke-
less powder, and also exhibiting greater sl^l in their use, so the invader
was ever inclined to resort to more scientific equipment and more
impedimenta. In addition, public opinion now demanded more com-
forts for the troops ; while a fresh difficulty was accruing out of the
increasing number of medical units accompanying any expedition.
Circumstances were thus all tending to complicate the transport pro-
blem and to augment the size of supply trains. Yet the Lines of Com-
munication were unquestionably becoming more vulnerable than they
were before the tribesmen possessed modem weapons. It was still
necessary to employ long convoys of primitive pack transport ; even
in 1919 motor transport was impracticable above the lower valleys.^

Meanwhile the heart of Waziristan, though repeatedly traversed
by these expeditions, had been left without a permanent garrison.
On the other hand, between 1890 and 1899, the Gomal and the
Tochi Valleys, which bounded Waziristan on the south and north
respectively, had been opened up as trade routes and garrisoned by
two militia forces raised from the tribesmen themselves, commanded
by British officers and numbering some 3,000 men in all.^

Upon the outbreak of the Third Afghan War on the 9th May, 1919,
the Indian High Command made up its mind temporarily to with-
draw these two militia forces from Waziristan if the Afghans
threatened this sector, since the combatant troops and the transport
which would have been necessary for their relief could not be spared
from the main concentration in the Khaybar Sector. This decision
was actually put into effect on the 2l8t May, 1919, four days after
the major operations of the Afghan War had come to an end, upon
the report of a hostile concentration in the adjoining Afghan pro-
vince of Khost, and the results were disastrous. As soon as the

^ de Watteville, op, cit,, pp. 43-4. * Op, eit,, p. 8.
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militia began to burn the stores which they could not evacuate and
to abandon their fortified posts the tribesmen rose en masse and the
militiamen deserted in large numbers. The Gomal Valley force,
which fared the worse of the two, lost 1,100 men out of 1,700 by
desertion, as well as 1,200 rifles, 60 muskets, and 700,000 rounds of
ammunition.^ It was reckoned that on this occasion the Waziristan
tribesmen captured over 2,600 rifles and 800,000 rounds of ammuni-
tion altogether,^ besides many hand-grenades and a few Lewis guns.
They immediately began to harry the Indus plain ; and between
the outbreak of the Third Afghan War and the beginning of Novem-
ber 1919 these tribes alone conducted more than 182 raids into
British Indian territory, as a result of which there were 220 British
subjects killed, 276 wounded, and 126 missing, while there were
heavy losses in money, movable property, and domestic animals.
The Waziristan Force of the Indian Army, which was deputed to
deal with them, lost 139 killed and 159 wounded between the 8th
August, 1919 (the date on which the peace with Afghanistan was
signed), and the 2nd November.^

I'he disproportion between the duration and military seriousness
of the Third Afghan War and the legacy of unrest which it left
among the tribesmen on the British side of the Durand Line can be
gauged by the following figures :

‘ During the year 1919-20 no fewer than 611 raids took place in the
Peshawar, Kohat, Banu, and Dera Ismail Kiian districts. They
resulted in the killing of 298, the wounding of 392, and the kidnapping
of 463 British subjects. Property to the estimated, though probably
exaggerated, value of Rs. 30 lakhs was looted.’ During the year 1920-1
there were 391 raids. ' 153 persons were killed, 157 persons injured,
and 56 persons kidnapped and returned on payment of ransom. Pro-
perty to the value of some 2 lakhs w^as looted.’ In the year ending the
31st March, 1922, the number of raids fell to 194. ‘ The improvement
was most marked in the Peshawar and the Dera Ismail Khan districts ;

in the former the raids fell from 145 [in 1919-20] to 57 [in 1920-1] and
15 [in 1921-2] ; the kidnapping from 105 to 22 and 1 ; the value of
property looted from Rs. 3^ lakhs to Rs. 13,000 and Rs. 4,000. In
Dera Ismail Khan the raids fell from 198 in 1920 to 84 in 1921 and 51 in
1922 ; the kidnappings from 127 to 36 and 17 ; and the lootings from
Rs. 12 lakhs to Rs. 88,000 and Rs. 56,000.’ Finally, in the year 1922-3,
47 British subjects were killed by raiders, 48 wounded, 60 kidnapped,
10 of these ransomed and 43 released without ransom ; and property
was looted to the value of Rs. 77,540.*

^ Op. dt., p. 66. • Op. dU, p. 66. * Op. dt,^ p. 64.
* These figures are taken from the annual Statement exhibiting the MaraX

and Material Progress and Condition ofIndia for the years 1920, 1921, 1922-3,
1923-4, and 1924-5 (Nos. 66-60 inclusive), by L. F. Rushbrook Williams.
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It was not till 1923 that the North-West Frontier of India returned
to something approaching a normal condition.
One cause of this prolonged unrest was the continuance of Afghan

macliinations. Working through the channels already described,
as well as through deserters from British service enrolled in the
Afghan regular forces and through small colonies of disaffected
tribesmen who had crossed the frontier and had been given land in
Afghanistan, the authorities in South-Eastern Afghanistan carried
out a policy of active interference in Waziristan from 1919 to the
spring of 1922, encouraging opposition to the Indian Government
both by propaganda and by the material help of money and muni-
tions. Repeated representations by the British Minister at last had
effect and a more corieet attitude was adopted by the Afghan
Government, as shown, for example, in the dismissal of a party of
Wazirs and Mahsuds who went up to Kabul in the autumn of 1922
to protest against the Government of India’s policy in Waziristan.
Afghan intrigue was resumed, however, early in 1923, and further
representations by the British Minister became necessary. New
assurances were given by the Afghan Government, and Afghan
interference in Waziristan became less active—partly, perhaps, owing
to the depiction of the Amir’s Treasury and to his difficulties with
his own tribesmen, wdiich are described below.
The unrest thus produced on the frontier by Afghanistan was

further stimulated by the effects of the Khilafat Movement ^ in
British India. In the early summer of 1920, after the publication
of the peace terms which w'ere afterwards embodied in the abortive
Treaty of Sevres between the Allies and Tuikcy, a feeling arose in
the Indian Muslim community—especially among the morc^ back-
ward elements in Sind and in the administered districts of the
North-West Frontier Province—that it was the duty of devout
Muslims under British rule to emigrate from the dominions of a Power
which had shown itself so hostile to Islam. In the two provinces
above mentioned, where this suggestion was taken up and preached
by the local mawldis, the movement attained unexpected proportions.

Hundreds of families sold their land and property for a mere song,
settled up all their worldly affairs, placed their wives and children on
carts, surrendered the Government rifles entrusted to them for pro-
tection against marauders, and departed in the direction of the Khaybar

See the account of the raiders’ tactics in No. 58, pp. 41-3, and the comparative
charts of the damage caused by raids in No. 58 (opposite p. 41) and No. 59
(opposite p. 39).

^ See Part I, Sections (i) and (ii) above.
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Pass. From the point of view of the authorities the movement was
most embarrassing. It is calculated that in all some 18,000 people,
animated in a high degree by religious enthusiasm, moved in the
direction of Afghanistan in the month of August. It would have been
impossible to stop them without the employment of large numbers of
troops ; and any such attempt would have caused bloodshed on an
unthinkable scale. So long as they were not interfered with the
emigrants were perfectly peaceful and orderly, on the bcvSt terms with
the local officials, and displaying neither malice nor resentment against
any man. As in the case of the Crusades the individual suffering which
was caused by this remarkable movement was very great. At first
Afghanistan seemed to have looked upon it with something like favour.
Before long, however, the immense scale upon which the movement
was pursued rendered it necessary for the Afghan authorities, whose
country is poor and comparatively sterile, to forbid altogether the
admission of pilgrims. As a result the tide of emigrants slowly ebbed
and fell back, sadly disillusioned, to its former home. The road from
Peshawar to Kabul was strewn with graves of old men, women, and
children who had succumbed to the difficulties of the journey. The
unhappy emigrants when they returned found themselves homek^ss
and penniless, with their j^roperty in the hands of those to whom they
had sold it for a tithe of its value in the first flush of their religious
enthusiasm. Government did all it could to mitigate the hardships
which resulted from this amazing enterprise, and was successful in
arranging for the resettlement of many of the emigrants upon the land
which they had so rashly abandoned.^

Meanwhile, the focus of the trouble on the North-West Frontier
was Waziristan. The tribes of this district had not only attacked
the local militia forces during their withdrawal in May 1919 but
had taken advantage of that withdrawal in order to raid the Indus
plain with all their might. The Indian Government could not pass
over these flagrant acts of hostility, and, after it had concentrated
a sufficient military force to invade Waziristan if necessary, it sent
ultimatums on the 9th and 3rd November, 1919, respectively, to the
Tochi Wazirs and to the Mahsuds (the fiercest tribe in Waziristan,
inhabiting the tangle of mountains intervening between the Tochi
and the Gomal Valleys). Both tribes were summoned to meet
representatives of the Indian Government in conferences (jirghas) at
specified places, where the Government’s terms were to be presented
to them, and replies were to be given by the 17th and the 11th
November respectively—that is, within eight days of the dates on
which the ultimatums w ere dispatched. The terms were as follows :

(a) The British Government was to have the right to make roads, build

^ Statement exhibiting the Moral and Material Progress and Condition of
India, 1920 (No. 66), pp. 52-3.

* de Watteville, op, eit, p. 223.
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posts and station troops wherever it should deem necessary or
desirable in any part of the ‘ Protected Areas

(6) All rifles, ammunition, bombs, and other military equipment taken
since the- 1st May, 1919, were to be returned.

(c) The tribes were not to interfere with the movement of troops or
convoys in their country, nor to molest aeroplanes or their
occupants when flying over their country.

(d) All unpaid allowances were to be forfeited. No allowances were
to be granted until the British Government was satisfied with the
good behaviour of the tribes.

(e) Each tribe was to deposit as a guarantee of good faith 200 rifles,
which would be returned within a period of twelve months,
subject to the continued behaviour of the tribes.

(/) The Tochi Wazirs were to pay a fine of Rs. 50,000 and the Mahsuds
Rs. 10,000.

In presenting these terms the Government informed the tribes,
categorically, that there was no foundation for the report, current
through Waziristan, that the Amir had secured an amnesty for the
tribes as part of his peace settlement in August with the British
Government, and that there was no question of Wazir and Mahsud
country being handed over to the Amir, as was rumoured.
On the 17th November, 1919, these terms were accepted by the

majority of the Tochi Wazirs, who gave little or no trouble there-
after, and this enabled the expeditionary force to concentrate its
efforts against the Mahsuds, who had rejected the Indian Govern-
ment’s terms outright on the llth.
The maximum fighting strength of the Mahsuds was estimated at

16,000 and that of the Wana Wazirs (who did not follow the example
of the Tochi Wazirs in submitting) at 7,000 ; but the effective
number of combatants was limited by the number of efficient breach-
loading rifles at their disposal, and this was estimated at not more
than 8,000 in the case of the Mahsuds and 3,000 in that of the Wana
Wazirs. Moreover, the number of small bore rifles burning smokeless
powder which the recalcitrant tribesmen possessed was estimated
(even after their captures in May 1919) at not more than 3,500 in all,
and this limited the size of the tribal force which would be under arms
at any given moment, since throughout the campaign the tribesmen
rigidly refrained, in daylight operations, from using rifles burning
black powder, in order not to reveal their positions to the enemy.
The largest force ever actuallyassembled at one moment was believed
to have numbered 4,500, but this number was quite exceptional.*

^ ‘ Protected Areas—certain portions of the country to be administered by
our political officers ; these were chiefly a belt of territory along the east and
south of the Mahsud country.^ * de Watteville, op. cit., pp. 24~5.
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On the other side the Indian Expeditionary Force numbered
29,256 combatants and 34,987 non-combatants on the 13th Novem-
ber, 1919, and rose to an eventuai daily average of 41,800 com-
batants and 37,900 non-combatants approximately.

With the exception of staffs, aerial contingent, one mountain battery
(equipped with the new 3*7" howitzer), and a. few specialists the Wazir-
istan Force consisted of Indian troops and followers with their normal
establishment of British officers. It is important to note that this was
the first frontier campaign of any magnitude in which so few British
troops, and particularly no British infantry, participated.^

It is also important to note that less than a fifth of the total force,
and hardly more than a fifth of the combatants, could be included
in the Striking Force, which consisted on the 8th November of
8,500 combatants, 6,500 followers, 1,400 horses and equipment
animals, and 7,300 transport animals.
Thus the disparity between the real fighting strengths of the two

parties was not so great as would apix^ar at first sight ; and the
superiority, such as it was, of the Indian force in effective numbers
and in equipment was balanced by the superior fighting qualities
of the Mahsud tribesman, man for man, as compared with the
Indian regular soldier ; by the Mahsud’s incomparable knowledge
of the terrain and skill in turning it to advantage ; and by the fact
that the elaborate and costly equipment which had been invented
on the European battle-fieldvS of the General War, in operations on
level ground between two highly organized armies, was very much
less effective when employed against parties of tribesmen lurking
in a tangle of mountains. At the same time the prt^sence in Wazir-
istan of not less than 1,800 fighting men—consisting of deserters
from the two militia forces and ex-soldiers of the Indian Regular
Army—who had received some form of British training had familiar-
ized the tribesmen with the most modern tactics in rifle-fighting, and
they now possessed sufficient stocks of ammunition to employ these
tactics effectively.
The greatest disadvantage under which the Indian force laboured

was its dependence upon bulky supplies and complicated lines of
communication on which ‘ the remainder of the force ’ (apart from
the Striking Force), ' together with all special and administrative
troops and services, was retained for protective, transport, and
supply duties The broad-gauge Indian railway system stopped

^ Op. cit, 11, Compare the composition of the French army in Morocco
in the autumn of 1925 as described on pp, 148-9 above.

* de Watteville, op. cii.y p. 75.
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short of the Indus, and from rail-head material and men had first
to be conveyed across the Indus—at one point by ferry and at
another by draft wheeled transport over pontoon bridges—and then
forwarded by narrow-gauge railway, ford van transport, draft wheel
transport and pack transport in successive stages,^ while, at every
step in the Striking Force’s advance, those responsible for the com-
munications had to contend with greater dangers of hostile attack
as well as with greater physical difficulties.

In this respect the Expeditionary Force became caught in a
vicious circle. ‘ It became manifest, soon after the expedition set
out, that there was no alternative but to rely on a liberal employ-
ment of artillery and on a lavish expenditure of ammunition and of
engineer stores to counterbalance the initial lack of skill displayed
by the troops.’ “ This policy, however, increased the demands upon
the lines of communication ; and that, in turn, increased the strain
upon the Expeditionary Force as a whole.
The first ten days of the campaign against the Mahsuds, which

opened on the 17th December, 1919, were unfavourable to the
Indian Army. The Mahsuds showed unprecedented skill and deter-
mination,^ while no less than five out of the eight battalions of the
Striking Force were badly shaken.^ In one action on the 19th
130 rifles and 10 Lewis guns were lost, and in those ten days the
force advanced less than four miles altogether. Nevertheless, at
a jirga held on the 29th December, the majority of the Mahsud
maliks accepted the Government’s terms ; and thereafter, when the
operations were continued because the tribesmen omitted to honour
their leaders’ bond, the ascendancy gradually passed to the invaders.
The climax of the campaign was reached on the 1st February, when
a concentration of more than 4,000 Mahsuds and Wana Wazirs was
brought to battle and defeated, and two pieces of Afghan artillery,
which had arrived to support them, were put out of action in two
rounds.^ From that date onwards the Expeditionary Force was
able (like its predecessors in the five previous major campaigns) to
move with more or less freedom ; to plant permanent fortified posts
in order to cover the lines of communication (a feature which repro-
duced the tactics of the French and Spanish armies in Morocco) ; to
devastate hostile villages ; and to destroy fortified towers. Kani-
guram, the principal village of the Mahsuds, was reached on the
4th March and Wana on the 22nd December, 1920.®

^ See de Watteville op. cit., diagram on p. 74. ® Op. cit., p, 91.
® Op. cit., pp. 114-5. ^ Op. cii.t p. 110.

eit., pp. 142-4. • Op. cit., pp. 163 and 174.
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At the opening of the campaign the ultimate policy of the Indian

Government regarding Waziristan appears to have been in doubt.
After seventy years’ experience the ‘ forward ’ and the ‘ close
border ’ policies both still kept the field, and the contest between
their respective advocates was as lively as ever. On the 2%h
August, 1920, however, the Viceroy of India, Lord Chelmsford, made a
public speech in which, after reciting the history of the Waziristan
problem, he announced a new policy.

On a review of the facts we have now made up our minds that this
continual and gratuitous provocation can no longer be suffered ; and

have decided, with the approval of His Majesty’s Government,
that our forces shall remain in occupation of Central Waziristan, that
mechanical transport roads shall be constructed throughout the country,
especially roads linking the Gomal with the Tochi line, and that our
present line of posts shall be extended as may seem necessary. It is
not possible to set any limits to the period of our occupation, our main
care being that we shall not lose the advantage gained during the past
nine months at the cost of valuable lives and of much money ; and
that there shall be no recurrence of the series of outrages of which
I have given you an outline.

In the same speech the Viceuoy declared that
the operations against the Mahsuds have now practically been brought
to a close, and as thi; result of hard fighting we have occupied a central
and dominating position in Waziristan.

At that moment, however, the situation might equally well have
been described as an impasse. The Expeditionary Force had
ensconced itself in Waziristan but had by no means made itself
master of the country. It controlled nothing beyond the ground
which it occupied at any given moment ; the mass of the tribesmen
remained recalcitrant ; and little progress was being made with the
surrender of the arms and the payment of the fines demanded.
Meanwhile, the maintenance of so large an Expeditionary Force
under such difficult conditions was imposing a financial burden upon
India which was relatively heavier than the economic loss inflicted
upon the tribesmen by the partial devastation of their territory, in
accordance with the economic law that, in a struggle of endurance,
the advantage lies with the less highly organized community.
The Waziristan campaign made itself felt in Indian public finance

and consequently in Indian politiCvS, The military grant for the
year 192l~2 had amounted to £62,200,000 out of a total estimated
expenditure of £127,500,000, and the heaviness of this appropriation
for defence had aroused a strong public demand for military economy.
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In the course of the financial year the Commander-in-Chief, Lord
Rawlinson, succeeded in saving £1,290,000 ; but this saving was
cancelled more than twice over by the cost of operations in Wazir-
istan, which by the end of the financial year had exceeded the
original estimates by £2,750,000.^
The financial strain can also be measured in part by the finances

of the North-West Frontier Province. While the provincial revenues
had increased from Rs. 46 lakhs odd in 1903-4 to Rs. 70 lakhs odd in
1919-20 the cost of administration had risen from Rs. 55 lakhs
odd to Rs. 180 lakhs odd during the same period, until in 1920 the
excess of provincial expenditure over revenues amounted to 109 lakhs,
and the province became a burden to the Imperial Treasury.'^
Meanwhile, the still greater burden imposed upon Indian finance

by the prolonged maintenance of a regular force in the highlands
was inclining Indian public opinion towards the ' close border *

policy of withdrawing the troops to the administered territory in the
plains and establishing a cordon along the foothills to keep out
the raiders. The Indian Government was unwilling to adopt this
‘ policy of negation which ‘ might gain for the settled districts
of British India a momentary respite from tribal raids ’ but ‘ would
result in a legacy of infinitely worse trouble for the future \ ‘To
leave the tribesmen in isolation would in reality be leaving them
free to brew incalculable mischief ’

; and accordingly the Govern-
meftt determined to continue its efforts to bring the Mahsud country,
‘the strategic heart of Waziristan*, under control. At the same
time they decided that a permanent occupation by regular troops
was financially beyond the resources of India. The problem was to
reconcile these two decisions with one another, and a solution was
found in the construction of roads for mechanical transport, which
had been one of the main purposes of the expedition of December
1919 and which had been pushed forward steadily after the Expedi-
tionary Force had established itself in Waziristan. Such roads, when
once constructed, could not easily be destroyed by the tribesmen,
and their existence opened up the country not only strategically but
economically. Thus, while they served the immediate purpose of
enabling the Indian Government to maintain order in Waziristan

^ Statement exhibiting Moral and Material Progress, 1921, pp. 12-13 and
124-5.

* Op. cit, 1920, p. 11.
® See a speech delivc- jd in the Indian Legislature on the 5th March, 1923,

by the Foreign Secretary, Mr. Denys Bray, as reported in Statement exhibiting
Moral and Material Progress, 1922-3, pp. 45-7.
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by marching troops through it at will, they also promised eventually
to render this repressive regime unnecessary by fostering trade and
thus opening a channel for the entry of civilizing influences. Accord-
ingly, the Indian Government decided that, as soon as the road-
building was suflSciently far advanced to make military reoccupation
possible at any moment, the regular force in Waziristan should be
reduced to a minimum, and that for the policing of the roads fresh
forces of irregular troops {khdssaddrs) should be raised from, the
tribesmen themselves. This latter feature in the new policy was in
effect a return to the militia system of the twenty years preceding
the Third Afghan War.

This policy was not put into effect without disturbance, for the
rumour that the troops were to be withdrawn was the signal for the
Mahsuds to take the offensive again. On the 1st December, 1922,
they interrupted the construction of the road which was to connect
their territory with the Tochi Valley via Razmak, and the Expedi-
tionary Force retorted by punitive operations.^ These operations,
which lasted from the 15th December, 1922, to the 12th March, 1923,
were more effective than those of 1919-20 ; and e^t jirghas held on
the 12th and the 23rd March the Mahsuds accepted the Govern-
ment’s conditions, recognized its right to construct roads in their
territory, and undertook to raise khassaddrs to police them. There-
after the construction of the road was largely carried forward by
tribal contractors employing tribal labour ; the Indian regular troops
were withdrawn both from Wana and from Ladha (their head-
quarters in the Mahsud territory from 1920 to 1923) ; and the
control of the Mahsuds was entrusted to a mobile brigade of all
arms, including British artillery and infantry, at Razmak ^—a station
which placed them just outside the northern limits of the Mahsud
territory yet gave them a commanding position near the summit
of the pass over which the new road entered the Mahsud territory
from the Tochi Valley. In the Mahsud and the Wana territories the
regular troops were gradually replaced by tribal auxiliaries up to
a strength of about 10,000 men in all.® The last recalcitrant section
of the Mahsuds, the ‘Abdu’r-Rahman Khgl, submitted and accepted

^ See de Watteville, op. city chapter xiv, and a dispatch from the Con\-
mander-in-Chief in India, dated the 26th July, 1923, and published in The
London Omsette of the 26th February, 1924.

* Two battalions of Indian infantry were also stationed at Razmak as the
permanent garrison when the mobile brigade moved out for (merations.

^ Three brigades of Indian infantry (in addition to the Razmak force)
remained, however, in Waziristan : one at Bannu and in the Tochi, one at
Razani between the Tochi and Razmak, and one at Manzai in the south.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



THE MIDDLE EAST562 Partm
the Government’s terms in full in the spring of 1925, as the result of
operations by the Royal Air Force. ^

Under this new regime ^ the flow of money from India into
Waziristan continued in the shape of tribal allowances, pay drawn
by the irregulars, expenditure on the new roads, and local purchases
of goods and services by the Kazmak garrison. On the other hand,
the reduction of the regular garrison and the cessation of active
operations produced on the balance a substantial diminution of
expenditure in Waziristan as compared with the period 1919-23 ;

and, when account is also taken of the diminution in the amount of
damage suffered by the inhabitants of the administered territory
through tribal raids, it would appear that the new regime was the
most economical possible in the circumstances. At the same time
this regime was precarious, because, as had been shown by the
experience of 1919, it was at the mercy of Afghan policy.
During the period under review trouble arose more than once

between the Indian and Afghan Governments over the activities of
tribesmen from the Indian side of the Durand Line who had found
asylum in Afghan territory. In November and December 1921, for
example, a band of recalcitrant tribesmen from Waziristan who had
settled at Shahjui, in the Qandahar Province, in 1919 and 1920,
raided Baluchistan and inflicted casualties on Indian troops ; on the
4th April, 1922, the same outlaws attacked the British garrison at
Wana ; and in the following December they raided as far afield as
Seistan and attacked Baluchistan again.® The Indian Government
held the Afghan Government responsible for these outrages com-
mitted on the Indian side of the frontier by persons resident in
Afghan territory, and towards the close of the year 1923 the Afghan
Government duly made compensation for the incidents of 1921,
On the other side, in June 1923, the British Government compensated
the Afghan Government for casualties unintentionally inflicted upon
Afghan subjects and damage done to their property by the British
Air Force in the preceding April, in the course of bombing operations
against recalcitrant tribesmen on the Indian side of the Durand
Line."*

Graver trouble arose over a series of assassinations of individual
British subjects of English nationality, including women, which were

' The Timee, 4th May, 1925.
^ See de Watteville, op. ct7., pp. 13-14 ; Statement exhibiting Mated and

Material Progress^ 1924-5, p. 17 ; The TimeSy 4th September, 1925.
^ Statement exhibiting Moral and Material ProgresSy 1922-3, pp. 31 and 36 ;

1923-4, p. 27. * Op. eit.y loe. eit.
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committed partly by Afghan subjects and partly by tribesmen from
the Indian side of the Durand Line who subsequently fled to Afghan
territory.
For example, a gang led by A‘jab Khan of the Kohat district

murdered Colonel and Mrs. Foulkes in 1920, raided forty-six rifles
from the police post at Kohat in February 1922, and finally, on the
13th April, 1923, when the police were on their tracks, broke into
the Kohat cantonment, murdered Mrs. Ellis, the wife of a British
officer, and abducted her daughter, with the object of obtaining
hostages with wliich to bargain for immunity. At a jirga held on
the 12th May, 1923, the Indian authorities imposed severe terms
upon the Kohat Pass Afridis and the Orakzais,^ for having given
passage to a notorious outlaw in breach of their agreements ; but,
before this, A'jab, with three companions, had fled to Mandatai in
the Afghan Province of Ningrahar. Meanwhile, on the 8th April,
two British officers. Majors Orr and Anderson, had been murdered
in the neighbourhood of Landi Kotal, on the Indian side of the
frontier, by two Afghan subjects, and the criminals—after being
arrested by the Afghan Government at the British Government’s
instance—escaped from prison while awaiting trial and joined forces
with A'jab.“ On the 8th November, 1923, some members of the
united band entered the house of Major Watts, of the Kurram militia,
at Parachinar, and attempted to abduct his wife—once more with
the object of securing an Englishwoman as a hostage ^—and both
Major and Mrs. Watts were killed in resisting.
The British Government put strong and continuous pressure upon

the Afghan Government to bring these various criminals to book,
and availed itself of the provisions of the Anglo-Afghan treaty of
the 22nd November, 1921,^ in order to detain at Bomba}^ a con-
signment of arms destined for the Afghan Government, pending
satisfaction.® This pressure placed the Amir in an embarrassing
position. There is no indication that he personally desired to shelter
the murderers. It is more probable that he was anxious to demon-
strate the effectiveness of his government by bringing them to
justice. In fact, however, his authority was precarious, especially
in the tribal districts ; and he could not rely upon support from
public opinion, which was inclined to take the view that the killing

’ Op. cit, 1923-4, pjp. 35-6. A ‘jab himself was an Afridi of the Bosti Khel
section of the Adam Khel clan.

^ Op. cit, p. 28. ^ Miss Ellis had been rescued from her captors.
* See Survey for 1920^, p. 383.
® Statement exhibiting Moral and Material Progrees, 1923-4, p. 29.
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of unbelievers was no murder and that the tribesmen among whom
the slayers had taken asylum ought not to be forced to deliver up
their suppliants. At last, in January 1924, Afghan troops were sent
against the outlaws ; A‘jab’8 band surrendered ^ and were banished,
with their families and dependants, to Afghan Turkestan ; and on
the 21st January one of the Landi Kotal murderers was killed in
action with Afghan irregulars. His companion, however, escaped,
and two of A‘jab’s band were never brought to surrender.^
These incidents illustrate the continuing importance of the Afghan

factor in the Indian frontier problem ; and after the conclusion of
the Third Afghan War there had been developments in Afghanistan
of which the final outcome was still uncertain at the time of writing,
but which portended radical changes in the frontier problem as it
affected India.
During the period under review Afghanistan began to display

those revolutionary phenomena which were in evidence at this time
from end to end of the Islamic World. The new Amir Amanu’llah
Khan was a dictatorial reformer of the same type as Riza Shah
Pahlawi in Persia, President Ghazi Mustafa Kemal Pasha in Turkey,
and Muhammad ‘Abdui-Karim in Morocco. His main objective
was to make the national Government effectively independent of
foreign control and effectively master in its own house ; his method
was to introduce Western technique and to break with the Islamic
tradition as far as might be necessary for that purpose ; and, in
attempting to carry out this policy, he was inclined to be high-
handed in his dealings both with foreign Powers and with his own
countrymen. The war with the British Empire, on which he
deliberately embarked in 1919, had its counterparts in Mustafa
Kemal Pasha’s challenge to Greece and the principal Allied Powers
a few months later, in the military resistance offered by the peoples
of Syria and Traq to the respective mandatory Powers during 1920,
in the Syrian rising of 1925, and in ‘Abdu’l-Karim’s successive
challenges to Spain and France in Morocco. In all these cases the
same spirit of unreflecting self-confidence was displayed, and in
several of them it was justified by the event. This was the experience
of the Amir Amanu’llah himself, who had been defeated swiftly and
completely by the Indian Army in May 1919 and had then received

^ The Times, 15th January, 1924.
* These two were Tirah Jawakis, not Bosti Khel Afridis,* and they had

a safe asylum in Tirah while their companions were being hunted. The
Afghan authorities made the tally complete by rounding up two more or less
innocent relatives of A 'jab in these men’s place.
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from the Indian Government, in the peace negotiations, a renuncia-
tion of their control over his foreign policy and a rectification of
frontier in his favour. This auspicious outcome of his first military
adventure naturally increased his self-confidence and his prestige
at home, and after the restoration of peace he embarked at once
upon internal reforms in which Westernization and the assertion of
the Central Government’s authority went hand in hand.^

Diplomatic missions were accredited to London, Paris, Rome, and
Berlin, as well as to Tihran, Angora, and Moscow ; students were
sent at Government expense both to Russia and to West European
countries, especially to France, in order to study the Western arts
of war, engineering, and other branches of technology ; French,
Italian, and Grerman experts ^ were invited to Afghanistan ; the
building of roads and the exploitation of natural resources were taken
in hand ; and a number of new schools on the Western pattern were
opened,^ including a school for girls which was reported to have been

* Sec articles in The Times of the 24th April, 17th and 25th May, and 8th
June. 1922, by Major Arthur Moore ; in The Times of the 15th June, 28th
July, and 7th September from its Peshawar correspondent ; in The Times of
the 9th December, 1923, from a special correspondent ; and in Le Temps,
7th May, 1924.

* The Afghan Government did not invite experts either from British India
or from the U.S.S.R,, in the belief that the distant nations of Continental
Europe were less to be feared by Afghanistan than her two powerful Asiatic
neighbours. At least two international incidents arose out of the presence of
European experts in the country. For example, on the 27th July, 1924, an
Italian engineer, Signor Dario Piperno, killed an Afghan policeman who had
served on him an order to appear before the Afghan police authorities, and
was duly tried for murder and condemned to death. The Italian Legation
persuaded the family of the murdered man to accept blood-money—a trans-
action which, according to Afghan custom, would involve the voiding of the
death sentence ; but there was some delay in releasing Signor Piperno from
mison ; he lost patience, broke out of prison, and attempted to reach the
Russian frontier ; and he was then recaptured by the authorities and was
executed summarily on the 2nd June, 1925. (The Corriere della Sera, 13th
June, 1925.) The Italian Government demanded a personal apology from
the Afghan Foreign Minister, a salutation of the Italian flag by Afghan troops,
the refunding of the blood-money, and an indemnity of £7,000. (The Times,
15th June, 1925.) In August the controversy was settled by a total payment
of £6,000 and an apology from the Afghan Under-Secretary for Foreign
Affairs. (The Times, 19th August, 1925.) In November of the same year
a German explorer, Herr Sauer, while defending himself against brigands on
the road, wounded one of his assailants mortally and was then indicted by
the Afghan authorities for attempted murder. After his assailant's death,
when the authorities proposed to place Herr Sauer under arrest, he attempted
to escape across the Indian frontier but was intercepted and thrown into
prison. (Xh© Deutsche AUgemeine Zeitung, 3rd December, 1926.) His trial
was not concluded for several months, but he was eventually sentenced by
the Afghan Court to four years’ imprisonment. He was, however, pardoned
by the Amir and released. (Le Temps, 18th March, 1926 ; The Times, 6th
August, 1926.)

® See G. L. Leszczyhski, ‘ Afghanistan und Europa ’ (Der Neue Orient,
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attended, at the end of the second year, by no less than 2,200 pupils.
In order to find funds for these enterprises, and especially for the
extension of education, the existing Afghan Regular Army, which
had shown itself utterly inefficient in the war of 1919, was drastically
cut down. An attempt was made to reform the provincial adminis-
tration by bringing the officials under more effective central control
and by giving the population greater facilities for lodging complaints
against them ; and towards the end of 1923 the Amir went so far as
to promulgate a constitution.^ At the same time he set out to bring
the population itself under central control by such measures as the
introduction of compulsory military service, which he applied not
only to the sedentary population of the lowlands but to the untamed
tribesmen of the highlands on the Afghan side of the Durand Line.

This combination of measures inevitably led to trouble. To begin
with Afghanistan had hitherto been the most isolated and reaction-
ary of Islamic countries, so that Amanii’llah’s reforms, though much
less drastic than those of Mustafa Kemal, were in effect more revolu-
tionary. In the second place, the Amir was alienating the old army
and the old official class, on whom the authority of the Central
Government still depended, before he had built up new organizations
to supersede them ; and in this transition stage, when the Central
Government was abnormally weak, he was attempting to exert his
authority in unaccustomed ways over the most unruly of his subjects.
The first open rebellion seems to have occurred in the summer of

1923 among the ‘Alizai tribe of the Zamindawar district, in the
Helmand Valley north-west of Qandahar. Their grievances were
taxation and conscription, and the Government's harsh measures for
Jahrgarig 7, Heft 5), and ‘ Schul- und Pressewesen in Afghanistan ’ (ibid.,
Jahrgang 8, Heft 3-4), summarized in Orienie Moderno, VI, 3, pp. 174-6. In
addition to a French and a German school and four technical schools (for
training surveyors, qadis, officials, and technicians respectively) the Amir
Amanu’llah was reported to have founded about a hundred elementary schools
in the provinces.

^ For a resume of the text of this constitution, which ran to 73 articles,
see Oriente Moderno, IV, 3, pp. 196-9, quoting Al-Alchbdr of Cairo, 28th
January, 1924. The Government of Afghanistan was declared an absolute
monarchy (Art. 1), the crown passing by heredity to the direct male descen-
dants of the reigning Amir (Art. 4). Islam was declared the official religion
(with toleration for the Parsee and Jewish communities) (Art. 2). The
King (sic) was declared the Defender of the Faith (Art. 5), and his name
was to be mentioned in the Khuibah (Art. 7). At the same time there was
to be a Council of State and a number of consultative councils which were
to be partly elective (Arts. 39-49) ; and once a year the Ministers of State
were to render accounts of their year’s work to an assembly of notables
(Art. 27). Slavery was prohibited (Art. 10). Journalism and teaching were
to be free for Afghans to pursue, though not for foreigners (Arts. 11 and 14).
Primary education was to be compulsory and universal (Art. 68).
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reducing them to order only stimulated them to more violent
resistance. The new laws were met by passive resistance in Qan-
dahar itself.^

In March 1924 a more serious revolt broke out among the Mangal
and Zadran tribes in the highland district of Khost,^ immediately
adjoining the Durand Line, in which this district formed an Afghan
salient between the Kurram Valley on one side and the Toehi Valley
on the other.^ The proximate cause of this outbreak seems to have
been the introduction of a new code of criminal law, which was
denounced by the tribal mawlds as an attempt to supplant the
SharVah.^ At the same time the Afghan Government’s frontier
posts were seized by the tribesmen, and Matun, the local adminis-
trative centre, was invested ^ by a force estimated to be 6,000 strong.
The rebellion rapidly spread westwards, (hirdez was soon invested
as well as Matun, and at one moment in June the rebels actually
held the AbTimilr Pass overlooking the road from Ghazni to Kabul.®
They were then joined by the Sulayman Khel section of the Gilzais ;

and, after the regular Afghan forces had suffered several serious
reverses, the Amir was reduced to enlisting rival tribesmen to fight
the rebels for him and to sowing dissension among the rebels them-
selves.’ The Al-Timur Pass was not finally cleared nor Gardez and
Matun relieved until the autumn,® and even then the slackening
of the rebels’ resistance seems to have been due not so much to the
Afghan Government’s military efforts as to the departure of the
nomadic pastoral elements {powindahs) on their seasonal migration
to the Indus plain.® On this occasion the migration across the
frontier was reinforced by several sections of the Gilzais, who did
not usually leave Afghanistan but who found it prudent to vary
their customary orbit in order to put themselves on the Indian side
of the Durand Line. Upon their arrival at Bannu the British-
Indian authorities took st?eurity from them that they would not use
Indian territory as a base for hostile operations against the Afghan
Government,^® and difficulties were put in the way of their return to
Afghanistan in the spring. This benevolent neutrality on the Indian

^ The Times, 18th December, 1923.
^ Ibid., 6th May, 1924 ; f^iaiement exhibiting Moral and Material Progress,

1924-^6, pp. 10-11
^ Hydrographically, the Khdst district lay within the Kurram River Basih,

draining into the Indus.
^ The Times, 9th May, 1924. ® Ibid., 9th May, 1924.
* Ibid., 19th June and 26th July, 1924.
^ Ibid., 22nd October, 1924. • Ibid., 4th October, 1924,
• Ibid., 3rd November, 1924. Ibid., 18th November, 1924.
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568 THE MIDDLE EAST Partni
Government’s part may possibly have decided the struggle in the
Afghan Government’s favour. In Februar^^ 1925 the Mangals and
Zadrans were attacked in detail by the Afghan troops and heavily
defeated ;

^ and the Afghan press reported ^ that in two weeks all
the Mangal villages were occupied, 3,500 houses bombarded and
burnt, 1,575 rebel fighting men killed and wounded, and 6,000
cattle captured, while 460 women and children died of starvation
and e’xposure in their flight through the snow. On the 28th February
the suppression of the revolt was officially celebrated at Kabul, and
60 rebel leaders were put to death on the 25th May.^
The fighting, however, had lasted, off and on, for nearly a year,

and the Amir’s prestige had been shaken. The rebels’ hostility
towards Westernization was shared by many Afghans who did not
take up arms,^ and the Amir betrayed his weakness by offering up the
Ahmadiyah sectaries® as scapegoats to the reactionaries. In the
autumn of 1924 the mawld Ni‘matu’llah Khan, a recent and pro>
minent convert to the Qadyani branch of the Ahmadiyah persuasion,
was stoned to death on a trumped up charge of treason.® Two
humbler Qadyanis of the tradesman class were condemned for apos-
tasy and stoned to death at Kabul in February 1925 ;

’ and in
March two furthen arrests were reported. In this last case the
accused appear to have escaped with their lives.
Meanwhile, the Indian Government had not only preserved

a scrupulously correct neutrality, but had gone out of its way to
assist the Afghan Government in surmounting its internal crisis.

^ Le Temps, 26th February, 1925. * The Times, 4th April, 1925.
® Ibid., 29th May, 1925.
* e. g. in 1924 tne mawlds were reported to have persuaded the National

Assembly to vote for the closing of an infant school, which had been opened
by the Amir at Kabul, on the ground that it was contrary to the spirit of
the Qur’an and dangerous to public morals {Oriente Moderno, VI, 3, p. 174).

® The Ahmadiyah Sect had been founded in 1882 by Ghul^m Ahmad of
Qadyan (a place in the GhurdaspCbr district of the Panjab), who claimed to
be the Messiah and the MahdI. After the death of the founder on the 26th
May, 1908, the Ahmadiyah split into two branches, with head-quarters at
Qadyan and Lahore respectively (the Lahore branch being the more suscep-
tible to Western ideas). Both branches embarked on missionary activities
not only in the Islamic World but in Great Britain, the United States, and
Germany. (See M. Th. Houtsma, ‘ Le Mouvement Religieux des Ahmadiyya
aux Indes Anglaises ' (in Bevue du Monde Mueulman, 1, 1907, pp. 533-76)

;

H. A. Walter, The Ahmadiya Movement (Calcutta, 1918, Oxford University
Press) ; Mirza Bashlru’d-Din Mahmud Ahmad [son of the founder, and head
of the Qady&n branch] : AhtMid the Messenger of the Latter Days, Part I
(Q&dyan, 1924 ; aod Madras, 1924, Addison Press) ; Idem : Ahmadivyat or the
True Islam (Qady&n, 1924) ; Mawlanft Muhammad ‘All [head of tne Lahore
branch] :

‘ The Ahmadiyya Movement ’ (in The Light of Lahore, 16th October,
1925, translated in Oriente Modemo, VI, 2, pp. 108-23.)

• The Times, 6th September, 1924. ^ Ibid., 13th February, 1926.
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For example, on the 22nd August, 1924, British airmen delivered
at Kabul two aeroplanes which the Indian Government had sold to
the Amir ;

^ and, though these planes do not appear to have been
used against the rebels by their German pilots with very great effect,*

their presence (and the source from which they came) no doubt
contributed to the maintenance of the Amir’s prestige. In May 1924
the Indian authorities did the Amir another service by recapturing
at Parachinar the two younger sons of the ex-Amir, Ya'qub Khan,
who had escaped from internment at Dehra Dun and were on their
way to join the rebels.* In July another (slave-born) son of Ya'qub
Khan, 'Abdu’l-Karim, a notorious bad character, did succeed in
reaching Khost after breaking parole from Benares ;

* but as soon
as the rebellion showed signs of failing he fled back to India, and in
January 1926 he was identified by the police at Lahore and arrested.®
The revolt of the Pathan highlanders against the Afghan Govern-

ment at Kabul in 1924-5 bore a striking resemblance to the revolt
of the Kurdish highlanders against the Turkish Government at
Angora in the summer of 1925.® In both cases tribesmen who had
been accustomed for centuries to an anarchic liberty were up in
arms against a state which was attempting to impose its authority
upon them through a policy of Westernization. In both cases,
again, the tribesmen were defeated after a severe struggle ; but the
resemblance did not end here. In Afghanistan, as well as in Turkey,
the relation of the tribesmen to the Government was not solely
a question of internal politics. It was complicated by the fact that
the tribal country was traversed by an international frontier, and
that part of the tribes were subject de jure to another Government
with a different tribal policy. In fact, in either case three parties
were concerned—the tribesmen themselves and the state on either
side of them—and the tribal policy of either state was bound to have
a profound effect, for good or evil, upon the frontier conditions of
the other.

‘ Ibid., 23rd, 26th, and 29th August, 1924.
* Ibid., 3rd November, 1924. ’ Ibid., 8th May, 1924.
* Ibid., 4th October, 1924. * Ibid., 7th January, 1926.
* See Section (xi) (e) above.
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APPENDICES
I. Letter, dated the 24th November, 1923, addressed to his Ex-

ceUency Ohazi ^Ismet Pasha, Prime Minister of Turkey, at
Angora, by his Highness the Agha Khan and the Right Honour-
able Sayyid Ameer AH in London.^

Your Excellency,
1. As consistent friends of new Turkey and in full sympathy with her

aspirations as an independent member of the comity of the free nations
of the world, we desire, with your permission, to invite the attention of
the Grand National Assembly to the very disturbing effects the present
uncertain position of the Caliph-Imam is exercising among the vast popula-
tions who belong to the Sunni communion. We have noticed with the
greatest regret that Islam, as a great moral and cohesive force, is losing
among large sections of the Sunni population, owing to the diminution in
the Caliph’s dignity and prestige, its weight and influence. For obvious
reasons we do not wish to particularize the facts, but its absolute accuracy
cannot be gainsaid,

2. In the Sunni communion, we need not point out, the spiritual head-
ship forms the link which binds the followers of Islam as a vast congrega-
tion. When the Caliphate was in peril from outside attacks, Musulman
feeling all over the w orld was violently agitated, and the Muslims of India
gave their sympathy and support to the Turkish nation in the belief that
in fighting for their independence they were fighting also for the preserva-
tion intact of the institution which symbolized Muslim solidarity. Through-
out those critical times we strenuously pleaded for the Turkish cause.
And a British Muslim organization has, ever since the Turco-Italian War
in Tripoli and Cyrenaica, devoted its energies in endeavouring to alleviate
the untold suffering and distress among the Turkish people. Our observa-
tions and suggestions therefore, we trust, will receive a courteous hearing
from your Excellency’s Government regarding a question in which we, in
common with all Muslims, take the deepest interest.

3. It must not be supposed for a moment from our remarks that w^e
wish to suggest that the powers of the people's representatives should be
in any degree curtailed. What w^e respectfully urge is that the religious
headship of the Sunni world should be maintained intact in accordance
with the Shariyyet. In our opinion any diminution in the prestige of the
Caliph or the elimination of the Caliphate as a religious factor from the
Turkish body politic would mean the disintegration of Islam and its prac-
tical disappearance as a moral force in the w^orld—a contingency which,
we are sure, neither the Grand National Assembly nor his Excellency the
President GhazI Mu8t«afa Kemal Pasha can view with equanimity.

4. In our opinion the Caliph-Imam symbolizes the unitj" of the Sunni
communion : and the fact that he is a member of the Turkish people and

^ Reprinted by permission from The Times, 14th December, 1923.
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572 LETTER TO GHAZI TSMET PASHA
is a descendant of the founder of the Turkish nation gives to Turkey a
position pre-eminent among Islamic nations.

5. For fourteen centuries it has been the cardinal principle of the
Ahhir-Sunnat, and on this, we believe, is the Ijmda-i-Ummat^ that the
Caliph, the Vice-gerent of the Prophet, is the Imam of the Sunni con-
gregations, and that between him and the general body of worshippers
there is a nexus which knits together the Ahl4~Sunnai. This mystical
element cannot be eradicated from the Muslim mind without creating dis-
cord in the world of Islam.

6. We need not remind your Excellency that even when the Caliph-
Imam lost his temporal power the great Kangs and Chieftains sought and
obtained from him investiture in order to validate their title to rule and
to lead at prayers, the usual concomitant of secular authority. If Islam
is to maintain its place in the world as a great moral force, the Caliph’s
position and dignity should not, in any event, be less than that of the
Pontiff of the Church of Rome.

7. For these reasons, among others equally cogent, we, as the true
friends of Turkey, respectfully urge upon the Grand National Assembly
and its great and far-sighted leaders the imminent necessity for maintain-
ing the religious and moral solidarity of Islam by placing the Caliph-
Imamate on a basis which would command the confidence and esteem of
the Muslim nations, and thus impart to the Turkish State unique strength
and dignity.

We are, Your Excellency, your obedient
servants,

Aga Khan.
Ameer Ali.

II. The three Turkish Laws voted by the Great National Assembly
of Turkey at Angora on the 3rd March^ 1340 (1924) [26 Rejeb,
1342.] 1

(1) Law concerning the Abolition of the Commissariats [Vekyd-
letter] for the SherVeh and Evqdf and for the General Staff

Article 1.—Whereas the laying down [teshrV] and execution [Infddh] of
the Law in cases concerning civil transactions [mu'dmeldt4-nds] in the
Republic of Turkey falls within the province of the Great National
Assembly of Turkey and of the Government which it has constituted,*

^ Official Turkish texts in Qawdnin Mejmu^asVf 1924/1340 (printed at
Angora by the press of the G-reat National Assemoly of Turkey), Nos. 429,
430, 431.

* This ‘ whereas * clause was perhaps the most important passage in the law,
since the Great National Assembly here for the first time explicitly asserted a
right which it eventually exercised when it adopted the Swiss Civil Code on the
17th February, 1926 (see p. 71 above). Hitherto the source of civil law in
Turkey had been the Islamic Law (Sh^Vek)—and this not only in theory but
in practice, for the code ( Mejelleh) which was published during the years 1870-6
was little more than a somewhat modernized version, in the Turkish language,
of the Islamic Law according to the Hanaflyah interpretation, as presented
in Arabic in older compilations such as the sixteenth-century Mtdtciqd'u^l-
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THREE TURKISH LAWS 573
there is now [hereby] established, in the capital of the Republic, an office,
designated ‘ Presidency of Religious Aifairs for the dispatch of all cases
and concerns of the Exalted Islamic Faith which relate to dogma and
ritual, and for the administration of religious foundations.

Article 2.—The Commissariat [Vekydlet] for the Sheri"eh and Evqdf is
abolished.

Article 3.—The President of Religious Affairs is appointed by the Presi-
dent of the Republic on the recommendation of the Prime Minister [Bash
Vekll, literally ‘ Head Commissary

Article 4.—The Presidency of Religious Affairs is attached to the Pre-
miership. The budget of the Presidency of Religious Affairs is appended
to the budget of the Premiership. In regard to the organization of the
Presidency of Religious Affairs, a regulative ordinance will be drawn up
[hereafter].

Article 5.—The President of Religious Affairs is charged with the ad-
ministration of all mosques of both classes [jevdmy" ve mesdjid] and of ail
dervish houses [teJcdyd ve zevdyd] within the boundaries of the territories
of the Republic of Turkey, as well as with the appointment and dismissal
of all rectors of mosques [imam], ‘ orators ’ {khatib\^ preachers {vd^yz],
abbots of dervish houses [8heykh\ callers to prayer \mu ezzin\ sacristans
[qayyirn], and all other employees [of a religious character].

Article 6.—The Presidency of Rehgious Affairs is the proper place of
legal recourse for jurisconsults in the Islamic Law [mufiiler\

Article 7.—With a view to.a settlement in conformity with the genuine

Abhar. Hitherto only criminal and commercial justice had been withdrawn
from the jurisdiction of the Islamic Law and provided for by a criminal and
a commercial code, both drafted on French models. The procedure followed,
as well as the law administered, in the criminal and commercial courts, had
likewise been based on French models ; and this was also the case with the
procedure, though not with the law, in the civil courts which administered the
Mejelleh. Thus, under the regime of the Mejelleh, civil justice had been
administered in a civil court, according to a French procedure, in a code
drafted in the Turkish language ; but the law embodied in this code remained
the law of the SherVeh nevertheless. Moreover, for religious affairs in the
narrower sense, jurisdiction still lay with the qadls, whose courts were under
the control of the Sheykhu'l-Isldm. The control over these religious courts
was transferred from the Sheykhu'l-Isldm to the Ministry of Justice in March
1917 (see p. 71 above) ; but the change presaged in the first clause of the first
law of the 3rd March, 1924, was more revolutionary. The Great National
Assembly was now putting forward the claim that the laying down as well
as the execution of the law in cases concerning civil transactions fell within
the province of the Great National Assembly. To pious Muslims the employ-
ment in this clause of the word teshrV (that is ‘ the laying down of the Sheri'eh ’

)

must have read like blasphemy. According to Islamic theory the SherVeh
had been revealed by God to the Prophet Muhammad, and the only layer-
down of the Law {ahdri") was the Prophet himself. Even the faculty of in-
terpretation {Ijtihdd) of the SherVeh was held to have come to an end with
the completion of the work of the four canonical schools of interpretation
{madhdhib). In effect the Great National Assembly was arrogating to itself
a function which had been exercised by the Prophet alone, and by him only
through Divine inspiration.—^A. J. T.

* The Khatlb was a functionary authorized to deliver the khutbah—a cere-
mony which was only performed on Fridays and in Bayram, and which was
a combination of a prayer and a sermon. Thus the Khatlb combined the func-
tions of an imdm and a vd'yz for these occasions.—A. J. T.
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574 THREE TURKISH LAWS VOTED BY THE
interests of the nation, Evqdf affairs are provisionally placed in the keep-
ing of the'Premiership in the form of a general administratorship.

Article 8.—The Commissariat [ Vekydlet] of the General Staff is abolished.
Article 9.—As the highest milita’ry office charged with the high com-

mand in peace time [hazarda] there is established the post of Chief of the
General Staff. The Chief of the General Staff is independent in the sphere
of his own duties.

Article 10.—The Chief of the General Staff is appointed on the recom-
mendation of the Prime Minister as confirmed by the President of the
Republic,

Article 11.—The Chief of the General Staff corresponds with every Com-
missariat on particulars relating to the sphere of his own duties.

Article 12.—The responsibility towards the Great National Assembly of
Turkey for the general military budget falls within the province of the
Commissariat for National Defence.

Article 13.—The present law comes into force as from the date of pro-
mulgation.

Article 14.—The Cabinet [literally, ‘ Body of Executive Commissaries *]

is charged with putting the present law into force.

(2) Law for the Unification of Educational Systems

Article 1.—All scientific and educational establishments within the
boundaries of Turkey are attached to the Commissariat for Public In-
struction.

Article 2.—All seminaries [fnedreseh] and primary ^schools [mekteb]
hitlierto administered by the Commissariat for the SherVeh and Evqdf or
by private vaqfs are handed over and attached to the Commissariat for
Public Instruction.

Article 3.—The amounts ear-marked for primary schools and seminaries
in the budget of the Commissariat for the SherVeh and Evqdf will be trans-
ferred to the budget of the Commissariat for Public Instruction.

Article 4.—In order to train specialists in higher religious studies, the
Commissariat for Public Instruction will establish a faculty of theological
studies in the University. For the training of officials charged with the
duty of fulfilling such religious functions as those of mosque rector [imam]
and ‘ orator ’ [Khatth], the Commissariat will open separate schools.

Article 5.—As from the date of promulgation of this law, the military
high schools and preparatory schools w^hich concern themselves with
public education and instruction and which have hitherto been attached
to the [Commissariat for] National Defence, as well as the orphanages
attached to the Commissariat for Health, together with their budgets and
their teaching staffs, are [now] attached to the Commissariat for Public
Instruction. The form of attachment of the teaching staff in the high
schools and preparatory schools afore-mentioned will be considered and
regulated by consultation betw^een the Commissariats within whose pro-
vinces they are to fall in future. In the interim, teachers connected with
the army will retain their respective connexions with the army.

Article 6.—The present law is valid as from the date of promulgation.
Article 7.—The Cabinet is charged with putting the present law into

force.
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(3) Law concerning the Abolition of the Caliphate and the Banish-
ment OF the Members of the Ottoman Imperial Family from
the Territories of the Rbpttblic of Turkey

Article 1.—The Caliph is deposed. The office of the Caliphate is
abolished, since the Caliphate is essentially comprised in the meaning and
signification of [the words] Government [^Hukyumet] and Republic [Jum-
hurlyei\

Article 2.—The deposed Caliph and all male and female members of the
Imperial Family of the now extinguished Ottoman Sultanate, including
the husbands of Imperial princesses [Damdri], are deprived in perpetuity
of the right to reside within the boundaries of the territories of the Re-
public of Turkey. The issue of ladies related to this Imperial Family are
subject to the terms of this article.

Article 3.—The individuals mentioned in Article 2 are required to leave
the dominions of the Republic of Turkey within a maximum period of ten
days as from the date of proclamation of the present law.

Article 4.—The individuals mentioned in Article 2 are deprived of the
status and rights of Turkish nationality.

Article 5.—From now onwards the individuals mentioned in Article 2
may not enjoy the disposal of real property within the boundaries of the
Republic of Turkey. For the wunding-up of their affairs tlujy may have
recourse, by proxy, to the public courts of law during a period of one year.

Article 0.—The individuals mentioned in Article 2 will be presented
with sums to be adjudicated by the Government on the basis of covering
the expenses of their journeys in a * lump sum ' payment varying in pro-
portion to their [respective] degrees of wealth.

Article 7.—Tlic individuals mentioned in Article 2 are required, within
the term of one year, to liquidate, with the cognizance and consent of the
Government, all their real property within the boundaries of the domi-
nions of the Republic of Turkey. In the event of their not having liquidated
the real property afore-mentioned, this w ill be liquidated under the super-
vision of the Government and the proceeds will be paid over to the owners.

Article S.—Real property of individuals who have occupied the throne
of the Ottoman Empire, situated within the boundaries of the dominions
of the Republic of Turkey, and registered as copyhold [lapu], is transferred
to the Nation.

Article 9.—Upholstery, furniture, heirlooms, and, in general, any other
personal property which is contained in palaces, castles, or any other
buildings which were the property of the Crown, now abolished, is trans-
ferred to the Nation.

Article 10.—In addition to those freeholds which, under the name of
Imperial Freeholds, were formerly handed over to the Nation, all free-
holds appertaining to the Crown, now' abolished, the former Imperial
Regalia {Khuzlneh4-Huiimyun\ and palaces, castles, buildings, and do-
mains, including their contents, are transferred to the Nation.

Article 11.—For the security and safeguard of the property, both real
and personal, which is transferred to the Nation, a regulative ordinance
will be drawn up [hereafter].

Article 12.—The present law comes into force as from the date of pro-
mulgation.
Article 13.—TheCabinet is chargedwith putting the present law into force.
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III. Decision published on the 19th Sha^ban, [a,h«] 1342 [25th
March, 1924], by the Rector of Al-Azhar and by the other
principal ^Ulama in Egypt concerning the convening of an
Islamic Congress for the Appointment of a new Caliph.^

On Tuesday the 19th Sha‘ban, [a.h.] 1342 [25th March, 1924], there
met, in the offices of the General Directorate of Establishments for Islamic
Religious Instruction, a grand committee of ^ulamd, under the presi-
dency of the Rector (Shaykh) of the [university] mosque of Al-Azhar, who
is also President of the Establishments aforesaid.
There were present : the President of the Supreme SharVah Court ; the

Chief Mufti of Egypt ; the Vice-Rector (Waktl) of Al-Azhar ; the Rectors
of the Establishments for Religious Instruction ; the heads of depart-
ments in Al-Azhar, and a large number of leading '^ulamd and of inspectors
of the Establishments aforesaid.
The object of the meeting was to discuss the situation of the Islamic

Caliphate. After a long discussion, the following decision was reached :

1. Since the departure from Constantinople of the Amir ‘Abdu’l-Mejid,
there has been much talk on the question of the Caliphate, and Muslims
are engaged in studying what they must do in the circumstances in order
to fulfil their religious obligations. For this reason, we have thought it
opportune to proclaim our opinion regarding the Caliphate of the Amir
‘Abdul-Mejid and regarding the present and future course which it is the
duty of Muslims to follow.

2. The Caliphate, which is synonymous with the Imamate, is a general
headship (ncisah) in matters of religion and of this world. Its funda-
mental function is to watch over the interests of the Islamic Church
{millah) and over the administration of the Islamic Community (ummah).
TheImam is the deputy of the promulgator of the Religious Law (Sdhibu'sh-
SharVah) for the defence of the Faith, for the application of its pre-
cepts, and for the administration of mundane affairs as the Religious Law
(SharVah) provides.

3. The Imam becomes Imam in virtue of a payment of allegiance
(bay'ah) on the part of those with the power to loose and bind (Ahlu'l-
Haiti wa'WAqd) or else through being chosen by his predecessor to suc-
ceed him. It is also indispensable, however, that his rule should carry
authority among his subjects through fear inspired by his coercive force
(qahr) and his [temporal] power (Sidtdn), In fact, if allegiance has been
paid to the Imam, or if his predecessor has chosen him to succeed him,
but nevertheless his rule fails to carry authority among the people owdng
to his inability to exercise compulsion upon them, then neither the pay-
ment of allegiance nor the choice of the preceding Caliph avail to make
him Imam.
The Imamate can also be acquired by conquest, in the sense that if

another party masters the CaUph and usurps his place, the Caliph loses
his office. Sometimes acquisition by conquest is reinforced by the pay-
ment of allegiance or by the choice of the preceding Caliph, as was the
case with the majority of Caliphs in the past.

^ Printed in Oriente Moderno, IV, 4, pp. 223-0, and in Bevue du Monde
Musulman, 1926 (2“« trimestre), vol. Ixiv, pp. 106-9.
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All this is explicitly set forth in the texts [nusus, plural of nass] of the

Hanafi masters.^
4. Since the Caliph has absolute discretion to dispose of his subjects’

affairs, all powers must derive and proceed from him—for example, those
of ministers, regional rulers {uimi^rd^u^l-Aqdllm)^ qadls, commanders of
armies, and wardens of marches.

5. The social contract (‘ogd) constituting the Imamate is dissolved
whenever anything occurs to frustrate the purpose for which the contract
exists : for example, supposing the Imam becomes a prisoner of war with-
out hope of recovering his freedom, or supposing he is unable to carry on
the religious and the public administration. When the Imam takes action
which produces disturbance in the conditions of life of the Muslims or
which does injury to religion, it is legitimate for the Islamic (Community
to depose him, if that does not lead to a civil war {fitimh). If it led to
that, it would be better to bear with the lesser evil of the two.

h. Those Muslims who submitted to the Caliphate of the Amir Wahklii’d-
Din consented to his deposition for the reasons which had come to their
knowledge and which had satisfied them that his deposition was justified.
After that, the Turks replaced him as Caliph by the Amir ‘Abdud-Mejid—at the same time proclaiming the withdrawal from the Caliph of all
[temporal ] powder (sulidn

)

. Th is they entrusted to theirNationalAssembly,
and they reduced the Amir ‘Abdu’l-Mejid to the status of a purely spiritual
{ruhi) Caliph.

7. By this act, the Turks introduced an innovation (bid'ah) which w^as
without precedent in Islam. They followed this up by another innova-
tion : the abolition of the office of the Caliphate.

8. In these conditions, the Caliphate of the Amir ‘Abdu’l-Mejid was
not a legal Caliphate, since the Islamic religion does not recognize a Caliph
on the terms which were laid down for him and which he accepted. Hence
the allegiance paid to him by Muslims was not valid in Islamic Law.

9. Even if we overlook this and assume that the allegiance was valid,
it is certain, nevertheless, that his rule did not carry that authority which
is the necessary legal condition for the realization of the Caliphate.

10. Even supposing that he had been fully qualified for the Caliphate
according to the requirements of the Islamic Law, he would have ceased
to be qualified as soon as he became unable to administer rehgious and
mundane affairs—not to speak of his inabihty to reside in his country
and kingdom and to defend himself and his family wffien the Turks even-
tually asserted their mastery over him.

11. From all this it follows that the allegiance paid to the Amir ‘Abdu’l-
Mejid is no longer binding upon Muslims, inasmuch as the purpose of the
Imamate, as established in the Islamic Law, is no longer being fulfilled,
and inasmuch as it would be neither sensible nor compatible with the
dignity of Islam and of Muslims to declare that the latter remain bound
by an allegiance given to a person who is not in a position to reside in
his own country, while Muslims, on their part, are not in a position to
enable him to reside there.

^ The translator of the document in Oriente Moderno points out that the
Rector of Al-Azhar was a Maliki, and that the majority of the *ulamd present
were either Malikls or Shafi*is. He conjectures that the Hanafi authorities
were cited because the Ilanafiyah school of interpretation was the school
followed in Turkey.—A. J. T.

Pp
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678 DECISION OF EGYPTIAN ‘ULAMA
12. CoTivSidering that, in the sight of the Islamic religion and of all

Muslims, the post of Caliph possesses a paramount importance—inasmuch
as the Caliphate is responsible for maintaining the prestige of the religion
and its adherents, for preserving the unity of the Islamic Community, and
for creating strong and solid links between its members—it is incumbent
upon Muslims to study the organization of the Caliphate and to base it
on principles which ar<? in conformity with the precepts of the Islamic
religion and which do not depart from the Islamic ordinances by which
Muslims have agreed to be ruled.

13. At the same time, the emotion aroused by the action of the Turks
in abolishing the office of the Caliphate and asserting their mastery over
the Amir ‘Abdu’l-Mejid has thrown the Islamic World into such an agita-
tion that it wdll be impossible for Mushms to discuss this organization,
and to form a considered opinion regarding it and regarding the proper
selection of a Caliph, until calm has been restored and until there has been
time for reflection and for ascertaining the respective points of view of
the several quarters [of the Islamic World].

14. For these reasons, we consider it indispensable to hold an Islamic
religious congress, to which the representatives of all the Islamic peoples
shall be invited, in order to consider upon whose shoulders the Islamic
Caliphate ought to be placed. In view- of the privileged position of Egypt
among the Islamic peoples, the congress should be held in Cairo under the
presidenev of the Shaykhu l-Isldm of Egypt, and should meet in the month
of Sha‘baii, [a.h.] 1343 [March 1925].

‘

15. Wc must not omit to express our gratitude to all those wdio have
manifested Islamic religious zeal over the question of the Caliphate and
who have taken their duty in this matter to heart.

16. We also declare our gratitude to communities professing religions
other than Islam, and to the Governments of these communities, for the
scrupulousness with which they have refrained hitherto from interfering
in the question of the Islamic Caliphate. We beg of them that they will
regard the question of the Caliphate as a purely Islamic question with
which non-Muslims cannot legitimately concern themselves. The entire
Islamic World desires to live in peace with othc^r peoples and to preserve
the true principles of its religion and its own ordinances, which are free
from, any spirit of hostility [towards non-Muslims].

17. This is what we have considered it our religious duty to make
know n to all quarters of the Islamic World, and to other peoples, in order
that all may be clearly informed of the situation.

rv. Memorandum submitted by the Third Committee of the Caliphate
Congress held at Cairo on the 13th to 19th May, 1926.^

The Committee entrusted with the study of the last three points on the
programme of the Congress has the honour to submit its report on the
considerations which have led it to take the decisions set forth in its fore-
going report—leaving it to the honourable assembly to take whatever
decision it may think fit in this matter.
The Caliphate possesses supreme importance in the eyes of Muslims,
^ Printed in Oriente Moderno, VI, 5, pp. 272-3, and Bevue du Monde Mueul*

man, 1926 (2“® trimestre), vol. Ixiv, pp. 106-9.
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THE CALIPHATE CONGRESS 579
and this importance manifested itself in all the glory and prestige with
which the Caliphate was surrounded in the age of the first Caliphs, when
Muslims were united in the pursuit of a single end, namely, the glorifying
of the Word of God, the defence of his religion, and [the maintenance of]
the greatness of Islam. When, however, the strength of the Muslims de-
clined and the influence of the Caliphate tended to disappear, the Caliphate
became a heavy burden—so heavy that the Turks abolished it instead of
making of it the foundation of their glory and power. Consequently, the
leading "ulamd of Egypt met as a body and published the well-known
decision in regard to the Caliphate which raised the question of examining
the Caliphate under all its aspects.
In this decision it is affirmed that the Imam defends the Faith, applies

its precepts, and administers mundane affairs as the Islamic Law provides
and on the understanding that the Caliph has absolute discretion to dispose
of his subjects' affairs and that all powers derive from him.

It follows that the most important requirement in the Caliph is that
he should carry sufficient authority to give execution to his decisions and
ordinances and to defend the territory of Islam and the property of Muslims
in accordance with the precepts of religion.

Is it now^ possible for a Caliphate of this character to exist ? As has
been stated above, the Caliphate in accordance with the Islamic Law, in
the true sense of the term, only existed in primitive Islam, when Muslims
wove of one mind and when the countries had been united Islam into
a single hloc obeying the same orders and subjected to the same organiza-
tion, Now, how'cver, this union has been dissolved ; the countries and
I)eoples of Islam have been divorced from one another in government,
administration, and policy ; and many of their inhabitants have been
possessed by a nationalistic agitation which prevents one group from
accepting the leadership of another, not to speak of submitting to being
governed by it and permitting it to interfere in its public affairs. In these
circumstances it is difficult for the Caliphate, as defined above, to be
realized.

This, moreover, is on the assumption that all Islamic peoples arc inde-
pendent and self-governing, whereas the reality is very different-, seeing
that the majority of these peoples are actually subject to alien Govern-
ments, This still further complicates the difficulty of a Caliphate accord-
ing to the Islamic Law% owing to the delicate ties of relationship which
link the independent with the non-independent Islamic peoples.

Accordingly, if a universal Caliph were appointed for all Muslims, he
would not possess the reqiiisite authority and the Caliphate to which he
would pretend would not be a Caliphate in accordance with the Islamic
Law, in the true sense of the term, but an illusory Caliphate without any
authority, small or great.

Considering these difficulties which, in consequence of the actual con-
dition of the Islamic peoples, prevent the creation of a Caliphate accord-
ing to the Islamic Law, and considering further the very great importance
of the Caliphate and the real advantages which would result from its
establishment among Muslims, the Commission has expressed, in answer
to the fourth question on the programme of the Congress, the opinion that

‘ The Caliphate according to the Islamic Law, fulfilling all the con-
ditions laid dow^n for it in the Scriptures, as summarized in the Report
of the First Commission which has been approved at the fourth sitting

P p 2
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680 THE CALIPHATE CONGRESS
of the Congress—the most important of the said conditions being ability
to defend the possessions of the Faith in all Islamic countries and to
put into execution the precepts of the Islamic Law—is incapable of
realization at the present time, in view of the situation in which Mus-
lims find themselves.’
On the other hand, out of regard to the inadmissibility of leaving Mus-

lims in their pres(*nt staki of neglect and lack of leadership, we consider
that the only possible solution of this difficulty is that tlie Islamic peoples
should organize in concert, in the several Islamic countries, successive
congresses which wdll give them the opportunity for periodical exchanges
of views until they succeed in solving the question of the Caliphate in
conformity with Islamic interests.

In order to provide for the contingency that circumstances might not
permit these congresses to meet regularly, and in order to guard against
the inconveniences which might result from a prolonged interregnum in
the ollice of the Caliphate and from the absence of a higher authority to
which Muslims could appeal on religious questions of a general nature, it
would be advisable to establish a central committee consisting of dis-
tinguished Islamic leaders and dignitaries. This committee w^ould meet
annually to examine problems of interest to Islam. It would have in each
Islamic country a national executive committee with which it w ould keep
in constant touch and which would be entrusted wdth the execution, in
its own territory, of the central committee’s decisions.

It follows from the above that in present circumstances the establish-
ment of the Caliphate is difficult, if not impossible, from the j)ractical
point of view, and accordingly that it is advisable for the time being to
dismiss the idea of appointing a Caliph. The appointment of a Caliph
would not solve the problem of the Caliphate in the present situation of
the Islamic peoples. On the contrary, it would involve a risk of com-
j)licating the problem still further—not to speak of the fact that, in the
first jdace, there does not yet exist a body of authorized persons legally
entitled to make the payment of allegiance, while in the second place
several Islamic peoples which were invited to this Congress have abstained
from participation.

Consequently, the Commission, in answer to the fifth question on the
programme of the Congress, considering that

‘ the position of Caliph possesses, in the eyes of Muslims in East and
West and in the eyes of the peoples of the whole world, a supreme im-
portance w'hich places it in the category of questions w'hich it is impos-
sible to settle now, for the reasons above mentioned ; and considering
that in solving this question it is necessary to look to a solution which
may be approved as expedient by the consensus of Muslims now and
hereafter \

has expressed the opinion that
* the Administrative Council of the Islamic Caliphate Congress at Cairo
ought to be maintained in being, on the understanding that the Council
shall establish branches in the several Islamic countries, with which it
shall keep in touch with a view" to convening in those countries succes-
sive congresses, as need arises, to examine the question of the Calmbate
and arrive at a decision in consonance with the dignity of the office
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THE CALIPHATE CONGRESS 581
The Islamic peoples need not take it to heart if, so far, they have not

been able to solve the question of the Caliphate according to the Islamic
Law or to appoint a Caliph. Nor, again, need the present Congress take
it to heart if it has not succeeded in finding a definitive solution for the
question of the Caliphate and the Caliph. It is sufficient for the Congress
to know that it has rendered an immense service to Muslims in diagnosing
for them the disease and indicating to them the remedy. It has thus
fulfilled its religious duty towards Islam and Muslims.

‘ God has promised to those among you that believe and do righteous-
ness that He will make them to inherit the earth, even as He made them
that were before them, and that He will assuredly establish firmly for
them this religion which it hath pleased Him to give thf*m, and, after
their fear, will give them security in place thereof. Me will they wor-
ship, and will have none other gods but Me. They who hear this warn-
ing and remain in their unbelief, these are the transgressors.’ ^

(signed) The President of the Commission,
‘Abdu’l-Hamidi’l-Bakri.

The Members,
Muhammad Murad, ^ ‘Ata’ii'l-Khatib,® Abu Bakr Kamalu’d-Dui,^
Ya‘qub Shenkovich,® Muhammadu’s-Salilu,® Muhammad Idrisu’s-
Sanusi,’ Tnayatu’llah Khan,® Yahya ‘Adnan.®

V. Letter, dated the 27th January, 1926, from Muhammad h. ‘Abdi’I-
Karlmi’I-Khattabi to the Editor of the ^ London Times

Peace. We rejoice to communicate to you true information concerning
the situation of our country so that you can publish it in your ])rogressive
newspaper, in order that the world may realize what exactly is the position
of affairs. This is in the interests of truth, especially as there are rumours
set abroad by the enemies of humanity and those hostile to peace, lovers
of war.We are relieved of responsibility and the whole world knows tliat we
are prepared to make peace and to come to an understanding with our
opponents. W^e only seek justice and search for tranquillity and that is
all. It is nothing to us if our enemies for political purposes make false
assertions. It has alw’^ays been so since w^e began to defend our usurped
rights, and we are alw^ays striving to obtain peace. We have exerted every
effort in communicating with the French and Spanish authorities over and
over again, and every time they meet us in their pride and in their egoism

,

interpreting our purposes contrary to their real intention. We are the
weaker side and have no power to carry on war or resist for long, and so
they charge us at times with w^eakness and at other times as having suffered
defeat, and this whenever we make any communication to them or show
any inclination for peace. This has astonished us. And when we con-
tinue to fight and to kill, abandoning our inclination to follow the path
ofrtpeace—thereby seeking our rights justly and impartially—they accuse

^ Qur’an, xxiv. 54. ^ Palestine. ^ ‘Iraq.
* South Africa. * Poland. ® Tunisia.
’ Libya. ® India. • Hijaz.
Beprinted by permission from The Times, 17th March, 1926.
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682 LETTER FROM ‘ABDU’L-KARIM
us of being barbarians and of loving war and bloodshed. And when we
appeal to them for our rights and just treatment they explain it as a con-
fession of weakness and of inefficiency. This shows a wrong understand-
ing and is surprising. When we are in a dilemma, uncertain what road
to take, we turn and carry out the Arab saying, ‘ The sword is more
truthful than writings.’
Our intentions are sincere. We never vTite to our opponents or send

them any communication except what we conscientiously and truthfully
feel. We are sincere in all this. We know nothing of politics or intrigues
or roguery, but our opponents are masters of those things. They do not
understand any ways but those of the fox, and this brings about mis-
understandings on every occasion.
We demand nothing but our rights and we defend nothing beyond what

we consider our duty to defend. The sole purpose of all our actions is to
arrive at peace. We desire to educate our people and to reform our
country. We are always ready to make peace and to come to terms, as
soon as we can perceive that our enemies recognize justice and admit our
legitimate rights without (the enjoyment of) which we cannot exist. The
Rif has characteristics of its own and an ability to exist which entitle it
to be governed for and by its own people and to live as other nations do,
in liberty and independence. The Rif trusts that when it obtains those
rights, and its just demands are accepted, it will live in peace and tran-
quillity with all its neighbours and open its door to foreigners in a fitting
way to bring about happiness. These are our hopes and our desires.

Concerning what our enemies charge us with, that we are in relations
with the Soviet and the Germans, and that foreigners are taking a hand
in our country, all that is imaginary and is the fruit of enemy rumours.
Thus they find the means to upset those who defend the rights of weak
nations, as is very evident. We have proved to the world more than once
that there is no truth (in those rumours). 1 am sure that there are others
who aid humanity as you do, and we trust that the fruit of your help in
thus making known our ideas and our desires will be the obtaining of
a noble peace by which the shedding of blood and all these terrible events,
of which the world is a witness, will be removed. They have turned the
face of humanity black and made the sons of men suffer every kind of
torment.

Finally, w^e desire to assure you that although the enemy occupies a
portion of our country, and may, we suppose, advance and occupy other
parts, all this does not detract from our faith, for we remain stedfast to
our principles even if only one mountain-top may remain to us to occupy
or to inhabit. We shall cause great loss to our enemies. Although the
enemy will possess a further part of our country, it will not trouble us,
because we have won more than that in our victories in various battles ;

nor do we perceive any virtue in it ; nor will it affect our determination,
because all the enemy has done is to create new war fronts on which he is
daily suffering great loss. We still continue prepared to defend our rights
to ^e very end and to die for our principles. We shall be patient, as we
have been for many years, until the day will come in which right will
conquer wrong.

This is what we communicate to you, wishing you to publish it wdth
anticipation of our thanks. Peace be upon you and great respect.

Mohommsi) Bsn Abd-el-Kbim el-Khattabi.
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VI. Note on Educational Development in Egypt, before and after
the British Declaration of the 28th February, 1922, communicated
by an Egyptian friend to the writer of this Survey.

After some experience of educational administration I think that it is
possible to say some good words for educational progress during the
British occupation. On the whole I think it is not always fair to go by
figures, and one must remember that up to 1904 the Egyptian Govern-
ment had not acquired the free disposal of its revenue. Besides, there
were the pressing claims of the bondholders, the Department of Public
Works, the reconquest of the Sudan, &c.

I served under a minister who did a good deal to change the policy
bequeathed by the British occupation. And it was high time too ! But
1 thought all the time that that policy was quite sound in essence and
quite justifiable, considering all the circumstances. 1 have had serious
arguments over the progress of education under Mehmed ‘Ali and Isma‘il.
I am firmly of opinion that no faith could ever be placed in any claim
set up on behalf of these two rulers, and especially the latter—the more
so w'hen these claims take the shape of figures ! And the fact that these
figures are quoted by European travellers and journalists does not vouch
for their truth. You are aware of the kind of traveller and journalist
who came to Egypt in the ’fifties and ’sixties !

It may not be entirely unnecessary to set forth some short sketch of
our educational affairs.
Lord Cromer and his assistants aimed at

:

( 1 ) spreading as far as possible, amongst both the male and the female
population, a simple form of education, consisting of an elementary know-
ledge of the Arabic language and of arithmetic ;

(2) forming an educated class suitable for the requirements of the
Government Service ;

(3) restricting the number of that class, in other words limiting the
number of those who attended the new Europeanized schools, by abolish-
ing free places and establishing age restrictions, examinations, and so on.
The idea was that that kind of education turns out a large number of
youths unfit for manual labour, or good only for subordinate positions,
of which there were not enough to go round ;

(4) encouraging technical schools.
I think it is only just that the children of the upper and middle classes

should not be educated at the expense of the fallahln.
The British authorities, within these limitations, achieved a high

standard of efficiency in organization. Nothing could be worse, in that
respect, than the schools in 1882. Through intrigue, social influence, and
dishonesty the bulk of the free places were at that time secured by the
rich and their proteges. The sense of parental responsibility was weakened.
The schools were filled with a strange medley of pupils, regardless of social
status or intellectual fitness, and they were housed in absolutely unsuit-
able buildings. The teaching was ill done. Moneys allocated for equip-
ment or material found their way into the pockets of officials, &c. No
faith could be placed in the examinations. In point of fact, people who

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



584 NOTE ON EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN EGYPT
took the education of their children seriously never sent them to Govern-
ment schools, but either to Europe or to schools maintained by the
religious missions.
The British authorities changed all this. They were, moreover, con-

scious of the limitations of their educational policy. Even the much-
maligned Mr. Dunlop (for long Education Adviser) once wrote :

‘ The
Government system of schools, as has been frequently explained, was
not conceived and cannot be regarded as a complete expression of the
ultimate national needs in the matter of education. A national system
of education remains yet to be developed ’ (Lord Cromer’s Report for
1906).
Two Egyptian ministers have set themselves to evolve that policy. The

first was Zakki Abu’s-Sa‘ud Pasha (Minister of Education in the ministry
of Yahya Ibrahim Pasha, which arranged with Lord AUenby the abolition
of martial law, the compensation of foreign officials, and the elections for
the first Parliament). The second was ‘Ali Mahir Pasha (who was Minister
of Education in Ziwar Pasha’s Cabinet—for which reason his work is
receiving no just recognition here).

Broadly speaking, both men set themselves to make elementary educa-
tion universal and free. Mahir Pasha allowed himself ten years for
attaining this aim, and within one year he had started 750 schools of
that type for boys and girls. The boys would attend in the morning and
the girls in the afternoon, and the course would extend over five years.
The idea was to save money on staff and buildings and to keep the children
in touch with the parents’ pursuits.
The second aim of both men was to reorganize higher education, to

found, in short, one or two real universities.
Their third aim was to extend or reorganize primary and secondary

education, in order to train the kind of pupil who would be fit for the
new higher education.

‘Ali Mahir Pasha (he is a brother of Ahmad Mahir Efendi, who was
implicated in the assassination of British subjects), especially, did a good
deal for education. His outlook was liberal and his hand vigorous. He
did not hesitate to extend the length of school life, to introduce manual
training and field work in schools where before pupils only memorized, to
create more than one type of secondary school (some even with Latin
and Greek I), to enable, in his own words, every Egyptian pupil to see
the monuments of Upper Egypt and the sea by a big programme of excur-
sions, to introduce the cinema and every modern equipment, to enable the
teachers to visit neighbouring countries and to take courses abroad, &c.

VII. The Najdi-^Asiri Agreement ol the 21st October, 1926.^

Praise be to God alone !

Between the King of the Hijaz and Sultan of Najd and its dependencies
[of the one part] and the Imam Sayyid Hasan b. ‘Ali the Idris! [of the
other part]

:

Animated by the desire to arrive at a common policy {tawhldil-kalamah),

^ Translation from the official text published in Ae-Siydeah of Cairo,
weekly edition, 29th January, 1927.
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585THE NAJDI-^ASIRI AGREEMENT
and with a view to protecting the status of the Arab countries and
strengthening the linl^ between the princes of the Jaziratu’l-‘Arab, His
Majesty (Sdhibu'l-Jaldlah) the King of the Hijaz and Sultan of Najd
and its dependencies, ‘Abdu’b'Aziz b. ‘Abdi’r-Rahmani’l-Faysali’s-Sa‘ud,
and His Lordship (Sdhibu's-Siyddah) the Imam of ‘Asir, Sayyid Hasan
b. ‘All the Idrisi, have agreed upon the following terms of agreement

:

Article 1. His Lordship the Imam Sayyid Hasan b. ‘ Ali the Idrisi
recognizes that the former frontiers, defined in the agreement of the
10th Safar of the year [a.h.] 1339, which was concluded between the
Sultan of Najd and the Imam Sayyid Muhammad b. ‘All the Idrisi

—

frontiers which are subject to the House of Idrisi (Al-Iddrisah) at the
present date—are under the lordship {siyddah) of His Majesty the King
of the Hijaz and Sultan of Najd and its dependencies in virtue of this
[? i. e. the present] agreement.

Article 2. It is not permissible for the Imam of ‘Asir to enter into
political relations with any [other] Government, and likewise it is not
permissible for him to grant any economic privilege [? concession]
{Imtiydzu'l-Iqtisddl), except with the previous consent of H.M. the King
of the Hijaz and Sultan of Najd and its dependencies.

Article 3. It is not permissible for the Imto of ‘AsIr to declare war
or to make peace except with the previous consent of H.M. the King
of the Hijaz and Sultan of Najd and its dependencies.

Article 4. It is not permissible for the Imam of ‘Asir to cede any portion
of the territories of ‘Asir described in the first article.

Article 5. The King of the Hijaz and Sultan of Najd and its depen-
dencies recognizes the rulership [Hdkimlyah] of the present Imam of
‘Asir over the territories described in the first article for his lifetime, and
after him [extends the same recognition] to whatever person may be
agreed upon by the House of Idrisi {Al-Iddrisah) and by the Binders
and Loosers {Ahlii'WAqdi wa'l-Hall) w^ho follow his Imamah [literally :

‘ leadership ’].

Article 6. The King of the Hijaz and Sultan of Najd and its depen-
dencies recognizes that the internal administration of the countries of
‘Asir and the supervision of their tribal affairs—for example, appoint-
ments, dismissals, and other internal affairs of the kind—falls within the
jurisdiction of the Imam of ‘Asir, on condition that the decisions conform
to the SharVah and to equity, according to the practice of both [con-
tracting] Governments.

Article 7. The King of the Hijaz and Sultan of Najd and its depen-
dencies undertakes to repel every aggression (ta'add), internal or external,
which may befall the territories of ‘Asir described in the first article

—

and this on the basis of agreement between the two parties, according
to the dictates of the circumstances and the exigencies of the interest
[of the two parties].

Article 8. The two parties undertake to observe this pact and to fulfil
the obligations which it entails.

Article 9. This pact becomes operative after ratification [ba'dal-
tasdlqi ^cUayhi] by the two High Contracting Parties [At-TarafaynVs-
Sdmiyayni],

Article 10. This agreement is recorded in the Arabic' language in two
copies, which shall be preserved respectively in the archives of each of
the two contracting Governments.
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586 THE NAJDI.‘ASIEI AGEEEMENT
Article 11. This pact shall be known as the Pact of Mecca.
This pact was signed {toaqa^ai) on the 14th Rabi‘u’l-Akhir of the year

[A.H.] 1345, corresponding to the 2l8t October of the year 1926.

[The official signatures follow.]

VIII. Treaty of Amity and Commerce signed at San^a on the
2nd September, 1926, between Italy and the Yaman.^

H.M. Victor Emmanuel III, King of Italy, and H.M. the Imam Yahya
Amlru'UMu'minln, King of the Yaman . . . have concluded an agreement
on the following terms :

Article 1. The Government of H.M. the King of Italy recoj^nizes the
full and absolute independence of the Yaman and of its sovereign, H.M.
the Imam Yahya.
The Italian Government will not interfere in the Kingdom of H.M. the

King of the Yaman in any manner that conflicts with the terms of the
first paragraph of the present article.

Article 2. The two Governments pledge themselves to facilitate com-
mercial intercourse between their respective countries.

Article 3. The Government of H.M. the King of the Yaman declares
that it is its de>sire to import from Italy the equipment or technical means
and materials which are capable of contributing advantageously to the
economic development of the Yaman. Likewise in regard to technical
personnel.
And the Italian Government declares its willingness to take all possible

steps to secure that the dispatch of technical means and materials and
of personnel shall be effected in the most convenient manner in regard to
quality, price, and salaries.

Article 4. The terms of Articles 2 and 3 do not restrict freedom of trade,
or freedom of supplying equipment, for either party.

Article 5. None of the traders who are nationals of either state may
import and market articles which are prohibited by the two Governments
in their respective countries.

Either of the two Governments shall be at liberty to confiscate any
articles which may be imported into their respective countries contrary
to the prohibition upon the introduction and marketing [of such articles],
as soon as such prohibition has been made public.

Article 6. The present treaty shall only enter into force from the
moment at which the ratification by H.M. the King of Italy reaches
H.M. the King of the Yaman Imam Yahya.

Article 7. The present treaty shall remain in force for ten years dating
from the day of ratification referred to in Article 6 ; and, six months
before this term runs out, the two parties shall come to an agreement in
case they intend to replace the treaty by another or to prolong its term.

Article 8. In faith of the above, H.M. the King of the Yaman Imam
^ Translated from the Italian text in Bnaaegna della Stampa Eetera^ Anno 1,

faso. 9, p. 416, published by the Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ufficio
Stampa, Rome, 5th October, 1926. For the Arabic text see AhMan&r of Cairo,
vol. xxvii, No. 10 (4th January, 1927).
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Yahya and H.E. Cavaliere Jacopo Gasparini, acting in the name of
H.M. the King of Italy, have signed the present treaty, which has been
drawn up in two copies, conforming completely with one another, in
Arabic and in Italian.

Since, however, H.M. the Imam of the Yaman has no one at his court
who is capable of interpreting Italian with complete exactitude, and since
the negotiations leading up to the conclusion of the present treaty of
friendship and commerce were conducted in Arabic, and since H.E.
Cavaliere Jacopo Gasparini has ascertained that the .Arabic text is in
perfect conformity with the Italian text, the two parties agree to abide,
in case of doubts or divergences in the interpretation of the two lexts,
by the Arabic text, interpreted according to the classical language.
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INDEX
Abaran, Mount, 115.
‘Abbas Hilmi, ex-Khedive, 194 n., 199.
‘Abbasids, 30.
‘Abdu’llah b. ITusayn, Amir of Trans-

jordan, 64, 66 Ti., 275 and n., 294,
338, 339 ; appointed ruler of Trans-
jordan, 362 ; defe^uted at Turabah,
288 ; delegates of at Kuwayt Con-
ference (1923), 340.

‘Abdu’llah b. Mit‘abi’r- Rashid, see
Ibn Rashid.

‘Abdu’l-‘Aziz b. ‘Abdi’r-Rahmani’s-
Sa‘ud, see Ibn Sa‘ud.

‘Abdu’ 1- ‘A ziz Pasha Falun i, see Fahmi.
‘Abdu’l-‘Aziz Shawish, Shaykh, see

Shawish.
‘Abdu’l-‘AzIzu’th-Tha‘alibi Efendi,

85, 87, 88 and n., 177.
‘Abdu’l-Ghaffar, 423.
‘Abdu’l-Hamid II, 32-43.
‘Abdu’l-Hamidu’l-Bakri, Bayyid, 88.
‘Abdu’MIamid Pasha Sulayrnan, 266
and n,

‘Abdu’l-Karini, son of Ya‘qub Khan,
of Afghanistan, 569.

‘Abdu’l- K arimu’l-Khattabi, theelder,
7, 108, 110, 111, 112, 117.

‘Abdu’ I-Karim a’ 1-Khattabi, Maham -

mad, 110 and n., 117, 118, 124;
letters to Madrid, 111 ; visit to
Paris (1923), 130, 131.

‘Abdu’l-Karimu’l-Khattabi, Muham-
mad, 13, 109, 110 and n. ; and
Caliphate Congress (Cairo, 1926),
85 ; imprisonment at Cabrorizos,
111; intoniment, 1 62 ; letter to
The Times (27 Jan. 1926), 157,
(text) 581-2 ; surrender of, 161.
See also Rif War.

‘Abdu’l-Latif Efendi, ‘All, 246, 247.
‘AbduT-Mejid, Caliphate of, 51 et

seq,, 81, 82, 576-8 ; deposition of,
60, 61 and n, ; proclamation of,
(11 Mar. 1924), 61.

‘Abdu’l-Qadir, Algerian patriot, 430 n.
‘Abdu’l-QSdir, Sayyid, ex-Ottoman

Senator, 510 w.
‘AbduT-Wahhab, Muhammad, 6, 7,

276, 277, 280.
‘Abdu’r-Rahman Bey Fahmi, see

Fahmi.
‘Abdu’r-Rahman Khel, 561-2.
‘Abdu’r-Rahmani’s-Sa‘ud, 280, 297.

‘Abdu’r-Rahman Shahbandar, see
Shah bandar.

I ‘Abdu'r-Razzaq, Shaykh ‘All, 16, 80,
i 81, 84, 227 and n.
i ‘Abdu’s-Salani, uncle of ‘Abdu’l-
,

Karim, 111.
Abu Bakr, Caliph, 320, 324.
Abu’l-Ghar, 332, 341.

j
Abu Kamal, 464-5.

,
Abyssinia, and Anglo-1 talian Agrce-

i ment regarding Tsana project,
!

268-9.
i Ad-Darazi, see Darazi.
I
Aden, 272, 3‘20, 321.
‘Adli Pasha Yakan ( Yeghen), 14, 194,

I 227, 228.
! Adowa, 116.
I
Afghan War, Second, 548.

j
Afghan War, Third, 10, 11, 546,

;
549-51, 564, 565.

;
Afghanistan, Ahmadiyah sectaries in,

i
668 ; arms for, detained at Bom-

I
hay, 563 ; Constitution (1923), 566
ot*a n. ; PAiropean experts in, 546

I

n., 565 and n. ; reforms in, 564-7 ;

;
relations with U.S.S.R., 546 n. ;

i revolts in, 23, 566-9. See also In-
! dia, Indo-Afghan frontier. Treaties.
I Africa, North-West, 92 and n. ; con-

ferences between French officials
of, 104-5 ; European penetration
of, 93-6 ; lack of co-operation be-

1 tween peoples of, 104 ; nationalism
i

in, 95, 96 and n. ; reaction against
Western ascendancy, 95 et seq. See
also Algeria, Libya, Morocco, Rif
War, Tanmer, Tunisia.

Africa, South, Muslims of, 86 n. See
also Union of South Africa.

Agha Khan, The, 354 ; letter re-
garding the Caliphate, 56-9, (text)

! 571-2.
Agha Petros, 484.
Agudath Israel

y

376.
Ahmad, Sir Sayyid, 7.
Ahmad l8ma‘Il Efendi, 223.
Ahmad Mahir Efendi, see Mahir.Ahmad Shah Qajar, 636.
Ahmad Ziwar Pasha, see Ziwar.
Ahmadiyah sect, 668 and n.
Ahmadu’l-Idrisi, Sayyid, 276.
Ahmadu’l-Jabir, Shaykh, of Kuwayt,

330 and n.
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590 INDEX
Ahmadu's-Saniisl» Sayyid, 44, 102, 103; ,

as candidate for HijazI throne, 308.
Ahmed Jevdet Bey, see Jevdet.

jAhmed NamI Bey, see Naml.
|

‘A’id, House of, 288.
;

A‘jab Khan, 663 and n., 564. i

Al-Khalisi, see Mahdiyu’l-Khalisl.
Al-Masiri, Bey, see Masirl.
AhTimur Pass, 667.
‘Alawi State, Constitution, drafting

of, 447 ; creation of, 20, 21, 357,
359; elections in (1923), 358,
(1926), 443, 444, 446; frontier of |

Syrian State and, 360 ; indepen-
|deuce of restored, 360 ; opposition
j

to unification with Syria, 368-60 ;

relation to other Syrian States, 444,
446, 447 ; Sunnis of, 391 and n.-
See also Syria and the Lebanon, 1

Syrian Federation.
j‘Alawlyin, 349 and n., 353, 359 and n.
j

Albania, gold in, 273 n. ; religious
|changes in, 53 and n.

Alberge, M., 173-4.
j

Alcazar Seguir, see Qasru’l-Saghir.
;

Aleppo, State, creation of, 357 ; I

election in (Oct. 1923), 358. See also '

Syrian Federation, Syrian State. ;

Aleppo, Town, election in (Jan. 1926),
446, 447. I

Alexander the Great, 475 n.
Alexandretta, see Antioch and Alex-

andretta.
;

Alexandria, customs seized (Nov. i

1924), 218, 219,
Algeria, comparison with Tunisia, 175;

French conquest of, 98 ; French
j

organization of, 105 ; in General
|War, 180, 181 ; nationalist move-
|

ment in, 95, 96 ; population, analy- i

sis of, 175 ; reforms in, 180, 181.
|Alhucemas, Spanish steamer sunk at, 1

119. i

*AU, the Caliph, 25, 353 and n. j

‘All, Mr. Muhammad, 14 ; and All-
j

India Khilafat Conferences, 48 ; i

and Moplah In8urre<jtion, 10 n. ; |

at Mecca Congress (1926), 317, 318 i

n. ; in General War, 46, 48. !

‘All, Mr. Shawkat, 14, 304 ; and All-
j

India Khilafat Conferences, 48 ; |and Moplah Insurrection, 10 n. ; I

at Mecca Congress (1926), 314-17 ; j

in General War, 46, 48 ; letter to i

Rector of Al-Azhar, 305.
j

‘All ‘Abdu’l-Latif, see ‘AbduT-Latif
|

Efendi.
|‘All ‘Abdu’r-Razzaq, Shaykh, see
j‘Abdu’r-Razzaq. i

‘All Efendi Sharnsi, 211 «. I

‘All Haydar, Sharif, 308.
‘All b. Husayn, ex-King of the Hijaz,
298 ; appointed ‘ Constitutional
Sovereign of the llijaz *, 299 ; in
Jiddah, 300-1, 305, 306 ; with-
drawal from the Hijaz, 307.

‘All Ihsan Pasha, 481 and n.
‘All Jamalu’d-Din Pasha, 211 w.
‘All Mahir Pasha, see Mahir.
‘All b. Muhammad, IdrlsI Sayyid, of

Sabya, 322.
‘All Musaliar, 10 w.
‘All Riza, see Riza.
‘Alizai, tribe, 666, 567.
All-India Khilafat Conference, see

Caliphate.
Allenby, Lord, action of, following

assassination of the Sirdar, 215 ef
seq. ; and abrogation of martial law
in Egypt, 201, 202 ; and Egyptian
independence, 189 n., 193, 195 ;

and General War in Syria, 388 and
n., 399 ; and Jazirah scheme, 262
and n., 264 ; and political crimes in
Egypt, 200 «. ; and Sudan in draft
of Egyptian Constitution, 244 ; and
representation of Sudan at Wemb-
ley Exhibition, 242 n. ; and Syrian
currency, 397 ; and Zaghlul Pasha,
192, 193 ; letter to Zlwar Pasha
regarding Nile Waters Commission,
265, 266 ; proposals relative to
compensation of foreign oifici^s in
Egypt, 203 ; resignation of High
Commissionership of Egypt, 226.

Alouites, see ‘Alawlyin.
Alype, M. Pierre, 445.
‘Amadlyah, 484, 485, 488.
AmanuTlah Khan, Amir of Afghan-

istan, 13, 546 ; and Ahmadiyah
sectaries, 568 ; and assassinations
of British subjects, 563-4 ; reforms
of, 16, 564-7.

‘Ainarat ‘Anazah, tribe, 330, 331, 334.
Ambler, Mr., 200.
Ameer Ali, Mr., 28 n., 29 n., 38 n. ;

letter of, regarding the Caliphate,
57-9, (text) 571-2.

Amery, Mr. L. M. S. and Mosul ques-
tion, 611-21 ; and Transjordan-
HijazI frontier, 342.

Amiru'l-Mu^minln, 28 w., 29.
Anatolian Railway Company, 530.
Anatolian War, 7, 9.
‘Anazah, tribes, 326 n., 331. See also
‘Amarat ‘Anazah, Ruwala ‘Anazah.

Anderson, Major, 563.
Andrea, General, 435 n., 445, 451.
Anglo-Persian Oil Company, 406,

467 n., 529-31, 540, 641.
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INDEX 591
Anglo-Saxon Petroleum Company,

530.
Anjara tribe, 122-3, 154.
Ansariyah, see ‘Alawlyin.
Antiocn and Alexandretta, Sanjaq,

353 ; election in (Jan. 1926), 446,
447, 459 ; Bpccial regime in, 349, I

457-9.
Antioch, Armenian Patriarch of,

436 71., 437 71.

Anwal, battle of (July 1921), 114-17 ;

Spanish capture of (1926), 161.
‘Aqabah, 299 ti., 313, 342, 346 n,
‘Aqraba, battle of, 279 n., 324.
‘Aqrah, disturbances in, 484.
Arab National Committee, 286, 388.
Arab National State, 355, 357, 361
and n.y 388 and n., 397, 409. See
also Treaties.

jArabia, British influence in, 272
; |gold in, 273 and n. ; in seventh !

centurj^ a.b., 324, 325 n. ; post-war
|

condition of, 272 et seq. ; Turkish
jrenunciation of sovereignty in, 272.
;

See also ‘Aslr, Ilijaz, Najd, Yaman. i

Arbela, battle of, 475 n. ;

Archer, Sir Oeoffrey, 251, 252, !

Ardabll, 539. ‘
!

Armenia, 492 n.
;Armenians, see Syria and the Lebanon, 1

Turkey. i

Arnold, Sir Thomas, 25 n., 27, 28 ti., >

31 71.. 38 n.
i

Arruit, Mount, 116, 118 n.
Arslan, Fu’M, 422.

i

Arslan, Amir Shakib, 454 arid n, \

Asadu’sh-Shukayri, Shaykh, 88.
Ashkenazic Jewish Community, 350, ’

376, 377.
I

Ash-Shallash, Ramadan Pasha, see
|Ramadan. •

‘Aslr, 272, 273, 276, 278, 321-3, 482 n.
|

See also Treaties. !

Atbarah, disorders at, 247, 248.
iAth-Tha‘alibl, see ‘Abdu’l-‘AzIzu’th- i

Tha‘alibl Efendl.
Atrash, see Salim Pasha Al-Atrash,
Sayyah Bey Al-Atrash, Sultanu’l-
Atrash, Zaydu’l-Atrash,

Aujac, Commandant, 425.
Aurang Zib, 548.
Austria-Hungary, see Treaties.
Azarqan, Si Muhammad, 157-60.
Azhar, University-Mosque, 80, 81 and

77., 82-4.

Ba‘albak, 449 n.
Badru’d-Dinil-Husaynl, Shaykh, 312

n., 437 n.
Baghdad Railway, 457, 461-4, 509.

Baghdad Railway Company, oil rights
of, 530.

Baha’u’d-Din Barakat, see Barakat.
Bahaism, 350.
Bahrayn, 324.
Baiil, 321, 322.
Bakhlt, Shaykh Muhammad, 88 and

77., 90.
BakrI, family of, 426.
Baldwin, Mr. Stanley, 522 and n., 526.
Balfour, Lord, 352, *384, 395, 543.
Balfour Declaration, see Palestine.
Baluchistan, 547, 548, 562.
Banyas, 451.
Barakat, Baha’u’d-Din, 211 n.
Barakat, Fathu'llah Pasha, 211 77.

Barwar-i-Bal§, 485 7t.

BarzanjI, Shaykh Mahmfld, see Mah-mM BarzanjI, Shaykh.
Bayrut, 355 and 77., 356.
Bayriit, Maronite Archbishop of, 421.
Becker, C. H., 324.
Beisan, Colonization in, 380.
Benghazi, King Victor Emmanuel

111 named in Khutbah in, 66, 67.
See also Libya.

Bereket Subhl Bey, 14, 358, 402, 444.
Berenguer, Grcneral, 114, 115, 118;
Moroccan policy of, 112, 113 and
77. ; trial of, 118 7t.

Biban, 154.
Biqa\ 355.
Bizerta, 182.
Boichut, General, 153, 161.
Bondelzwarts rising, 452.
Branting, M., 472 77., 498, 503, 504.
Briand, M., and mandate for Syria,

440; and Rif War, 131, 155, 156
and 77., 157, 162.

Brown. Mr. T. W., 200.
Brunet, M. Auguste, 422, 423, 441.
Buharritz, 122 77 .

Bujnurd, 543.
Bulgaria, see Treaties.
Burguete, General, 112, 119, 120.
Bushire, 543.

Cachin, M., 155.
Cairo, ^sturbances at, 200.
Caix, M. Robert de, 358, 410, 456 n.

;

and agreement regarding Syro-
Turkish Frontier, 461, 462 ; and
subdivision of Syria and the Leba-
non, 390 77. ; statements regarding
Syrian Insurrection, 454, 455—on
Captain Carbillet, 412—on Circas-
sian troops in Syria, 437 n .—on
exposure of corpses at Damascus,
428 77.—on Lieut. MoreFs cat, 415
77.—on Syrian Union, 360 n.
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592 INDEX
Caliph, function of, 26-9 ; Quraysh

|

Capitulations, 164 ; abolition of, 16,
descent of, 30 and n., 32 ; title of, i 17, 417, 470.
28-9, 31-2.

;
Carbillet, Captain, 406 and n., 412-16,

Caliphate
: j

422-3.
Bibliography, 90-1. I Casablanca, 166.
Cairene, 30 and n., 31.

;
Castro Girona, General, 120 n.

Conferences : |
Caucasus, 547.

All-India Khilafat Conference, 10 i Cayla, M., 449 n. ; and Electoral
n., 11, 48, 54, 62, 63 ; delegation i Ordinance in the Lebanon, 420;
to Europe, 47 n., 48, 49 ; dele-

\
appointment as Governor of the

gation to Mecca, 304-5, 309 ; |
Lebanon, 419, 420 ; arrete concern

-

support of Ibn Sa'ud, 297-8, ing Lebanese press, 421 ; resigna-
300.

I

tion of Governorship, 443 ; speeches
Cairo (May 1926), 28, 66, 81-90 ; i advocating secular schools in the
agenda of, 84 ; Decision con-

;
Lebanon, 420, 421.

cerning the convening of, (text)
;

Cecil, Viscount, of Chelwood, 221.
576-8; First Committee of, 87 ; |

Ceuta, 98, 171, 172.
Order of the Day, 89, 90 ; repre- ; OuUuzim, 374.
sentatives at, 85, 86 ; Second

;
Chamberlain, Sir A., 431 w., 521, 528 ;

Committee, report of, 87 ; Third ' and Eeport of Permanent Mari-
Committee—memorandum of,

|

dates Commission (1924) on Pales-
89 and n., (text) 578r81—re- ‘ tine, 369 ; speeches on Anglo-
port of, 88-90.

I
Egyptian affairs—(3 Dec. 1924),

Gaya (Dec. 1922), ,54. 221—(15 Dec. 1924), 221 ti., 230
Ilanafi doctrine of, 25 ti., 32 n.

[
and n., 252, 265 ; statement con-

Indian Khilafat Movement, 62, 554. cerning Mosul oil -fields, 529.
Letter of the Agha Khan and Mr. i Chastenet, Commandant, 131.
Ameer Ali concerning, 56-9,

|
Chelmsford, Lord, 551 n., 559.

(text) 571-2. Chesney, Lieut.-Col. P. R., 328 and n.
Moroccan, 37, 53 and n., 104. China, Muslims in, 4 n., and Caliphate
of ‘Abdu’l-Hamid II, 32-43. question, 53, 54 ; Western com-
of ‘Abdu’l-Mejid, 51 et seq.

!
mercial settlements in, 164, 165.

of Husayn b. ‘All, 64-6.
!
Chirol, Sir V., 40 n., 41 n.

Ottoman:
j

Churchill Memorandum, see Palestine,
abolition of, 36, 60 ei seq . ; Egyp- I Ci6erin, M., 525.

tian attitude to, 66, HI et seq.

;

! Circassians, see Syria and theLebanon.
Indian attitude to, 62, 63 ; Law * Clayton, Sir G., *295, 321, 343.
relating to (3 Mar. 1924), 60-7,

j

Coele Syria, see Biqa‘.
(text) 575, i Compagnie Fran^aisc des P6troles,

and General War, 43 et seq.
|

531.
in international agreements, 34-6. I Conferences, International

;

Indian Muslims and, 46-9. I Algeciras (16 Jan. to 7 April 1906)
rise of, 31.

|
98, 166.

Turkish law for the abolition of
i

Anglo-Franco-Spanish Commission
the Sultanate (1 Nov. 1922)

|
on Tangier (1912), 167 n., (1913),

and, 36, 50, 51, 56.
j

167.
Turkish National Pact and, 45, Berlin (1878), 98.

49. Cairo, see Caliphate.
Papacy and, 33. Dayru’z-Zur (July 1923), 465.
Shl‘i doctrine of, 25 and n., 28 n., Kuwayt (17 Dec. 1923 to 12 April
29 n. 1924), 284, 340-1.

spiritual and temporal powers of, Lausanne, Peace Conference of,
33 ei seq. 194, 198, 488, 494, 495, 497.

succession in, 29, 30. London, Preliminary conference on
Sunn! doctrine of, 25 et seq. Tangier, (29 June 1923), 169.

Cambo, Sehor F. de A., 152. Madrid (17 June to 25 July 1925),
Cambon, M., 347 n. 140-4.
Campbell, Captain, 223. Mecca (Dec. 1924), 304-5.
Canning, Captain R. Gordon, 143, Mecca (June-July 1926), 308, 309,

154-6. 311-19.
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INDEX 593
Paris (Franco’Spanish Conference,

14 June to 10 July 1926), 162.
Paris, Peace Conference of, 168,

186.
Paris, Conference on Tangier, (Oct.-

Dec. 1923), 169.
Q&'im (6 May 1923), 465.
Qaslm Pasha (May-June 1924),

471 n., 496, 497, 600.
San Remo (1920), 347, 366, 455.
Wajda, Peace Conference, 167-60.

Congo Free State, see Treaties.
Copts, 19, 231.
Cotton, 189, 234, 264, 265 n., 267,

260.
Cox, Sir Percy, 339 ; and Traq-Najd

Frontier, 331-5 ; and Najd-Ku-
wayt Frontier, 330, 335 ; at Qasfm
Pasha Conference, 471 ti., 496, 497,
600.

Crane, Mr. Charles R., 394, 395, 401.
See also Syria and Palestine, King-
Crane Commission of Inquiry.

Cremers, Mr. J. J. Canter, 266, 266
and n.

Cromer, Lord, and British officials in
Egypt, 191 ; and Egyptian educa-
tion, 583, 584 ; and Nile waters,
265, 267 ; and Sudan frontiers,
232 n.

Cuba, 222 n.
Curzon, Lord, of Kedleston, and Indo-
Afghan Frontier, 549 ; and Mosul
Controversy, 488, 494 and n., 495 ;

and Sudan, 241, 246 ; negotiations
with Hijaz, 294.

Cyprus, 98 n.
Cyrenaica, see Libya.

Dabbas, M, Charles, 443, 450.
Dala‘, 321.
Ddmdd, 446 n.
Damascus, City, bombardment of

(Oct. 1926), 429-31, (May 1926),
451, 452 ; Cairo Islamic Congress
and, 87 ; condition of (Dec. 1926),
438, 439 ; elections (Oct. 1923),
402 n, ; dned, 430 and n., 451 n. ;

French occupation of, 356 ; insur-
rection in (Aug. 1925), 426, 426,
(Oct. 1925), 427-31, (1926), 461,
462 ; riots in (April 1922), 394,
401, (April 1925), 362, 396; trade
of, 327 n.

Damascus, State, Council of, 403 n. ;

creation of, 367 ; election in (Oct.
1923), 358 ; frontier of Jabalu'd-
Duruz and, 368. See also Syrian
Federation, Syrian State.

Dar Drius, 114, 118.

Darazi, Ad-, 407.
D’Arcy Exploration Company, 630.
Darius, 475 n.
D&ru'l-Harb, 34.
Darul-‘Ulum, 76.
Dayru’z-Zur, election (Jan. 1926), 447.
Deutsche Bank, oil shares of, 530, 631.
De Watteville, Lieut. -Col. H., 552,

663, 557.
Dhafir, tribe, 326 n., 330-5, 341.
Diyalah, 473, 474 and n., 607, 515 n.
Diyarbekr, 609.
Djebel Druse, .see Jabalu’d-Duruz.
Dolci, Monsignore, 79.
Doriot, M., 133 w., 139.
Druses, 353 ; and creation of Great
Lebanon, 356 ; and French man-
date, 409, 410 ; British influence

I over, 407 n. ; land-system of, 408,
I 413; religion, 406, 407 ; social sys-
I tern of, 408, 409 ; strongholds of, 407.

See also Jabalu’d-Duruz, Lebanon,
Great, Syrian Insurrection.

Dunlop, Mr., 684.
Duport, General, 431.
Dupuis, Mr., 258, 263, 266, 267.
Durand, Sir M., 546.
Durieux, M., 459.

I Dutch East Indies, and Cairo Con-
i gross (May 1926), 85 n.
I

Duzd Ab, 543.
!

j

Echevarrieta, Senor, 109, 110. 119,
;

142 and n.
Edib Servet Bey, see Servet.
Efendlr 61 w.
Egypt

;

Act of Indemnity, 202.
Advisers, Financial and Judicial,

217, 219 and n., 220.
British declaration of Egyptian in-
dependence (28 Feh. 1*922), 189
and n., 193-8, 219 n., 222 n.,
230, 231, 270, (text) 194-5;
negotiations on reserved points
in, 206-12, 229.

British note to League of Nations
on Anglo-Egyptian affairs (19
Nov. 1924), 212, 221.

British notification to foreign powers
concerning status of (15 Mar.
1922), 195-6, 222 n., 230.

British ultimatum to (22 Nov.
1924), 216 et seq., 229, 264-6,
(text) 216-17 ; appeal of Egyp-
tian Parliament to League of
Nations regarding, 218, 220-2.

Committee to revise sentences
passed by military courts, 202,
203.

Qq
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594 INDEX
(cont,)

:

Conflict between moderniBts and
leactionarieB, 80, 81.

Constitution (April 1923), 205, 231.
Constitution, Commission to draft,

199, 206, 243, 262-3.
Constitutional developments in,

230-2.
Copts in, 19, 231.
Department of Public Security,
European section of, 217, 219,
220 .

Dynastic law (15 April 1922), 199.
Education in, 190 and n., 583, 584.
Elections (1923), 205, (1925), 226,

(1926), 226-7.
Extradition of Tripolitan National-

ists, 187.
Financial position of, 189-90.
Foreign oincials in, 191, 199 and n.,

203-5, 217, 219, 220 and n.
German relations with, 269-71.
Internal politics (1924-6), 226-9.
Lausanne Treaty and, 197-8.
Liberal-Constitutional Party, 193-4,

200, 226.
Martial law, abrogation of, 199-203.
Mecca Congress, attitude to, 308.
Milner Eeport, 11, 191, 192 n.
Minorities in, 231-2.
Nationalist Party, 194, 199, 227 ;

and education, 190 n. ; at Lau-
sanne Conference, 194, 198 n.

^Osmanlls and native Egyptians,
division between, 193.

Pilgrimage to Mecca and Medina,
290-2, 319.

Political disturbances, 191 , 199-201,
203. 213, 214.

Question of costume and, 75.
Rebellion in (1919), 9, 11.
Relations with the Hijaz, 289 et seq.
Sirdar, assassination of, 197, 200,

212 et seq. , investigation of, 222-5.
Turkish sovereignty over, 197-8.
Unionist (Itlihdd) Party, 226, 227.
TTa/d, 191-3, 194 and n., 205,
225-9 ; and assassination of the
Sirdar, 213-14 ; arrest of mem-
bers of, 193, 201-3 ; at Lau-
sanne Conference, 194, 198 n.

See also Caliphate, Libyan-Egyp-
tian Frontier, Nile, Sudan,
Treaties.

Ekrem Bey, 58.
Ellis, Miss, abduction of, 563 and n.
Ellis, Mrs., murder of, 563.
Eritrea, see Gash irrigation scheme.

Treaties.
Eiivan, 492 n.

EsteUa, Marquis de, 120, 125 n., 152,
166, 167, 162, 163; and with-
drawal of Spanish to Moroccan
coast, 121, 122, 128 ; conversations
with Rifi emissaries (July-Aug.
1925), 144, 146 ; meeting with
Marshal P6tain, 141, 142 ; reply
to letter of Sehor F. de A. Cambo,
162.

Fahad Bey b. Hadhdhal, 330, 331,
337, 338.

Fahml, ‘Abdu’l-‘Aziz Pasha, 227.
Fahml, ‘Abdu*r-Rahman Bey, 222.
Fakhrl Bey ‘Abdu’n-Nfir, 201 n., 202.
Fathu’llah Pasha Barakat, see Bara-

kat.
Faysal b. ‘Abdi’l-‘Azizi*s-Sa*ud, 296,

310, 319.
Faysalu’d-Dawish, and Najdl-TraqI

frontier incidents (Mar. 1922), 332
and n. ; defeat of Ibn Rashid, 284 ;

raid on Kuwayt, 330 ; raids on
‘Iraq, 340, 341.

Faysal b. Husayn, King of ‘Iraq, 274,
275 and n., 361 and n., 389 n. ;

delegates of at Kuwayt Conference,
340 ; visit to Amir ‘AbduUl&h,
339.

Ferid Pasha, Damad, 14, 46, 51 n.
Fethl Bey, 498, 514 ; at Qasim Pasha

Conference, 496, 497 and n. ; state-
ments regarding Mosul before Coun-
cil of League of Nations, 471 n.,
500 n., 503.

Fez, 98, 136 n.
Fikrl Bey, Lutfl, 58.
Firuz Shah, 41 n.
Fisher, Mr. II. A. L., 48, 49.
Foulkes, Colonel and Mrs., murder of,

663.
France, protectorate over Catholics
and Uniates in Ottoman dominions,
352, 417, 418. See also Africa,
North-West, Algeria, Lebanon, Mo-
rocco, Rif War, Syria and Palestine,
Syria and the Lebanon, Syrian In-
surrection, Tangier, Treaties, Tuni-
sia.

Fu’&d, King of Egypt, adoption of
title of Malikt 44, 199 ; and Cali-
phate question, 82, 85 ; and Thar-
wat Pasha, 196 ; and trial of
Shaykh ‘Abdu’r-Razz&q, 16 n.

;

attempt to introduce personal
government, 225-6 ; demonstra-
tion against on occasion of ZaghlQl
Pasha^ resignation, 211a.; Egyp-
tian parties supjporting, 194 n. ;

protected by Bntish occupation of
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INDEX 595
Egypt, 14 ; telegram concerning
bomoardment of Medina, 306, 307.

Fu*fid Arslan, see Arsl&n.
Fu*ild Pasha, General Musa, 244 n.

Gabriel Tawflq Bey Karam, see Taw-
flq.

Gabrielli, M., 143 and n., 144, 157.
Gaeta, 307 n.
Gamelin, General, 426, 427, 431 ;

statement concerning the Ghfitah,
438, 439.

Gandhi, Mr., 10 n.
Gardez, 667.
Garstin, Sir William, 265 and n., 256,

268, 263 n.. 269.
Gash irrigation scheme, 258-60.
Geneva Protocol for the Pacific

Settlement of International Dis-
putes, 212, 221.

George, Mr. D. Lloyd, 47 n., 49,
246.

Germany, Egyptian relations with,
269-7 1 . See also Morocco, Tangier,
*rreaties

Ghalib Pasha Shaiftn, 338.
Ghassan, Banu, of Bosra, 275 n.
Ghenj, 610.
Ghulam Ahmad, 568 n.
Ghutah, 428 and n. ; devastation of,

438, 439.
Giannini, Monsignore, 418.
Gibraltar, 3, 99, 169.
Gilzais, 567.
Gordon, General, 239 n.
Gorst, Sir Eldon, 191.
Got, Seiior, 109, 114.
Gouraud, General, and Syrian cur-

rency, 397 ; arrete instituting mixed
tribunals in Syria and the Lebanon,
399 ; attempted assassination of,
411 ; conquest of Arab National
State, 355, 388 and n, ; creation of
Great Lebanon, 365-7 ; federation
of Damascus, Aleppo, and Ls,dhi-
oTyah, 358 ; High Commissioner of
oyria, 404 and n. ; visit of Nfirl
Shalan to, 337.

Gdyan district, Chaldeans of, see
Mosul.

Great Britain, Anglo-Jewish com-
munity, particix>ation in Jewish
agency for Palestine, 385 ; attitude
to Franco-German agreement con-
cerning Morocco (4 Nov, 1911),
166 ; attitude to Franklin-Bouillon
agreement, 463, 464 ; attitude to
luamic World, 12 ; neutrality in
Najdl-HijazI War, 299. See also
Arabia, Druses, Egypt, Indo-

Afghan frontier, Tr&q, Kurds,
Libyan-£gyptianFrontier,Morocco,
Mosul, Nile, Palestine, Persia,
Shamfyah Steppe, Sudan, Spia
and Palestine, Tanker, Transjor-
dan, Treaties, Waziristan.

Greece, non-Albanian Muslims of, 19.
See ^so Treaties.

Greek War of Independence, 424,
426 n.

Grey, Viscount, of Fallodon, 246, 263,
347 n.

Grove, Mr. E., 233 n.
Guani, M., 513.
Guillaumatr, General, 138 n.
Gulbenkian, Mr. C. S., 630.
Gulf Chiefs, 283 and n., 323-4.

Hacklander, Herr. 165 n.
Haddu, qa’id, 158 n., 159, 160.
H&fiz Wahbah, Shaykh, see Wahbah.
Ha’il, 284.
Hakim bi’amri’Uah, Caliph, 406, 407.

I

Hakkiyari, Nestorian Assyrians of,
see Mosul.

Hakkiyari, Turkish occupation of,
499—502.

Halbawl, Najib, 223 n.
Hamad, 5, 326 and n.
Hamad, son of Shaykh Tsa of Bah-

rayn, 324.
Hamad Bey, 423.
Hamah, election at, 446, 447 ; fight-
ing at, 427.

Haqwah, 323.
Hardinge, Sir A., 640 n.
Hasan, IdrlsI Sayyid, of Saby&, 322,

323.
Hasbayyfi, 355 n., 432, 434 and n,
Hawran, election in, 448.
Hayashi, Baron, 494 n.
Heraclius, 279.
Hermon, Mount, insurrection in,

432-4, 461.
Herodians, 6, 7.
Harriot, M., 179, 180, 418, 419.
Hijaz, administration of Ibn Sa*fid in,

310, 311 ; dependence on the
Pilgrimage, 289, 324-6 ; first Wah-
habi conquest of, 301 ; HSshimI
dynasty of, 14, 32 ; hygienic condi-
tions in, 291-3, 315-16 ; poor of,
and Egyptian bequests, 291-2.
See also Najdl-HijazI War, Trans-
jordan-Hijazi Frontier, Treaties.

Hijaz Railway, 40, 316, 317 and n.,
327 n., 342.

Hitnl, Si Muhammad, 158 and n.
Homs, election at, 446-7.
Hong-Kong, 164.

Q q 2
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596 INDEX
Hudaydah, 320, 321, 322.
Humud b. Suwayt, see Ibn Suwayt.
Hurst, Sir Cecil, 504 n.
Husayn b. ‘All, ex-King of the Hijaz,

278 ; abdication of, 299 and n. ;

and Arab National Committee, 286,
388 ; and Kuwayt Conference, 340

;

and Pilgrimage, 29 1-3 ; and Sykes-
Picot Agreement, 285 n. ; and
Transjordan-Hijazi Frontier, 342
and n. ; and Versailles Treaty, 285,
293-6 ; appeal to British Govern-
ment in Najdi-Hijazi War, 299

;

assistance to Allies in General War,
283 and n. ; attitude to Caliph
‘Abdu’l-Mejid, 54 ; attitude to
neighbouring Arab States, 286-7 ;

policy of, 284 ei seq.

;

recognized as
Caliph, 64, 65, 66 and n. ; relations
with Egypt, 289 et seq. ; relations
with Great Britain, 271 andn.^ 273,
285, 293-5 ; relations with Ibn
Sa‘ud, 287-8 ; required to leave 1

‘Aqabah, 342 ; revolt against Tur- '

key, 44.
Husayn Rushdl Pasha, see RushdI.
lluseyn Jahyd Bey, see Jahyd.

Ibn Hajj HatimI, 131 and n.
Ibn lyas, 38 n.
Ibn Khaldun, 26, 28 n., 30 w.
Ibn Rashid, and Jawf, 337 ; in

General War, 283 ; struggle with
Ibn Sa‘ud, 280-1, 284 ; supported
bv King Husayn, 288, 340; Turk-
isn subsidy to, 274.

Ibn Sa‘ud (‘AhduT-‘Aziz b. ‘Abdi’r-
Rahmani’8-Sa‘ud), 276, 279 ; and
Haddah Agreement, 343 ; and
Humud b. Suwayt, 332; and Indian
Muslims, 16, 63 ; and Kuwayt
Conference, 340, 341 ; and Mina

^

disturbances, 319 ; and Pilgrim-
|

age, 305, 324-5 ; and Second 1

Congress at Mecca, 311-18; and !

Wahhabi raid (Mar. 1922), 332;
|and Western civilization, 7 ; ap-
j

pointed King of the Hijaz, 310-11 ; j

circular note (26 Oct. 1925), 308-9 ; |communique on termination of
Najdi-IIijazi War, 307 ; conquest
of Jabal Shammar, results of, 330
et seq. ; declarations at Riyad Con-
gresses (4 June 1924), 297, (29 Oct.
1924), 303-4, 325 ; demand for
expulsion of Shammar from Traq,
339, 345 ; difficulty of his position,
324-5 ; expansion of his empire,
279 ; foundation of Ikhwdn, 277,
281 and 71. ; independence of recog-

j

nized, 272 ; interview with Indian
delegation, 308; letter to'Fahad
Bey b. Hadhdhal, 331 ; manifesto
to Islamic World (20 July 1925),
308 ; meetings with Sir P. Cox,
330, 335 and n. ; policy of, 277-8,—^in General War, 283-4—in South
Arabia, 320, 322, 323 and n.,—in
the Hijaz, 308 et seq. ; proclama-
tion of Mecca Congress (1924), 304 ;

recovery of Sa'ud principality, 280,
281 and n. ; relations with Gulf
Chiefs, 323-4 ; relations with Hu-
sayn b. ‘Air, 64, 287-8 ; relations
with Ruwala ‘Anazah, 338-9 ; rise

I

of, 13 ; subsidy from Great Britain.
! 273 ; treaty with Great Britain
i

(26 Dec. 1925), 44, 282-3 ; victory
over Ibn Rashid, 284. See also

I

Najdi-Hijazi War.
Ibn Suwayt, Humud, 331-3.
Ibrahim HalabI, 25 n.
Ibr&him Pasha, 435 n.
Ibrahimu’s-Subhan, 284.
Idris, Sayyid, 102.
Idris b. Sa‘id, 109.
Idrisu’s-Saii is!, 85 and n.
Idris!, The, see ‘Ali b. Muhammad,

Hasan. Muhammad b. ‘Ali.
Igueriben, 115.
IjtiMd, 27 n., 87 and n., 88.
Ikhwdn movement, 277, 281 and ?».,

330.
i Imam, 25, 28 and n., 29 n.
I

Imam, of San‘a, see Yahya b. Muham-
mad.

Irabrie, Major R. W., 545.
I

Imperialism, 11, 12.
Inayatu'llah Khan, 318 w.

' India :

All-India Muslim League, 63.
Association of Indian TJlaina, and

Caliphate, 54, 59, 63 ; and Mecca
Islamic Congress, 84, 86.

Emigration of Muslims to Afghan-
istan, 554, 555.

Islamic Law in, 41, 42.
Muslims of, support of Ibn Sa‘ud,

16, 63.
Western commercial settlements in,

164.
See also Caliphate, Moplah, Waziri-

stan.
Indo-Afghan Frontier, 546 et seq. ;

assassinations of British subjects,
562-4 ; influence of Afghan Govern -

ment in British territory, 649, 660
and n., 564 ; raids on British terri-
tory, 653, 666, 562. See also
Waziristan.
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INDEX 597
‘Iraq, abolition of capitulations in,

470 ; Anglo-American controversy
regarding the ‘ open door ’ in, 466,
467 ; at Kuwayt Conference, 340-1 ;

British anxiety regarding commit-
ments in, 522 ; British communica-
tion to League of Nations on obliga-
tions towards, 469, 470 ; British
statement on oldigations towards
(12 Oct. 1922), 467 ; Constituent
Assembly and Anglo-‘Iraqi treaty,
468, 469 ; draft mandate for, 466,
467, 530 ; Electoral Law (2 Aug.
1924), 469 ; Organic Law (10 July
1924), 469; revolt in, 10, 11;
Shris in, 531-4. See also Kurds,
Kuwayt- ‘Iraqi Frontier, Mosul,
Najdi-‘IraqI Frontier, Syro-Jraqi
Frontier, Treaties.

Irish Free State, 222
Tsa, Shaykh, of Bahrayn, 324.
Islamic Law, 15, 26 ; in Turkey, 572

n. See also India, Russia.
Islamic World, and trade routes, 2, 3 ;

and Western civilization, 1 el seq.,
24; militancy of, 9-11 ; military
dictators in, i3, 14 ; minorities in,
17-23 ; nationalism and, 7-9, 18,
39 ; overthrow of dynasties in, 14,
15, overthrow of institutions in,
15-17 ; physical characteristics of,
5, 6 ;

population of, 4, 5 ; wild tribes
in, 23, 24 ; Western attitude to, 11,
12 .

I6ma‘il Pasha Sidqi, see Sidqi.
Isma‘il Safawi, yiiah, 353 n., 482 n.
lsma‘Il Shakkak Semiqo, see Semiqo.
IsmaJlIs, 353-4.
Tsniet Pasha, and Mosul Controversy,

488, 494, 495 ; letter of the Agha
Khan and Mr. Ameer Ali to, 57-9,

and, 358 ; opposition to unification
with Syria, 360 ; protest of Leba-
nese National League regarding
French policy towards, 421 ; revolt
of Sultanu'l-Atrash (1922-3), 411,
412. See also Druses, Syria and
the Lebanon, Syrian Insurrection,
Treaties.

JaTari rite, 434.
Jaffa, riots in. 37(^, 394.
Jaghbiib, 185-8.
Jahyd Bey, Iluseyn. 58, 508 n.
Jarrab, 284.
Jawf, 337, 338, 344 v.
Jayzan, 322.
Jazlrah, 256 n. See also Nile.
Jerusalem, Hebrew Fniversily of,

384, 395 ; riots in, 394 ; strike in,
395.

Jevdet Bey, Ahmed, 58.
Jewish National Home, see Pales-

tine.
Jibiilah, see Rif War.
Jiddah, siege of, 300-1, 305-7.
Jihad, 27, 43, 44.
Jordana, General, 111, 153; at Ma-

drid Conference, 140 ; policy to-
wards Raysuni, 112, 113.

Jouvenel, M. Henry de, and ‘AlawT
and Syrian States, 443-7 ; and
Antioch and Alexandrotta, 45S.
459 ; and Armenian volunteers.
436 n. ; and British (‘onsul in
Damascus, 431 n. ; and Syrian
railways, 350 n. ; and Syro-Tur-
kish Frontier, 460, 461. 463, 464 ;

and the Lebanon, 441-3 ; ap-
])oin1ed High Commissioner of
Syria and the Lebanon. 440 ; at
9th Session of Permanent Mandates
Commission. 456-7 ; declaration

(text) 571-2 ; statement regarding
the Caliphate, 62.

Italy, attitude to Tangier Convention
(18 Dec. 1923), 172-4 ; claims of,
in Anatolia, 526 and n. See also
Gash Irrigation Scheme, Libya,
Libyan-Egyptian Frontier, Nile,
Tsana project, Treaties, Tunisia.

Tzzat Pasha, 244.

Jabal Awliya, see Nile.
JabaluM-Duruz, 353 ; administra-

tion of Captain Carbillet, 412-16,
422, 423 ; administration of Salim
Pasha Al-Atrash, 411, 412; and
French occupation of Syria, 409

;

bearing of arms in, 449 ; creation
of state, 357, 358, 411 ; elections in
(1924), 414 ; frontier of Damascus

regarding French rights in Syria.
442, 443 and n. ; peace efforts in
Syrian Insurrection, 447-5(» ; rela-
tions with Lcbanes<‘. Christians, 441
andn. ; resignation of, 457 : speech
regarding Lebanese constitution,
442; Syrian policy of, 44(*-l ; visit
to Jerusalem, 352.

Kabbarah swamps, 379.
Kabul, British retreat from (1841),

I 116.
Kaf, see Qurayatu'l-Milh.
Kahn, Mr. Otto, 110 n.
Kamil, Mustafa, 194.
K aniguram , 558.

' Karbala, see Shl‘isin, Holy Cities of.
I Kassalu, 258-9.
Kawkaba, 432, 433.
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598 INDEX
Kem&l Pasha, Mustaffi, 51 ; and

abolition of Caliphate, 61 n. ; and
Anatolian War, 57 ; and hat ques-
tion, 73 n. ; and Nationalist Move-
ment, 68 ; elected President of
Turkish Republic, 56 ; opposition
of Mehmed VI to, 45 ; rise of, 13 ;

secularization policy of, 7 n., 8 ;

speech regarding the Caliphate,
54, 55 ; statue of, 70 ; support of
Vfisyf Boy’s proposals, 60.

Kennedy, Colonel, 260, 261 and n.
Kenworthy, Commander, 263.
Kerr, Mr. Clark, 248, 249.
Kershaw, Judge J. F., 223, 224 and n.,

228.
Khalid, General of Abo Bakr and

‘Umar, 279 n., 332.
Khalid b. Lu’ayy, Sharif, 287, 298,

300.
Khalideh Edib Khanym, 7, 77.
Khalifah, 26, 28 n. See also Caliph.
KhalwatuT-Biyad, 355 n., 407, 434 n.
Kharput, 509 and n.
Khartum, disorders at (June 1924), i

245, (Aug. 1924), 247, 248, 249,
j(Nov. 1924), 250, 251 and n.

Khatib, blZ n. I

Khaybar, 288.
!

Khayru’d-Dlii Pasha, 7. i

Khaz‘al, Shavkh, of Muharnmarah,
I

539-43.
i

Khildfat, see Caliphate. i

Khost, 552, 567 and n.
Khurasan, revolt in, 538,

jKhurmah, 287-8.
|Khurramabad, 539.

Khutbahy 52 n. !

Khuzistan, 539-43.
King-Crane Commission, see Syria
and Palestine.

Kirkuk, 48(>-9.
Kitchener, Lord, 256.
Knox, Lieut. -Col. S. G., 340-1.
Kohat, 563.
Kolokotronis, 426 n.
Kiichuk Khan, 538.
Kurdish language, 512 n.
Kurds, 20, 21, 476-9 ; Anglo-TraqI

declaration regarding (Dec. 1922),
488 ; attitude to inclusion in ‘Iraqi
State, 487 ; independent Kurdish
State suggested, 479, 480 and n.,
492 n. ,* nationalist feeling of,
479-80, 491-4, 508 and w., 528.
See also Persia, Turkey.

Kuwayt, recognized as ind^endent
principality, 272. See also Beaties.

Kuwayt- ‘Iraqi frontier, 336.
Kuwayt-Najdl frontier, 330, 335-6.

Ladha, 561.
Ladhiqiyah, state, see ‘Alawl State.
Ladhiqlyah, town, 357.
Laidoner, General F,, 515-18, 520.
Lakhm, Banu, of Hirah, 275 ti.
Landi Kotal, 563, 564.
Lau, Wadi, 120.
Lawrence, Col. T. E., 293-4.
League of Nations, and Anglo-Egyp-

tian affairs, 212, 218, 221-2 ; and
Anglo- ‘Iraqi Treaty, 468-70 ; and
Hijaz Railway, 317 and n. ; and
Holy Places in Palestine, 365 ; ap-

E
ealed to by Lebanese National
eague, 421 ; decision of commis-

sion of jurists regarding responsi-
bility of states for political crimes,
214. See also Mosul, Transjordan.

Lebanese National League (Egypt),
421.

Lebanon, French intervention in
(1860), 352, 407 n. ; Ottoman rule
in, 354.

Lebanon, Great

:

Administration of, 357, 402 and r.
Administrative Council, members

of, banished, 400, 401.
Administrative Ordinance (1925),

420.
Appeal of citizens against Com-
mandant Trabaud, 406.

Appointment of the Governor (Jan.
1925), 419, 420.

Christians in, 352 ; flight of, 19,
433.

Constitution of, 442, 443, 449 n.,
450,

Convention with Syrian Federation
(30 Jan. 1923), 360.

Creation of, 20, 21, 279, 355-7.
Druses in, 355 and n., 433, 434.
Elections (1922), 357, (1925), 420.
Frontier of Syrian State and, 360,

445, 449-50.
Independence of, 357.
Inter-confessional political confer-

ence in (Mar. 1926), 450 n.
Land owned by residents in U.S.A.,

352 n.
Loyalty to France, 434 and n., 441.
Opposition to Syrian unification,

359, 360.
Party of Syrian Federation, 443.
Press of, 421, 443.
Republic proclaimed, 443.
Secular scnools proposed for, 420,

421.
See also Syria and the Lebanon.

Libya

:

In Treaty of Lausanne, 36.
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INDEX 599
Italian occupation of, 101-3.
Italian statutes concerning (1919).

102, 103.
Nationalist leaders, extradition of

from Egypt, 187.
Beaction against Italy in, 9, 95, 96,

101-3.
Sanuslyah Religious Fraternity of,

101-3.
Tunisians in, 184.
Turks in, 101-2.

Libyan-Egyptian Frontier, 184-8

;

Anglo-Italian Agreement and (31
July 1916), 186 ; British draft
agreement regarding (April 1921),
186 ; Delimitation Commission on,
187 ; International Committee on I

Article 13 of London Treaty and,
|

186 ; Jtalo-Egyptian Agreement
regarding (6 Dec. 1925), 187-8.

Lindsay, Sir Ronald, 526 and n.
Lloyd, Lord, 226-8, 266.
Luhayyah, 320, 322.

|Lurs, revolt of, 539. ;

Lutfi FikrI Bey, see I^ikrl. I

Lyautey, Marshal, and Sultan of !

Morocco, 15; defensive policy in
Rif War, 134 ; encouragement of i

Berber customs, 127 ; Moroccan :

administration of, 105, 112, 125, :

151, 162 ; occupation of Morocco,
|

97 ; reorganization of French forces i

in Morocco, 138 ; resignation of,
j

150 and n., 151 ; statement on co- i

operation with Spain in Morocco, I

128-9 ; statements on Spanish
|

treaty obligations in Morocco, 129. i

Ma‘an, 313, 314, 342, 346 n. j

MacDonald, Sir Murdoch, 254 n., 258 !

n., 261 and n.
|

MacDonald, Mr. Ramsay, and Anglo- !

Egyptian negotiations, 206-9 ; and i

Nile waters, 264, 265 n. ; and !

Sudan, 245, 247, 249-50, 253 and !

n. ; conversations with Zaghlul
|Pasha, 208-9, 211, 212, 214. !

MacGregor, Mr. R. N., 265, 266 and n.
MacLean, Ka’id, 124 n.
M'Mahou, Sir Henry, 285.
Maghrib, see Africa, North-West.
Mahammad 'Abdu'l-Karlniul-Khat-

tabi, see ‘Abdu’l-Karim.
Mahdt, the, see Muhammad Ahmad.
Mahdiyu'l-KhSlisI, Shaykh, 333, 533,

534.
M&hir, Ahmad Efendl, 211 n., 213 n.,

224, 584.
Mahir Pasha, 'AH, 584.
Mahmal, 290-2, 319.

Mahmiid II, 73.
Mahmiid Barzanjl, Shaykh, 482-3,

488-90.
Mahmud Efend! Naqr&shl, see Naq-

rashl.
Mahmud Nedim Bejjr, see Nedim.
Mahsuds, see Waziristan.
Majdalu'sh-Shams, 432, 451.
Makram Efendl ‘Ubayd, see ‘Ubayd.
Makwar, see Nile.
Malacca, Straits of, 3.
Malakal, 251 n.
Malik, 199 n.
Malvy, M., 140.
Mamluk Sultans of Egypt, 30 and n.,

31.
Mangal tribes, 23, 567, 568.
Mannesmann Brothers, 108, 109,

155 n.
Mansur, Dr. Shafiq, 211 n., 213, 222-3.
Mappila, see Moplah.
Maraghah, 539,
Maratthas, 548.
Marj 'Ayun, 432. 433. 437.
Maronite Patriarch, and General Sar-

rail, 419 ; and M. de Jouvenel, 443

;

and Lebanese frontiers. 450 ; and
secular schools in the Lebanon, 421

;

protest against Lebanese union
with Syria, 360.

Maronites, 19, 352, 356 ; opposition
to unitary Syrian State, 359, 360.

Marrakish, 98.
Marriott, Sir John, 263.
Marshall, Mr. Louis, 386.
Marshall, General Sir William, 481.
Martin, Major Tommy, 423.
Masiri Bey, Colonel A1— , 316.
Maslamah, the Prophet, 275, 279 and

n., 324.
Matawilah, 353 and n., 432, 434 and n.
Matun, 567.
Mavrogordato, Prince, 426 n.
Mavromikhdlis, Petros Bey , 424, 426 n.
Mavrommatis, M. G., 382.
Mawali, tribe, 427 n.
Mawardf, 27, 28 n., 43 n.
Maydan, see Damascus.
Mecca, occupied by Wahhabis, 300.
Medina, bombardment of, 306-7

;

capitulation of, 307.
Mehmed VI Vahidu’d-Din, and

Nationalist Party, 45, 46, 51 n. ;

deposition of, 50, 51, 577 ; pro-
clamation from Mecca (1922), 52 ;

recognition of King Husayn as
Caliph, 65.

Mehmed 'AH, and Druses, 409 ; and
Egyptian industry, 6 ; conquest of
the Sudan, 236-7 ; creation of
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600 INDEX
Mehmed ‘Ali {cont,)

:

Egyptian government, 191 ; de-
feat of WahhabiR, 280, 301.

Melilla, 98, 171, 172.
Michaud, General, 425.
Midhat Pasha, 7, 42 and 68.
Millerand, M., 177, 178.
Millet System, 15, 17, 71 and n.
Millspaugh, Dr., 329, 434 n., 544.
Milner, Lord, and Libyan-Egyptian

frontier, 186, 187 ; "conversations
with Zaghlul Pasha, 192 and n.

Moore, Major Arthur, 547 n.
Moplah Insurrection, 10 and n.
Moralt^s, Colonel, 115, 116.
Morel, Lieutenant, 415 n., 423.
Morocco :

Arbitral Commission on Mineral
Claims, 109 and n.

Berber customs, French encourage-
ment of, 127.

British treaty rights in, 99.
Caliphate in, 37, 53 and n., 104.
Franco -Spanish frontier in, 106-7,

134-5, 141-2.
French administration in, 105,

125-7. 151.
French occupation of, 97, 98-101,

127-9.
German nationals and property in,

97, 167-8.
Reaction against Western ascen-
dancy, 95-7.

Spanish administration in, 112,
113, 125,

Spanish adoption of Lyautey policy
in, 162-3.

Spanish advance in (1909-1921),
113-14.

Spanish treaty obligations in, 129.
130.

Spanish zone in, 98-101, 105 ; topo-
CTaphy and tribes of, 105-7.

Sultan of, protected by French, 14,
15 ; visit to France, 162.

See cdso Rif, Rif War, Tangier,
Treaties.

Mosul, City, 475 and n., 476 and n.,
riot in, 486.

Mosul, Vilayet

:

Arabs in, 476, 478.
* Brussels Line’, 473, 503-4, 520,

527.
Chaldean Christian refugees in,

19-21, 477, 517 and n.. 518.
Definition of controversy regarding,

471 n., 498.
Description of, 474-6.
Former northern boundary of,

471 n., 473.

I Independent Kurdish State sug-
I

gested, 479, 480 and n., 492 n.
‘Iraq and, 469, 470.

! Lausanne Conference and, 494, 495.
i League of Nations, Commission of
I Inquiry, 473 et seq., 497 n., 498,
I

499, 504, 505—report of. 505-7 ;

Committee of Three, 503, 513,
514, 520 ; Council of—35th Ses-
sion, 511 et seq.—37th Session,
518-21 ; decision of, 520, 521 ;

powers of in, 498, 514, 515, 518,
519 ; reference to (25 Jan. 1923),

I 494, 495, (6 Aug. 1924), 497.
j

Line claimed by Great Britain, 496
j

and n., 497.
;

Nestorian Christians (Assyrians) in,
19-21, 477, 483-6, 496, 497 and

;
n., 501 and n.

j

Occupation by British Expedition

-

!
ary Force. 481, 482.

j
Oil-fields and, 529-31.

I Partition of, proposed, 473 n., 478,
;

479, 513, 520.
; Permanent Court of International

Justice, opinion regarding, 514,
: 515, 518, 519, 521.
j

Population of, 476-80.
Preservation of status quo in, 499

et seq. ; League of Nations and,
503, 504 ; mission of General
Laidoner, 515-18, 520.

Qasim Pasha Conference, 471 n.,
496, 497, 500.

‘ Sevres Line 471 n.
Tigris and, 474 and n.
Turkish attitude to, 490-4.

i Turks in, 476 and n., 478.
I Yazidls in, 476, 477.
i See also ‘Iraq, Kurds.
;
M’tiwa tribe, 154.

i
Mubarak, Shaykh, of Kuwayt, 272,

280.
I
Mughul rulers of India, and Indo-

! Afghan frontier, 548 ; and title of
I Caliph, 31.
: Muhammad, the Prophet, 26, 30 n.,
I

76, 278.Muhammad ‘AbduT-Karimu’l-Khat-
tabi, see ‘Abdu’l-Karim.

Muhammad ‘AbduT-Wahhab, see
‘Abdu’l-Wahhab.Muhammad Ahmad, the Mahdl, 232,
236.

Muhainmadu’l-AhmadlyuT-Zawahirl,
j

Shaykh, see Zawahirl.
;

Muhammad b. ‘AH, Idrlsi Sayyid, of
I Sabya, 272, 273, 276, 278, 322.
I
Muhammad ‘AH, Mr., see ‘All.
Muhammad b. ‘AH As-SanusI, 7, 185.
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INDEX 601
Muhammad abh ‘Ashrin, Sayyidu’l- i

Hajj, 173.
Muhammad Azarqan, see Azarqan.
Muhammad Bakhit, Shaykh, see i

Bakhlt.
Muhammad Darwish TTamzah, 432.
Muhammad Fahrrii Efcndi ‘AJi, 224.

|Muhammad Hitni, Si, see Hitni.
Muhammad Rashid Rida, Sayyid, ,

313.
Muhammadu'S'SanusI, see Muham-
mad b. ‘AU As-SanuKi.

Muhammad u’fi Sa‘ud, 27d, 28u.
Muhammad 1). Tal.ali’r- Kashhl, 284.
Muhammad 'Faqi, Coloiud, see Taqi.
Muhamma<l l>. Tu^^hlaq, 41 n,
Muhammarah, 539-43.
Muiitanq. fiiho, 331. 332, 334, 341.
Musa Fu’ad Pasha, (ioruTal, Fu'ad.
Musa Ka/.ituu’Mlusayrn, 394 n.
.Musayfirah, 427.
Mushali Sanhaiah, 154 oml v.
Mussolini, Signor, 217 a., 52Fi n.
Mustafa, Sayyid, in Iludaydali, 322.
Mustafa Kamil, sec Kamil.
Mustafa Komal Pasha, see Komal.
Muhtafa'u'l-Qayati, Shaykh. 2(>3.
Mustafa Sahri Kfondi, see SahrT.
M\Ptuh, }»attl(‘ of, 279, 325 u.
Mutawakkil, tho Oaliph, 38 n.
MutajT, 1nl)o, 34 (t
Muthauua b, Hraitliah, 320 r/., 332.

Naballyali, 432, 433.
Nabk, 435, 451,
Xafud, 5, 320 w.
Nag Hamadi, see Nile.
Najaf, exodus of ShPi 'ulamd of, 533,

534. iSVe also Shiism , Holy Cities of.
Najd, iudependenco of recognized,

272 ; Wahhabi principality in,
;

270-8. iSVc Ibn Sa‘ud, Kuwayt- ;

Najdl Frontier, Treaties.
NajdMIijfizI War, 10 ri., 14, 296 et '

seq. Congresses at Rivad (4 June ’

1924), 290>-7, (25 Sept! 1924), 303,
(29 Oct. 1924), 303, 325.
Egyptian Commission of Inquiry, '

307.
I bn Sa‘ud’s plan of campaign, 298.
Muslim attitude to, 301-2.
Peace efforts of IlijazI government,

300, 301.
Withdrawal of ‘Ali b. Ilusayn, 307.

NajdI-‘Ir&qi Frontier, 330-6, 339-41,
:

343-

0 * Bahrah Agreement, 343,

344-

5; Kuwayt Conference, 340-1;
Treaty of Muhammarah, 333-5 ; ;Wahhabi raids on, 10, 11, 298, !

332-3, 340-1.

Najdi-Transjordiin Frontier, 337-41,
34.3-0 ; Haddah Agreement. 343-5 ;Kuwayt (Vmfereuce. 340-1 ; Wah-
habi raids on, 298, 338-9, 341.

Naji!) Bey Sursuq, see Sursuq.
Najib llalbawi, see. Halbawi.
Najiyui-Asil. ]>r., 294, 295.
Nami Bey, Dainad Ahmed, 440, 450,

4.56.
Naqrashi, Maliniud Efcndi, 211 ?i.,

213 n., 222, 224.
Na.s,afi, 25
Nash’at Pasha. 220, 227.
Nasih lh‘v Al-Bakri, 43.5.
Nasif Bey, 423. 424.
National Bajik of Tiiikcv, oil shares

<»f, 530.
Nationalism, in South-Eaxt Europe,

{to H. See also Africa. North-West,
Algeria. Egy])t, Islamic World,
KukIs, Syria, and Palestine, Tnni-
si:i, 3'nrk(‘y.

Naulin, <i(‘iM‘ral Stanislas. 13S and
145, 153.

Navarro, (iemual. IKi. 118 n.
N(‘dTm Bev, Mahmral. 32o.
Nile ;

Anglo-Egyptian Sudan Convention,
project for, and, 202-3.

Britisli attitude to, 203-4.
Egyptian attitude to, 234 and m.,

235, 253-5, 200, 201.
Eg>’ptia.n Ministry of Public Works

and, 241 and w., 255 ; ju’oposals
of (1019), 258, 200—Commission
to report on, 201, 263.

Jabal Awliya dam, 258, 201, 200 ;

(^airo Conference (April 1920) on
eompensation to inliahitants of
White Nile Province, 206-7.

Jazirah irrigation scheme, 256-8,
261, 262, 207 and n. ; British
ultimatum (22 Nov. 1924) and,
204-0 ; Lord Allenby’s declara-
tion (Fe>). 1920) regarding, 262.

Makwuir dam, 257, 200, 261.
Nag Hamadi dam, 258, 206.
Nile Waters Commission, 265-6,

207.
Reports, of Mr. Dupuis, 263 ; of

Sir W. Garstin, 255 and n., 258,
203 //., 207 n.

Sudan irrigation w(»rks, Egyptian
decision to suspend (25 May 1021),
262.

Tsana project, 267-9.
Upper Blue Nile (Rosaires) daxn,-^

258, 261, 267.
See also Gash irrigation scheme.

Ni‘matu’liah Khan, 568.
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602 INDEX
Nurl Efeiuli, 509 n.
NQrl Shavian, 337-9, 344, 427 n.
Nuru’d-Din Pallia, General, 74.
Nuaayrlyah. see ‘Alavviyin.

Ohsson, M. C. M. d’, 33 n., 37, 38 and
n., 54.

Oil, 5n., 400, 407, 475 andn.. ,528-31,
540, 541, 545.

OrakzaiiS. 503.
Orm^bv-Gore, Hon. W., 254 w., 204,

283 n.
On*, Major, 503.

Paiiileve, M., at Paris Coiifei(*ii(*e on
Kif War (Mar. 1920), 157 ; inter-
view with Captain l-anniiij>, 155,
150 '//. ; interview with Mahamiiiad
‘Abdii'l- Karim, 130, 131 ; r^tate-
rnents of—on aliens in French
army, 137 n.—on conditions of
Wajdii peace conference, 15H—on
French entry into Kif War, 133

—

on General Naulin, 138 n.—on
Kifi infantry, 130 n.—on Taza, 138.

Palestine :

Arabs in, 22—Con^<ress (Muslim-
Christian), 389, 395 ; Delegation
of, 300, 307, 389 //., 394; non-
co-operation in administration,
303, 304, 393, 394, 401.

Arms served out to Jews, 437 //.

Ashkenazic Jewish Coininunitv,
350, 370, 377.

Balfour <leclaration, 350, 300. 3<)8,
393, 395.

British administration of. 21, 22,
23 H., 303, 304.

British garrison in, 395, 3i10.
British officials in, 403, 404.
Churchill ineinoramlurn, 300, 307,

393.
Currency in, 398 ?/.

Electric Corporation, 382.
Emigration from, 372, 373.
Frontier of Syria and, 347.
Holy Places in, 301, 305, 300.
Iniinigration, Jewish, 370-5.
Jewish agency in, 385, 380.
Jewish capital invested in, 384. 385.
Jewish Colonization Association,

379, 381.
Jowisli ecclesiastical organization,

375.
Jewish edncatioii in, 383, 384.
Jewish Labour Organization, 373,

374.
Jewish National Council, 375-7.
Jewish National Home in, 21, 22,

279, 350, 353, 366 et seq,, 391
ft seq.

Jewish unemployment, 373.
Jews, in. rural areas, 377, 370-81 ;

in urban areas, 377-9.
Mandate for, 340, 347, 360, 368,

385, 393 ; and Transjordan, 301,
302.

Martial law in, 390.
National Party, 395.
Official languages, 308, 384, 398.
Palestinian Citizenship Order in

Council. 37(t
Political difficulties in, 391-6.
Political prosecutions and deporta-

tions, 400 n.
Populatit>n of, 375, 391, 392.
Pre.ss censorship in, 400 n.
Public health in, 384.
Reclamation of waste lands, 379-

81 .

Religious Communities Organiza-
tion Ordinance, 370, 377.

Reports of Ibu’inanent Mandates
Commission on, 308, 369.

Rutenhevg hydro-electric scheme,
381-3.

Strikes iu, 352.
Supreme Muslim Council of. 364,

305 ; attitude to Caliph ‘AbdiiT-
Mejid, 54 n. ; telegram to I bn
Sa ud, 302.

Zionist settlements in, 379.
*Scc also Syria and Palestine.

Syrian Insurrection, Zionism,
Zionist Congress, Zionist Organi-
zation.

Panjah, I^ritish annexation of, 548,
549, 551 ; insurrection in (1919),
19. 11.

: Papacy, 33.
Paraehinar, 503.

j
Parrnoor, Lord, and Anglo- ‘Iraqi

Treaty, 409, and Mosul Controversy,
471 a., 498, 503; statement on

I Sudan jiolicy, 240.
I Paul-Boneour, M., 442, 462.
’ Paulis, Colonel, 499.
Pearson. Messrs., 257.
Perdicaris, Mr., 124 //.

Peretti della Rocca, M. de, 168.
Permanent Court of International

Justice, judgement on Rutenberg
scheme and M. Mavrommatis, 382.

cdso Mosul.
i

Permanent Mandates Commission,
and De Jouvenel Agreement re-
garding Syro-Turkish frontier, 461,
462 ; and establishment of indepen-
dent states in Syria and the Leba-.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



INDEX 603
non, 346 n., 390, 391 ; and Hebrew
schools ill Palestine, 383 ; and
mandate for Palestine, 393, 394 ;

and opposition to mandates in
Syria and Palestine. 386, 387 ; and

jRutonberg concessions, 382, 383 ;
|and state and waste lands in Pales-
|

tine, 380, 381 ; and Syrian cur-
;

rency, 397, 398 ; and Syrian Insur-
j

rection, 452-6 ; petitions to, re- i

lating to Palestine, 369, 376, 377 ; 1

reports on Palestine, 368, 369.
j

Persia, 534-46 ;

American linancial advisers in, !

543-5. '

American Vice-Consul, murder of,
545.

Attitude to Second Congress at .

Mecca, 313.
British troopswithdrawn from, 543.
Influence of Turkish affairs in, 536,

537.
KhuraKan Revolt, 538.
Khuzistan, relations 'with Central
(rovernment, 539-43.

Kiichuk Khan’s revolt, 538.
Kurdish revolt in, 538, 539.
Lur rising, 539.
Pahlawi dynasty in, 537 and n.
Re-establishment of central author-

ity in, 538-43.
Reorganization of army, 538.
Republican movement in, 16, 536,

537.
Shall Seven revolt, 539.
Turkmen rebellion, 543.
Wild tril»es in, 23.
See also Treaties.

Peshawar, 476 n.
P^ain. Marshal, 138, 141, 147, 156,

157 ; plans for Franco-Spanish co-
operatiiin in Kif War, 145.

Peyk 4-1slam, 41 n.
Philby, Mr. II. St. J. B., 277-8, 281 n.,

338, 342.
Picot, M.. 404.
Piggott, Colonel, 200 and n.
Pilgrimage to Mecca and Medina

:

(1923), 289-93.
(1925), 305-6.
(1926), 318-19.
Hijazi dependence on, 289, 324-5.
Mecca Islamic Congress (1926) and,

315-16.
Proclamation of Ibn Sa‘ud regard-

;

ing, 302-3.
RiySd, Congress at (June 1924) •

discussion of, 297 ; (Oct. 1924) i

Ibn Sa‘5d’s statement regarding, !

303. I

Treaty between Great Britain and
Najd (26 Dec. 1916) and, 282,
302.

Turks and, 15.
Pil>erno, Signor Dario, 565 n.
Plumer, Lord, 404 and n.
Poincare, M., 131, 171.
Political crime, responsibility of states

for, 214.
Ponsot, M., 157, 457.
Port Sudan, 248.

QaPatuT -Jaiidal, 432.
Qandahar, 567.
Qaryatiayn, 337.
Qasru’l-Azraq, 338.
Qasru’l-Saghir, 122, 123.
Quinones de Leon, Sehor, 157, 171,

513 n.
Qunfudah, 322.
Qur‘an, 581.
Qurayatu’l-Milh, 338, 339, 344.
Quraysh, 30 and n., 32.
Qurayyah, 412.

Raglan, Lord, 234 n.
Kaisiili, see Raya uni.
Ramadanu'ah-Shallash, 427 n., 435,

448.
Ranyah, 483, 488, 489.
Rappard, M., 453.
Rashayya, 355 n., 432 and n., 433.
Rashid family, of Jabal Shammar,

280.
Rawdinson, Lord, 560.
Raynaud, Captain, 422, 423.
Raysuni, 112-14, 118-20, 124.
Razmak, 561.
Re’fet Pasha, 57 and n.
Rif, mineral resources of, 108-10, 143

n. ; tribes of, 106, 107.
Rif War, 9, 11, 24, 95, 96, 104, 115

et seq. :

‘xVbduT- Karim, authority over
tribes, 1 19, 124, 132, 150, 154, 156,
157 ; demands ( 1924), 121 ; peace
efforts (Jan.-Feb. 1926), 157;
policy of, 1 1 7 ; statement of policy
and peace terms (28 Jan. 1925),
124, 125 ; surrender of, 161.

Antecedents, 110-11, 114, 115.
French—communists and, 133 and

n., 138, 139, 153 ; entry into, 126
et seq. ; forces in (1924), 134,
(1925), 137 n., 148, 149; public
and, 139, 140, 149 ; strategic
position in, 135.

Madrid Conference on Franco-
Spanish co-operation in, 140-4.
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604 INDEX
Eif War (cont )

:

Military operations (1921), 114-16,
118; (1922), 118-19; (1923),
120; (1924), 120-2, 128, 129;
(1925), 123-4, 137, 138, 145-7—
results of, 147-52; (1926), 153-4,
160-2.

Paris. Franco-Spanish Conference
(June-July 1926) at, 162

;

French Conference at (30 Mar.
1926), 157.

Peace, Captain Canning’s mission
for, 154-6 ; Franco-Spanish i

Meinorandum regarding peace
;

terms (18 July 1925), 143, 144; |

negotiations for (Jiine-Aug.
1925), 142-5.

i

Rlfi—forces (1925), 148 ; mission to i

Paris and London, 1 19 n., 139-1 ;

overtures to France (192.3-1924), 1

13()-2; tactics in, 135, 136.
IS]>anish—forces ( 1 925), 1 50 ; peace

oftVrs (15 July 1923), 120 ; (1924),
I

122: prisoners ransomed (Jan.
1923), 110, 119: withdrawal to
coast (1924), 120-3, 128.

Truce, negotiations for (May 1925),
j

125, 142. ‘
i

Wajda, Peace Conference of, 157-60. I

Eiza, ‘All, 51
jEiza Nur Bey, Dr., 56.
iKiza Shall Pahlawl, 16, 329 ; asser- I

tion of authority throughout Persia, !

538-43 ; co-operation with Dr. i

Millspaugli, 544 ; policy of, 535-6 ; I

rise to throne, 13, 535-^7. I

Robson, Mr., 200 and n. I

Rosaires, see Nile. '

Rothschild, Baron Edmond de, 381. I

Rowanduz, 483-4, 486-7, 489-90. IRummah, Wadi, 329. !

Rushdl Pasha, Ilusayn, 243, 262, 263 1

and n.
Russia, Islamic law in, 42, See also

|

Treaties, Union of Soviet Socialist '

Republics.
!

Rutenberg, Mr. Pinhas, 381-3. •

Riiwala ‘Anazah, tribe, 328 n., i

337-9, 344 arid n,
|

Saavedra, Don Diego, 120.
|

Sabri Efendi, Mustafa, 55, 56.
|Sabya, see ‘A sir.
ISa‘d Pasha Zaghlul, see Zaghlul. I

Sa‘id, Sheykh, of Palfi, 507-11.
8a‘Id Mustafa b. ‘Abdi’l-Qadir, Amir,

430 n.
Saint, M. Lucien, 177.
Sakhr, Banu, 339 and n., 341.

|Sale, Lady, 116.
|

Salim, Shaykh, of Kuwayt, 330 n.
Salim Pasha Al-Atrash, 411-12, 413.
Salkhad, 424, 451.
Sallum, 102 and n., 185-8.
Samuel, Sir Herbert, 295, 363, 366 ;

announcement regarding indepen-
dence of Transjordan (April 1923),
362 ; impartiality of, 404 and
n. ; in Transjordan (Aug. 1920),
362 ; reply to Permanent Mandates
Commission regarding Rutenberg
scheme, 382, 383 ; report on
British forces in Palestine, 395,
396 : statement on emigration
from Palestine, 372 n.

San ‘a, see Yarnan.
Sandoman, Sir R., 548.
Sanjnrjo, (General, 153, 161.
Sanusi, Muhammad As— , see Muham-mad b. ‘All As-Sanusi.
SaiiusI, The, see Ahmadu’s-Saniisl.
Sanusiyah Order, 6, 101-2, 103, 185,

186, 276. See also Treaties.
Sarrail, General, 360, 406 and ?f ., 440 ;

and bombardment of Damascus,
429 and w. ; and Jabalu’d-Duruz,
4‘22-4 ; and the Lebanon, 419-21 ;

and martial law in Syria, 399, 400 ;

Commandcr-in -Chief in Syria, 427 ;

defence of exposure of corpses at
Damascus, 428 n. : partisan 8])irit
of, 404, 405 ; recall of, 424, 431 ;

rehisal of liturgical lionours at
Bayrut, 416-19.

Sarraut, M., 463.
Sa‘ud family, history of, 280 et sea.

See also *Abdu’r-Rahmani’s-Sa‘ua,
Faysal b. ‘Abdi’l-‘Azizi’s-Sa‘ud,
Ibii Sa‘ud (‘Abdu’i-‘AzIzu’s-Sa‘ud),
Muhammadu’8-Sa‘ud.

Sauer, Herr, 565 n.
Sayyah Bey Al-Atrash, 411 and n.
Sayyid Ahinad, Sir, see Ahmad.
Schuster, Sir George, 266.
Scialoja, Signor, 186.
Scopes, Mr., 16.
S^kaly, M. Achille, 82-3.
Selim 1, 31 n., 32 w., 38, 54, 55, 236.
Selim III, 67.
Semiqo, Isma^il Shakkak, 488, 538,

539.
Servet Bey, Edib, 323 n.
Servet Pasha, see Tharwat Pasha.
Shaddf, Si Ahmad, 158 and n.
Shaflq Mansur, Dr., see Mansur.
Shah Seven tribes, 639.
Shahbandar, Dr. ‘Abdu’r-Rahman,

7, 14; imprisonment of (April 1922),
401 ; in Syrian Insurrection, 426
and n., 451.
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INDEX 605
Shakib Arslan, Amir, see Arslan.
Sha'lan, see Ghalib Pasha Sha'l&n,

Nuri Sha‘lan.
Shallash, Kamadanu’sh*, see Rama-

dan.
ShamTyah steppe, 326 n. ; British

corridor in, 343“4 ; British zone in,
328 ; route to the east through,
328-9, 350 and n. ; tribes of, and
international frontiers, 326-7-

Shammar tribes, 326 n., 334; refugees
of, in ‘Iraq, 330-1, 339, 340.

Shanghai, 164-5.
Shaqfah, 332.
Sharrah, see Islamic law.
Shawisli, Shaykh ‘Abdu’l-‘AzIz, 66 n.
Shawkat ‘Ali. Mr., see ‘AlT.
Shif-shawan, 114, 124, 161, 162.
Shiism, 532 n. ; and Hamidian re-

vival of the Caliphate, 39 ; holy cities
of, 333 and a., 531, 532. See also
Caliphate, ‘Iraq, Ismailis, Mata-
wilah, Najaf.

Shukri Bey, 60.
Shukn f:f(mdl, 55, 56.
Shuster, Mr. W. Morgan, 544.
Srdi ‘Ali'hu Raqbah, 146, 159 w.
Sidqi, lRma‘il Pasha, 227.
Silvestre, General, 109, 111, 113-16.
Siniko, see Seiniqcj.
Simon, General, 158, 159.
Singapore, 3.
Sirhan, Wadi, 329, 337, 338, 341, 344.
Sirri Pasha, 266.
Smart, Mr., 430, 431 and n.
Spain, attitude to Cairo Congress
(May 1926), 85. See also Morocco,
Rif War, Tangier, Treaties.

Spanish-Ainerican War, 105.
Stack, Sir Lee, assassination of, 197,

200, 211 n., 212-25.
Standard Oil Company, 466, 467, 530.
Stark, M., 546 n.
Steeg, M., 157, 161.
Stein, Mr. Leonard, 23 w., 366-86,

392 n.
Subhl Bey Bereket, see Bereket.
Sudan

:

Anglo-Egyptian—agreement re-
garding (19 Jan. 1899), 238-9,
241; Convention regarding, pro-
ject for (May 1922), 243 ; govern-
ment of, 239-41 ; reconquest of,
238.

Anti-British disorders in, 245-51 ;

British notes on (Aug. 1924), 249.
Boundaries of, 232^3.
British—attitude to, 242-3 ; Parlia-

ment, debates in,regarding(June-
July 1924), 246-7 ; policy in.

249-50, 252-3 ; ultimatum to
Egypt (-2 Nov. 1924), and,
216-19, 250.

Budget of, 244 and n.
Climate, population and civiliza-

tion, 233-4.
Conversations between Mr. Mac-
Donald and Zaghlul Pasha (Sept.-
Oct. 1924), 214, 249.

Defence Force, 251 andn., 252, 253.
Egypt and, links between, 234 et

seq.
Egyptian—demand for incorpora-

tion of, 241-2 ; government in
(19th century), 236-7, 242;
Parliament and (Mar.-June
1924), 244 and n., 245 ; policy
towards, 254-5 ; speech from the

I

Throne (15 Mar. 1926) and, 244 ;

I

troops, evacuation of, 250-1, 253.
I

In draft of Egyptian Constitution,
* 243, 244.

Mehmed ‘All’s conquest of, 236-7.
National Egyptian League for de-

fence of, 245.
j

Ottoman Empire and, 237.
i Plantations Syndicate, Ltd., 256

and n., 257, 259, 262.
;

Represented at British Empire
I

Exhibition, Wembley, 242 w.
! Speech by Sir Austen Chamberlain
i regarding (15 Dec. 1924), 230 n,

I

White Flag Society, 245, 247, 249.
I See also Nile, Treaties,
i Suez Canal, 3, 208-9, 390.
I
Sulayman, see ‘Abdu’l-Hamid Pasha

I

Sulayman.
I Sulayman Khel, 567.
' Sulaymanlyah, and inclusion under

‘Iraqi Government. 487, 506 ; Brit-
' ish occupation of, 489-9tK 499-500 ;

j
insurrection in (1922), 487-90;

I

Kurdish national feeling in, 493,
1 528 ; Shavkh Mahmud’s govern

-

I
ment of, 482, 483, 488-90.

1

Stdtdn, 199 n,
I
Sultanu’l-Atrasli, 7 ; attempted ar-

rest of (11 July 1925), 423-4;
proclamation to Syrians, 426

;

revolt (1922-1923), 411-12; rise
to power of, 13. See also Syrian
Insurrection.

Sultan b. Bijad b. Humayd, 298.
Sunnis, see ‘Alawl State", Caliphate,

Syria and Palestine, Syria and the
Lebanon.

Sursuq, Najib Bey, 450 n.
SuwaydS, disturbance at, 423 ; fined,

I
415 n. ; in Syrian insurrection,

I
424-7, 451.
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606 INDEX
Swaraj, 10 n.
Sykes-Picot railway project, 328.
Syria and Palestine :

Allied occupation of, 355.
Contrasts of culture in, 349 et seq.
Grievances of population, 389 et seq.
King-Crane Commission of In-

quiry, 387.
Nationalism in, 351, 352, 387, 388.
Opposition to mandates in, 386 et

seq.
Orthodox Christians in, 353 and n.
Ottoman rule in, 354, 388.
Partition of, 389, 390.
Physical structure and history of,

347-51.
Political disturbances in, 394, 395.
Railways of, 350 n.
Subdivisions of (1923-1924), 349.
Sunni Muslims in, 351-2, 353.
War of 1914-1918 in, 388 and n.
See also Palestine.

jSyria and the Lebanon, mandated
;

territory of : j

Armenians in, 20, 21, 353, 428 and i

n., 435 and n., 451, 452.
:

Bank of Syria, 397, 398. j

Christian minorities in, 19, 20, 21. !

Circassians in, 353, 435-7, 451, 452.
Currency in, 397, 398.
Customs in, 356, 358 n., 360, 410.
Deportations and internments in,

400, 401. I

Franco-Syrian treatyproposed, 446,
;

456.
French—administration in, 356,

396 et seq. ; army in, 397 ; in-
telligence service in, 401 ; offi-
cials in, 403-6; policy in, 353,
456 ; rights in, declaration re-
garding, 442, 443 and n.

Frontier of Palestine and, 347.
Law Courts, French judges and

language in, 399, 405.
Mandate for, 346-7, 441.
Martial law in, 399, 400.
"National Syrian Government ’ pro-
claimed, 426.

Official languages in, 398, 399.
People’s Party, 426, 445, 446.
Press censorship in, 400.
Religious courts, arrete regarding

(26 May 1926), 441 7i.

Self-government in, 401-3.
Subdivision of, 346 n., 390, 391.
Sunnis of, and creation of Great
Lebanon, 356.

See also "Alawi State, Antioch and
Alexandretta, Jabalu’d-Duruz,
Lebanon, Great, Treaties.

Syria, West, see ‘Alawl State.
Syrian Federation (Aleppo, Damas-

cus, and Ladhiqiyah), 35^9 ; con-
ventionwith GreatLebanon ( 30 Jan.
1923), 360. See also "Alawl State,
Aleppo, Damascus.

Syrian Insurrection, 10, 24, 279,
424-39, 447-67 :

Attitude of British authorities in
Palestine during, 440 n.

Attitude of French public to. 439.
Christians and, 437.
Peace, efforts for, 447-50.
Railways and motor routes at-

tacked, 434 n.
Sufferings of rural population, 438
and n.

Sunnis and, 435.
See also Permanent Mandates Com-

mission.
Syrian State (Aleppo and Damascus) :

Creation of, 359, 360.
Election in (Jan. 1926), 443, 444,

446, 447.
Frontiers, of ‘Alawl State and, 360 ;

of Great Lebanon and, 360, 445,
449, 450.

Presidency of, 444, 445.
Relation between districts of, 444,

447.
See also Aleppo, Damascus.

Syrian Union, projected. 360 n.
Syro-"lraqi frontier, 327 n., 464-6.
Syro-Palestinian Congress, 389, 440-1.
Syro-Turkish frontier, 457, 459-64.

Tabriz, revolt in, 539.
Tabtik, 342, 346 n.
Tafarsit, 111, 114.
Taha Husayn Efendl, 80, 90 n.
Tahir b. ‘Abdi’l-Qadir, Amir, 430 n.,

448.
Ta’if 298.
Taju’d-Dln b. Badri’d-Dini’l-Husaynl

Shaykh, 445.
Tangier

:

Agreements regarding—Anglo-
French Declaration (8 April
1904), 165 ; Secret Franco-
Spanish Convention (3 Oct. 1904),
165-6 ; Secret Franco-Spanish
Treaty (1 Sept. 1905), 166;
Algeciras Act (7 April 1906), 166,
168 ; Secret l^Tanco-Spanish
Agreement (23 Feb. 1907), 166

;

Franco-German Agreement (4
Nov. 1911), 166; Franco-Moroc-
can Treaty (30 Mar. 1912), 100,
167, 169, 170 n. ; Franco-Spanish
Convention (27 Nov. 1912), 100,
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INDEX 607
167 ; Tangier Statute (draft of,
1913-1914), 167, 168; VerBailles,
Treaty of (28 June 1919), 168 ;

Convention for Port of Tangier
(11 Dec. 1923), 169 ; Convention
regarding the o^anization of the
Statute of the Tangier zone (18
Dec. 1923), 141, 169-74; Franco-
Spanish agreement regarding sur-
veillance (21 July 1926), 141.

Boundaries of, 167 and n.
British attitude to, 169.
Capitulations granted to Western

powers, 165 n., 170.
Commission d’ Hygiene et de Voirie,

165, 171.
jCommittee of Control, 170 and n.,
!

173. !

Conferences regarding—AlgC/Ciras
Conference, 166 ; Anglo-Iranco-
Spanish Commission (June-
Sept, 1912), 167 n., (Mar.-June
1913), 167; London (June 1923), !

169; Paris (Oct.-Dec. 1923),
169.

Disturbances in, 174 and n.
Early history of, 163, 164.
French—memorandum regarding, !

at Peace Conference of Paris, 168;
|position in, 169, !

German nationals and property in,
j

167-9.
j

International Sanitary Council, 165,
|

166.
Legislative Assembly, 170 and ti.,

171, 173, 174.
Public health, control of (1844), 165.
Spanish—attitude to, 169; customs

barrier (1925-1926), 123 and n.;
demand for incorporation in
Spanish zone (14 Aug. 1926), 163.

Tangier-Fez Railway, 167.
Taqi, Colonel Muhammad, 538.
Taqlld, 87 n.
Tarabulus, 355, 391 ti., 449 n., 452.
Targist, 160-1.
Tawfiq Bey Karam, Gabriel, 270-1.
Tawflq Nasim Pasha, 211 n., 244.
Taza, 97, 104, 127-8 ; fighting for,

136 and n., 137-8, 146 ; Tache de,
128 n., 135, 162.

Tazarut, 118, 119, 124.
Tel-Aviv, 378, 379.
Teleki, Count Paul, 499.
Tellini, Greneral, 214, 217 w.
Tessenei, 259.
Tevflq Rushdl Bey, 460, 463, 526.
Tharwat Pasha, 196, 198-9.
Tizl ‘Aza, 119, 120.
Tochi Wazirs, see Waziristan.

Trabaud, Commandant, 406.
Transjordan ;

British Memorandum to League of
Nations on, 361, 362.

Chief Qadi of, and Cairo Congress
(May 1926), 84.

Frontier Defence Force, 396.
Independence of, 362, 363.
Mandate for Palestine and, 361-2.
See also Najdl-Transjordan Fron-

tier, Treaties.
Transjordan-HijazI Frontier, 313,

341, 342, 346 n.
Treaties, Agreements, &c. (bilateral)

;

Afghanistan-Great Britain (treaty,
22 Nov. 1921), 563.

Afghanistan-Persia (treaty, 7 Sept.
1923), 546.

Arab National State-Traq (fron-
tier agreement, May 1920), 464,
465.

‘Asfr-Great Britain (treaty, 30
April 1915), 272.

‘Asir-Najd (agreement, 21 Oct.
1926), 584-6.

Austria-Hungary-Turkey (conven-
tion relative to annexation of
Bosnia- Herzegovina, 26 Feb.
1909), 35 n.

Bulgaria-Turkey (convention rela-
tive to Bulgarian independence,
19 April 1909), 35 n. ; (peace
treaty, 29 Sept. 1913), 35 and n.

Congo Free State-Sudan (frontier
treaty. 9 May 1906), 233 n.

Egypt-G^ermany (treaty regard-
ing German nationals in Egypt,
16 June 1925), 270.

Egypt-Great Britain (agreement
regarding Sudan, 19 Jan. 1899),
232, 237-9.

E^pt-ltaly (agreement regard-
ing Libyan residents in Egyi)t,
14 April 1923), 186-7 ; (agree-
ment regarding Libyan-Egyp-
tian frontier, 6 Dec. 1925),
187-8.

Eritrea-Sudan (agreement regard-
ing Gash waters, 12 Dec. 1924),
259.

France-Germany (agreement re-
garding Morocco, 4 Nov. 1911),
166.

France-Great Britain (declaration
regarding Egypt and Morocco,
8 April 1904), 99, 165 ; (Sykes-
Picot secret agreement, 16 May
1916), 272, 285 n., 328 n., 464 ;

(secret aCTeements regarding Ot-
toman Empire, 1916), 347 n.

;
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Treaties, &c. (bilateral) (cont.) :

(oil agreement, 24 April 1920),
530; (Syro-Palestiniau and Syro-
Traqi frontier convention, 23
Dec. 1920), 347, 361, 465 ; (agree-
ment regarding Syro-Pale/Stinian
frontier."3 Feb. 1922), 347, 361-2.

Franee-Italy (agreement, 25 Jan.
j

1884), 183 ; (extradition conven- I

tion, 28 Sept. 1896), 183 ; (con-
|

siilar and settlement convention, •

28 Sept. 1896), 183 ; (commercial
|and navigation convention, 28
j

Sept. 1896), 183 ; treaty regard-
jing Morocco and Libya, 28 Oct. i

1912), 172 ; (agreement regard-
|ing Tunisians in tiibyaand Italian :

colonial subjects in Tunisia, 29 ;May 1914), 184; (agreement re-
garding Italian interests in Tiini- 1

sia, 12 Sept. 1919), 184.
France - JabaluM-Duruz (agree- :

rnent, 4 Mar. 1921), 357, 358,
409, 410, 422, 449.

I

France-Morocco (treaty, 30 Mar.
j

1912), 99, 100, 167, 169, 170 a.
France-Spain (declaration regard-

,

ing Morocco, 3 Oct. 1904), 99,
105 ; secret convention regard- '

ing Morocco, 3 Oct. 19o4), 99, I

105, 108, 165-6; (secret treaty, I

1 Sept. 1905), 166 ; (secret agree-
ment regarding Tangier and
Casablanca, 23 Feb. 1907), 166 ;

(convention regarding .Morocco,
27 Nov. 1912), 100-1, 108, 130,
134, 162, 167 ; (agreement re- ;

garding surveillance of Moroccan .

coast, 24 June 1925), 140-1 ;

(agreement regarding contraband
in Morocco, 8 July 1925), 141 ;

(agreement regarding peaceterms '

in Rif War, 11 July 1925), 142 ;

'

(agreement regarding surveil-
lance in Tangier, 21 July 1925),
141 ; (military convention, July

j

1925), 141 ; (agreement regard- ;

ing Morocco, 10 July 1926), 162. I

France-Tunisia (treaty of Bardo,
12 May 1881), 98, 179, 183 ; ;

(treaty, 8 June 1883), 98.
France-Turkey (Franklin-Bouillon 1

Agreement, 20 Oct. 1921), 457-
j

60, 463, 509 ; (<le Jouvenel Agree-
|

inent, 30 May 1926), 460-3.
|France-U.S.A. (convention re-

garding Syria and the Lebanon,
4 April 1924), 347 n.

jGreat Britain-Hijaz (draft treaties,
j

1923-4), 294-5.

Great Britain-*Iraq (treaty, 10
Oct. 1922), 11, 334 n., 467-70,
522-4 ; (protocol, 30 April 1923),
468, 522, 523 ; (agreements, 25
Mar. 1924), 468 ; (treaty, 13 Jan.
1926), 471, 523-5.

Great Britain-Italy (agreement.
31 July 1916), 186 ; (agreement
regarding Abyssinia, 14 and 20
Dec. 1925), 268 and n., 269.

Great Britain-Najd (treaty, 26
Dec. 1915), 44, 272, 282-3, 302,
323-4, 330.

Great Britain-Persia (agreement,
9 Aug. 1919), 534.

Great Britain-Russia (agreement
regarding Persia, 31 Aug. 1907),
534, 544 ; (understanding re-
garding Persia, 1915), 534.

Great Britain-Sanfisiyah Frater-
nity (agreement, 14 April 1917),
102 .

Great Britain-Turkey (conven-
vention regarding Arabia, 29
July 1913), 282, 330.

Great" Britain-IT.S.A. (convention
regarding Palestine, 3 Dec. 1924),
347 n.

Great Lebanon-Syrian Federa-
tion (convention, 30 Jan. 1923),
360.

Greece-Turkey (peace treaty, 14
Nov. 1913), 35 n. ; (convention
for exchange of minorities, 30
Jan. 1923), 19.

India-Najd, Great Britain-
Najd.

‘Iraq-Najd (treaty of Muham-
marah, 5 May 1922), 333-5

;

(protocol regarding frontier, 2
Dec. 1922), 335 ; (protocol re-
garding customs, 2 Dec. 1922),
336 ; (Bahrah frontier agree-
ment, 1 Nov. 1925), 343-6.

Italv~8anuslvah Fraternity (agree-
ment, 14 April 1917), 102, 103;
(agreement, 25 Oct. 1920), 103.

Italy-Spain (treaty, 7 Aug. 1926),
163.

Italv-Tunisia (treatv, 8 Sept.
1868), 183.

Italy-Turkey (secret preliminary
agreement to Treaty of Ouchy,
15 Oct. 1912), 34-5, 101 ; (peace
treaty of Ouchy, 18 Oct. 1912),
36, 101.

Italy-Yaman (treaty, 2 Sept.
1926), 586-7.

Kuwayt-Najd (frontier agree-
ment, 2 Dec. 1922), 335-6.
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INDEX 609
Naid-Syria (customs agreement,

Jan. 1926), 344.
Najd-Transjordan (Haddah agree-
ment regarding frontier, 2 Nov.
1926), 4, 279, 343-6.

Najd -Turkey (treaty, 15 May
1914), 281.

Persia-Turkey (treaty, 22 April
j

1926), 545-6. !

Persia-U.S.S.R. (treaty, 26 Feb.
|

1921), 534, 635. [

Russia-Turkey (peace treaty of
|

Kiichiik Qaynarjah, 21 July 1

1774), 34, 36, 67.
jTurkey-U.S.S.R. (treaty, 17 Dec.
|

1925), 525.
Treaties, Agreements, Ac. (multi-

;

lateral)
: jAbyssinia, tripartite agreement re-

jgarding (13 Dec. 1906), 267-8. !

Algeciras Act (7 April 1906), 109, '

166, 168.
!

Angora, treaty of (5 June 1926),
482 n., 527-9.

|International Sanitary Convention
I

(May 1853), 165.
jLausanne, treaty of (24 July 1923), i

15, 36, 57 n., 68 n., 71 and n., 101, !

197-8, 272, 347, 370, 457, 469,
|

471 n., 482 n., 495, 497, 498,
514-15, 518-19, 521, 527, 631;

;

(protocol relative to evacuation
;

of Turkish territories by Allied I

forces, 24 July 1923), 496.
Lebanon, protocols regarding (1861

and 1864), 364.
London Agreement (15 July 1840),

197 ; (26 April 1915), 185-6.
Mudania Armistice (11 Oct. 1922),

69, 459.
Mudros Armistice (30 Oct. 1918),

44, 45, 59 w., 272, 320, 481.
Secret Angle-Franco- Italian agree-
ment (St. Jean de Maurienne, 18
Aug. 1917), 526 n.

St^vres, treaty of (10 Aug. 1920),
197, 471 n., 480 n., 485, 492 n„
526 n.

Tangier Convention (18 Dec. 1923),
141, 169-74.

Versailles, treaty of (28 June 1919),
97, 98, 109 n., 168, 269-70.

Trebizond, seclusion of women in, 77 w.
Trenga, Major, 412.
Tripoli, see Libya.
Tsana, see Nile.
Tunisia :

Commission on reforms in, 180.
Communism in, 179, 180.
Comparison with Algeria, 176.

Constitutional (DustUn) Party in,
176-80.

Debate in French Chamber regard-
ing, 178.

French nationality offered to Tuni-
sians (Law of 20 Dec. 1923), 179
and n.

French penetration of, 98.
International Commission of Finan-

cial Control (1869), 182 n.
Italian settlers in, 181-4 ; agree-
ments regarding, 183-4 ; Fas-
cism among, 179.

Nationalist movement in, 95, 96,
176.

Political crisis in (April 1922), 177.
Population, analysis of, 175, 181.
Reforms in, 177-80.
See also Libya, Tunisians in,

Treaties.
Turabah, battle of, 274 w., 288.
Turkey :

Caliphate Congress (Cairo, 1926)
and, 84, 85.

Committee of Union and Progress,
8, 42, 43, 45, 48 n., 69 and n.

Constitution (20 April 1924), 67, 68,
614 n.; Midhat Pasha’s (23 Dec.
1876), 42, 68.

Defence of Rights Group, 55, 60.
Education, 11 et seq.
Kurdish revolt in (1925), 23, 72,

507-11, 569.
Law, Civil, in 572 n.
Laws ; (regarding Sheri*eh courts,

1 2 Mar. 1 9 1 7 ) , 7 1 ; (establishing
executive government, 2 May
1920), 71 ; (constitutional law.
20 Jan. 1921), 50 and n., 67 ;

(abolishing the Sultanate, 1 Nov.

1922)

, 36, .50-1, 54-6; (estab-
lishing the republic, 29 Oct.

1923)

, 56, 67; (abolishing the
Caliphate, 3 Mar. 1924), 60-7,
(text) 575 ; (abolishing the Com-
missariats for the SherVeh, &c.,
3 Mar. 1924), 60. 67, 71, 72, (text)
572-4 ; (for the unification of
educational systems, 3 Mar. 1924),
60, 67, 71, 79, (text) 574 ; (pro-
hibiting religious houses and
orders, 2 Sept. 1925), 72, 73;
(regarding dress of public ser-
vants, 2 Sept. 1925), 73, 74;
(regarding 'memd, 2 Sept. 1925),
73 ; (regarding head-gear of
private persons, Nov. 1925), 73
n., 74 ; (civil code, 17 Feb. 10?6),
71, 72, 76 ; (penal code, 1 Mar.
1926), 71.
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610 INDEX
Turkey {cont )

:

Minorities in, 18~19, 71-2 ; Ar-
menians, 8 and n., 18, 436 n. ;

Christians, deportationof , 5 1 6-1 9.
National Pact (28 Jan. 1920), 45,

49, 71 n., 272, 482 n., 490, 491.
Nationalist Movement, 45-6, 48 n.,

60, 68-70.
People’s Party, 60.
Secularization*, 15, 67 et seq. ; ad-

ministrative changes, 70, 71 ;

change of head-dress, 73-5

;

ecclesiastical changes, 70, 72

;

educational changes, 70, 77,
78-80 ; emancipation of women,
70, 75-7.

Sultanate, fall of, 14, 50-1, 54-6.
Western commercial settlements

in, 164.
‘ Westernizing ’ reforms, opposition

to, 508 and n. See also Anatolian
i

War, Arabia, Calmhate, Egypt,
Lebanon,Libya—T^irks in,Mosul,
Persia, Sudan, Syria and Pales-
tine, Syro-Turkish Frontier,
Treaties.

Turkish, in Latin script, 70 and n.
Turkish Petroleum Company, 467,

528, 529-31.
Turkmen tribes, revolt of, 543.
Thsun, Prince ‘Umar, see ‘Umar

Tusun.

‘Ubayd, Makram Efend I, 222.
‘Umar, Caliph, 332.
‘Umar Tusun, Prince, 81.
Umayyads, 30 n.
Undfii, M., 513, 520.
XJniate Churches, 352.
Union of South Africa, self-govern-
ment in, 196 n.

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
see Afghanistan, Treaties.

United States of America, attitude to
Tangier Convention, 172, 174 ;

Jewish community of, participa-
tion in Jewish agency for Palestine,
385, 386 ; oil interests of, 530. See
also ‘Iraq, Lebanon, Persia, Syria
and Palestine—King-Crane Com-

|

mission. Treaties.
Urumfyah, Nestorians of, see Mosul,

Nestorian Christians in.
‘Utaybah, tribe, 338-9.

Vahidu’d-Din Efendl, see Mehmed VI.
Vandenberg, General, 406, 419.
Vatican, and Holy Places in Pales-

tine, 365.

I
Velld Bey Ebu’z-ZiyS, 58.

I
Vasyf Bey, 60.

i Victor Emmanuel III, King of Italy,
I

66.
Vienna Congress, see Zionist Congress.
Visscher, M! Ch. de, 222 n.

Wcuid Leumi, see Palestine ; Jewish
National Council.

TFfl/d, see Egypt.
: Wahbah, Shaykh Hafiz, 313, 341 n.
I

Wahhabis, 276 and w., 277 ; treat-
i

ment of Holy Cities, 15, 16. See
\

also Najd.
I

Wahldu’d-Din, Caliph, see Mehmed
I VI.
I

Wana, 558, 561, 562.
I Wana W^azirs, see Waziristaii.
Wargha Valley, Upper, Franco-Span-

ish frontier in, 107, 134-5 ; French
attack on (1924), 128-9, (1925),
146 ; importance of, to ‘Abdu’l-

,
Karim, 132.

Warsaw, Palestine Immigration
Officer at, 371 n.

Watteville, see De Wattevillc.
Watts, Major and Mrs., murder of,

563.
Waziristan, 551 et seq.

:

British policy in, 559-61.
British ultimatums to Tochi Wazirs
and Mahsudfl (Nov. 1919), 555,
556.

Indian Expeditionary Force in,
557, 558.

MahsudsandWanaWazirs , strength
of, 556, 557.

Mahsuds, campaign against (1919-
1920), 558 ; cost of, 559, 560.

Mahsud disturbances (Dec. 1922-
Mar. 1923), 561.

Revolt in, 24, 552 et seq.
Withdrawal of troops from, 552,

561 and n.
Wazzan, 135 n.

I

Weizmann, Dr., 367, 386.
Weygand, General, 138 n., impar-

tiality of, 404 ; recall of, 416

;

Syrian administration of, 359, 360,
399.

Willcocks, Sir William, 260, 261 and n.
Williams, Mr. L. F. Rushbrook, 553,

554, 555.
Winterton, Lord, 264.
Wirs^n, M. de, 499.
Wuryaghal, Banu, see Rif, Rff War.

Yahya Ibr&him Pasha, 205 n., 226,
227.
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INDEX 611
Tahyft b. Muhammad, Zaydl Im&m,

of San*&, 276, 278 ; attacks on
Idrislyah principality, 322-3 ; in
General War (1914-1918), 44, 320 ;

relations with Great Britain, 9-10,
320-1 ; relations with Ibn Sa‘ud,
322, 323 and n. ; Turkish subsidy
to, 273.

Yam, 323.
Yaman, 9-10, 273, 276, 278-9, 320-3.

See also Treaties.
Yanbu‘, 306-7.
Ya‘qGb Khan, ex -Amir of Afghani-

stan, sons of, 509.
Yazidis, 477.
Young, Mr. Hilton, 524.
‘ Young Turks see Turkey : Com-

mittee of Union and Progress.
Yhnus Nady Bey, 520 n.
YOsuf Beg as-Sa‘dun, 331-2.

Zadraii tribes, 567, 568.
Zaghlul, Sa‘d Pasha, 14, 196 ; and
Anglo-Egyptian negotiations( 1924),
20^12 ; and assassination of Sir
Lee Stack, 213-18 ; and Caliphate
q^uestion, 7 and n., 8, 82 ; and
Egyptian internal affairs, 225-9 ;

and election (1925), 205 ; and ques-
tion of costume, 75 ; and retire-
ment of foreign officials in Egypt,
204-5 ; and Sudan problem,
244-5 ; and the Wafd, 191-3

;

attempted assassination of, 200 n.,
207-8 ; conversations with Lord
Milner, 192 and n. ; conversations
with Mr. MacDonald, 208-12, 214 ;

deportation (1919), 192, (1921-3),
193, 201 and n. ; ministerial changesmade by, 211 n. ; resignation of

Premiership, 207, 211 amd n., 215,
218, 246.

ZakkI Abu’8-Sa‘ud Pasha, 584.
Zamindawar, 566.
Zarwal, Banu, 132.
Zawahirl, Shaykh MuhammaduT-

Ahmadlyu’l-, 87-90.
Zayd b. Faysal, Amir, 340.
Zaydu’l-Atrash, 432, 433 and n.,

435 n. _
j

Zaynu’l-‘AbidIn, ‘Abdu’s-Salam Efen-
I di, 245.
i Zealots, 6, 7.
Zionism, 360. See also Palestine :

Jewish National Home.
: Zionist Congress (Vienna, Sept. 1926),

385, 386.
Zionist Organization, 21, 22 ; and

! Ashkenazic Jewish Community,
376 ; and Beisan lands, 380 ; and
CJuduz movement, 374 ; and Chur-

' chill Memorandum, 367 ; and em-
i ployment of Jews, 373 ; and im-

migration to Palestine, 370, 371 ;

i and Jewish education in Palestine,
i 383 ; and Palestine Arab Delega-
;

tion, 389 n.

;

and reorganization
of Jewish agency in Palestine, 385,
386 ; and liutenberg scheme, 382 ;

j
expenditure, 384—on agricultural

I

colonization, 381—on education,
;

383 ; in mandate for Palestine,
368 ; memoranda to Permanent

! Mandates Commission, 369 ; Zionist
I

settlements in Palestine, 379, 381.
j

Ziwar Pasha, Ahmad, and Nile, 266,
1

266 ; electoral law of, 228 n. ;

! letter concerning Sudan Defence
; Force, 251 n. ; ministry of, 215,

218, 226, 228, 229.Ins
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