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PREFACE

Like most projects of this size, this book
has gone through several metamorphoses. The initial idea, which I devel-
oped about eight years ago, was for a text that would reinterpret and
rework the received versions of the history of Palestine over perhaps the
past two centuries. But for several reasons I eventually saw that such a
project was unfeasible: it would have involved a huge amount of research
over many years and would have culminated in a massive volume (or vol-
umes)—an unappealing prospect. I felt that there was a need for a book
that would be accessible to a broad circle of readers beyond a specialist
audience, and would be available soon, in order to meet the widespread
current interest in the subject of the Palestinians. In addition, I found
that the existing specialized works on Palestinian history covered some
topics well, and that I had nothing original to say regarding certain other
aspects of Palestinian history. The idea of writing a comprehensive his-
tory of Palestine thus made increasingly little sense to me.

In the next phase, my involvement in the restoration of the Khalidi
family library in Jerusalem gradually led me to the idea of an intellectual
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history of Jerusalem over the past century or so. This project was the
focus of a twelve-month serial Fulbright grant to do research in
Jerusalem over three years, from 1991 until 1993. While in Jerusalem
over these three extended summers, I did much of the research for this
book, and once again modified this project. In the end, I broadened its
scope from Jerusalem to the entirety of Palestine, and shifted its focus
from general intellectual history to a study of the emergence of
Palestinian identity. I narrowed the focus because I felt that the issue of
identity was perhaps the most important problem of Palestinian history
which needed to be explained to both a general and an academic audi-
ence. If one takes identity as the answer to the question, “Who are you?”
it is clear that the response of the inhabitants of Palestine has changed
considerably over time. I sought to explain the reasons for that change.

When I first conceived of this project in its present form, it involved
studying Palestinian national identity in some detail from its beginnings
in the late nineteenth century until the present day. But as my research
progressed, the conclusions which emerged from it, as well as my cir-
cumstances from 1991 until 1993, brought me to limit its scope even fur-
ther. During this three-year period, in addition to extensive summer
research and work on the restoration of the family library in Jerusalem,
I continued with my teaching and other full-time duties at the University
of Chicago. But beyond that, in a moment of incaution during my first
stay in Jerusalem during the summer of 1991, I had agreed to the request
of Faisal al-Husayni that, if the Palestinians became involved in negotia-
tions with Israel (negotiations whose format and participants were at
that time being determined in intensive shuttle diplomacy with all the
parties concerned by U.S. Secretary of State James Baker) I would serve
as an adviser to the Palestinian delegation.

At the time, I had no reason to assume that Baker would have any
more success than his many predecessors, all of whom had failed to get
the Palestinians and Israelis to sit around the same negotiating table. I
felt especially secure in this assumption since the Israeli government
then headed by Yitzhaq Shamir was deeply opposed to such a prospect.
I thus did not give much thought to my agreement to Faysal al-Husayni’s
proposition, until late one night on the eve of the sudden convocation
of the Madrid conference, I received a call from PLO officials in Tunis
asking me to confirm that I was indeed going to Madrid, since the names
of the delegation and its advisers had to be presented to Secretary
Baker’s assistants that very night.

Vil
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I thereafter served as one of several advisers to the Palestinian dele-
gation at the Madrid conference in October-November 1991, and par-
ticipated in part of each of the ten Palestinian-Israeli bilateral negotiat-
ing sessions in Washington which continued until June 1993. These
negotiations generally went on for a few intense weeks of nonstop work,
followed by many weeks or months of recess. I did not participate in the
entirety of every round of negotiations, and obtained welcome respite
during the often lengthy breaks between them. Nevertheless, my col-
leagues and I on the Palestinian delegation worked extremely hard while
the talks were in session, and the overlap between these negotiations and
my research, teaching, and other duties was naturally stressful and often
frustrating. It undoubtedly limited the amount of research and writing
on this project that I was able to undertake.

However, my involvement in the negotiations did have some positive
results for my research. Being in Madrid, Washington, and Jerusalem
over these three years watching Palestinian national identity slowly but
inexorably become embodied in concrete form—however unsatisfac-
tory this form may have seemed to some at the time or later—convinced
me of the centrality of the topic of the book I was working on. It also con-
vinced me that I should not try to bring my narrative down to the pre-
sent day, since it would be difficult to obtain the perspective necessary
for writing history, given the speed with which the circumstances affect-
ing Palestinian national identity were evolving.

At the same time, being in the midst of such momentous events made
it clearer to me than ever before how rapidly views of self and other, of
history, and of time and space, could shift in situations of extreme polit-
ical stress, which could be seen as watersheds in terms of identity. I had
already witnessed such swift changes in similar situations while living in
Lebanon from the early 1970s until 1983, and had observed that con-
structs of identity and of political preference, and understandings of his-
tory, which appeared long-lasting and persistent in certain circum-
stances, could crumble or evolve almost overnight.

My earliest research, started in 1970, explored the first stirrings of
Arab nationalism in Syria, Lebanon, and Palestine in the years before
World War L.! This work brought to my attention examples of rapid
changes in political attitudes in these areas, specifically during the
Balkan wars of 1912-1913, when it seemed that the Ottoman Empire was
on the brink of collapse. Suddenly, the population of the Arab provinces
of the Empire was faced with the possible dissolution of the Ottoman

x
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political framework within which their region had operated for four cen-
turies. The consequences of this realization—and of the shock when the
Empire actually did collapse a few years later—for this population’s
sense of identity were momentous. Insofar as they relate to Palestine,
they will be touched on in chapter 7.

My next major research project, on the decisions made by the PLO
during the 1982 war, dealt with very different examples of rapid changes
in political attitudes, changes I had witnessed in Beirut.? Notable
among them were the reversal in Lebanese attitudes toward the Pales-
tinians from the late 1960s to the early 1980s, and how the PLO and
their supporters in Lebanon came to be reconciled to the idea of a
negotiated evacuation from Beirut during the seventy days of Israel’s
bombardment and siege of the city. In relatively short order, a Leba-
nese population, large parts of which had been supportive of Pales-
tinian political and military activities, came to oppose them, alienated
by the behavior of the PLO, and under intense pressure from Israel
and its allies. In another such rapid shift, during the watershed of the
1982 war, the Palestinians accepted under extreme duress both the
evacuation of the PLO from Beirut, and fundamental changes in their
political strategy.

As my research in Jerusalem broadened my understanding of the
issue of Palestinian identity, it became clear to me that there had been a
similar watershed with respect to the Palestinian self-view in the first
decades of this century. I realized that it was sufficient to explain the cir-
cumstances of this shift, and unnecessary to continue my narrative with
a detailed examination of Palestinian identity from the time of its emer-
gence to the present. The final chapter of this book nevertheless briefly
recapitulates the story of the evolution of Palestinian national identity
from the early 1920s to the mid-1990s.

This end point is necessarily an arbitrary one—for Palestinian
national identity has of course not stopped evolving, and it is still too
early to tell whether it has reached a watershed comparable to that of the
early years of the century. In any case, tempting though the examination
of such a question might have been, I had to send this book to press (a
point my editor, Kate Wittenberg, kindly but forcefully kept impressing
upon me). As I write these words, Palestinian national identity continues
to unfold and reconfigure itself under the impact of a cascade of star-
tling events and powerful historical forces which have changed the
Middle East almost beyond recognition.
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I

The treatment of Palestinian identity in this book should have resonance
for readers interested in the Palestinians and their role in the Arab-
Israeli conflict; for those concerned with post-colonial nationalisms in
the Arab world and elsewhere; and for anyone studying nationalism who
wishes to understand an instance of national consciousness emerging in
the absence of a nation-state. It can also serve as a test-case for theories
about nationalism, identity, and the role of the state in forming both.
The case of Palestinian identity also seems particularly relevant for con-
sideration by those in the growing fields studying diasporas and transna-
tional and global phenomena.

The scholarly attention currently devoted to the topic of national
identity guarantees a wealth of theoretical material on which to draw,
and many possible comparisons with the evolution of other national
identities.® There also exists a considerable literature on nationalism,
including both classics and more recent works, as well as case studies of
specific national movements. At the same time, dealing with Palestin-
ian history in terms of national identity also poses problems, because
the literature on identity, nationalism, and the nation, while volumi-
nous, is of varied quality; in many instances it is not applicable to the
Palestinian case.

It is worth stating at the outset that this treatment of identity starts
from the firmly held premise that national identity is constructed; it is
not an essential, transcendent given, as the apostles of nationalism, and
some students of culture, politics and history claim.* While this can eas-
ily be shown to be the case as far as the Palestinians are concerned, their
example also has a certain universal applicability for issues of national
identity generally. Although it may be argued that the specificity of the
circumstances affecting the Palestinians is so extreme that one cannot
generalize from their example, the case of the Palestinians is not unique.
This is true as regards a number of ways in which the Palestinians mirror
other national groups, including the manner in which preexisting ele-
ments of identity are reconfigured and history is used to give shape to a
certain vision, the impact of powerful shocks and extreme stress on the
framing of questions of identity, and the role of contingent external fac-
tors in shaping national identity.

Whereas, to use Ernest Gellner’s terminology, the Palestinian cultural
and political communities have not yet coincided in time and space®—

xi



PREFACE

that is to say, a Palestinian national state encompassing all or most of the
world’s Palestinians has not yet been established—in no way does this
condition diminish the relevance of the Palestinian case for under-
standing national identity in generél, or for substantiating the argument
that this identity is constructed. A close examination of the way in which
the Palestinian national narrative has been created shows myriad fea-
tures similar to those of other national movements, albeit exhibiting a
specificity peculiar to the circumstances that have affected the Palestin-
ians in recent decades.

Several of the most respected writers on nationalism and identity have
put forward arguments on which this approach, which sees national
identity as constructed, can be solidly based. In one of his more recent
writings on this subject, Eric Hobsbawm agrees with Gellner in stressing
“the element of artifact, invention and social engineering which enters
into the making of nations.” Gellner is even blunter: “Nations as a nat-
ural, God-given way of classifying men, as an inherent . . . political des-
tiny, are a myth; nationalism, which sometimes takes preexisting cultures
and turns them into nations, sometimes invents them, and often oblit-
erates preexisting cultures: that is a reality.”” In short, nations and the
identity linked to them are a construct for Gellner; the nationalism that
does this work of construction is a real political force.

Hobsbawm stresses another element in this process of construction of
identity, pointing in the introduction to the influential volume he edited
with Terence Ranger, The Invention of Tradition, to “the use of ancient
material to construct invented traditions of a novel type for quite novel
purposes,”
national feeling.® Benedict Anderson goes perhaps the farthest in this
regard, with his argument for the nation as an “imagined political com-
munity,” which is “imagined as both limited and sovereign” and which
essentially constitutes a shared consciousness of a certain set of elements

referring specifically to cases related to the building of

of identity made possible by a conjunction of factors, including what he
describes as “print-capitalism.” Although Anthony Smith appears less
sympathetic to this approach in some of his writings,'° given his concern
with the ethnic origins of nations, he nevertheless admits in a recent arti-
cle that “the nation that emerges in the modern era must be regarded as
both construct and process.”!!

It may be argued (and is, incessantly, in the Palestinian case), that
certain identities are recent, flimsy, and artificial, whereas by contrast
others are long-standing, deep-rooted and natural. (A specific identity,
the Israeli-Jewish one, is usually mentioned in this context, although
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similar arguments can be made in favor of Arab or Islamic identities.)
This is not the place to dispute these sorts of arguments, which are often
not amenable to rational dispute in any case (as Hobsbawm puts it: “no
serious historian of nations and nationalism can be a committed politi-
cal nationalist. . . . Nationalism requires too much belief in what is
patently not true.”) 2 But it will become clear whether Palestinian iden-
tity is as insubstantial as it is made out to be by the skeptics, while some
of the fundamental similarities between it and other national identities
will be brought out.

One further aspect of the emergence of Palestinian identity deserves
mention here: the role played by those whose voices we often do not
hear in the historical record. Such concerns have been brought out both
theoretically and as they apply to South Asian historiography in the work
of the Subaltern Studies school,!® and are only beginning to be applied
to the study of the Middle East. In much of what follows the elite voices,
engaged in the construction of a nationalism that often served as the
vehicle of elite interests, will predominate. But as is clear from the events
examined in chapter 5, non-elite subaltern elements of Palestinian soci-
ety played an important, and perhaps central, role in the crucial early
years of the emergence of a separate Palestinian identity, and thereafter.
Much more remains to be done to determine the place of such actors,
whose words often do not reach us, even at so short a remove as four or
five generations. This chapter makes a start at doing so, and contains a
welcome corrective to the impression that may be derived from the
emphasis on elite-generated discourse in much of the literature, and
much of the rest of this book. Throughout this book, the question will
remain not only regarding the agency of individuals and groups of the
subaltern classes, but also how they responded to the writings and words
of the elite which feature so prominently in the historical record. For the
time being these remain questions without answers.

III

My work on this project has gone on for so long, and has involved so
many people, that it will be impossible to thank them all adequately.
Among those who helped me in Jerusalem, many individuals deserve my
special thanks: without the access to sources they provided, their help
and advice in interpreting them, and the warmth and hospitality they
extended to me and to my family, this book could never have been writ-
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ten. Among them, Khadr Salama, the Director of the al-Agsa Library and
the Islamic Museum, and Sa‘id al-Husayni and Musa al-Budayri, who gen-
erously provided me with access to invaluable primary source materials,
deserve my warm thanks. So do Nazmi al-Ju‘ba, ‘Adnan al-Husayni, Yusuf
al-Natshe, Faysal al-Husayni, Fu’ad al-Budayri, Butros Abu-Manneh, ‘Adil
Manna‘, Amnon Cohen, Danny Bahat, Su‘ad al-‘Amiry, Salim Tamari,
Albert Aghazarian and George Hintlian for their assistance in various
ways. Without Michael Metrinko’s intervention I might never have made
it to Jerusalem in May 1991 to begin the research on this book.

Haifa al-Khalidi, her mother Raqiyya (Um Kamil), and her late
father, Haydar al-Khalidi, did more than extend to us the warmth of
their home. In addition, each one contributed in different concrete
ways to the process of research on this book: Haydar al-Khalidi by
encouraging my interest in this project and by preserving the Khalidi
Library and a trove of family documents almost single-handed until out-
side support became available; Haifa by continuing her father’s work
against difficult odds and giving me invaluable guidance in my research
(and much-appreciated sustenance and support throughout); and
Ragiyya by offering me her recollections of the first decades of this cen-
tury. In doing this, she added further invaluable personal details to a
picture of that era that I had originally obtained from my late aunts,
‘Anbara, Wahidi, and Fatima al-Khalidi. Kamil al-Khalidi, mutawalli of
the Khalidi Library wagf, was helpful and supportive in many ways, not
least of which was his discovery of a number of useful documents. Walid
Khalidi, who encouraged me to go to Jerusalem to examine the Khalidi
Library in the first place, has since then been the mainstay of the
Library restoration effort, and has throughout been supportive of my
work, deserves my special thanks.

Many others in various places contributed to this book by reading
parts of it, by their comments on versions of chapters presented at con-
ferences, or by sharpening my thinking on this subject in discussions
with them. Those who did so are too numerous to recall or to mention,
but I owe special thanks in this regard to Edward Said, Nubar Hovsepian,
Anton Shammas, Nadia Abu al-Hajj, Caglar Keyder, Siikrii Hanioglu,
Patricia Yaeger, ‘Azmi Bishara, Jim Jankowski, Israel Gershoni, Joel
Beinin, Philip Khoury, Gabby Piterberg, David Laitin, Ron Suny, Norma
Field, Jim Chandler, and Michael Geyer, as well as Muhammad Ali
Khalidi, Ariela Finkelstein, Julie Peteet, Uday Mehta, May Seikaly, and
Lisa Wedeen. David Peters and Michael Raley deserve my thanks for
assistance with my research in ways above and beyond the call of duty.
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Many of my students contributed to this book by their comments and
questions about early drafts of various chapters.

One other group deserves my special gratitude: these are my friends
and colleagues who held the fort at the Center for Middle Eastern Studies
at the University of Chicago during my lengthy absences over the summers
and at other times when I was working on this book. Notable among them
are John Woods, Richard Chambers, Vera Beard, Ralph Austen, Cornell
Fleischer, Karen Shrode, Susan Hubbard, and Michael Christiana. My fel-
low residents at the Villa Serbelloni in Bellagio during the summer of 1995
helped me complete this book by their companionship and their sugges-
tions, especially John Kleiner for help with the idea of failure, Bill
Beardslee for help with the idea of identity, and both of them, as well as
Don Campbell and Jerry Kelly, for less serious but more strenuous kinds
of inspiration. To Dorothy and Rudy Pozzati go my special thanks for their
friendship and companionship throughout my stay there.

I benefited from much institutional support in the writing of this
book. The Council for the International Exchange of Scholars and the J.
William Fulbright Foreign Scholarship Board, the Rockefeller Founda-
tion, the Humanities Institute at the University of Michigan, Cornell
University, the State University of New York at Binghamton, the Uni-
versity of Colorado at Boulder, the Van Leer Jerusalem Institute, the
Center for Behavioral Research of the American University of Beirut,
and the Divisions of Social Sciences and Humanities at the University of
Chicago all provided me with support that made it possible to do the
research and writing for this project, or with venues at which I was
enabled to present parts of it. In this regard, I am particularly grateful to
Gary Garrison of the CIES, to the late Gil Sherman of the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency in Jerusalem, to Gianna Celli, Pasquale Pesce, and Susan
Garfield of the Rockefeller Foundation, to Shibli Telhami at Cornell, to
Samir Khalaf at the American University of Beirut, and to Bruce Craig,
Fayez Masad, and the skilled staff of the Middle East section of the
Regenstein Library at the University of Chicago.

My wife Mona, who put up with my seemingly unending absences,
both physical and psychological, while I was working on this book,
deserves thanks beyond measure. She and my three children spent three
summers in Jerusalem, during most of which time I was totally wrapped
up in the cocoon of my research and writing, and they showed great for-
bearance then and at many other times. All of them, but especially
Mona, have contributed to this volume in ways they know, and others
they cannot know.
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In a sense, a work of history is written as much by the individuals
about whom it is written as by the historian, who can be thought of as no
more than their interpreter, giving voice once again to their forgotten
words, and illustrating and explaining their actions and the forces that
affected them so that another generation can understand them. I dedi-
cate this book to members of another generation than my own, to
Lamya, Dima, and Ismail, in the hope that it will speak to them and
many others of an important time in the past, and help them to carry
some understanding of these ideas, actions, and forces with them into a
better future.

Rashid Khalidi
Chicago, August 1996
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INTRODUCTION TO THE 2010 REISSUE

When Palestinian Identitywas published
in 1996, the vantage point from which I and others regarded Pal-
estine and the Palestinians was quite different from that of 2009. I
researched and wrote this book from the late 1980s until the mid-
1990s. At that time, it appeared to many observers that the first Pal-
estinian intifada (or uprising), which began in December 1987, had
made clear the impossibility of indefinitely prolonging Israel’s so-
called benevolent occupation and had placed the Palestine problem
on a trajectory toward a just resolution. In this view, the negotiations
that produced the September 1993 Oslo accords and their sequels
were seen as rewarding the sacrifices and suffering of the Palestinian
people with the achievement of many of their national goals, includ-
ing an independent Palestinian state.

However, I served as one of several advisors to the Palestinian del-
egation in the difficult and ultimately futile negotiations with Israeli
envoys that took place in Madrid and Washington from October 1991
until June 1993.! These American-sponsored negotiations preceded
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the Oslo agreements. I did so while I was working on this book. Dur-
ing part of this time I was also living in Jerusalem and therefore knew
very well the crippling limitations concerning what was subject to
negotiation as part of a “peace process” whose rules—largely unfa-
vorable to the Palestinians—were entirely determined by the United
States and Israel. The Palestinian-Israeli track we were involved in
was completely unlike Israel’s bilateral talks with Jordan, Syria, and
Lebanon that began simultaneously at the 1991 Madrid peace con-
ference. These other negotiations were all aimed at achieving final
bilateral peace accords (and in the case of Jordan eventually did so).
By contrast, on the Palestinian-Israel track, which included humiliat-
ing, Israeli-imposed restrictions at the outset on who could represent
the Palestinians (no one from Jerusalem, from outside the occupied
territories, or with any connection to the Palestine Liberation Orga-
nization [PLO] was allowed to take part?), negotiations in these and
subsequent talks at Oslo and elsewhere were rigorously confined
within very narrow bounds. At the insistence of Israel (supported by
the United States at Madrid and Washington in 1991-1993 and also
later on), all that could be discussed on this track were the modali-
ties of “autonomy” for the Palestinians living under continuing Israeli
military occupation in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Virtually every
matter of importance to the Palestinians could not be discussed at
all in these negotiations. Such crucial topics included the end of the
Israeli occupation (which in 1991 was only twenty-four years old; the
occupation has now ended its forty-second year), the removal of ille-
gal Israeli settlements (which then constituted only a fraction of the
vast enterprise that now physically dominates the West Bank), the
disposition of Jerusalem, a resolution of the refugee issue, the appor-
tionment of scarce water supplies, the determination of borders, the
establishment of Palestinian statehood, and agreement on terms
of a final peace.

So-called permanent status negotiations to deal with these burning
issues were supposed to take place within three years of the launch-
ing of the 1991 Madrid talks, and according to the American-Israe-
li-imposed ground rules were to be completed by 1997.° They kept
being postponed, however, until these issues were finally taken up
during the hastily convened and abortive Camp David summit in the
waning months of Bill Clinton’s presidency in the late summer and
fall of 2000, only to evaporate quickly. They were not resumed until
the administration of President George W. Bush finally got around to
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restarting negotiations in 2008, his last year in office. Thus, in spite of
the misleading appearance of many years of nearly constant negotia-
tions, between 1991 and early 2009, with the exception of these two
belated, brief, and ultimately unsuccessful efforts at the very end of
the Clinton and Bush presidential terms, there were no official talks
between Israel and the Palestinians on most of the matters of real
substance that divided them.

In consequence of my firsthand knowledge of the crushing limita-
tions from the very outset on what the Palestinians were even allowed
to discuss, and therefore might achieve, I was less sanguine than oth-
erswhen the Palestinian-Israeli agreement, the so-called Oslo accords,
were signed in September of 1993. Indeed, when I learned the terms
of these secretly negotiated accords (which were arrived at without
the knowledge of most members of the “official” Palestinian delega-
tion while it was engaged in parallel talks with Israeli negotiators in
Washington), I was appalled at how unbalanced and disadvantageous
they were to the Palestinians. I was therefore doubtful from the outset
that they would lead to a just and lasting resolution of the conflict.*
As it turned out, my skepticism was not misplaced. Although many
of the flaws in the accords were apparent at the time, and although
we had learned in Washington to recognize the heavy pro-Israel slant
of many of the American official intermediaries,” I did not know
then how biased in favor of Israel the Norwegian mediators at Oslo
had been. This was only revealed by Norwegian researchers many
years later.®

But even for skeptics like myself, as I was writing Palestinian Identity
there seemed little question in the mid-1990s that major shifts had
taken place that had changed some of the terms of the Palestinian-
Israeli equation. The intifada of 1987-1991 had shaken the com-
fortable conviction of much of the Israeli public, and of key ele-
ments of the Israeli security establishment, that Israel could indefi-
nitely maintain the occupation of the West Bank and Gaza Strip in
its then-current form. In the wake of the Gulf War of 1990-1991,
the United States, with broad international support, had launched
the comprehensive effort at Madrid in 1991 to resolve all aspects of
the Arab-Israeli conflict, involving all the relevant parties, including
the Palestinians. This was the first such attempt in the entire history of
the conflict, and it represented a major breakthrough, in spite of the
profound flaws I have touched on in the structure of the Palestinian-
Israeli negotiations.
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The Israeli government under Prime Minister Yitzhaq Rabin that
came to power in 1992 had thereafter recognized the PLO as the rep-
resentative of the Palestinian people, following decades when Israeli
governments treated the PLO as no more than a terrorist organiza-
tion and the Palestinian people as if they did not exist. Rabin’s envoys
had secretly negotiated the 1993 Oslo autonomy accords directly with
representatives of the PLO, although Israel did not at that stage rec-
ognize a Palestinian right to self-determination or statehood, even
as it demanded the Palestinian recognition of these same rights for
the Israeli people. This was just one of many forms of inequality in
the structure and outcome of the Palestinian-Israeli negotiations that
went largely unrecognized in most contemporary assessments.

Efforts to achieve comprehensive peace agreements with the
Palestinians and all of Israel’s neighbors were already evaporating
even before this book was published in 1996 (although an Israeli-
Jordanian peace treaty was signed in 1994). This occurred as first the
administration of George H.W. Bush in its waning months and then
that of Bill Clinton lost the focus and the sense of urgency about the
drive for a comprehensive peace settlement that had initially moti-
vated the first President Bush and Secretary of State James Baker.
American mediators instead adopted narrower and narrower, and
increasingly less ambitious, “interim” objectives, as sterile process
took over from any hope of rapidly achieving real peace. There-
after, events on the ground intervened. The 1994 massacre of Muslim
worshippers in the Ibrahimi Mosque in Hebron, the 1995 assassina-
tion of Prime Minister Rabin (both attacks undertaken by right-wing
Israeli extremists), Israeli assassinations of Hamas and Islamic Jihad
military leaders in 1995 and 1996, and a series of Palestinian suicide
bombings inside Israel that killed many civilians in the same years all
poisoned the atmosphere. Together with the unabated expansion of
Israeli settlements in the West Bank and the doubling of the Israeli
settler population in the years from 1991 to 2000, these violent epi-
sodes constituted clear signs—ignored by most of those involved in
the negotiations—that time was running out for the inaptly named
“peace process.”

In spite of these ominous indicators, the United States, Israel, and
the PLO appeared to be deeply engaged in efforts to resolve the con-
flict. This lulled many into a false sense of security, as process imper-
ceptibly became the primary element in the “peace process.” Indeed,
this term has become one of opprobrium for those who now realize
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that Palestinian-Israeli negotiations under the American aegis have
been ongoing in some form since 1991 (albeit with an interruption
during several years when President George W. Bush and most of
his advisors clearly disdained these negotiations), with no peace to
show for it. The conflict has become far more envenomed, and the
situation on the ground today for the Palestinian population under
occupation is considerably worse, than it was when I completed this
book in August 1996.

In spite of the removal of the few thousand Israeli settlers in the
Gaza Strip in 2005, the number of settlers in the West Bank (includ-
ing East Jerusalem) has grown from around 200,000 to nearly half
a million, with movement for the nearly 4 million Palestinians in
these areas becoming progressively more restricted. Meanwhile, the
second intifada, which started in 2000, failed to emulate the largely
unarmed grassroots-based mass movement tactics of its predecessor.
It turned increasingly to the use of arms and then degenerated into
suicide bombing attacks inside Israel. Besides being morally indefen-
sible, this proved to be a terrible strategic error. The second intifada
ended up being a stinging defeat for the Palestinians, which over the
next few years provided Israel with a pretext to destroy much of the
governmental infrastructure the Palestinian Authority (PA) had been
able to construct. During this same period, the Palestinian national
movement became deeply divided between Fateh and Hamas and
now looks feebler than it has in nearly sixty years.

The unspoken assumption behind this book when I wrote it was
that in the preceding decades the Palestinians had not only devel-
oped a resilient national identity, but were on their way to actualizing
this identity within the context of a state. (This is regarded by nearly
all nationalists to be the inevitable and “natural” outcome for any
national movement.) In spite of my deep skepticism about the inevi-
tabilities so dear to the hearts of nationalists and about the course of
events at the time, I largely shared that assumption. Today things do
not look so simple, nor does this teleological certainty appear as if
it will necessarily be borne out by events. The Palestinians, in other
words, today still clearly appear to have a strong and resilient national
identity, one that has survived quite powerful tribulations. However,
it may be their fate not to have a separate national state of their own.

The already formidable obstacles to a Palestinian state in any mean-
ingful sense of that word—a state that is independent, sovereign, pos-
sessed of a contiguous territory, and economically viable—have in
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fact been growing rapidly over the past two decades. These obstacles
include notably the apparently inexorable process of the creeping
expansion and consolidation all over the West Bank of a network of
Israeli settlements expressly designed to make such a state impossible.
This is a process that no political leaders—Israeli or American—have
been able to retard significantly, let alone reverse. Increasing obsta-
cles include the imposition of more physical separations—in the
form of walls, fences, security barriers, and checkpoints—by Israel
within segments of the West Bank, as well as between the West Bank,
occupied Arab East Jerusalem, and the Gaza Strip. They include
the expansion and deepening of the matrix of control by the Israeli
state over all essential elements of the everyday lives of the nearly
4 million Palestinians living at its mercy in these territories. They
include as well the growth over more than four decades of numerous
influential and powerful economic entities and bureaucratic inter-
est groups in Israeli society (and elsewhere), constituting a sort of
“settlement—occupation—industrial complex,” that have come to ben-
efit materially from the occupation, and in some cases depend on
it for their very existence and livelihood.” Among further obstacles
must be counted the venomous and profoundly damaging rift in Pal-
estinian politics between the Fateh and Hamas movements, and the
two PA “governments” they control. This division has gravely weak-
ened the already enfeebled Palestinian national movement. Also in
this category is the lack of any effective pressure from the Arab states,
the European Union, and the United States (or any other powers)
on Israel to move rapidly toward ending its occupation, removing its
illegal settlements, and resolving the conflict.

Independent Palestinian statehood within the context of a two-
state solution whereby there would be a Palestinian state alongside
Israel thus looks much farther off than it did in the first half of the
1990s. Paradoxically, at the same time, the reality of the Palestinian
people, their very existence, is now recognized and even taken for
granted by many, including even some of their foes. Before the 1990s,
Palestinian identity was fiercely contested. Some of this “recognition”
is the purest hypocrisy. The pronouncements from Washington and
European capitals (not to speak of Israeli leaders) about their sup-
port for a Palestinian state mask the brutal reality that statehood
gets inexorably farther away with every Israeli settlement expansion,
bypass road, and new wall, barrier, or fence hemming the Palestin-
ians in and separating them from one another and making normal
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life impossible. These and a myriad of other actions by the occupa-
tion authorities that entrench their control and nullify the possibil-
ity of any form of real Palestinian statehoood are regarded quite
benignly by the statesmen and women in these same capitals. They
talk airily of a Palestinian state but have no means of giving the con-
cept substance, if one is to judge by their passivity and inaction in
the face of ceaseless provocative actions expressly designed to make
Palestinian statehood an impossibility.

The situation is made much worse by the delusions fostered by the
fiction of the PA established by the Oslo accords. This is in effect a
virtual body that does not have sovereignty, jurisdiction, or ultimate
control. In other words, it is an authority that has no real author-
ity over anything—certainly not over the territories it claims in the
West Bank, Gaza Strip, and East Jerusalem. Only within the artificial
bubble of the PA “capital” of Ramallah can the PA be said to have
any semblance of reality. Ramallah is largely shielded from the worst
depredations of the occupation and is gorged with money pouring
in from foreign governments and nongovernmental organizations
(NGO’s). Everywhere else the brutal reality of the strengthening of
the occupation and unceasing land seizure and alienation, and the
near impotence of the PA, are undeniable. The PA has become a
sort of subcontractor for Israel and has thus served in part to mask
the reality of an Israeli military occupation whose full security con-
trol over all these territories, and total domination over land and all
other resources, is now in its forty-second year.

Because of the fiction of a Palestinian Authority—supported by
flags, honor guards, ministries, a presidential mausoleum, and all the
empty trappings of statthood—some are deluded into believing, or
pretend to believe, that the Palestinians have all but achieved their
national aims and are nearly on a footing of equality with Israel as
citizens of a contiguous state. As I have suggested, the truth is that
they are most likely much farther away from achieving these aims
than they were two decades ago. This is one reason that many serious
Palestinian voices—ranging from ‘Ali Jirbawi to Sari Nuseibeh—have
been raised recently pointing out the sham nature of the PA and sug-
gesting that it is time to consider disbanding the PA.®

In much of American, European, and Israeli discourse, moreover—
in spite of lip-service in favor of recognizing the existence of the
Palestinian people—there remains today the familiar undercurrent
of dismissiveness of Palestinian identity and Palestinian national
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claims as being less genuine, less deep-rooted, and less valid than
those of other peoples in the region. I noted this phenomenon
more than a dozen years ago, and it continues unabated today. The
modern Jewish national identity fashioned by Zionism, and Israel’s
claims as a nation-state within the contemporary world order, are
usually the unspoken referent for this belittling of the Palestin-
ians. The belittlement is tinged with condescension and sometimes
even darker sentiments. Like most nationalist impulses, this attitude
is driven by unawareness of the constructed and extremely recent
nature of all modern national identities, including that of Israel.’
Paradoxically, some of the same attitudes can be seen in the perspec-
tives of pan-Arab nationalism and political Islamism, whose advocates
see these structures of identification as more “genuine” and deeply
rooted than Palestinian identity. Both are, of course, quite modern
invented responses, using modern political forms, to modern condi-
tions, and neither is any more “ancient” than Palestinian nationalism
or Zionism.

Itis not for these reasons alone, however, that Palestinian identity is
still in question. I began this book in 1996 with the travails of Palestin-
ians in crossing boundaries, borders, and barriers within and without
their homeland. These travails have not diminished. In some respects
they have deepened. Certainly this is the case within Palestine, where
the relative ease of movement for Palestinians that existed while I was
researching and writing Palestinian Identity is a thing of the past.

When I was living in Jerusalem on and off for a time in the early
1990s, most Palestinians from there and the West Bank could travel
freely to Israel itself, to the Golan Heights, and to the Gaza Strip.
Gazans were more restricted in their movements, but only marginally
so. These freedoms are only fond memories for the older generation
today, as is the ability to travel freely to Jerusalem for the nearly 4
million Palestinians living in the rest of the occupied territories. For
many years now the latter have been excluded from entry to Jeru-
salem by a massive complex of walls, barriers, and checkpoints that
chokes off the city from its West Bank hinterland (and indeed in
many cases from other Arab-inhabited neighborhoods of Jerusalem
itself that are outside the wall). Other similar barriers to the move-
ment of Palestinians exist everywhere within the West Bank, includ-
ing more than 600 internal checkpoints and earthen barriers block-
ing roads. Meanwhile, the half million Israeli settlers there speed
freely anywhere they please on their own network of state-of-the-art
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settler-only roads, part of a diabolically planned transportation and
movement control regime that makes apartheid and its pass system
look like child’s play.'’ I have relatives in Nablus who were not able
to leave that city for nearly five years. In this they are like most of the
millions of Palestinians in the occupied territories who have basically
been confined for years to their home cities, towns, and villages, and
to their immediate surroundings.

The relative freedom and absence of restrictions on movement
that their elders once enjoyed is unimaginable for an entire genera-
tion of Palestinians that has grown up during the past decade and
more in the archipelago of large open-air prisons that today con-
stitute the occupied West Bank and Gaza Strip. This language may
sound melodramatic, but it barely begins to sum up the physical web
of constrictions, restrictions, and barriers, and the array of require-
ments for ID documents, passes, and permissions that obstruct free
movement and sometimes prevent it completely (only for Palestinian
Arabs, not for Israeli Jews) within and between these territories and
occupied Arab East Jerusalem and Israel itself."" In the words of the
indomitable Israeli journalist Amira Hass, Palestinians have gone in
the past two decades from the situation that obtained at the outset
of the occupation, where there were restrictions on the movement
of a single narrow category of persons (for “security” reasons) and
where all others could move relatively freely, to one where a single
tiny category of persons (a miniscule group of PA “VIP’s”) has some
limited freedom of movement and the rest of the population suffers
from severe restrictions on their movement, if they are allowed to
move at all."*

The formidable physical barriers to Palestinian movement in the
West Bank are not restricted to the walls and barriers, and the more
than 600 military roadblocks and checkpoints specifically designed
to pen in the Palestinians under occupation and to control their
movement. To them must be added the unceasing refashioning of
the landscape of the West Bank by the growth of the looming hill-
top fortress-like Israeli settlements themselves and the broad roads
and their adjacent security zones designated for Jewish settlers only.
Taken together with closed military zones, “green zones,” and other
areas reserved for the exclusive use of Israelis, these “facts on the
ground,” established systematically by every Israeli government since
1967, make possible the restriction of Palestinians to only a shrink-
ing part of what remains of Palestine."” They are the brute physical
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expression of this people’s progressive alienation from its own land,
which is slowly being effectively incorporated into Israel.'*

As the Palestinians see it, this is part of a gradual but so far inexora-
ble century-old process whereby the Palestinians have been removed
from more and more of their ancestral homeland, their property
and their patrimony seized, and their very identity and existence as a
people placed into question. Most Palestinians are convinced of the
basic validity of this narrative, and in consequence experience deep
traumatic anxieties. Tragically, most Israelis, and many others, are
mesmerized by their own profound fears about threats to the contin-
ued existence of the Jews as a people (and therefore of Israel). These
fears are rooted in the searing experiences of twentieth-century Jew-
ish history culminating in the Holocaust. Such fears seem to blind
those in their grip to the fact that the Palestinians are tormented by
their own profound existential crisis as a people, one born largely of
their traumatic historical experiences suffered at the hands of Zion-
ism and Israel over the past century.

It would nevertheless be a mistake to conclude that it is only the
historical processes driven by the conflict with Israel that cause Pal-
estinian identity to remain in question. As I show in this book, Pales-
tinian identity has been shaped by much more than the century-old
contest with Zionism, and this is as true today as it always was. Pales-
tinians have also felt themselves to be in conflict with the world as a
whole. As I explain in a recent book," the Palestinian national move-
ment has indeed often been at odds with the two greatest powers
of the twentieth century, Great Britain and the United States. That
tension has certainly contributed to the tenuousness of Palestinian
identity and to foiling the Palestinians in their efforts to achieve their
national aspirations.

More directly affecting them, however, has been the ambivalent
and often hostile attitude of several key Arab governments toward Pal-
estinian national aspirations and toward the presence of Palestinian
refugees on their soil. This is another enduring element that renders
Palestinian identity so questionable. That such should be the case is
paradoxical in view of the undoubted and long-standing support for
Palestinian aspirations by broad segments of public opinion through-
out the Arab world, as was demonstrated on many occasions in the
past, most recently during the Israeli attacks on the Gaza Strip in
2008-2009. But it is true that such problems exist in different ways in
relation to many different Arab states, especially those where there is
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a large Palestinian refugee population, or in nearby countries where
the Palestine issue has been important in domestic politics since well
before 1948.

Thus in Lebanon the status of the Palestinian population has
long been and still is a major issue of domestic political contention.
This is a function of that country’s delicate and unstable internal
political and sectarian balance, and of a painful history of Palestinian
involvement in Lebanese politics. This was especially the case during
the years when the PLO was at the height of its power there from
1968 until the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon, after which the PLLO
was expelled from Lebanon. As a result, this population of around
300,000 people, most of them living in eleven refugee camps located
in and around the major cities, currently has few allies or supporters
within the Lebanese political system. This conflicted situation results
in the Palestinians who live in Lebanon, the overwhelming majority
of whom were born there and have known no other home, suffer-
ing major restrictions in employment, housing, education, and other
basic human needs. Worse, the Palestinian civilian population, which
suffered greatly from 1973 until 1982, has repeatedly since then be-
come a political football for Lebanese factions, and the object of the
opprobrium of certain of them, often supported by outside powers.

This process has included many tragic episodes, such as the so-
called War of the Camps, when the Shiite Amal militia, backed by
Syria, besieged Burj al-Barajneh and other Palestinian refugee camps
in 1985-1986. It reached its nadir with the assault on Nahr al-Bared
camp near Tripoli in the spring of 2007 as a result of the infiltration
into the camp of radical Islamic militants, many of them not Pales-
tinian. The Lebanese army rooted this group out in a fierce battle
that led to the entire camp population of more than 20,000 people
being forced to leave their homes, which were looted and largely
destroyed. As I write this, these homes have not been rebuilt, and
most of the camp’s inhabitants (now refugees for a second time) have
been forced to suffer through a second bitterly cold, snowy winter
in makeshift shelters. (Over the winter of 2008-2009 this plight was
shared by even larger numbers of Gazans driven from their homes by
the Israeli assault, who also became refugees yet again.)

The possibility of the permanent resettlement of the Palestinian
refugees in Lebanon (tawtin) is a perennial issue in Lebanese poli-
tics. This is the case in spite of the fact that it is opposed both by
most Palestinians, who cling to their Palestinian identity and to their
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right to return to their former homes or to compensation, and by all
Lebanese political parties. This dark possibility is universally reviled
as being both destabilizing of the sectarian Lebanese political system
and a betrayal of the wishes of the Palestinians themselves, not to
speak of a denial of their identity, or a prospective dilution of that of
the Lebanese. However, the unending invocation of this prospect by
some Lebanese politicians and commentators is in fact often a veiled
form of attack on the entire Palestinian presence in Lebanon. Acting
supposedly in defense of the integrity of both Lebanese and Palestin-
ian identity, certain Lebanese factions thus apparently find it in their
interest to threaten the now relatively weak Palestinian community in
Lebanon, which in consequence has been exposed to harsh condi-
tions and has been living under a shadow since the departure of the
PLO in 1982.1°

Lebanon is only the most extreme example of the identity—and
sometimes the collective existence of the Palestinians—remaining in
question. Iraq is another, in spite of the relatively small size of the
Palestinian refugee population there (perhaps 20,000-30,000 before
2003, none of them living in refugee camps). After the American
occupation of Iraq, thousands of Palestinians were terrorized and
expelled from the country because of their alleged sympathy for the
former regime. Others fled after 2003 because of their not entirely
unfounded fear that they would be persecuted, whether because of
their nationality or for sectarian reasons (nearly all Palestinian Mus-
lims are Sunni). Many of these unfortunates were not allowed entry
into either Syria or Jordan, and a few thousand of them ended up
waiting in makeshift camps on the Iraqi borders with these two coun-
tries. Some have been trapped there for more than two years, their
fate still undecided.

The situation of these new refugees from Iraq is emblematic of the
fact that the Palestinians have no safe haven, as they do not yet have
real control over any part of their own homeland. Israel has absolute
and total power over all of what was Mandatory Palestine before 1948,
including control not only of its own territory but of the territories
nominally under the authority of the PA. No one enters or leaves these
areas without its permission. Palestinian refugees from Iraq, even if
born in Palestine, have no right to enter the country, all of which is
subject to the complete control of the Israeli authorities. In conse-
quence, none have been able to take refuge in Palestine, although
through the intercession of active NGO’s some of these Palestinian
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refugees from Iraq have been able to obtain asylum in Chile, Argen-
tina, Brazil, and other faraway places, while many of their compatriots
still languish in miserable conditions on the Iraqi border.

Another example of the questionable current status of the Palestin-
ians, and their lack of agency, is the role of Egypt in Israel’s blockade
of the Gaza Strip. This nearly hermetic closure has been ongoing for
more than twenty-one months as I write this, after starting in a slightly
less severe and systematic fashion soon after Hamas won the Pales-
tinian Electoral Council elections in January 2006. Egypt has a role
in controlling access to one of the exit points from that now-sealed-
off territory, the Rafah crossing for people (but not goods) between
the Gaza Strip and Egyptian Sinai. By an agreement of November
2005 between the PA and Israel, endorsed by the United States, the
European Union, and Egypt, the Rafah crossing point on the Gaza
Strip side came under the nominal control of PA security forces and
European Union monitors. However, by this agreement Israel main-
tained its ultimate control over this and all other entry points into
the Gaza Strip, as the Rafah crossing operated under the constant
electronic supervision of the Israeli security authorities, who vetted
all individuals hoping to cross, and made the final decision as to who
had permission to enter or leave. Moreover, at Israeli insistence, all
goods from Egypt destined for Gaza had to enter Israel first and be
subject to Israeli security procedures.

This situation obtained until July 2007, when Hamas forcibly took
over the Gaza Strip, a step it claimed was necessary to preempt a
planned Fatah coup de main.'” At that point, the PA guards and Euro-
pean Union monitors disappeared, and the Rafah crossing was sealed
by Egypt on its side of the border at the same time as Israel closed all
the other routes into the strip. Except for one “prison break” in Janu-
ary 2008, when Palestinians broke down the barriers and surged freely
into Egypt for a number of days, the Rafah crossing point has been
kept shut by Egypt. This has consistently been the case, apart from
a few exceptional cases, like the return of Palestinian patients from
treatment in Egypt, and the occasional passage of a limited number
of individuals for humanitarian purposes during and after the Decem-
ber 2008—January 2009 Israeli attacks on the Gaza Strip. Deprived
of free access to the more than 200 truckloads of goods necessary
for normal life in the Gaza Strip, and sealed into their 139-square-
mile prison, Gazans quickly turned to an existing network of tunnels
running from the Egyptian to the Palestinian side of the divided town
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of Rafah, which formerly carried mainly contraband such as drugs
and arms. As the Israeli siege tightened, these tunnels multiplied and
were expanded to carry a wide range of goods ranging from diesel
fuel to macaroni to Viagra. Israel, desirous of stopping the flow of
weapons to Hamas, and also of maintaining its absolute control of
entry of goods and people into the Gaza Strip, focused among other
things on destroying these tunnels during its three weeks of attacks
on Gaza in late 2008 and early 2009. It is worth noting that the tun-
nels have been in continuous operation for many years, including the
period before 2005, when Israel had forces stationed in Rafah that
were unable to find all the tunnels and halt the smuggling.

Egypt argues, with some reason, that under international law the
Gaza Strip, like the West Bank, is technically still an occupied terri-
tory, in spite of the withdrawal of Israeli forces and Israeli settlers
from within the Strip in 2005, since Israel still controls the territory
from without by sea, land, and air. It therefore maintains that as the
occupying power, Israel bears the responsibility for the welfare of the
population under the terms of the Fourth Geneva Convention.' Thus
the Egyptian government states that if it were to take full responsibil-
ity for opening the Rafah crossing and allow goods and people to
cross freely, that would enable Israel to escape its own responsibilities.
It further argues, much more debatably, that its hands are tied by its
international obligations. This would only be true if Egypt were to
insist on unilaterally observing the 2005 agreement, which has not
been in force since July 2007, or if it were to admit that it feels coerced
by Israel into doing its bidding as far as the blockade is concerned. In
fact, Egypt’s complicity in the Israeli blockade of Gaza is voluntary: It
could and does open the Rafah crossing on occasion when it chooses
to do so, and has in the past turned a blind eye to at least some of the
smuggling through the Rafah tunnels.

Like other Arab states, Egypt pays voluble lip-service to the Pales-
tinian cause, but like them its actions are not always consonant with
its words. The Egyptian regime’s hostility to the effective Hamas rul-
ers of the Gaza Strip (who are ideological soul-mates of the power-
ful Muslim Brotherhood, which leads the opposition to the regime
in Egypt) and its own weakness vis-a-vis the United States and Israel
(the main proponents of the blockade) provide the driving force for
Egyptian policy."” By keeping the Rafah crossing sealed during the
Israeli closure of all the other entry and exit points from the Gaza
Strip, Egypt has in practice become a junior participant in the Israeli
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blockade of the Strip that started in July 2007. This blockade amounts
to inflicting suffering on its 1.5 million people because of the actions
of their Hamas rulers. This is a form of collective punishment that
is clearly in violation of international law. It is moreover another
indication of the powerlessness of the Palestinians at the hands not
only of Israel and its American and European supporters, but also
of the Arab states that are nominally sympathetic to them. It further
underlines the fact that being Palestinian means having a status that
is unstable and subject to arbitrary behavior by any of the many states
with power over Palestinians.

To complete this tour d’ horizon of the complications confronting
Palestinian identity today, Syria and Jordan have large Palestinian
refugee populations on their soil. Moreover, both countries have
long been deeply involved in the Palestine question, while their
governments have been in intermittent conflict with the Palestinian
national movement in differing ways and at different times. Each has
had a major impact on the lives of the Palestinians who live within
their borders, all of whom are probably more integrated into their
societies and live under more regular circumstances than Palestin-
ians anywhere else in the Arab world. Thus, virtually all Palestinians
in Jordan are full citizens of the country (as were the Palestinians
of the West Bank before the establishment of the PA, which now
provides them with passports). Palestinians in Syria are not Syrian
citizens, but they have all the rights and obligations of Syrians (in-
cluding being subject to conscription, receiving free university edu-
cation, and having the right to own land and businesses), except
the right to vote in national elections—a right that in any case is of
very limited value, given the nature of the political system in Syria.
Although the perhaps 300,000 Palestinians in Syria constitute a tiny
minority in a population of more than 20 million, in Jordan the
very size and prominence of the population of Palestinian origin has
been a considerable source of tension at different times in the past.
Palestinians may constitute a majority of Jordanian citizens, and Pal-
estinians dominate the Jordanian economy and some other spheres
of life. This Palestinian preponderance arouses the fears of some
East Bank Jordanian nationalists. At the same time, many Palestin-
ians in Jordan are so well assimilated that some question whether
they consider themselves more Jordanian than Palestinian.

It is through their interference in Palestinian politics that the
Jordanian and Syrian regimes have had the most impact on the
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Palestinians. This impact has ranged from outright warfare, whether
between the PLO and the Jordanian regime in 1970-1971 or Syrian
troops and PLO forces in Lebanon in 1976, to subversion, covert
activities, and assassinations (of Jordanian officials by Palestinian
militants, or of PLO leaders by members of groups linked to Damas-
cus). As was the case with Palestinian involvement in internal con-
flicts within Lebanon, although the Palestinian civilian population
has generally suffered the most in confrontations between the PLO
and the Jordanian and Syrian regimes, the PLO was not blameless
in all instances. Whether this was a matter of sometimes question-
able alliances in Lebanon, provocations of the Jordanian army and
government before Black September in 1970, or covert alignments
with opponents of the Syrian regime, at times the PLO made grave
mistakes or purposely initiated conflicts with these powerful regimes.
In some measure this can be interpreted as a function of the precari-
ous existence of the exiled PLO at the mercy of different Arab host
countries before the Oslo accords allowed its leadership to return to
Palestine in 1995. But that blanket excuse can only cover some, not
all, of its sins of omission and commission. The PLO’s often stormy
relationship with these two countries that have played such major
roles in relation to the Palestine question illustrates once again the
precarious status of the Palestinians and Palestinian national identity
throughout the Arab world.

These dangers facing the Palestinians as a political entity, whether
of what amounts to “politicide” by Israel (to use the term coined by
the Israeli sociologist Baruch Kimmerling®) or of subjugation, sup-
pression, or cooptation by the Arab regimes, are in fact old ones.
However, a new and deadly danger faces Palestinian identity today,
one that was only dimly visible in the early to mid-1990s. This is the
dual danger of the fragmentation of the remainder of the Palestinian
homeland and of the unity of the Palestinian national movement. It
involves first the potentially lasting physical divisions between and
within what remains of the imagined homeland of the would-be Pal-
estinian state: East Jerusalem, the Gaza Strip, and the West Bank. This
is a result not only of the obstinacy of the Israeli occupation authori-
ties in blocking movement of the Palestinian population between
and within these three areas (which has already been described), but
also of the profound and growing chasm between the two Palestinian
“Authorities”: those of Fateh and Hamas. As the former now controls
the West Bank, even if only tenuously and with the support of the
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Israeli security services, and the latter currently dominates the Gaza
Strip, the divisions between them have contributed further to the
separation between these two regions and to the growing social and
other differences between their populations.

Some differences in the responses of Gazans and West Bankers to
political issues have long been visible in the regular polling of Pales-
tinian opinion that has been done for more than a decade.”' It is to
be expected that there would be variances in the responses of popu-
lations in radically different situations, as most Gazans are consider-
ably worse off than the West Bankers, with the former suffering from
nearly twice the unemployment rate of the latter® and having a GDP
per capita that was less than four fifths that of the West Bank, even
before an eighteen-month blockade and the twenty-two-day Israeli
offensive in 2008-2009 that further crippled the economy of the
Gaza Strip.” To these differences must be added what appears to be
a growing disaffection between the two populations. This could best
be seen in the absence of a massive popular outpouring of protest
by West Bank residents in response to the Israeli attack on Gaza of
2008-2009. It was noticeable that there were more spirited and more
continuous demonstrations by Palestinians (but also in many cases
mainly non-Palestinians) in cities and towns in Israel as well as in
Egypt, Lebanon, Jordan, Morocco, and other parts of the Arab world
than there were in the towns and cities of the West Bank. Some of this
was probably ascribable to the active intimidation and repression of
demonstrations by the PA security forces in the West Bank, which are
dominated by Hamas’s rivals in Fateh. The absence of massive popu-
lar protest at what was being done to fellow Palestinians only a few
tens of kilometers away was nevertheless a noticeable phenomenon,
perhaps revealing an estrangement between the two populations. It is
certainly the case that they know each other less and less as time goes
on, given the crippling Israeli restrictions on movement. Young West
Bank Palestinians are very unlikely to have been to the Gaza Strip,
and young Gazans are even less likely ever to have been allowed to
leave the Strip, let alone visit Jerusalem and the West Bank.

Meanwhile, the split between Fateh and Hamas has had a strongly
corrosive effect on Palestinian politics at least since the height of
the second intifada, in 2001-2002. At that time, as Israeli troops sup-
pressed unarmed demonstrations with lethal gunfire and the death
toll mounted steeply, the two groups responded by competing in
launching suicide attacks against Israeli population centers. The



INTRODUCTION TO THE 2010 REISSUE

impact of the ill-thought-out and indiscriminate assaults that result-
ed from this competition between Hamas and Fateh was strategically
disastrous for the Palestinians. It had the result of decisively turn-
ing world opinion against the Palestinian cause, particularly since
these attacks coincided with the suicide attacks on the United States
of 9/11. The suicide bombings also both provoked and provided the
pretext for Israel’s devastating reoccupation of Palestinian cities and
its destruction of much of the PA’s infrastructure in 2002. Largely as
a result of the ferocious competition between these two Palestinian
movements, the second intifada constituted a major defeat for the
Palestinian national movement, whose unquestioned leader, Yasser
Arafat, besieged and isolated by Israeli forces in his headquarters in
Ramallah, died in 2004.

Since Arafat’s death, the competition between the two groups has
only grown more intense and more destructive. The leadership of
Fateh stubbornly refused to accept the popular verdict embodied in
the victory of Hamas in the Palestinian Legislative Council election
of January 2006, when it garnered just over 42 percent of the vote,
versus 44 percent for Hamas, which won a large parliamentary major-
ity because of the quirks of the electoral system, and disunity within
Fateh. Instead of either accepting the role of loyal opposition or join-
ing a coalition government, the top leaders of Fateh chose to attempt
to subvert and undermine these electoral results. The course they
thereupon took was in effect to conspire with Israel and the United
States in their adamant opposition to dealing with Hamas, among
other things via complicity in the Israeli blockade and siege of Gaza.
This momentous decision by Fateh envenomed Palestinian politics
and divided the Palestinian national movement in a way not seen
since the 1930s. This is not an exaggeration, because for narrow par-
tisan reasons Fateh was trying to bring down a popularly elected Pal-
estinian government in collaboration with outside forces that were
overtly hostile to the Palestinian cause.

Hamas played its own sorry role in this downward spiral, beyond
its heavy responsibility for initiating the suicide attacks inside Israel
in the mid-1990s, and again after 2000. Faced with the paralysis of the
PA because of Fateh control of the executive branch, and theirs of the
legislative branch, Hamas carried out an armed coup de main in Gaza
in July 2007, supposedly in response to the plotting of leading Fateh
security officials to oust them from power.?* The Islamic movement
thereby lost much of the legitimacy that it had retained until this
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point as a result of its 2006 electoral victory. Hamas thus consecrated
and deepened the split in Palestinian politics, and contributed sig-
nificantly to the creation of two separate quasi-governmental entities,
each claiming to be the legitimate PA, one centered in Ramallah and
the other in Gaza. This coup, which led to exclusive Hamas control
over the Gaza Strip, in turn gave Israel the pretext to further iso-
late that territory and to punish its population more. The brutal and
sometimes lethal treatment meted out by Hamas to Fateh cadres in
the Gaza Strip, and the reciprocally brutal treatment of Hamas mem-
bers by Fateh in the West Bank, only further poisoned Palestinian
politics. In both cases, Fateh and Hamas at times seemed to be acting
more in consonance with the urgings of their foreign patrons, the
United States and Israel in the case of the former, and Syria and Iran
in the case of the latter (all of them engaged in a mini cold war with
one another at the end of the George W. Bush era®), than out of any
discernable interpretation of the Palestinian national interest.

The two leaderships did not stop at this in their actions, most of
which had the effect of further polarizing and debilitating the Pal-
estinian national movement. The Fateh-dominated Ramallah-based
PA, for its part, insisted on continuing fruitless negotiations with the
Olmert government for the last year of the Bush administration. It
did so although it should have been apparent that given the weakness
of the Palestinian position in the absence of national unity, nothing
of substance could be achieved thereby (and by the end of the Bush
administration nothing had been achieved). More important, there
was no clear Palestinian national consensus for engaging in such
negotiations in the absence of a coalition government with clear
guidelines for dealing with Israel, a coalition government whose for-
mation Fateh had sabotaged, in part at the instigation of the external
powers supporting it, notably the United States. The PA in Ramallah
continued these negotiations during Israel’s hermetic blockade of
the Gaza Strip, doing so in a situation in which 1.5 million of the
Palestinian citizens whom the PA in Ramallah purported to represent
were being subjected by Israel to extreme deprivation. This unseemly
spectacle of the PA’s complicity in what amounted to an egregious
violation of international law against its own people further exacer-
bated the bitterness of the inter-Palestinian split.

Hamas, meanwhile, insisted on its right to employ armed resis-
tance to Israel, acting like Fateh, in the absence of a clear national
consensus in favor of such a policy. In practice, “resistance” primarily
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meant firing wildly inaccurate, home-made Qassam rockets with tiny
warheads produced from fertilizer and other similar ingredients and
with minimal explosive power (and a few larger and more lethal
Soviet-designed and Syrian-manufactured Katyusha and Grad rockets
that had been smuggled into the Gaza Strip) in the general direction
of nearby Israeli population centers. By sheer dint of firing thousands
of these Qassam rockets, some of which hit targets in these Israeli
towns and villages, killing several people and wounding more, normal
life was eventually rendered impossible for many thousands of Israe-
lis.** Hamas apparently understood both the danger it courted from
a devastating Israeli response to these largely ineffective but infuriat-
ing pinpricks, and the unpopularity of these actions among its own
people.?’ It therefore tried in 2008 to work out a six-month truce, but
this was foiled by Israel, which broke the truce it had agreed to after
only four months with a major attack on November 4, 2008. More-
over, Israel never carried out one of the truce’s key provisions, which
was the opening of the Gaza crossings and the lifting of the blockade.
The long-planned, ferocious Israeli attack on Gaza that was launched
on December 27, 2008 was the inevitable result of these grievous mis-
calculations by Hamas, and of Israel’s desire to re-establish its power
to intimidate, which went in Israeli security parlance by the name of
“deterrence.” And while Gaza burned, the PA leadership in Ramal-
lah fiddled, joining Israel, the United States, and Egypt in initially
placing blame for what was happening on Hamas and helping Israel
by suppressing protests in the West Bank.

These damaging actions of both leaderships—which even with the
greatest charity can only be described as shortsighted, irresponsible,
and motivated by the narrowest of selfish, partisan motives (and
some of which could certainly bear far less complimentary interpre-
tations)—came at a time of grave crisis for the Palestinian people.
The Palestinian national objectives that had been hammered out
from the early 1970s until 1988 and that eventually formed the basis
of a Palestinian consensus, centering on a Palestinian state in the
West Bank and Gaza Strip with Jerusalem as its capital, linked to a
just resolution of the refugee issue on the basis of United Nations
resolutions, have come to appear more and more unrealizable with
the passage of time. Hamas originally refused adamantly to subscribe
to these goals or to support the Oslo accords and the PA that pur-
ported to fulfill them. It thereafter appeared to edge toward tacitly
accepting both a two-state solution and the Oslo accords by agreeing
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to take part in PA Legislative Council elections in 2006, although it
never formally accepted either. Hamas thereby put itself in a contra-
dictory position. On the one hand, it was scathingly critical of the
meager results of Fateh’s negotiations with Israel, of its scaling down
of Palestinian aspirations, and of its abandonment of any means of
pressure on the powerful and overbearing Israeli side. On the other,
it was willing to enter into a series of cease-fires with the Jewish state,
and after 2006 agreed to be part of coalition governments with Fateh
that would negotiate with Israel. It thus seemed to be increasingly
committed to its own peculiar form of a two-state solution, rejecting
outright any formal recognition of Israel but accepting the possibil-
ity of a “truce” with Israel of as much as 100 years and other similarly
unique features (none of which was necessarily acceptable to Israel
or other actors). Hamas thus seemed to want to preserve its purity,
but also to enjoy the fruits of sin.

Nowadays, however, it can and should be argued that all of this
is moot. The establishment of the PA as a step toward the establish-
ment of a Palestinian state seems clearly to have created more prob-
lems than it solved. The need for a fresh approach to the definition
of Palestinian national goals and for a re-examination of the means
for achieving them has become increasingly apparent to Palestinians.
This involves a rethinking of the appropriate forms of resistance to
occupation, including the place of armed and nonviolent means;
whether it is indeed possible to negotiate an end to the occupation
with Israel; and, if negotiation is possible, the best approach to nego-
tiations and to achievement of other Palestinian national objectives.
Instead of addressing these critical issues, however, Fateh and Hamas
have for years now been mired in their fratricidal, partisan conflict.
They have in particular been engaged in unseemly squabbling over
the diminishing spoils represented by the PA, even as the value and
actual power of this authority came more and more into question,
and as their lack of a clear strategy for national liberation became
manifest to all but their most devoted partisans.

As I'write these words, in early summer of 2009, two rounds of unity
talks between Fateh and Hamas after nearly two years of an open
split have just adjourned without results in Cairo, with another round
promised. It would be foolhardy to bank on their success, given the
deep bitterness that has developed between the two sides, the strong
vested interests of external parties in the continuation of the existing
inter-Palestinian divisions, and the obstacles that Israel and the United
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States are capable of placing in the way of any PA unity government
that may emerge from these talks. Even if the two sides do succeed,
even if some form of Palestinian unity is restored and a coalition
government is formed and new elections held, and even if the block-
ade of Gaza is lifted and reconstruction can begin, the really hard part
will be yet to come. That would be to get the Palestinian people out
of the state of occupation, dispersion, and lack of a clear strategy for
mobilizing enough forces to change the current extremely unfavor-
able status quo that they have been in for many years.

Besides the difficulties already outlined, that task is made all the
harder by the fact that the possibility of an equitable two-state solu-
tion seems so distant, dimmed as it is by the many massive Israeli cre-
ations on the ground, both physical and institutional, that I described
earlier. These changes make any form of equitable partition of this
small country between its two peoples seem almost unattainable as a
Palestinian goal. Many level-headed observers have in fact concluded
that it is now completely unattainable. Meanwhile, the prospect of a
just one-state solution, increasingly being discussed in some quarters,
appears even more distant, given the attachment of both the Israeli
and Palestinian peoples to having a state of their own, and the diffi-
culties of bringing these antagonists not just to make peace but to live
together within the same polity. This is not to speak of the opposition
of the entire international community to a one-state solution, and
the international commitment to the continued existence of Israel
explicitly in the context of a two-state solution.

Instead of a reasonably equitable two-state solution or some form
of one-state binational solution, in the immediate and indefinite
future the Palestinians seem fated to live with the present status quo.
This status quo involves an achingly unjust and highly unstable “one-
state solution” of a peculiarly perverse kind. The one state that we are
likely to continue to see in the land between the Mediterranean and
the Jordan River is an Israeli state that is increasingly intolerant of
the nearly 20 percent of its citizens who are Palestinians. In that one
state, what will soon become a Jewish minority within the entire coun-
try between the sea and the river will continue to dominate multiple
different categories of what will soon become a Palestinian majority
(if it is not already one), deprived in different ways of rights and
agency, like the descending circles of Dante’s inferno.

This is why I believe that discussions in some circles of whether a
one-state or a two-state solution to this conflict is preferable have a
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slightly surreal quality in the current critical environment. What we
must have now is not debate about how many states can dance on
the head of a pin, but rather discovery of the means of reversing—
very rapidly—the powerful current dynamic, and of extricating the
Palestinian people from their present state. The highly inequitable
de facto one-state “solution” now in effect looks more and more
entrenched. Paradoxically, I predict it will become more and more
untenable and more violently unstable as time goes on.

Palestinian identity may be under much greater threat today than
it was when this book was first published. At the same time, in spite
of the looming challenges it faces, Palestinian identity is as alive and
powerful today in knitting together the 8 or 9 million Palestinians—
not just the more than 5 million living inside the country, but those
in the diaspora—as it was at any time over the past century or so. I
hope this new printing of Palestinian Identity will help a new genera-
tion of readers comprehend where it came from—and perhaps help
it understand where it may be going.

Notes

1. These negotiations took place in ten rounds, usually lasting several days each and
sometimes more. All these rounds—except the first, which took place in Madrid—were
held at the U.S. State Department.

2. These restrictions on participation were partially loosened after the Rabin govern-
ment came to power in 1992.

3. According to the Letter of Invitation by the superpower co-sponsors of the Madrid
peace conference and the American “Letter of Assurances” to the Palestinian side, both
dated October 18, 1991, negotiations on Palestinian “interim self-government arrange-
ments” were to be concluded within a year. These arrangements were to last for five
years. After these arrangements had been in force for two years, “permanent status”
negotiations were to begin. These were to be concluded by the end of the “transitional
period”; that is, by the fall of 1997.

4. I suggested this in an op ed article at the time the accords were signed: “Blind
Curves and Detours on the Road to Self-rule,” New York Times, September 14, 1993.

5. One egregious example that I witnessed occurred at a late stage of the Washington
negotiations, in early May 1993, when the United States finally consented to mediate a
deadlock between the two sides and offered a “bridging proposal” that was in crucial
respects less favorable to the Palestinians than proposals the Israeli delegation itself had
made. For more details see R. Khalidi, Resurrecting Empire: Western Footprints and America’s
Perilous Path in the Middle East (Boston: Beacon, 2004), n. 38, p. 204.

6. See the articles by Hilde Henriksen Waage in the Journal of Palestine Studies, “Nor-
way’s Role in the Middle East Peace Talks: Between a Strong State and a Weak Bellig-
erent,” 34, 4 (Summer 2005), 6-24, and “Postscript to Oslo: The Mystery of Norway’s
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Missing Files,” 38, 1 (Autumn 2008), 54-65, as well as Arne Oerum, Fred I Var Tid: Reto-
rikken bak Oslo-prosessen [Peace in Our Time: The Rhetoric Behind the Oslo Process]
(Trondheim: Tapir, 2004).

7. The website “Who Profits: Exposing the Israeli Occupation Industry” (http://
www.whoprofits.org/), produced by the Israeli group “Coalition of Women for Peace,”
provides a detailed listing of the vast network of hundreds of corporations that profit
directly from the Israeli occupation under the headings “The Settlement Industry,”
“Economic Exploitation,” and “Control of Population.”

8. Jirbawi, a professor of political science at Bir Zeit University, headed the Electoral
Commission that organized the various elections held for the governing bodies of the
PA. Nuseibah is the president of al-Quds University in Jerusalem. See the article by Ali
Jirbawi in al-Ayyam, January 29, 2009, and the declaration by 400 plus Palestinians in Feb-
ruary 2009. Soon afterwards, Jirbawi accepted a ministerial post in the PA government

9. See Nachman Ben Yehuda, The Masada Myth: Collective Memory and Mythmaking
in Israel (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1995); Nadia Abu El-Haj, Facts on the
Ground: Archaeological Practice and Territorial Self-fashioning in Israeli Society (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 2001); Gabby Piterberg, The Returns of Zionism: Myths, Politics
and Scholarship in Israel (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2008); and Shlomo
Sand, Comment le people juif a été inventé (Paris: Fayard, 2008).

10. The physical aspects of this system are brilliantly summed up by the Israeli archi-
tect and planner Eyal Weizman in his book Hollow Land: Israel’s Architecture of Occupation
(London: Verso, 2007). South African visitors to Palestine commonly remark on the
similarities between this regime and that of apartheid. See Aslam Farouk-Alli, ed., The
Future of Palestine and Israel: From Colonial Rools to Post-colonial Realities (Midrand, South
Africa: Institute for Global Dialogue & Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, 2007), pp. 272-298.

11. A stark but quite readable recent reportage that sums up these conditions is
Saree Makdisi, Palestine Inside Out: An Everyday Occupation (New York: Norton, 2008).

12. See Amira Hass, Reporting from Ramallah: An Israeli Jowrnalist in an Occupied Land
(New York: Semiotext(e), 2003).

13. The settlement enterprise has been best chronicled recently by Gershom Goren-
berg, The Accidental Empire: Israel and the Birth of the Settlements, 1967-1977 (New York:
Times Books, 2006), and Idith Zertal and Akiva Eldar, Lords of the Land: The War over
Israel’s Settlements in the Occupied Territories, 1967-2007 (New York: Nation Books, 2007).

14. For more on what more than forty years of settlement and occupation have done
to the Palestinian landscape, see Raja Shehadeh, Palestinian Walks: Forays into a Vanishing
Landscape (New York: Scribners, 2008). See also Daniel Monk, An Aesthetic Occupation:
The Immediacy of Architecture and the Palestine Conflict (Chapel Hill: Duke University Press,
2002).

15. R. Khalidi, The Iron Cage: The Story of the Palestinian Struggle for Statehood (Boston:
Beacon, 2006).

16. For some of the reasons for this hostility to the Palestinians, see R. Khalidi, Under
Siege: PLO Decision-making During the 1982 War (New York: Columbia University Press,
1986).

17. The United States supported the planned Fatah coup according to David
Rose, “The Gaza Bombshell,” April 2008, http://www.vanityfair.com/politics/features
2008,/04/gaza200804.

18. Israel vigorously denies that it is still the occupying power, describing the Gaza
Strip as a “hostile entity,” and treating it as such, while at the same time admitting some
responsibility for a minimal level of humanitarian assistance. The U.S. government
apparently does not concur. The CIA website states in reference to the Gaza Strip’s
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maritime boundaries (which are controlled by Israel): “Israeli-occupied with current
status subject to the Israeli-Palestinian Interim Agreement—permanent status to be
determined through further negotiation.” https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/
the-world-factbook/geos/gz.html. Nor does Israeli legal expert Prof. Yoram Dinstein,
the former president of Tel Aviv University, concur. He stated at a seminar to assess the
results of the war held at the university’s Institute for National Security Studies on Janu-
ary 27, 2009, that Israel continues to occupy the Gaza Strip.

19. See R. Khalidi, “Responses to the War in Gaza,” London Review of Books, 31, 2 (Jan-
uary 29, 2009), pp. 5-6. For Egyptian policy toward Palestinians in Egypt, see Oroub
El-Abed, Unprotected: Palestinians in Egypt Since 1948 (Washington, D.C.: Institute for
Palestine Studies/Ottawa: International Development Research Institute, 2009).

20. In his Politicide: Ariel Sharon’s War Against the Palestinians (London: Verso, 2003).

21. Among the best and most consistent are those of the Jerusalem Media and Com-
munications Center. http://www.jmcc.org/index.php.

22. According to UNCTAD (United Nations Conference on Trade and Develop-
ment), in 2006 and 2007 (the last years for which data are available) the Gaza Strip had
rates of 34.8 percent and 29.7 percent, respectively, while the West Bank had rates of
18.6 percent and 17.7 percent.

23. The latest UNCTAD data for GDP/capita are for 2006, and are $1007 for the
Gaza Strip and $1285 for the West Bank.

24. David Rose, “The Gaza Bombshell,” April 2008.

25. I argue in Sowing Crisis: The Cold War and American Dominance in the Middle East
(Boston: Beacon, 2009) that the American-Iranian confrontation at the end of the Bush
years resembled nothing so much as a smaller regional version of the old American-
Soviet Cold War.

26. Between June 2004 and the end of 2007, 12 Israelis were killed by rocket and
mortar fire from the Gaza Strip, according to the Israeli human rights organization
B’tselem: http://www.btselem.org/English/Israeli_Civilians/Qassam_missiles.asp.
Israeli. During the same period, more than 1100 were killed in the Gaza Strip. Israeli
civilian casualties resulting from rocket and mortar fire from Gaza during the 22-day
Israeli offensive that started on December 27, 2008 totaled 3 killed and 182 wounded
according to the Israeli Magen David Adom Society, cited by the UN Office of the Coor-
dinator for Humanitarian Affairs. During Israel’s incursion into Gaza, 11 soldiers were
killed (most by “friendly fire”) and 339 wounded. Palestinian casualties according to the
Palestinian Centre for Human Rights Gaza amounted to 1434 killed (including 960 civil-
ians, 239 police officers, and 235 militants) and 5303 injured (including 2434 women
and children): http://www.pchrgaza.org.

27. The growing unpopularity of Hamas during a period when it was firing rockets
from the Gaza Strip can be seen in polling data from any of the reliable Palestinian
institutions that do regular public opinion polls: e.g., those of the Jerusalem Media
and Communications Center (http://www.jmcc.org/publicpoll/results/2008/index
.htm), which showed a decline in support for Hamas in four polls from November 2007
through November 2008: 19.7%; 17.8%; 16.4%, and 16.6%. Support for Fateh also
declined, from 40% to 31.3% at the end of the period.

28. See, e.g., Amos Harel and Avi Issacharoff in “Analysis: Israel’s Three Alternative
for the Future of the Gaza War” in Haarelz, January 9, 2009: “A senior officer admitted
Tuesday that the army’s secondary objective was to restore the serious blow dealt to its
self-confidence after the 2006 loss of the Second Lebanon War. This has already been
restored, he said.” According to the astute Israeli commentator Meron Benvenisti, writ-
ing in Haaretz (“Woe to the Victors,” January 22, 2009): “The masterminds of Operation
Cast Lead sought to characterize it in two contradictory terms: ‘the landlord has gone
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insane’ and is retaliating with unbridled savagery; and ‘controlled rage,” or a rational
military operation that is aimed at deterring the other side.” As Israeli historian Avi Sh-
laim put it in The Guardian (January 7, 2009): “The army top brass had been champing
at the bit to deliver a crushing blow to Hamas in order to remove the stain left on their
reputation by the failure of the war against Hezbollah in Lebanon in July 2006.”
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PALESTINIAN IDENTITY







CHAPTER 1

Introduction

The quintessential Palestinian experi-
ence, which illustrates some of the most basic issues raised by Palestinian
identity, takes place at a border, an airport, a checkpoint: in short, at any
one of those many modern barriers where identities are checked and
verified. What happens to Palestinians at these crossing points brings
home to them how much they share in common as a people. For it is at
these borders and barriers that the six million Palestinians are singled
out for “special treatment,” and are forcefully reminded of their identity:
of who they are, and of why they are different from others.

Such borders and barriers are rarely more than a source of passing
inconvenience for most of those citizens of the world who are fortunate
enough to possess an American, European, or other first world passport,
along with a sense of belonging so secure that it renders them blandly
oblivious to the problems identity can pose for others. But for Palestin-
ians, arrival at such barriers generates shared sources of profound anxi-
ety. This is true whether this is a formal frontier between states, or a mil-
itary checkpoint like those erected by Israel a few years ago between
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Arab East Jerusalem and its suburbs and immediate hinterland in the
West Bank,! or those currently maintained by Israeli and Palestinian
security forces through the West Bank and Gaza Strip.

Borders are a problem for Palestinians since their identity—which is
constantly reinforced in myriad positive and negative ways—not only is
subject to question by the powers that be; but also is in many contexts
suspect almost by definition. As a result, at each of these barriers which
most others take for granted, every Palestinian is exposed to the possi-
bility of harassment, exclusion, and sometimes worse, simply because of
his or her identity.? The dread with which Palestinians regard such
boundaries, and the potent—albeit negative—reinforcement of their
identity this fear engenders, can be understood only in light of the many
anecdotal examples of incidents at crossing points.

Countless stories bear out the reasons for this dread, such as that of
the Palestinian who was shuttled back and forth on airliners between
an Arab Gulf state and Lebanon for three weeks in 1991 because his
identity documents were not satisfactory to the authorities at either
end of his trajectory. In September 1991, Gaza Strip Palestinians car-
rying Egyptian travel papers who were expelled from Kuwait spent
twelve days sleeping in Cairo Airport because they did not have the
proper documents to enter Egypt or the Israeli-occupied Gaza Strip, to
go back to Kuwait, or to go anywhere else. Similarly, in July 1993,
numerous Palestinians expelled by Libya were stranded for weeks on
the Libyan-Egyptian border. Entire refugee camps sprang up in the
same no-man’s-land the following year, after the Libyan authorities
expelled thousands more Palestinians, whose travel papers were not
acceptable to any country. In August 1995, Palestinians with valid
refugee travel documents issued by Lebanon were suddenly denied re-
entry into that country because they did not have a visa—a require-
ment that had been imposed during their absence. Among them were
members of the Palestinian delegation returning from the interna-
tional women'’s conference in Beijing, who were shunted from airport
to airport for ten days before being readmitted into Lebanon—where
most of them had been born. Such stories of exclusion and denial,
which are common knowledge to Palestinians, and have long been a
feature of their literature,® are but the grotesque tip of an iceberg.
Such problems touch every Palestinian in some way, although there are
important gradations.

Most unfortunate of all Palestinians are the carriers of travel docu-
ments—which are not technically passports—issued by Egypt or Israel
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for residents of the Gaza Strip (those issued by Israel list “undefined”
under the category of “Nationality”), or by Lebanon for Palestinian
refugees residing there. Because their travel documents list them as
stateless Palestinians (and there are more than one million people
among this category in the Gaza Strip and Lebanon), they are more sub-
ject than any of their compatriots to anxiety, humiliation, and frustra-
tion at barriers or border crossings. It remains to be seen what protec-
tion from such concerns will be provided by the Palestinian passports
the Palestinian Authority began to issue in Gaza and the West Bank in
1995, but whose validity is still not recognized by some states. They will
not in any case help Palestinians in Lebanon, who are not entitled to
carry them.

Beyond all this, inhabitants of the Gaza Strip must have at least three
different identity documents to get out of the Strip and into Israel, or
anywhere else, since all access to and from the Gaza Strip is via Israel.
Most of them are originally from regions of Palestine incorporated into
Israel during the 1948 war, at which time the indigenous population was
driven into the Gaza Strip, in an early example of what is now fashion-
ably called “ethnic cleansing.” Only a lucky few, currently under 5 per-
cent of the Gaza Strip’s population of 800,000, possess all three of these
identity documents. For the rest of this population, even today, after the
signing of the Palestinian-Israeli accords of September 1993 and
September 1995, the 323 sq. km. of the Strip are their prison, sur-
rounded on all sides by closely guarded barbed wire fences with only one
exit, which most of them are not allowed to use, and beyond which lie
their former lands, now part of Israel.

In an intermediate category are Palestinians residing in Jordan and
Syria; the former carry Jordanian passports, and the latter Syrian pass-
ports marked as Palestinian travel documents. Travelers from among
these two groups are often singled out for adverse treatment, since it is
well known to international security authorities that a large proportion
of Jordanian passport holders are Palestinians, while the Syrian travel
document clearly identifies them as such. Since 1988, West Bank resi-
dents have carried Jordanian passports which, unlike those held by
other Jordanians, are valid only for two years.* West Bankers, who used
to be able to obtain Israeli travel documents before the 1995 Palestinian-
Israeli accords, are no longer eligible for these, but can now obtain only
the new passports issued by the Palestinian Authority.

Even those few Palestinians who by the chance of birth, marriage, or
emigration have managed to acquire United States, European, or other
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first world passports, find that barriers and borders remind them inex-
orably of who they are. This is especially true if they return to their
homeland, which they have to do via points of entry controlled exclu-
sively by Israel; or if they travel to virtually any Arab country. The border
guard’s ominous words “Step out of line and follow me” are depressingly
familiar to Palestinians waiting their turn at these crossing points. They
all know well that notwithstanding their first world passports, their trou-
bles—and the special interrogations they are subjected to just because
they are Palestinians—have only just begun.

This condition of suspense in which Palestinians find themselves at
borders means that as far as the world, or at least a large part of it, is con-
cerned, the Palestinian’s identity remains in question. This identity is
therefore a source of anxiety to governments and their security authori-
ties, which like things to be unambiguous and explicitly designated.’
This is particularly true of the governments of Israel, Jordan, Lebanon,
Syria, and Egypt, under whose jurisdiction the majority of Palestinians
have lived since 1948.

The anxiety of these governments is displayed notably at the fron-
tiers Palestinians are obliged to cross most often. Thus at the Allenby
Bridge between Jordan and the West Bank, the main avenue of entry
and egress for the Palestinians of the West Bank, the hundreds of thou-
sands of Palestinians who travel back and forth annually have for three
decades been routinely subject to a border crossing ordeal imposed by
Israel. This has not improved much since the Palestinian-Israeli self-
rule accords. In summertime, when most families travel, these formali-
ties can more than triple the length of the journey from Amman to
Jerusalem, which took under three hours before 1967. In one of the
hottest places on the face of the earth, located 1,200 feet below sea level
in the Jordan River Valley, Palestinian travelers have to stand in the blaz-
ing sun, waiting to be subjected to a minute and humiliating search
process during which electrical devices, cosmetics, and any tubes or
containers are confiscated (foreigners are not subject to this ordeal,
although the process can be lengthy for them as well).

With entry from the Gaza Strip into Israel being restricted only to the
lucky few possessing the right number and type of Israeli-issued identity
cards already mentioned, it remains only to note that entry into Egypt
from Gaza has always been exceedingly difficult for Palestinians since
the days when Egypt ruled the area, from 1948 to 1967. Finally, for
Palestinians, whichever passport they carry, passage via Ben Gurion air-
port—the main air gateway into the country—generally involves a
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lengthy interrogation and search procedure by plainclothes security offi-
cers upon arrival, and a similar but often lengthier process on depar-
ture. These “arrival ceremonies” take place in a special room set aside
exclusively for Palestinians.

Such experiences are so universal that a Palestinian wit has said that
whenever an independent, sovereign Palestinian state with full control
over its own borders is finally created, its border guards will be specially
trained to show precisely the same exquisite courtesy as has so long been
bestowed on Palestinians to citizens of all those countries which had sin-
gled them out for “special treatment.” These border guards will be
under strict orders to repeat to every citizen of these countries the same
words that Palestinians have heard so often since 1948: “Step out of line
and follow me.”

At a time when internal and international barriers to the free move-
ment of people and ideas are crumbling rapidly in many places, those
barriers remain in place for Palestinians, and some have been newly
erected, like those around Jerusalem. The fact that all Palestinians are
subject to these special indignities, and thus are all subject to an almost
unique postmodern condition of shared anxiety at the frontier, the
checkpoint and the crossing point proves that they are a people, if noth-
ing else does.

Ironically, it is Israel, the prime agitator for and beneficiary of the free
movement of Soviet Jews, which has been responsible for many of these
suffocating restrictions on the movement of Palestinians. There is clearly
a paradox here. Its core is that Israelis, many of them descended from
victims of persecution, pogroms, and concentration camps, have them-
selves been mistreating another people. We thus find that the sins done
to the fathers have morally desensitized the sons to their sins toward oth-
ers, and have even sometimes been used to justify these sins. (Many
Lebanese would bitterly say the same thing about the behavior of the
PLO in Lebanon between the late 1960s and 1982.)

This intertwined history, this counterpoint between two extraordi-
nary narratives, and the interplay between two senses of identity which
have certain things in common with each other, but are completely dif-
ferent in so many other ways, is one of the themes that stands out in any
study of the emergence of Palestinian national identity. The fact that
these two—and other—narratives are so intertwined, and often give
completely different significance to the same places, events, and people
in the same land, makes it harder to disentangle the Palestinian narra-
tive, or to convey it to Western readers who are generally conversant only
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with the Jewish-Israeli one, or the Christian biblical one. The purpose of
this book is to overcome these impediments, in order to explain how a
strong sense of Palestinian national identity developed in spite of, and in
some cases because of, the obstacles it faced.

II

This examination of the construction of the national identity of the
Palestinian people is divided into eight chapters. Chapter 2 examines
different narratives in their history and some of the constituents of
Palestinian identity, in particular those relating to Jerusalem. It explores
why it is so difficult to perceive the specificity of Palestinian nationalism.
This is so partly because of the way in which identity for the Palestinians
is and has always been intermingled with a sense of identity on so many
other levels, whether Islamic or Christian, Ottoman or Arab, local or
universal, or family and tribal. The chapter also explores how the
Palestinian narrative intersects with other powerful narratives, religious
and national, which focus on Palestine and Jerusalem, in some cases
drawing on them and in others clashing with them. One of the main
arguments of this book, first laid out in this chapter, is that the fierce
conflict between the Palestinian and Zionist narratives which developed
at an early stage in the history of both is among the reasons why
Palestinian identity is so poorly understood. In addition, several over-
lapping senses of identity are involved in the process of how Palestinians
have come to define themselves as a people, which can lead to others
misunderstanding or misintepreting them.

Chapter 3 examines the various constituents of Palestinian identity
in the intellectual and cultural realms that theorists and historians of
nationalism primarily focus on. Concentrating on Jerusalem before
1914, this chapter examines the elements that shaped the emerging
identity of Palestinians in the late Ottoman era, when they had multi-
ple loyalties to their religion, the Ottoman state, the Arabic language,
and the emerging identity of Arabism, as well as their country and local
and familial foci. Among the institutions involved were the press,
schools, religious establishments, the organs of the Ottoman state,
clubs, libraries and charitable organizations, and political groups.
Other elements shaping identity included extended family linkages,
traditional connections to other parts of Palestine, and the impact of
foreign missions, diplomats, and visitors.
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Chapter 4 moves to the specific, focusing on the lives of two individu-
als from this era and several of their compatriots who exemplify the shift-
ing identities of Palestinians before World War I. These two men, Yusuf
Diya’ al-Khalidi and Ruhi al-Khalidi, uncle and nephew, were scholars,
writers, and diplomats who served as representatives of Jerusalem in the
Ottoman Parliament in 1876-78 and 1908-13 respectively. Through an
examination of their lives and their writings, and those of colleagues and
contemporaries of theirs such as Sa‘id al-Husayni, Muhammad Hassan
al-Budayri, ‘Arif al-‘Arif, and Musa al-‘Alami, the choices open to their
generation in terms of identity become clearer, and it is possible to
understand more fully the matrix out of which Palestinian identity
emerged in the early twentieth century.

Another aspect of the crucial role Zionism played in shaping Palestin-
ian identity is examined in chapter 5. Rather than looking at ideology,
where the encounter between these two emerging identities is so often
examined, this chapter focuses on what happened on the land at the
very outset of the interaction between the two nascent national move-
ments. Palestinian peasant resistance starting more than a century ago
was the first harbinger of a conflict which throughout has focused on
control of land, and has been animated on the Palestinian side by a
dynamic often propelled from below rather than from above. It was peas-
ants driven off their farmland by Zionist land purchases, mainly from
absentee landlords, in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
who first understood the nature of the process of colonization affecting
Palestine. Their struggle for their rights in turn alerted the urban intel-
lectuals who thereafter played a prominent role in the opposition to
Zionism, even as they helped to shape Palestinian identity.

The role of the press in the early Arab reaction to Zionism between
1908 and 1914 is covered in chapter 6, which carries further the exami-
nation of the interplay between Palestinian identity and Zionism, focus-
ing on how newspapers in Palestine and other parts of the Arab world
catalyzed attitudes toward Zionism while at the same time shaping ideas
of identity. This chapter also shows how the press in neighboring Arab
countries, particularly in Beirut, Cairo, and Damascus, focused on the
issue of Zionism, in some cases playing a leading role in the opposition
to it. This illuminates concretely the interplay between the Palestinian
and the Arab elements, not only in the reaction to Zionism, but also in
the constitution of Palestinian identity. Examining the press in this way
also helps to correct the oversimplified view that this identity was pri-
marily a response to Zionism.®
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Chapter 7 deals with the crucial first years of British control of
Palestine, from 1917 until 1923, when the Balfour Declaration and the
League of Nations Mandate gave international legal sanction and great-
power support to the claims of Zionism, and when the nascent Palestinian
polity had to respond to this powerful concatenation of forces. The focus
here is on the shift from Arab/Ottoman to Palestinian/Arab identity,
which took place at the beginning of the period in response to these
watershed events; and on the role of the press, education, and other ele-
ments of civil society in mobilizing the emerging Palestinian national con-
sciousness. The chapter also examines the uneven development of this
consciousness, and the strong divisive tendencies in Palestinian society—
regional, familial, and social—which have lingered on since the 1920s.

In conclusion, chapter 8 eschews a straightforward historical narra-
tive, taking as its focus first the reasons Palestinian identity did not sim-
ply disappear during the barren years of dispersion, exile, and control
by others from 1948-1967, and the role of the PLO and its constituent
groups in developing and shaping this identity in new ways until 1982.
It also touches on an event which, like the peasant resistance to Zionism
of the pre-World War I period, was animated by the grass-roots rather
than by urban elites: the 1936-39 revolt. This seismic occurrence in
Palestinian history, and its tragic sequel for the Palestinians, the war
and expulsions of 1947-49, are examined here not primarily in terms
of their causes, effects, and implications, but rather as they served to
shape Palestinian identity as it emerged after 1949 into the bleak new
dawn of occupation, expulsion, control by a variety of powers, and the
attendant shattering of Palestinian society.



CHAPTER 2

Contrasting Narratives of
Palestinian Identity

What are the limits of Palestine? Where
does it end and where does Israel begin, and are those limits spatial, or
temporal,! or both? More specifically, what delimits the modern history
of the Palestinian people from that of the Israelis, who over the past half
century have come to dominate the country both peoples claim? Finally,
what is it that demarcates Palestinian history from the larger canvas of
Middle Eastern and Arab history, and from the history of the neighbor-
ing Arab states, Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, and Egypt? In other words, what
in Palestinian identity is specific and unique, and what must be under-
stood in the context of broader historical narratives, whether those of
Zionism and the state of Israel, or those of Arabism and the neighboring
Arab nation-states, or those of Islam and the Muslims?

Although Palestinian identity undoubtedly involves unique and spe-
cific elements, it can be fully understood only in the context of a
sequence of other histories, a sequence of other narratives. Stuart Hall
and others have argued that this is true generally: that identity “is partly
the relationship between you and the Other.”? As Edward Said puts it in



CONTRASTING NARRATIVES OF PALESTINIAN IDENTITY

“

the new afterword to Orientalism: “ . . . the development and mainte-
nance of every culture require the existence of another, different and
competing alter ego. The construction of identity . . . involves the con-
struction of opposites and ‘others’ whose actuality is always subject to the
continuous interpretation and reinterpretation of their differences
from ‘us.” ™3

Clearly, this relationship between definition of the self and of the
other is characteristic of many peoples in the Middle East and elsewhere,
particularly those in the numerous nation-states established since World
War I. For all of these peoples, transnational identities (whether reli-
gious or national), local patriotism, and affiliations of family and clan
have competed for loyalty. The pull of competing loyalties has been con-
siderably stronger for the Palestinians than for others, so that these mul-
tiple foci of identity are characteristic features of their history.

Why is this the case? Part of the answer is relatively simple: unlike most
of the other peoples in the Middle East, the Palestinians have never
achieved any form of national independence in their own homeland. In
spite of some success in asserting their national identity inside and out-
side Palestine, they have consistently failed over the years to create for
themselves a space where they are in full control or are fully sovereign.
The Palestinian “state within a state” in Lebanon from the late 1960s
until 1982 was a partial exception, but it was ultimately not a happy expe-
rience for any of those concerned, for it had no sovereign authority, was
not in Palestine, and existed at the expense of the Lebanese, many of
whom came to resent it bitterly.? The newly formed Palestinian Authority
in the West Bank and Gaza Strip is explicitly denied sovereignty in the
accords of 1993 and 1995 between the PLO and Israel which established
it, and has only the most limited forms of control over a fraction of the
territory of these two regions.

This absence of sovereignty throughout their history has denied the
Palestinians full control over the state mechanisms—education, muse-
ums, archaeology, postage stamps and coins, and the media, especially
radio and television—which myriad recent examples show is essential
for disseminating and imposing uniform “national” criteria of identity.
The new Palestinian Authority has control of some of these tokens of
self rule, but many others are still firmly under Israeli control, while
Palestinian self-determination and independence are currently exclud-
ed for at least a five-year interim period, which is supposed to end in
1999, but may well continue beyond that date. Explaining this failure
thus far to achieve statehood and sovereignty, in terms of both the
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external and internal factors responsible, is a central problem of mod-
ern Palestinian historiography.

The Palestinians resemble a few other peoples in the modern era who
have reached a high level of national consciousness and have developed
a clearly defined sense of national identity, but have long failed to achieve
national independence. In the Middle East, these include the Kurds and
(until their recent achievement of independence) the Armenians. All
three peoples had reason to expect the self-determination promised by
Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points in the wake of the breakup of the
multinational Ottoman state during World War I, and all were disap-
pointed. In spite of the sufferings of Kurds and Armenians, however, they
are now in some respects freer than the Palestinians, and less subject to
domination by others. The Armenians finally have an independent
republic, albeit one engaged in border conflicts with neighboring Azer-
baijan, and located in only part of their ancestral homeland. The Kurds,
although denied statehood, currently enjoy an ambiguous international
protection in northern Iraq, while a decade-long conflict with the author-
ities in Turkish Kurdistan continues. In spite of these differences, all
three of these Middle Eastern peoples are in some ways comparable. They
have all been denied self-determination by the great powers in the settle-
ments imposed on the Middle East after World War 1% they live in dis-
puted homelands that overlap with those of other peoples, and the terri-
tory they claim has ambiguous and indeterminate boundaries.

Given these similarities, an exploration of Palestinian identity thus
has the potential to clarify the specific history not only of Palestine and
its people in the modern era, but also of others in the Middle East,
including all those with whom the Palestinians have been so intimately
involved. It touches as well on broader questions of national identity and
the overlapping frontiers of national narratives, national myths and
national histories that are relevant far beyond the Middle East. This can
help us to understand how a polity which can be understood as a unified
people for certain purposes can also be subject to fragmentation. It thus
employs the history of a people that has still not fully or successfully
defined itself in the eyes of others to illuminate the processes at work in
the self-definition of more “successful” peoples, including the neighbors
of the Palestinians themselves.

What follows is not a reinterpretation of the history of Palestine or the
Palestinian people, grounded in new research in primary sources (al-
though it is largely based on such research). It is, rather, an exploration
of the interplay between the different narratives that make up Palestinian
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history, meant to illuminate aspects of the identity of a people about
which much has been written and said, but little is understood. Beshara
Doumani concludes his book, Rediscovering Palestine: Merchants and
Peasants in_Jabal Nablus, 1700-1900, with the words:

until we can chart the economic, social and cultural relations
between the inhabitants of the various regions of Palestine during
the Ottoman period, we cannot have a clear understanding of the
politics of identity, nor can we confidently answer the questions
of when, how, why, and in what ways Palestine became a nation in
the minds of the people who call themselves Palestinians today.6

This book does not purport to do anything so ambitious, although it
delves into the cultural, social, and economic relations that Doumani
correctly emphasises as the basis of identity. It is not even an attempt to
define fully those much written-about and heavily contested terms,
“Palestine” and “Palestinian people.” One of the subjects it does explore,
however, is why such a great deal of attention has produced so little use-
ful scholarship, for the degree of heat that is often generated by the very
mention of the terms “Palestine” or “Palestinian” is notable in itself. It is
even more striking in contrast to the small amount of light cast on the
subject by these copious writings.

The best explanation for this phenomenon of intense polemical heat
combined with scant intellectual light is that in Palestine many power-
ful and contradictory views of self and of history are conjoined. These
may be religious, whether Jewish, Christian, or Muslim; or secular, as for
example the focus of Masonic ritual on the Temple in Jerusalem; or
they may be national or supranational, whether Arab or Jewish. What-
ever their nature, however, these narratives of self and history that focus
on Palestine have an influence far beyond its boundaries, reaching mil-
lions who know of this land only through the texts produced by these
various currents of thought and belief, or perhaps in consequence of
brief pilgrimages. All of these people nevertheless feel that they know
the country intimately, whatever name they give it, and however they
visualize its boundaries.

Moreover, those who hold these views often do so with an intense pas-
sion combined with a dogmatic certainty about their beliefs, against a
background of nearly complete ignorance of Palestine and its history.
This unique combination of deeply held beliefs related to Palestine and
litdle concrete knowledge of it helps to explain the level of conflict the
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country has witnessed in the past. To take a distant example, an other-
wise almost incomprehensible sequence of events like the Crusades—a
series of ultimately futile attempts over more than two centuries by north-
ern Europeans to conquer and colonize part of West Asia—can be under-
stood only in terms of a combination of passion and ignorance. Thus, the
fervor of the Crusaders’ yearning for Palestine, which was apparent in
the willingness of so many to set off on such a daunting endeavor, was
matched only by these northern European knights’ obliviousness to the
complex political, cultural, and religious realities of Palestine and adja-
cent parts of the Islamic world in the eleventh, twelfth and thirteenth
centuries. The ignorance of the Crusaders, however, was no bar to their
lengthy and intense involvement in the affairs of the region.

To this day, the Crusades have a powerful resonance in Palestine and
far beyond its confines. For Palestinians and Israelis in particular, the
Crusades have been invested with special meaning, for one people as
representing the ultimate triumph of resistance to alien invasion and
colonization, and for the other as an episode to be contrasted unfavor-
ably with the more successful Zionist enterprise. Each side thus sees in
the Crusades only what it wants to see, and indeed we shall see many
direct and indirect references to the Crusades by Palestinians in the
pages that follow.” This continuing resonance is a testament both to the
ferocity of this two-century-long conflict, and to the power of self-con-
tained and self-reflective narratives like those of the Crusades. Such
accounts are grounded in the history of the country—for it was of course
the Christian connection to Jerusalem and the holy land that originally
provoked the Crusades—but they have an autonomous dynamic grow-
ing out of forces and passions whose original locus is elsewhere, and a
raison d’étre all their own, defined primarily in terms of medieval
European history. Thus the story of the Crusades is often told in isola-
tion from its context, neglecting the social implications of these massive
military campaigns inside Europe as well as their powerful and often dis-
astrous impact on the Jewish communities of Europe, the Byzantine
Empire, and the Islamic societies of the Middle East.?

1I
It is certainly not a coincidence that virtually all narratives about

Palestine—religious and secular, Jewish, Christian, and Muslim, Palestin-
ian, and Israeli—revolve around the city of Jerusalem, which has long
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been the geographical, spiritual, political, and administrative center of
Palestine. Indeed, it is in and over Jerusalem, which has such great sig-
nificance to so many people in so many different ways, that the contrast-
ing narratives regarding Palestine come most bitterly into conflict. Itis in
Jerusalem as well that one sees the most extreme instances of the various
local parties’ attempts to assert physical control over the country, and to
obtain validation of their conflicting claims to the space they share.

In Jerusalem, as elsewhere in Palestine, such validation is achieved
notably by the act of naming. This process is already strikingly evident in
the disputed naming of Palestine/Israel by the two peoples who contest
the same land: most Israelis and Palestinians today have in mind essen-
tially the same country, from the Mediterranean to the Jordan River, and
from the deserts in the south to the southern foothills of the Lebanese
mountains and Mount Hermon in the north, although they have differ-
ent names for it. This process of seeking validation for conflicting claims
is most fittingly symbolized, however, by the unremitting struggle over
the naming of Jerusalem. The city is called Yerushalaim in Hebrew (a
word derived from the Aramaic, meaning, ironically, “city of peace”). The
English derivative of this Hebrew name is Jerusalem, while translated
into Arabic it is rendered Urshalim. Since early in the Islamic era, how-
ever, Arabic-speakers have almost without exception called Jerusalem
either Bayt al-Magdis, meaning the House of Sanctity (a term that may
itself be drawn from the original Hebrew term for the Temple), or most
commonly al-Quds al-Sharif, the Noble Holy Place.’

But while Jerusalem might be expected to have different names in
different languages, what is at issue here is an attempt to impose on one
language a name based on usage in another. Thus in its Arabic-language
broadcasts, Israeli radio refers to the city exclusively as “Urshalim/al-
Quds,” and this is the name found on all official Israeli documents in
Arabic. Israeli television weather forecasts in Arabic shorten this to
Urshalim. Those who have mandated this usage seem to want to force
Palestinians to recognize the Hebrew name for the place, although
speakers of Arabic have had a perfectly serviceable name of their own
for the city for well over a millennium.

Although such measures may seem petty, they are related to the sig-
nificant process of attempting to signal control by imposing place
names. This has, for example rendered the West Bank as Judea and
Samaria in the official terminology used for Israel’s Hebrew, English,
and Arabic pronouncements and publications. For the past few decades
many such archaic or invented place names have been imposed through-
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out Palestine over the Arabic ones employed for many centuries and still
used by most of the present-day population (many of these Arabic
names, ironically, are based on earlier Hebrew, Aramaic, Greek, Latin, or
French Crusader names for the same sites).!? This process of naming is
an attempt to privilege one dimension of a complex reality at the
expense of others, with the ultimate aim of blotting the others out, or
decisively subordinating them to Israeli domination.!!

Another aspect of this process is visible in the sphere of archaeology.
Attempts to privilege one archaeological stratum over others are pred-
icated on a belief both that one stratum is “superior” or unique, and
that the past can be manipulated to affect the present by “proving” this
superiority. Thus, if one specific stratum of a city can be privileged, if
one set of names derived from that stratum (or taken from the Bible or
another ancient text and applied to that stratum) can be given pride of
place over all others below or above it, then a certain contemporary
“reality” claiming roots in the past can be imposed on the present, and
further consecrated.!?

This phenomenon is illustrated in the Arab neighborhood of Silwan,
which has developed out of an ancient village adjacent to and immedi-
ately south of the walls of the Old City in Jerusalem. Israeli settlers who
have occupied several homes in the midst of Silwan are attempting to
impose exclusive use of the name “City of David” (after the hillside
where King David is supposed to have built his capital alongside the ear-
lier Jebusite city), thereby giving their current claims the patina, pres-
tige, and legitimacy of a connection some 3,000 years old.1? In this they
are aided by various maps, tourist guides, and road signs produced by
the Israeli government, the Jerusalem municipality, and the Israeli
tourist authorities, which use the archaic name “City of David” wherever
possible in place of Silwan, the name used for centuries by the Arab
inhabitants (ironically, this Arabic name is derived from the biblical
Siloam, site of the pool of the same name!).

This contest over names has in the past had dimensions other than
the Palestinian-Israeli one. For example, books in Arabic published in
Jerusalem by Catholic presses in the early nineteenth century referred
to the place of publication as Urshalim (the name for the city used by
Eastern Christian churches that utilize Arabic in their liturgy), rather
than as al-Quds al-Sharif or Bayt al-Maqdis. A work published in Arabic by
the Franciscan press as late as 1865 still uses the term Urshalim for the
place of publication, even though the work is a petition presented to the
local government, which is described in the text of the petition itself as
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that of “al-Quds al-Sharif.”'* Similarly, a book on the history of the
Orthodox Church in Jerusalem, published in 1925 in Jerusalem, uses
the term Urshalim in the title, and the term al-Quds al-Sharif to describe
the place of publication.!s

This vestigial reluctance to use the common Arabic name, with its
Islamic overtones, even in works referring to that name somewhere on
their title pages, represents the last flickering of a rivalry for control of
Jerusalem between Islam and Christianity—a rivalry that began in the
seventh century with the city’s conquest by Muslim armies from Byzan-
tium, was greatly intensified during the Crusades, and abated only in the
early twentieth century.'® More recently, the devotion of some funda-
mentalist Western Christians to Israel, and their visceral hostility to Islam
and the Arabs, shows that a few embers of this ancient rivalry have not
been entirely extinguished.!”

The conflict over names in Jerusalem goes beyond the name of the
city itself. Jerusalem’s most prominent geographical feature, as well as its
most important site historically and religiously, is the vast man-made
plateau in the southeast corner of the Old City within its Ottoman walls.
This spacious rectangular platform (about 480 by 300 m.) is located
around a huge stone which is all that remains of the peak of Mount
Moriah, where Jews, Christians, and many Muslims believe the prophet
Abraham to have been commanded by God to sacrifice his son.!® From
this stone, Muslims believe, the Prophet Muhammad alighted on the
miraculous night journey from Mecca to Jerusalem described in the
Qur’an (17:1). The entire site, known in Arabic as al-Haram al-Sharif—
the Noble Sanctuary—encompasses a number of strikingly beautiful
Islamic structures, notably the al-Aqsa Mosque and the Dome of the
Rock, which have dominated and adorned this space for the past thir-
teen centuries.!?

The same site is known to Israelis and others as the Temple Mount.
Six centuries before the advent of Islam, it was dominated by the great
Temple built by Herod.?® This structure, destroyed by the Roman gen-
eral Titus, son of the Emperor Vespasian, in 70 A.D., was built in turn on
what was believed to be the site of earlier structures, going back to the
Temple described in the Bible as having been constructed by Solomon.
Much of the outer enclosure wall of the Herodian Temple compound
survives in its lower courses of finely finished cyclopean masonry, which
constitute the foundations for the eastern, southern, and western walls
of the Haram al-Sharif enclosure, built in its present form on the identi-
cal site by the Umayyads in the seventh century.
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Needless to say, Arabs and Israelis recognize only their own respective
names for this site, demonstrating that in much of what it does, each side
chooses to be oblivious to the existence of the other, or at least pretends
to be.?! In a sense, each party to this conflict, and every other claimant,
operates in a different dimension from the other, looking back to a dif-
ferent era of the past, and living in a different present, albeit in the very
same place. These two peoples, however, live cheek by jowl perforce, and
their awareness of this enforced coexistence is occasionally illustrated in
striking and bloody fashion, ranging from the so-called Wailing Wall
riots of 1929 (although sparked by clashes over the rights of the respec-
tive communities to this site, most of the violence took place elsewhere),
to the October 1990 clashes in which Israeli security forces shot and
killed 18 Palestinians and wounded more than 300 others inside the
precincts of the Haram al-Sharif.??

The conflict over this site, and over its name, extends down to levels of
even greater detail. Thus, as we have seen, the southernmost section of
the western wall of the Haram al-Sharif includes in its lower courses part
of the outer enclosure of the Temple compound built by Herod. Known
as the “Wailing Wall” or the Western Wall, ha-Kotel ha-Ma’raviin Hebrew,
this site has been the scene of public Jewish worship since the sixteenth
or seventeenth century, before which time such worship took place on
the Mount of Olives overlooking the eastern walls of the Haram.?®
Precisely the same section of this western wall is considered by Muslims
to be the site where the Prophet Muhammad tethered his winged steed
al-Buraq on the night journey “from the Masjid al-Haram [in Mecca] to
the Masjid al-Agsa [in Jerusalem]” described in the Qur’an (17:1). As
such, the spot has long been venerated by Muslims.?*

The very same wall is thus among the holiest of sites to two faiths, and
is naturally considered by each to be its exclusive property. Immediately
inside the wall of the Haram, near the Bab al-Maghariba gate, is a small
mosque called Jam:i‘ al-Buraq, commemorating the spot where al-Buraq
was supposedly tethered.?> The entire area to the west of the wall, until
1967 a residential quarter called Haret al-Maghariba, or the Moroccan
quarter, was established as a Muslim wagqf, or inalienable pious endow-
ment, in 1193 by al-Malik al-Afdal, the son of the Ayyubid Sultan Salah al-
Din (Saladin), who retook the city from the Crusaders. A few days after
Israel’s occupation of East Jerusalem in 1967, the entire Moroccan quar-
ter, including the four Muslim religious sites it encompassed, was demol-
ished, and its approximately 1,000 residents evicted, in order to create
the large open plaza that now exists west of the wall.?6 In addition to its
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frequent use for Jewish religious observances, this plaza has since 1967
become the site of Israeli national and patriotic mass gatherings, such as
torchlight ceremonies celebrating graduation from training for recruits
to elite army units, and political demonstrations by right-wing parties.

This disputed site thus displays elements of the various conflicting nar-
ratives—going back to those relating to the patriarch Abraham, vener-
ated by followers of all three monotheistic faiths—that lie behind the
complex identity of the Palestinians, the Israelis, and many others. This
conflict is illustrated by the archaeological excavations carried out for
many years after 1967 immediately to the south of the Haram al-Sharif, on
a site immediately abutting the al-Agsa Mosque, and the Western Wall/ al-
Buraq plaza. According to Meir Ben Dov, the Israeli field director of the
dig, this site “contains the remains of twenty-five strata from twelve dis-
tinct periods.”?” Each stratum is part of the identity of the Palestinian
people as they have come to understand it over the past century—encom-
passing the biblical, Roman, Byzantine, Umayyad, Fatimid, Crusader,
Ayyubid, Mameluke, and Ottoman periods28. At the same time, several
strata have special importance to others who revere Jerusalem (the
Byzantine and Crusader strata for Western Christians, for example, or the
stratum containing the southern steps of the Herodian temple—where
Jesus encountered the money-changers—for Christians and Jews alike),
and they are not treated equally by any means.?

Most importantly, central though Jerusalem is to the Palestinians and
to their self-image, it is also central to the self-image of their Israeli
adversaries. For both, it is important today as a space, and historically,
over time, as an anchor for modern identity.?® Yet the Israelis control
Jerusalem, and are able to expropriate, excavate, label, and describe
antiquities there as they please. They can thus put the stamp of author-
ity on narratives that give extraordinary weight to selected strata, thereby
successfully manipulating both the spatial and temporal aspects of iden-
tity, in pursuit of a clear nationalist political agenda. Their success can
be seen from the tides of foreign tourists that choke the narrow alleys of
the Old City for much of the year, most of them in groups led by Israeli
tour guides propagating a specific version of the city’s history.

It is interesting to speculate what a Palestinian version would look like
(there are a few clues to this already), and even more interesting to con-
template the possibility of a multidimensional narrative that would
reproduce all of Jerusalem’s ambiguity and the overlapping traditions it
represents, instead of reducing the complexity of the city’s history to a
single narrow dimension.
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111

One of the central arguments of this chapter is that several overlapping
senses of identity have been operating in the way the Palestinians have
come to define themselves as a people, senses that have not necessarily
been contradictory for the Palestinians themselves, but can be misunder-
stood or misinterpreted by others. As Palestinian identity has evolved over
time, its elements have varied, with some eventually disappearing and
others newly emerging. What follows is a discussion of this process, and of
the ways in which both collective traumas and major obstacles have played
a role in shaping and expressing a separate Palestinian identity, even
while problems internal to Palestinian society have helped prevent—thus
far at least—the realization of the Palestinian “national project.”

It is characteristic of both time and place that the intellectuals, writ-
ers, and politicians who were instrumental in the evolution of the first
forms of Palestinian identity at the end of the last century and early in
this century, figures who will be discussed further in the chapters that
follow (among them Sa‘id al-Husayni, Ruhi al-Khalidi, Najib Nassar, ‘Isa
al-‘Isa, Muhammad Hassan al-Budayri, ‘Arif al-‘Arif, Khalil al-Sakakini,
and Musa al-‘Alami), identified with the Ottoman Empire, their religion,
Arabism, their homeland Palestine, their city or region, and their family,
without feeling any contradiction, or sense of conflicting loyalties.3!

By the late 1920s and the 1930s, the way in which such individuals or
others like them related to these foci of identity had changed greatly.
The Ottoman Empire had disappeared, the importance of religion in
public life had declined somewhat, Arab nationalism and its association
with Syria had suffered defeats at the hands of the French (whose troops
drove an Arab nationalist government out of Damascus in 1920), and
Britain had received a mandate for Palestine within fixed frontiers,
wherein national rights had been promised for the Jewish minority, but
not mentioned for the Arab majority. All these changes intensified and
transformed the preexisting identification with Palestine of such people,
their contemporaries, and the generation that followed them into poli-
tics, education, and journalism, although they still continued to identify
with religion, Arabism, and their localities and families.

This process of identification with new entities—nation-states, or
nation-states-in-embryo in most cases—was not particularly unusual for
its time and place. The main difference was that that unlike Egyptians,
Iraqgis, Syrians or Lebanese, all of whom developed a loyalty to some form
of nation-state nationalism over approximately the same period (albeit in
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different ways in every case, and with markedly different understandings
of what the nation-state was, and how it related to the nation),3? the
Palestinians had not only to fashion and impose their identity and inde-
pendent political existence in opposition to a European colonial power,
but also to match themselves against the growing and powerful Zionist
movement, which was motivated by a strong, highly developed, and
focused sense of national identification, and which challenged the
national rights of the Palestinians in their own homeland, and indeed
the very existence of the Palestinians as an entity.

Although the Zionist challenge definitely helped to shape the specific
form Palestinian national identification took, it is a serious mistake to sug-
gest that Palestinian identity emerged mainly as a response to Zionism.33
Important though Zionism was in the formation of Palestinian identity—
as the primary “other” faced by the Palestinians for much of this cen-
tury—the argument that Zionism was the main factor in provoking the
emergence of Palestinian identity ignores one key fact: a universal process
was unfolding in the Middle East during this period, involving an increas-
ing identification with the new states created by the post-World War I par-
titions. In every case, this was based on the development of preexisting
loyalties and the inception of new ones, just as with the Palestinians. In
every case, these new identities can be shown to have been contingent,
conjunctural, and dependent on circumstances rather than essential or
primordial. As part of this universal process, moreover, Lebanese, Syrians,
Egyptians, Iraqgis and Jordanians all managed to develop their respective
nation-state nationalisms during the same period without the dubious
benefit of a Zionist challenge.34

The existence of overlapping senses of identity—including transna-
tional, religious, local, family, and nation-state loyalties—is to be expected
in such polities as these Arab states, where new national narratives have
developed in the context of the existence of many separate loyalties. In
some cases champions of different narratives of the nation have come
into conflict, which has resulted in the absence of even a minimal con-
sensus on national identity, as was long the case in Lebanon.® Most often,
however, such a consensus has eventually emerged. Although the phe-
nomenon of overlapping senses of identity characterizes all the neighbors
of the Palestinians, including the Israelis, there is one vital difference:
these neighboring peoples have lived for most of the past half century
under the rule of increasingly strong independent states, which gave sub-
stance to their national narratives and propagated them domestically and
internationally in an authoritative fashion.
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In contrast, the lack of a strong state—indeed of any state of their
own—has clearly had a great impact on the Palestinian sense of national
identity. In other Arab countries under European colonial and semicolo-
nial rule during the interwar period, a strong central state under at least
nominal indigenous control was accepted as a given (and indeed was a
required feature of the other Mandates conferred on Britain and France),
although it was also generally a site of fierce contestation among local
elites, and between them and the colonial power. In Palestine throughout
the Mandate period, however, the power of the state accrued exclusively
either to the British or to their Zionist proteégés, and was rigorously denied
to the Palestinians. We shall see in later chapters how being deprived of
access to formal state power then and afterward has affected the growth
of Palestinian identity, and what took its place, whether in the form of tra-
ditional social structures dominated by the old notable families, or paras-
tate formations like the PLO.

The major currents that have swept the Middle East during the twen-
tieth century, such as the Western powers’ definition of state bound-
aries, as well as Arabism, Islamic trends, Zionism, and the growth of
nation-state nationalisms in the Arab states, all affected the process of
Palestinian self-definition, but so did several more parochial factors—
among them a strong religious attachment to Palestine among Muslims
and Christians,® the impact over time of living within long-standing
administrative boundaries,?” and enduring regional and local loyalties.
These loyalties involved the intense attachment of the urban popula-
tion to their cities and towns, of the peasantry to their villages and
lands, and of both to their home regions.? While studies of Palestinian
nationalism have concentrated on its evolution in recent decades, in
fact most elements of Palestinian identity—particularly the enduring
parochial, local ones—were well developed before the climactic events
of 1948, although they continued to overlap and change both before
and after that date. The existence of such local identities was not pecu-
liar to Palestine, of course; but there, and elsewhere in the Arab world,
these parochial loyalties served as the bedrock for an attachment to
place, a love of country, and a local patriotism that were crucial ele-
ments in the construction of nation-state nationalism.

In 1948 half of Palestine’s 1.4 million Arabs were uprooted from their
homes and became refugees, while the traditional Palestinian political
and social leadership was scattered and discredited. In addition, the
political structures this class had dominated were pulverized, not to be
replaced for over a decade and a half, during which time there existed a
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leadership vacuum. Although a very few members of the traditional
notable families remained politically active in the years that followed,
none of them has since played a prominent leadership role in Palestin-
ian politics (Faysal al-Husayni may prove to be the first exception to this
rule). Were a basic core sense of national identity not already in place
among key segments of the Palestinian people, the catastrophic shock of
these events might have been expected to shatter the Palestinians as a
people, eventually leading to their full absorption into the neighboring
Arab countries. This indeed was what many of their opponents hoped
would happen.?

After 1948 the Palestinians in fact were to some degree integrated
into the Arab host countries, whether socially, economically, or politi-
cally, as might be expected given the overlapping identities of the
Palestinians with many of their neighbors. But instead of causing their
absorption into these countries, the trauma of 1948 reinforced preexist-
ing elements of identity, sustaining and strengthening a Palestinian self-
definition that was already present. The shared events of 1948 thus
brought the Palestinians closer together in terms of their collective con-
sciousness, even as they were physically dispersed all over the Middle
East and beyond. The catastrophic experience of 1948, and its impact on
different segments of the Palestinian people, is still a common topic of
discussion among Palestinians of diverse backgrounds and generations,
and ultimately a potent source of shared beliefs and values.

The overt obstacles to the expression of a separate Palestinian iden-
tity in national terms are thus worth examining, alongside the ideolo-
gies that competed for the loyalty of the Palestinian people or exerted
influence on them, from Ottomanism and Arabism, to Islam, to the
nation-state nationalism of the neighboring Arab nation-states. Whether
as elements of the Palestinians’ overlapping sense of identity, or as obsta-
cles to, or opponents of, the expression of this identity, all of these “oth-
ers” contributed, albeit in markedly different ways, to the Palestinians’
self-definition.

The main obstacles to the expression of a separate Palestinian iden-
tity included the external powers that have dominated the region dur-
ing the twentieth century, Britain and the United States, both of which
at different times perceived Palestinian nationalism as a threat to their
interests. As we have seen, the Balfour Declaration and the League of
Nations Mandate for Palestine (which governed British policy in
Palestine for three decades), explicitly excluded Palestinian national
rights, and did not even mention the Palestinians per se, whether as
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Palestinians, Arabs, or Syrians. They were referred to instead solely in
negative terms, as “the non-Jewish communities in Palestine.” This nega-
tion was an important prerequisite both for the denial of self-determi-
nation to the Palestinians, and for the British decision to favor Zionism:
for if the Palestinians had no determined identity,*’ they were unworthy
of self-determination, or at least less worthy than the Jews, who clearly
had a determined identity, now being posed in national rather than reli-
gious terms. At the same time as they denied Palestinian identity, both
documents enshrined the establishment of a Jewish “national home” as
Britain’s primary responsibility in governing Palestine. Except for a brief
period following the issuance of the 1939 White Paper, Britain remained
essentially faithful to this dual approach until 1947-48, when it success-
fully colluded with Jordan (and indirectly with Israel) to prevent the
emergence of the Palestinian state which was provided for in the United
Nations General Assembly’s plan for the partition of Palestine, embod-
ied in resolution 181 of November 1947.4!

As for the United States, although in 1947 it supported the partition
of Palestine and the creation of a Palestinian state alongside Israel, it
did nothing to help that state come into being against the machinations
of Jordan, Britain, and Israel, but instead materially assisted the nascent
state of Israel. Since 1948, the United States has followed essentially the
same course as Britain, supporting Israel but never conceding the valid-
ity of Palestinian national rights or the self-determination and state-
hood that their implementation would entail, and indeed frequently
making efforts to prevent their implementation. This policy was consis-
tent, although different administrations edged ambiguously toward
accepting certain Palestinian political rights, while invariably excluding
the most important right, that of national self-determination. For exam-
ple, while the 1978 Camp David agreement includes the phrase “the
legitimate rights of the Palestinian people,” it is clear from the context
that these are less than full rights of self-determination and indepen-
dence. Little has changed since then, whether in the U.S.-brokered
framework for the Middle East peace negotiations which started in
October 1991, or in the PLO-Israel Declaration of Principles signed on
the White House lawn in September 1993, and the self-rule agreement
that resulted from it signed in the White House in September 1995. All
of these documents produced under American patronage fail to pro-
vide for Palestinian self-determination or statehood.

The obstacles to the achievement of Palestinian national rights also
included the Zionist movement, which since its implantation in Palestine
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at the end of the last century has strongly opposed any expression of
independent Palestinian nationalism, Palestinian claims to the country,
and the exercise of Palestinian national identity. With few exceptions
(Ahad Ha-Am and Judah Magnes stand out among them), early Zionist
leaders, and Israeli politicians since the founding of the state, have
tended to see their conflict with Palestinian nationalism as a zero-sum
game.*? Beyond winning most of the early rounds of this game on the
ground in Palestine, they were able to carry their battle back to the inter-
national “metropolises,” of the era, whether London and Paris before
World War II or Washington and New York since then. In doing so, they
succeeded in gaining world support for their own national aspirations,
while at the same time they delegitimized those of their Palestinian
opponents before key segments of international public opinion.

Since the early days of the Zionist movement, Palestinian intellectu-
als and political figures perceived that Zionism had objectives that could
be achieved only at the expense of Palestinian aspirations, whether
framed in Ottoman, Muslim or Christian, Arab, Syrian, or narrowly
Palestinian terms, and they too generally came to hold a zero-sum view
of the conflict.*? One of the earliest recorded Palestinian reactions to
Zionism was a letter sent to the first leader of the modern Zionist polit-
ical movement, Theodor Herzl, in 1899 by Yusuf Diya’ al-Din Pasha al-
Khalidi [hereafter Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi], former mayor of Jerusalem
and deputy for the city in the 1877-78 Ottoman Parliament. In it, he
warned that the Palestinians would resist the aspirations of political
Zionism, which they understood could be achieved only at their
expense, and concluded, “leave Palestine in peace.”44 We will discuss
this letter further in chapter 4.

It may be asked why, given this early awareness, the Palestinians were
not more effective in their resistance to the Zionist movement. For the
effective and successful expression of Palestinian identity—meaning the
achievement of a greater measure of independent national existence,
up to and including sovereignty—was not obstructed solely by external
obstacles, powerful and numerous though these were. Internal factors,
resulting largely from the nature of the social structure of Palestine in
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, have also contributed to main-
taining the Palestinians in a state of dependence until the present day.

The general outlines of this social structure, fragmented along region-
al, class, religious, and family lines, were not peculiar to Palestinian soci-
ety: indeed they were common to many others in the Arab world in this
period. Other Arab countries, however, generally succeeded in tran-
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scending these divisions, at least in times of national crisis. At similar
times, the lack of cohesion of Palestinian society repeatedly hindered
effective, unified responses to the challenges posed by the formidable
foes of Palestinian nationalism.

It is illuminating to study the differences between the Palestinians
and the Arab peoples who over the past century developed national
frontiers and state structures and secured independence from the same
Western powers that denied these things to the Palestinians. Both Egypt
and Tunisia showed a high degree of cohesiveness, in spite of deep soci-
etal divisions, and managed to negotiate the difficult transition from
foreign occupation to independence with limited instability, dissension,
or domestic repression. In Syria and Iraq, the passage was stormier, with
national consensus harder to build, and less mutual tolerance and plu-
ralism in political life than in Egypt or Tunisia. The result was that
before and after independence in Syria and Iraq, internal sectarian,
social, and political tensions repeatedly exploded in bloody domestic
strife, leaving both countries with repressive, authoritarian states as the
price of this transition.*®

In the Palestinian case, what had to be achieved was more difficult
than in other Arab countries, for as we have noted, the opposition of
both Britain and the Zionist movement had to be taken into account.
But from 1918 until 1948, the Palestinians also demonstrated less ability
to transcend local, family, and political rivalries and to unify their efforts
against their common enemies than did Egyptians, Tunisians, Syrians,
Iraqis, and even the religiously divided Lebanese. In all these cases, the
respective national movements managed to display greater cohesiveness
and solidarity at critical moments in the struggle with the colonial power
than did the Palestinians: Egypt in 1919 and 1936; Tunisia in the mid-
1950s; Syria in 1925-26 and 1936; Iraq in 1941 and 1946-48; and
Lebanon in 1943. At times, the outcome was not an unequivocal victory,
but in all cases the ultimate result was independence.

Certainly, the lack of access after 1918 to state structures (or indeed
to any meaningful level of government: the top posts in the mandate
administration were reserved for the British*®) hindered the Palestin-
ians by comparison with their Arab neighbors. Most other Arab coun-
tries either had a preexisting state with a degree of independence, as in
Egypt or Tunisia, which had autonomous, hereditary regimes under the
Ottomans before European occupation in the 1880s, and retained them
afterwards; or the European powers were bound by the terms of League
of Nations mandates to create such state structures and eventually to
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hand over power to them. We have already seen that this was not the case
with regard to the Palestine mandate. Moreover, in Palestine the Zionists
built their own exclusive, well-funded parastate structures with the bless-
ing of the mandatory authority and in keeping with the terms of the
Mandate, even while benefiting inordinately from the British-created
administrative structures of the Government of Palestine.

But in addition to these special disadvantages affecting the Palestin-
ians, it might also be argued that Palestine, and especially the hilly cen-
tral Nablus-Jerusalem-Hebron axis whence came most of the political
leaders, was simply less developed economically, and therefore had
evolved less socially and politically, than had the urban areas of Egypt,
Syria, Iraq, and Lebanon during this period.*” Moreover, even in neigh-
boring Lebanon and Syria, which were most similar to Palestine, politi-
cal leadership tended to come not from the towns of the relatively iso-
lated hill areas, but rather from the middle and upper classes of the
larger and more socially, economically, and politically developed cities
of the coast and the interior plains: Beirut, Aleppo, and Damascus. In
1942, these cities had populations of 233,000, 257,000, and 261,000
respectively, while the three largest cities in Palestine with Arab popu-
lations—Jerusalem, Haifa, and Jaffa—had populations of 143,000,
116,000, and 89,000, with only about 180,000 of the three cities’ total
population of 348,000 being Arabs.8

In Palestine, by way of contrast, while in the early part of the twenti-
eth century Jaffa and Haifa were the fastest growing cities, and were the
commercial and economic foci of the country, as well as centers of intel-
lectual and cultural life and of press activity (and by 1948 had the
largest Arab populations of any cities in the country—Ilarger even than
Jerusalem), Jerusalem, Nablus, and other cities and towns of the hills
tended to dominate political life. The implication is that Palestinian
politics tended to be most influenced by these hill areas where reli-
gious, clan, family and parochial perspectives were more prevalent,
rather than by the coastal cities where working class associations, radi-
cal urban religious groups, commercial and business concerns, and
intellectual and social organizations were most active.*’

Certainly, political party organization, sustained mass political mobi-
lization, a vigorous independent political press, and many other features
of “modern” politics, which had burgeoned rapidly at this time in other
Arab countries, were relatively underdeveloped in Palestine when the
crucial test of the 1936-39 revolt arose.5’ Palestinians showed great soli-
darity in the opening phases of this revolt, which was started and sus-
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tained by the grassroots rather than the traditional political leadership.
It is also true that the strong religious, family, and local loyalties that
characterized this society were initially a great asset during the revolt.>!
Nevertheless, in the end the lack of organization, and of nation-wide
structures, as well as the urban-rural, class, and family divisions that
bedeviled Palestinian society reemerged, splintering the internal front
even as the British mounted a fierce campaign of repression in late 1938.
The result was a crushing military and political reverse for the Palestin-
ians. This reverse was perhaps inevitable, since it is difficult to imagine
the British Empire accepting defeat at the hands of the Palestinians,
however sophisticated their leadership and organization, at this crucial
juncture just before World War II, and in an area the British considered
to be of vital strategic importance to them. The likely inevitability of this
reverse made it no less devastating.

The decisive defeat in 1936—-39 had fatally weakened the Palestinians
by the time of their desperate final post-World War II struggle with the
Zionist movement to retain control of some part of what they passion-
ately believed was their country. In consequence, when expeditionary
forces of four Arab armies entered Palestine on May 15, 1948, the
Palestinians had already been militarily overwhelmed by the forces of
the Haganah, the Palmach, and the Irgun in a series of sweeping routs
which ended in the loss of Jaffa, Haifa, Acre, Tiberias, and many other
cities, towns, villages, and strategic communications routes. The defeat
created a political and military vacuum the nascent Israeli state rapidly
filled, together with the armies of several Arab states, which proceeded
to lose much of the rest of Palestine to the victorious Israelis.

It was not until the mid-1960s that the rebirth of Palestinian nation-
alism would put the Palestinians back on the political map of the Middle
East. By this time, a new middle class leadership had emerged at the
head of effectively organized political structures like Fatah and the
Movement of Arab Nationalists, eclipsing the traditional leaders who
had failed during the mandate period.5? The legacy that those leaders
left to their successors included the heavy burden of repeated political
defeats culminating in the disaster of 1948, and the complete frustration
of Palestinian aspirations for independence and sovereignty.

Yet this sequence of setbacks, far from weakening it, seems to have
reinforced the sense of Palestinian national identity that had emerged
over the preceding decades out of the disparate strands of religious and
local attachments to Palestine, commitment to Arabism, and resistance
to what Palestinians perceived was the creeping encroachment of the
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Zionist movement on their homeland. The Palestinians held fast to this
strong sense of identity after 1948, both those who became refugees, and
those who remained in their homes inside Palestine. Even while it con-
tinued to evolve and change, this sense of identity remained the foun-
dation upon which the Palestinian nationalist groups that emerged after
1948 were to build.

Iv

Given this background, how has the way Palestinians define their iden-
tity changed over time? While it is difficult to date precisely when a dis-
tinct sense of Palestinian identity first emerged, there is little doubt that
it emerged unevenly—in different ways among different groups and in
different areas—and that it always coexisted with other forms of identi-
fication, such as religion or family. Important roots of this identity go
back before the development of modern national consciousness. But
there is considerable evidence that much of the population of Palestine
came, in Benedict Anderson’s term, to “imagine” themselves as a politi-
cal community, with clear boundaries and rights to sovereignty, early in
the twentieth century.®® This section recapitulates some of the stages in
this process, concluding with a warning of the pitfalls that threaten those
who study the topic.

The incipient sense of community-as-nation can be seen in an article
by Najib ‘Azuri, a former Ottoman official in Palestine, in the newspaper
Thamarat al-Funun on September 23, 1908. ‘Azuri suggested that the
newly restored Ottoman Parliament expand the existing sanjaq of Jeru-
salem northwards to include the northern regions of Palestine which at
that time were part of the vilayet of Beirut, stressing that “the progress of
the land of Palestine depends on this.”>* The idea of a clearly defined
political unit called “the land of Palestine,” with frontiers approximating
those later given to the country under the mandate, must have been
clearly present in ‘Azuri’s mind, and also in the minds of his readers, for
him to have made such a proposal. His proposal specifies a primary unit
of territory to which the residents of Palestine belonged and owed their
loyalty, and through which they should be represented in the Ottoman
Parliament. In ‘Azuri’s case, we know from his book Le Reveil de la nation
arabé® that he had a clear sense of Palestine as a country—the book con-
tains an entire chapter on the history, geography, population and admin-
istration of Palestine—and of the potential impact on it of the rise of the
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Zionist movement. There are many other indications that such an “idea
of Palestine” existed at this time, among them the founding in Jaffa in
1911 of the influential newspaper Filastin (meaning Palestine), which in
the decades to follow was instrumental in spreading this idea.

Before the twentieth century, as we have seen, Ottoman Palestine had
been subject to a variety of administrative arrangements. The existing
sense of Palestine as a country, however, was little affected by Ottoman
administrative changes, in part because this sense was based on the long-
standing and firmly held religious idea common to all three monotheis-
tic faiths that Palestine within generally recognized borders was a holy
land. The importance of this idea for shaping the nascent nationalist
consciousness of Palestinians in the late nineteenth century has been
well traced by the late Alexander Schélch, in his masterful study,
Palestine in Transformation: 1856-1882.5% As he points out, for Muslims
this sense of Palestine as a country went back to the “Fada’il al-Quds” (or
“merits of Jerusalem”) literature, which described Jerusalem and holy
sites and places of note throughout Palestine, including Hebron,
Jericho, Bethlehem, Nablus, al-Ramla, Safad, Ascalon, Acre, Gaza, and
Nazareth for pilgrims and visitors to Palestine, and for the devout and
inquisitive elsewhere.’” These place names suggest that a clear idea of
the rough boundaries of Palestine, as a sort of sacred—if not yet a
national—space, already existed in the minds of authors and readers of
this Islamic devotional literature. A similar idea existed for Christians, as
well as for Jews.

This sense of Palestine as a special and sacred space recurs in the
historical record. In 1701, the French consul in Sidon paid a visit to
Jerusalem, an innovation never before permitted by the Ottoman
authorities. This produced a strong reaction from the local Muslim pop-
ulation, whose representatives met in the Haram al-Sharif. There, more
than eighty Muslim leaders representing the city’s main families,
together with several local military officials and large numbers of the
populace “including poor and rich,” deliberated and signed a petition
demanding that the Ottoman ruler, Sultan Mustafa II, revoke permis-
sion for such a visit.%®

The terms this document uses are telling.%° The petitioners remind the
Sultan that Jerusalem, called Bayt al-Magdis throughout the document, is
the first of the two gibla’s, or directions of prayer, and the third of the
Islamic holy places.®’ They salute the Sultan using his various titles, promi-
nently including that of protector of Jerusalem (hami Bayt al-Magdis).
They state that the consul carried with him an imperial document issued
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in Istanbul which gave him permission to remain in Jerusalem, something
that had never been allowed to a foreign diplomat under Islamic rule
since the conquest of the city by ‘Umar Ibn al-Khattab in the seventh cen-
tury, or its recovery from the Crusaders by Saladin in the twelfth.%!

Those present at the meeting argued to the qadi and the governor
that the consul’s visit to Jerusalem violated the conditions imposed by
‘Umar Ibn al-Khattab and later caliphs, and that his behavior was a great
evil, “especially since our city is the focus of attention of the infidels,”
suggesting considerable concern that the events of the Crusades could
be repeated. The petition warned that “we fear that we will be occupied
as a result of this, as happened repeatedly in past times,” another clear
reference to the Crusades. The qadi and the governor agreed with those
present and requested the consul to leave, which he did. In conclusion,
the petitioners asked that foreign consuls continue to be posted in
Sidon, as had always been the case in the past, and requested that the
Sultan prevent the French consul from remaining “in this holy land” (al-
diyar al-qudsiyya).%?

This petition recapitulates the idea of Palestine as a special and
sacred land with Jerusalem as its focus. Such a notion is found through-
out the fada’il al-Quds literature, and shows that the sense of Palestine as
an entity, whose importance Schélch stresses for the late nineteenth
century, was in fact clearly present at least two centuries earlier. A care-
ful reading of the petition shows that this idea of Palestine’s special
importance is, at least in part, rooted in the heightened Islamic concern
for Jerusalem and Palestine that followed the traumatic episode of the
Crusades. This idea was widespread, and persisted for centuries there-
after. One of the most eminent eighteenth-century religious figures in
Jerusalem, Shaykh Muhammad al-Khalili, in a wagfiyya document of
1726 establishing an endowment that survives to this day, warned that
the transfer of waqf property to foreigners in Jerusalem constituted a
danger to the future of the city, which must be built up and populated
if Jerusalem were to be defended against the covetousness of these
external enemies.®

Thus the assertion that Palestinian nationalism developed in response
to the challenge of Zionism embodies a kernel of a much older truth:
this modern nationalism was rooted in long-standing attitudes of con-
cern for the city of Jerusalem and for Palestine as a sacred entity which
were a response to perceived external threats. The incursions of the
European powers and the Zionist movement in the late nineteenth cen-
tury were only the most recent examples of this threat.
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These themes are reiterated during one of the earliest cases of orga-
nized opposition to Zionist land purchase in Palestine: the al-Fula (or
‘Afula) incident of 1910-1911. Many newspaper articles written in oppo-
sition to this sale stressed the special place of Palestine, for it was one of
the biggest purchases up to that point, and one of the earliest to lead to
the eviction of large numbers of Palestinian peasants. In two anonymous
articles in the Damascus paper al-Mugtabas, later reprinted in newspa-
pers in Haifa, Beirut, and elsewhere, much is made of the presence on
this land of the “fortress” of al-Fula, supposedly built by Saladin, and
shown in an illustration accompanying one article.5

This ruin, located at the center of the present-day Israeli settlement
of Merhavia, was what remained of the Crusader castle of La Féve.
Although not built by Saladin, it was captured by his forces in 1187, and
is not far from Mount Tabor, a site dominated in the twelfth century by
a still-extant Crusader fortress. The important thing was not whether the
ruin had originally been built by Saladin: it was that these newspapers’
readers believed that part of the heritage of Saladin, savior of Palestine
from the Crusaders, was being sold off (by implication, to the “new
Crusaders”) without the Ottoman government lifting a finger.

The government’s alleged dereliction of its duty to restrict Zionist col-
onization was the focus of speeches made in Parliament on May 16,
1911, by Ruhi al-Khalidi and Hafiz Sa‘id, deputies for Jerusalem. They
were joined in their critique by Shukri al-‘Asali, the newly elected deputy
of Damascus and former ga‘immagam (district governor) of the Nazareth
district, who had fought the al-Fula land sale in his previous post (and
was probably the author of the anonymous articles in al-Mugtabas about
it). In his Parliamentary intervention, al-‘Asali specifically mentioned
the fortress, saying that it had been captured by Saladin from the
Crusaders. But while this use of the Saladin/Crusader theme evoked the
danger of Zionism in the Palestinian and Arab press,® it produced only
derision in the Ottoman Parliament, where other speakers demanded
that the three deputies stop wasting the chamber’s time with nonexistent
problems such as that of Zionism.56

In Palestine, by contrast, such ideas were seriously received, for al-
Khalidi was reelected the following year in an election rigged by the
government to rid itself of opposition in the Arab provinces, even
though government loyalists described the debate on Zionism that he
initiated as an anti-governmental ploy.%” He retained his seat at a time
when other critics of the government lost theirs, at least in part because
in his speeches on Zionism before Parliament, which were widely
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reprinted in the local press, al-Khalidi appealed to ideas that resonated
with his Palestinian constituents.%® These long-standing ideas about
Palestine as a holy land under threat from without, to which these men
and others appealed, offered a focus of identity that was central to the
local Palestinian patriotism which was the forerunner of modern Pales-
tinian national consciousness.

This local patriotism could not yet be described as nation-state nation-
alism, for the simple reason that the prerequisites for modern national-
ism did not yet exist, notably the means for a political leadership to mobi-
lize large numbers of people and rapidly win them over to a single set of
ideas, especially the idea that they partook of the same fate and were a sin-
gle community. Yet the ideas represented in the 1701 petition were not
restricted to the elite, as is attested by the mass nature of the meeting at
which it was adopted. This continuing attachment to Palestine in the face
of an external threat constituted one of the bases upon which modern
Palestinian nationalism was built when the prerequisites for its emer-
gence—the press, historical novels, modern communications, the spread
of education, and mass politics—appeared in the early decades of the
twentieth century.

Following the 1908 Ottoman revolution, all these factors began to
function together. As before, Jerusalem was the focus of concern for
Palestinians,®® and the center of their responses to all external chal-
lenges. As in 1701, many Palestinians feared the territorial ambitions of
external powers, albeit with somewhat more reason than their eigh-
teenth-century predecessors. In the 1911 Parliamentary speeches just
mentioned, expressions of this fear were prominent: al-Khalidi warned
that “the aim of the Zionists . . . is the creation of a Israeli kingdom
[mamlaka isra’iliyya] whose capital will be Jerusalem,” while al-‘Asali
declared that the Zionists intended “to create a strong state, for after tak-
ing possession of the land they will expel the inhabitants either by force
or through the use of wealth.””

In spite of these early warnings, the Palestinians have been less suc-
cessful in defending their country in the face of the external and inter-
nal challenges they have faced in the twentieth century than were their
ancestors in 1701. Although Palestinian leaders in recent years have had
access to newspapers and rapid means of communication and organiza-
tion, while being able to wield new ideological tools giving them more
power than their predecessors to mobilize people, these instruments of
modern politics were not yet fully developed for most of the twentieth
century, nor had society changed rapidly enough to respond to them
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fully. Moreover, even though in many ways the Palestinians had become
a unified people, in others they were still fragmented, and understood
their history in terms of a multiplicity of narratives. Finally, the Palestin-
ians now faced foes with considerably greater abilities to organize and
mobilize than those they possessed.

To obtain a nuanced understanding of Palestinian history, we need to
comprehend how and why success in meeting these challenges eluded
the Palestinians, and why, in consequence, the Zionist movement tri-
umphed at their expense. In order to do so, we must give proper weight
to all the factors of unity and diversity that affect them, and all the dif- ‘
ferent narratives that intertwine to make up Palestinian identity. Our
objective should be scholarship that respects the specificity of the
Palestinian experience without sacrificing the sophistication derived
from an appreciation of how all these disparate narratives interact. This
may help prevent the study of Palestinian history from sinking to the
level of shameless chauvinistic self-glorification prevalent in much
nationalist-influenced Middle Eastern historiography, whereby the writ-
ing of much Arab, Turkish, Iranian and Israeli history has yielded to ide-
ological distortion, and a blindness to the different strands that com-
prise the current reality of each modern nation-state in the region.

In the Arab world what has most often been lacking—partly as a result
of the influence of early Arab nationalist historiography—is an appreci-
ation of the Ottoman and Islamic heritage in the genesis of existing Arab
nation-states. This deficiency is frequently combined with an overem-
phasis on even the most tenuous Arab connections, a tendency to
“Arabize” much Islamic and pre-Islamic history, and an overemphasis on
colonial influences. Turkish historiography has similarly slighted the
Ottoman roots of the modern republic, as well as the Islamic and non-
Turkish contributions to the Ottoman heritage, while rewriting earlier
history in light of modern Turkish nationalist canons. Much Iranian his-
toriography has minimized the influence of either non-Iranian or non-
Islamic elements in Iranian history, while over-stressing that of either
Iranian or Islamic factors (the Islamic revolution of 1979 is the demar-
cation line between these contradictory trends). Israeli historiography
and archaeology have often looked obsessively for evidence of a Jewish
presence in Palestine, the majority of whose population for millennia
were non-Jews, while neglecting elements of the larger pattern, except
as background to Jewish history.”!

The possible pitfalls for the study of Palestinian identity include simi-
lar obsessions with the larger framework into which the Palestinian case
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fits, particularly the Arab or Islamic contexts. There is also often a ten-
dency to see an essential Palestinian identity going well back in time,
rather than the complex, contingent and relatively recent reality of
Palestinian identity, and to stress factors of unity at the expense of those
tending toward fragmentation or diversity in Palestinian society and pol-
itics. Another unique pitfall is the tendency to focus on the external rea-
sons for the failure of the Palestinian people to achieve self-determina-
tion, to the exclusion of internal ones. The alignment between Britain
and Zionism for thirty years of the twentieth century, and that between
the United States and Israel since then, has unquestionably engendered
a daunting set of external challenges. But these facts cannot absolve stu-
dents of Palestinian history from asking whether the Palestinians could
not have improved their chances to realize their national project at cer-
tain critical junctures, and if they could have, what structural or other
reasons prevented them from doing so.

Focusing on Palestinian social dynamics, I have suggested answers to
these questions, and while there are other possible avenues of investiga-
tion, this would seem to be a fruitful one. It is hard for historians who
are part of a society still suffering from the direct effects of such a series
of historic failures to look self-critically at that society’s fissures and flaws,
while the consequences of not doing so are obvious. Much of the histor-
ical writing on this subject has been done by Israelis and others who har-
bor little apparent sympathy for their subject. It is necessary for those
with empathy, as well as that unique access to and understanding of
sources that often go with it, to address such questions rigorously.
Without rigor, the writing of Palestinian history risks being tainted by
the same chauvinism and disguised emotionalism that have already
affected the writing of much other modern Middle Eastern history.
These factors are partly responsible for leaving the Middle East field
behind others, mired in naked partisanship, engaged in provincial
debates of little interest to others, and cut off from trends that affect the
wider historical community. Although the study of Palestinian identity is
far from a tabula rasa, perhaps it is not too late to avoid these pitfalls. In
the following chapters we shall examine the genesis of this identity with
these warnings in mind.
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CHAPTER §

Cultural Life and Identity in
Late Ottoman Palestine:
The Place of Jerusalem

Given its religious importance to Mus-
lims, Christians, and Jews, it is easy to see why Jerusalem should have been
a touchstone of identity for all the inhabitants of Palestine in the modern
era as in the past. This was true although the ways in which this identity
was framed and understood, and its relationship to Jerusalem, changed
over time, and did so especially rapidly in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. Jerusalem was also important to the inhabitants of Palestine as
an administrative center, all the more so after 1874, when it became the
capital of an independent sanjag, which sent one deputy to the parlia-
ments of 1877-78, and three to those of 1908-1918. But Jerusalem was
also significant as a center of education, the press and other aspects of
intellectual and cultural life. This became even more the case following
the restoration of the Ottoman Constitution in 1908, which resulted in a
greater degree of public and political freedom than ever before.

Although Jerusalem was important as the capital of the district of
southern Palestine, its importance extended far beyond that. Its schools,
newspapers, clubs, and political figures had an impact throughout
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Palestine, even before the country’s British mandate boundaries were
established after World War I. This was partly a function of the religious
importance of the city, and of the sense we have already examined of
Palestine as a unit—albeit in religious terms, as a holy land, rather than
in political terms at the outset. But it also drew on the fact that the city
was a focus of the interests, aspirations and designs of foreign powers,
and of their diplomats, spies, tourists, and businessmen, so that both the
Ottoman authorities and the local inhabitants considered Palestine in
general and Jerusalem in particular to be under threat from without.

Notwithstanding its undoubted local, regional, and international
prominence, Jerusalem has, in the past century or so, not been the first
city in Palestine in terms of population and economic importance.
Although it was probably the biggest city in Palestine in 1800 and seems
to have retained that position until some time in the first half of the
twentieth century (when the Jaffa-Tel Aviv urban area overtook it), we
have seen that by the eve of World War I, the port cities of Jaffa and Haifa
were growing much faster, in keeping with the patterns of urban growth
throughout bilad al-sham (the Arabic term for greater Syria, or the lands
between the eastern Mediterranean littoral and the desert).! Increased
trade with Europe, the building of new railways for which these ports
were terminals, and the consequent stimulation of economic activity in
their immediate hinterland, all contributed to their growth, and made
them the commercial centers of the country.? By 1931, according to the
second British census of Palestine’s population, the Jaffa-Tel Aviv urban
area had a larger population than Jerusalem,® and as already noted, both
Jaffa and Haifa had a larger Arab population than Jerusalem by the end
of the mandate period.

While this chapter will focus on cultural and intellectual trends in
Jerusalem because of their impact throughout Palestine, it is important
nevertheless to recognize that other centers in the country, notably the
two main coastal ports, Jaffa and Haifa, but also Nablus, Hebron, Naza-
reth, and Gaza among others, were important foci of Palestinian cul-
tural and intellectual life, as well as being political, administrative and
economic centers.* Beshara Doumani indeed reminds us that during
most of the nineteenth century, “Nablus was Palestine’s principal trade
and manufacturing center.”® Beyond our focus on Jerusalem, we will
thus have occasion in this chapter to refer to cultural developments in
many of these other cities, particularly Jaffa and Haifa, whose dyna-
mism in so many spheres significantly affected the shaping of Palestin-
ian identity.
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There was dynamism and change in Jerusalem as well, however.
During the final half century of Ottoman rule in Jerusalem, as else-
where in the region, a momentous shift took place from a long-stand-
ing and stable Islamic system of justice and education, and the tradi-
tional intellectual pursuits and ways of thought that went with this sys-
tem, to Western-based forms in all these domains. In Palestine, this
change had its biggest effect in Jerusalem, which had for centuries
been the apex of the region’s judicial system, and an educational cen-
ter drawing scholars from the entire Islamic world. Before this shift
took place, the Islamic religious court in Jerusalem, al-mahkama al-
shar‘iyya, near the Haram al-Sharif, had been the focus of legal matters,
and the venue for mediating many of the most important social, eco-
nomic and political affairs of Jerusalem and the surrounding districts.
At the same time, the religious schools, the madrasas and kuttabs, sur-
rounding the Haram al-Sharif were the venues where those among the
city’s Muslim population with access to education received their basic
and higher learning. These same institutions were also the scene of the
initial stages of training for a career within the Islamic legal, educa-
tional, and administrative system which prevailed throughout the
Ottoman Empire and beyond. In the shari‘a court, as in the schools
and mosques, learned members of a number of prominent urban fam-
ilies held positions of varying prestige, power, and influence, often
handing them down from father to son. The next chapter looks at
examples of such personal trajectories.

Around the middle of the nineteenth century, the locus of power
began to shift dramatically in Jerusalem and other provincial centers
throughout the Ottoman Empire. New courts, administering laws based
partly on Western models and staffed by personnel trained in Istanbul,
were set up, and took over many of the legal tasks of the shari‘a courts,
which were gradually restricted to matters of personal status and inher-
itance. Similarly, secular schools that were open in principle to the
entire population were rapidly introduced, and became the path to
positions in the new, European-style bureaucracy of the Ottoman state.
As a result of these trends, within a few decades the venue for local pol-
itics, in Jerusalem and elsewhere, shifted from the courts, schools, and
religious institutions the old local elites had always dominated to new
arenas governed by a completely different set of rules. Equally impor-
tant, the new dispensation decisively tipped the balance between the
central government and local centers of power in favor of the former. In
consequence, the influence of formerly semiautonomous local elites in
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cities like Jerusalem rapidly became dependent on their relationship
with the central authorities.®

Given the material and other resources of these notable families, and
their experience in adjusting to the realities of power over the centuries,
it should not be surprising that they accommodated rapidly to this shift
from a system which had long been in place and from which they had
benefited substantially, to a new one, and in doing so largely managed to
preserve their standing and influence. Within a generation, most of the
same families who had for centuries produced the judges, teachers, offi-
cials, and preachers who dominated the old system had secured privi-
leged access to the modern educational institutions which were the path
to positions in the new legal, administrative, educational, and political
order. Although there they had to compete with others from more hum-
ble backgrounds trained like them in the new secular schools, or in the
growing number of new schools run by western missionaries, they still
retained many of their advantages, as we shall see in the next chapter.

This chapter will trace the changes in the cultural and intellectual life
of Jerusalem and other centers in Palestine that resulted from these new
circumstances, stressing both the important elements of continuity with
the traditional order, and the rapid incorporation of components of the
new one. Among the issues it will examine is how an elite whose prestige
and position had for centuries been a function of the centrality of reli-
gion in public life reacted to the late-nineteenth-century decline in the
importance of religion as an organizing principle of government. The
chapter will also explore the extent to which cultural and intellectual life
in Jerusalem—and by extension in the rest of Palestine—at the end of
the Ottoman era was in tune with similar developments elsewhere in the
Islamic world, particularly in neighboring Arab regions. It will conclude
by assessing how these developments occurring within a relatively
restricted circle of the elite in Jerusalem and other centers affected the
broader populace in the cities and towns and in the countryside, and
thus how these changes contributed to the shaping of identity in
Palestine in the late Ottoman period and afterward.

II
During the nearly eight decades between the beginning of the Tanzimat

reforms in the Ottoman Empire and the end of World War I, a pro-
found alteration took place in the situation in the Arab provinces.” This

38



CULTURAL LIFE AND IDENTITY IN LATE OTTOMAN PALESTINE

was a function of momentous transformations in the structure and
scope of government which resulted from the legal provisions of the
Tanzimat, from successful efforts to strengthen the Ottoman central
government, and from the intensive state-building activities of Sultan
‘Abd al-Hamid II (1876-1909). These changes were both the culmina-
tion of a long-standing drive from within to reform and modernize the
Ottoman state, and a response to external pressures which increased as
the involvement of the European powers in the Middle East grew apace.
We have seen that among the spheres most affected by these sweeping
changes were law and education. Both were areas where Arab notables
had traditionally held a certain advantage in the Ottoman system (as
they had under the Mamelukes and Ayyubids before that), largely
because of their command of the Arabic language. Arabic was naturally
instrumental in both the mastery of all the branches of the shari‘a, and
in education, which before the nineteenth-century reforms was based
almost entirely on religion.

Under the rapidly evolving new dispensation of the Tanzimat, educa-
tion was to a large degree secularized and brought under control of the
government, which established a network of new public schools through-
out the country, starting with provincial capitals and gradually expanding
the system. These schools were modeled in some ways on the foreign mis-
sionary institutions whose attractiveness to young students was feared by
Ottoman reformers. Unlike these foreign schools, however, the state pub-
lic schools taught most subjects in Turkish, and laid stress on Ottoman
patriotism.® Many of the numerous remaining private Muslim religious
schools followed the lead of government, Western missionary, and pri-
vate schools in introducing modern methods and teaching foreign lan-
guages and other nontraditional subjects, all of this alongside their stan-
dard religious curriculum.

As has already been mentioned, Ottoman legal institutions were also
transformed during this period, and a new network of law courts was
established to administer the growing system of secular, western-influ-
enced laws. This led to the gradual circumscription of the role of the
shari‘a courts, which had governed virtually all aspects of dispute-reso-
lution in traditional Islamic societies (and usually also played a much
broader role). Although they retained their exclusive control over inher-
itance and personal status matters such as marriage, divorce, and child-
custody, and remained important for the registration and adjudication
of many contracts, in other spheres the power of the shari‘a courts fell
away. This was particularly true as regards criminal law, much of civil law,
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and “political cases,” all of which were increasingly dealt with in the new
state courts on the basis of the newly drawn up legal code, the Mecelle,
which although inspired by the shari‘a, represented a codification of
Ottoman law on European lines.? Consequently, the shari‘a courts
retained a role, but it became predominantly a local and parochial one.
Increasingly, the new state courts became the locus of influence and
prestige in the Ottoman legal system.

Alongside these developments, the rest of the state bureaucracy grew
in size and changed radically in composition, absorbing more person-
nel, notably the many graduates of the expanded and modernized edu-
cational system. During the nineteenth century, the creation of a more
powerful, pervasive, and thoroughly centralized administrative system,
and of an expanded and strengthened army, both benefiting from the
greatly improved communications made possible by the introduction of
the railway, the steamship, and the telegraph, enabled the central gov-
ernment to extend its authority over broader areas of Ottoman society.
These changes enabled the state in addition to exert much firmer con-
trol over the farflung provinces, many of which had long enjoyed a great
degree of autonomy.

The impact of these measures on the Arab provinces and other
remote areas of the Empire during the latter half of the nineteenth cen-
tury was little short of revolutionary. Earlier, many desert, mountainous,
and other outlying districts had been beyond the effective control of the
Ottoman government, with such law and order as existed in the hands
of local tribal, sectarian, and feudal leaders. Even in such provincial cap-
itals as Damascus, Aleppo, Mosul and Baghdad, where the central gov-
ernment had always retained a significant presence, as well as smaller
centers like Jerusalem, Nablus, and Hama, local notables had enjoyed a
dominating position in urban society, with their influence often barely
mediated by the representatives of the central government. As a result,
their freedom of action was great, sometimes shading into overt insub-
ordination, in which they were often joined by military officers and
provincial officials.?

However, the new capabilities the development of modern state struc-
tures put at the disposal of the Ottoman central authorities during the
nineteenth century changed all of this. And with these profound changes
in power relationships came changes in ways of thought and career pat-
terns. Under the old Ottoman order, which privileged religious learning,
Arab notables were in many cases at the cutting edge of scholarship, and
had great prestige because of their mastery of the traditional Islamic sci-
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ences. Arabs often reached the highest levels of the Ottoman judicial
bureaucracy, serving in positions such as Shaykh al-Islam and Kadiasker,
which were the pinnacles of achievement within the Ottoman religious
bureaucracy.“ Centers of Islamic learning such as Cairo, Damascus, and
Jerusalem were visited by scholars from all over the Islamic world in
search of great libraries, respected teachers, and the prestigious éjaza’s,
or diplomas, which the latter could confirm on worthy students.

After the Tanzimat, these intellectual pursuits continued, and many
Arab provincial notables with an Islamic education continued to enter
the Ottoman religious bureaucracy and to rise within it. However, this
bureaucracy rapidly ceased to be a locus of power, and Islamic learning
gradually ceased to confer prestige and status in society as it once had.
Instead members of the educated classes increasingly saw the Western-
based study of Islam as the source of true scholarship about Islamic reli-
gion and culture. Great prestige came to attach as well to disciplines that
had been revolutionized by Western methods in the sciences and math-
ematics, the social sciences and the humanities, all of which were acces-
sible only in foreign languages, or in translation from these languages
into Turkish and Arabic. This in itself was a major change: heretofore,
throughout Islamic history, Arabic had been the medium of scholarly
interaction in many fields of intellectual endeavor in the Islamic world,
notably religion and law, with Persian paramount in literature and
belles-lettres, and Turkish in government and military affairs. Suddenly,
a new situation obtained; no longer were these three languages of clas-
sical Islamic learning those in which the most important intellectual
issues of the day were being pursued, but rather French, English, and
German. However, not all perceived this immediately.

This situation on the intellectual plane of course changed as the bal-
ance of power between the Ottoman Empire and the European states
changed, and as the latter encroached ever more aggressively on the
Ottoman dominions in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Previ-
ously, it had been possible for Arab and other Ottoman notables to look
down on Europeans, and to assume that while the latter may have
benefited from certain material advances, on the cultural plane they
remained inferior objects of contempt. Such an outlook on things
Western was rooted in the belief that Islam was the last and most com-
plete of the revealed religions. An example of this traditional attitude
can be found in the message sent by the governor of Gaza to the qadi,
the military commanders and the notables of Jerusalem, warning them
that Napoleon’s army had reached the outskirts of Palestine in January
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1799. The language used to describe the French is revealing. They are
called: “kuffar al-faransa al-mala‘in, damarrahum Allah ajma‘in” [the cursed
French infidels, may God destroy them all].!?

This attitude was necessarily modified as the nineteenth century wore
on, with Europe’s achievement of a decisive hegemony over the Otto-
man Empire, and the attendant shifts in intellectual ascendancy. As
members of notable families acquired Western educations or were
trained in Western-influenced state, missionary, and private schools,
they came to value Western intellectual traditions, which in turn deeply
informed the growing number of Arabic- and Turkish-language newspa-
pers and periodicals published in the Ottoman Empire and outside it in
the latter decades of the nineteenth century.

The impact of all of these shifts on the plane of culture can be seen
clearly in Jerusalem. Thus, a member of one Jerusalem notable family,
Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi, lamented in the conclusion to his 1880 edition of
the verse of the pre-Islamic jahili poet Labid ibn Rabi‘a that not one
Arab scholar answered an appeal for help in collecting the poetry of
Labid, which he had published in the leading Arabic-language journals
of the time, aljawa’ib, al-Jinan, and Hadigat al-Akhbar.!3 By contrast, he
notes, foreign scholars of Oriental languages had been generous in pro-
viding him with material on Labid. Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi concludes
with the hope that the Arabs would soon regain their former glory, indi-
cating a clear sense of Arab identity on the part of the author. Never-
theless, it is clear that for him and for many of his contemporaries, one
would now have to look toward Europe and European science for mod-
els of true scholarship, even in the project so central to early Arabism
of uncovering and reinterpreting the linguistic and literary roots of
Arab culture.

The continuity between more traditional and the newer, European-
style scholarship can be seen from an examination of a unique source
for understanding cultural life during this period: the holdings of fam-
ily libraries in Jerusalem. The most important of these in Jerusalem, and
the most significant surviving collections of such materials in situ in
Palestine, include the al-Agsa Library, al-Maktaba al-Khalidiyya and al-
Maktaba al-Budayriyya. The former, which is the largest, includes three
main collections brought together relatively recently: that of the long-
established Dar Kutub al-Masjid al-Agsa, which originated in the manu-
script repository of the al-Agsa Mosque, and which included a valuable
collection of old Qur’ans now kept in the adjacent Islamic Museum; part
of the library of the renowned eighteenth century scholar, al-Shaykh
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Muhammad al-Khalili, who was mentioned in the previous chapter; and
part of the library of al-Shaykh Khalil al-Khalidi (1863-1941).

Established in 1899 by Hajj Raghib al-Khalidi, but based on family
holdings of manuscripts and books that went back for many generations,
al-Maktaba al-Khalidiyya was intended to be open to the public, with the
aim of encouraging the spread of learning, and reviving interest in the
classics of Islamic learning, as well as modern subjects. Although much
smaller, in this respect it resembled the Zahiriyya Library in Damascus,
whose founder, the prominent salafi Shaykh Tahir al-Jaza’iri, was a col-
laborator with Hajj Raghib in organizing the Khalidi Library during his
period of service as curator of the libraries of the vilayet of Damascus. In
this capacity, al-Jaza’iri helped to establish libraries both inside the
vilayet—in Damascus, Homs, and Hama—and outside it, in Jerusalem
and Tripoli.!*

As an example of the continuation of the older forms of Islamic schol-
arship, published catalogues of the Al-Agsa Library and the Budayriyya
show the continued copying of religious, historical, and literary manu-
scripts into the nineteenth and even the early twentieth century, well
after the time when printed books—primarily editions of the Islamic
classics—were first being purchased by the custodians of these institu-
tions. It is clear from an examination of the catalogues of these libraries
that traditional Islamic scholarly pursuits still retained at least some of
their vitality.!> The manuscripts in al-Maktaba al-Budayriyya, which is
located adjacent to the Haram al-Sharif, were mainly collected by
Shaykh Muhammad ibn Budayr ibn Hubaysh (d. 1220/1805), and only
a few were added after his death. As with the al-Agsa Library, however,
many of these additions are manuscripts copied in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries.'® Similar results are emerging from the
ongoing cataloging of the more than 1,200 manuscripts of al-Maktaba al-
Khalidiyya, which shows both the continued copying of earlier manu-
scripts and the production of new religious and other texts in manu-
script form late into the nineteenth century.!”

Also revealing in this context is the appearance of printed editions of
classic Islamic texts in these libraries. An examination of the contents of
al-Maktaba al-Khalidiyya shows that even while the copying and collection
of manuscripts continued, the members of the family whose personal
libraries went to make up this collection were also buying copies of the
printed texts of the major works of the traditional Islamic sciences.'® In
the field of history, for example, the oldest printed edition in this col-
lection is a single copy of the 1274/1857 Cairo edition of Ibn Khaldun’s
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al-Mugaddima.'® More significantly, the library contains multiple copies
of many of the classical Islamic historical texts.?

The significance of the existence of multiple copies of these earliest
locally printed editions of major Islamic historical works is clear: several
members of the al-Khalidi family considered it important to obtain
printed versions of works of which they in many cases owned manuscript
copies, in order to benefit from the relatively modern comparative
scholarship these new editions represented. This is a typical example of
the shift in the intellectual sphere which this period witnessed. Even as
some members of this family continued to pursue the traditional reli-
gious sciences (the Library contains numerous multiple copies of
printed editions of basic reference works in the religious sciences by
authors and compilers such as al-Bukhari, Muslim, Qastalani, and al-
Tabari, which constitute a considerably larger proportion of its total
holdings than the historical works) others were becoming interested in
history and other subjects which, although traditional in some respects,
were increasingly influenced by Western scholarship and methodolo-
gies. This can be seen not only from the large number of standard
Islamic history works in new editions, but also from the many works of
contemporary European Orientalist scholars in the Library, ranging
from Renan, Dozy, Carra de Vaux, Muir, and de Goeje, to E. G. Browne,
Margoliouth, E. J. W. Gibb and Massignon.?!

Perhaps linked to this renewed interest in Islamic history, whether
based on traditional sources or more recent European scholarship, was
the sympathy of many ulama’ of this era for the salafi tendency, with its
concern for the revival of Islam, a return to the original sources of reli-
gion, and the modernization of Islamic societies.?? All of these interests
are apparent in the holdings of printed books, periodicals, and pam-
phlets in the Khalidi Library. We have already noted that one of the most
important leaders of the salafi movement in Syria, al-Shaykh Tahir al-
Jaza’iri, played an instrumental role in helping to found al-Maktaba al-
Khalidiyya, and indeed he was present at its formal opening, as is evi-
denced by a contemporary photograph.? Several of al-Jaza'iri’s books,
some in multiple copies, are found in the Library, together with many
examples of the writings of other salafis such as al-Sayyid Rashid Rida.?!

Numerous other Islamic reformers were also close to al-Khalidi family
members whose collections went into the Library, notably Muhammad
‘Abdu, one of whose autographed works is in the collection,? and al-
Sayyid Jamal al-Din al-Afghani, whose photo, with a warm autograph to
his close friend Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi, is in the Library collection.?® Yusuf
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Diya’s brother, al-Shaykh Yasin, was also a friend of the leading Tripoli
salafi shaykh and reformer, Husayn al-Jisr, founder of al-Madrasa al-
Wataniyya in Tripoli, whom Yasin met when he was qadi there. Several of
al-Jisr’s books are in the Library, some of them in multiple copies.?’

Linked to this salafi tendency was a manifest interest in the latest writ-
ings of European positivist authors, especially the popularizers among
them. One of those who seems to have particularly caught the fancy of
the generation that came to maturity in the late Ottoman period was the
prolific French writer, Dr. Gustave Le Bon. His books on the develop-
ment of civilizations, the evolution of peoples, and political psychology
found a wide audience in the Middle East, and were translated into
Arabic by such leading intellectual figures as Taha Husayn, Ahmad Fathi
Zaghlul Pasha, and ‘Abd al-Ghani al-‘Uraisi, and into Turkish by
Abdullah Cevdet. It is therefore not surprising to find six of Le Bon’s
works in the Khalidi Library, five in translation and one a lavishly bound
French-language volume, La Civilisation des Arabes.?® Nor is it surprising
to find new bookstores opening in Jerusalem and Jaffa at the end of the
Ottoman period, catering to the demand for foreign books, periodicals,
and other works in Arabic and foreign languages.?’

Notwithstanding this evidence of interest in some kinds of modern
scholarship, there were clearly gaps in many fields in the cultural life of
Jerusalem. The editor of a Jerusalem newspaper, Sa‘id Jarallah, com-
plained bitterly in 1912 that although “the country of Palestine” (“al-
quir al-filastini™’) had a glorious past and deserved to have its history
recorded, “in our libraries we find no good history.” “The land of
Palestine” (“ard Filastin”), he went on, was important because it was
where Israelite civilization (“al-madaniyya al-isra’iliyya”) existed, where
Christianity started, and where the Crusades were fought; it was the first
qibla, or direction of prayer, for the Muslims, even before Mecca, and it
was the cherished objective of the Arab conquerors in the days of the
second caliph, ‘Umar. And yet, he complained, there exists no Arabic-
language text on the history of Palestine except translations of Euro-
pean texts, and dated works like al-Uns al-Jalil and the travel account of
‘Abd al-Ghani al-Nabulsi. In conclusion, the author called on Arab schol-
ars to fill this gap, as the writing of history will help to civilize the coun-
try, move forward its affairs, and raise up its people, who are ignorant of
Palestine’s virtues, although others appreciated them.?!

We can read between the lines of this harsh critique some of the pub-
lic and patriotic purposes which the founders of libraries and other cul-
tural and educational institutions in this period had in mind. Indeed,
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al-Hajj Raghib al-Khalidi, in his announcement of the founding of the
Khalidi Library in 1900, began by stressing the linkage between libraries
and culture going back to the era of the Greeks and the early Islamic
era, for when “civilization and culture reached the Arabs, they founded
libraries and schools.” He affirmed that the spread of knowledge was
the basis of progress and prosperity, adding that the Europeans had
learned this from the Arabs. This had brought them to their present
state of “wealth, happiness and greed for what belongs to other lands,”
continued al-Hajj Raghib al-Khalidi, sounding the same note of alarm
about European expansion which we saw expressed as early as 1701 in
the petition discussed in the previous chapter. He then lamented
the deterioration of the great libraries that had been established in
Jerusalem in the past, and stressed that he meant the Library he was
founding to be an asset to “al-diyar al-maqdisiyya” [meaning here the
Jerusalem region, and by implication the holy land], “for whatever we
do, it will be hard to match what exists in the way of foreign institutions
in these lands.™?

The Khalidi Library was intended, in other words, to help restore the
Arabs to prosperity by fostering knowledge, and to enable them to
match the powerful cultural establishments created by foreign powers
all over the region. Twelve years later, Sa‘id Jarallah called for the
Palestinians to write their own history, and not to depend on the narra-
tives of others, since without an appreciation of history, it was impossible
to achieve progress, or for the country’s inhabitants to appreciate and
therefore defend “the land of Palestine,” which others coveted. For both
Jarallah and al-Hajj Raghib al-Khalidi, the development of culture,
whether via encouraging the indigenous writing of history or the found-
ing of libraries, was clearly an important element in the preservation of
their country, their culture, and by extension their identity, against the
external dangers that threatened them.

III

Whatever the importance of such libraries and the activities that went on
in them, books and scholarship were restricted to a very limited segment
of Palestinian society, the vast majority of whose members were illiter-
ate.3® However, a shift was then underway from this well-established tra-
ditional intellectual pattern affecting only a tiny elite to a new one
involving larger numbers of people and influenced by European mod-
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els. The crucial elements in this shift were the development of new social
formations, classes, and professional groups, and the impact of major
new institutions established after the middle of the century.3

Central among these processes in their effect on society were the
expansion of the educational system and the growth of the government
bureaucracy. The traditional institutions of Ottoman government, edu-
cation, and justice had been central elements in urban society in
Jerusalem and other centers throughout the first three centuries of
Ottoman rule. Not surprisingly, therefore, the new schools, courts, and
government offices established during the Tanzimat period were crucial
instruments in the transformation of society in terms of the formation
of new social strata, professionalization along Western lines, and famil-
iarization of large segments of society with the everyday routines of the
modern, Western world.

This was true throughout the cities of bilad al-Sham, but it was partic-
ularly the case in Jerusalem, which was a governmental and educational
center, and where those other vital engines of change, commerce, and
industry, did not grow as fast as in the coastal ports. At the same time, the
large numbers of tourists and pilgrims it attracted (more than 20,000
per year on average at the turn of the twentieth century) provided
Jerusalem with a significant source of income and also with constant
external stimuli. Their impact on the mores, values, and attitudes of
Jerusalemites had both positive and negative aspects.*®

We have already noted that the new schools founded to teach foreign
languages and modern science and mathematics, as well as some tradi-
tional subjects, were particularly important in stimulating change, partly
because they had an influence far beyond the narrow bounds of the
existing traditional elite. Unlike the new courts and administrative insti-
tutions, which were in large measure initially filled with personnel
brought in from the outside and followed a fixed imperial pattern, the
new schools were mainly staffed with local teachers, frequently differed
from one locality to another in nature and organization, and were often
established as a result of local initiatives. This was not initially true of mis-
sionary schools, although they did eventually have local as well as foreign
teachers, but it was the case for state schools and for the many private
schools that were set up all over the Arab provinces in response to the
desire for access to education of those Muslim and Greek Orthodox fam-
ilies wary of the mainly Protestant and Catholic missionary schools, and
whose needs could not be met either by existing religious schools or by

the rapid expansion of the state system.36
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The need for such schools can be seen from figures provided in the
Ottoman Salnameh [yearbook] for 1288/1871 for the vilayet of Syria,
which at this time included all of Palestine. For a Muslim population of
Jerusalem listed as 1,025 households, there were seven schools with 341
students, while the Christian and Jewish populations of 738 and 630
households respectively had between them nineteen schools with a total
of 1,242 students.3” There was thus nearly one school place per household
for non-Muslims, and only one school place for approximately every three
Muslim households. If one assumes similar family sizes per household—
an arbitrarily chosen four children per household, for example, half of
them of school age—it follows that only about one in seven of the approx-
imately 2,000 school-age Muslim children in Jerusalem would have had
access to schools, while nearly half of the more than 2,500 non-Muslim
children of school age would have had such access. Moreover, this was the
situation in the largest urban center in the country: it was undoubtedly far
better than that in other cities and towns, not to speak of the villages.

According to another later source, around the turn of the century
there were thirty-five local Christian and missionary schools in Jerusalem
with more than 2,200 students and more than 150 teachers.*® Although
these statistics are not comparable with the preceding ones, and we have
no analogous figures for private Muslim and state schools, several things
are clear from this juxtaposition and from such other educational statis-
tics as are available for this period. One is that educational opportunities
had expanded greatly in Jerusalem for Christians and others willing to
avail themselves of Christian and missionary schools. Another is that in
the country as a whole things had improved somewhat by 1914, although
only by comparison with the abysmal earlier situation.

According to the standard work on Arab education in mandatory
Palestine, by A. L. Tibawi, by 1914 the Ottoman government had estab-
lished 95 elementary and three secondary public schools throughout
Palestine, with a total of 234 teachers and 8,248 pupils, 1,480 of them
girls. The secondary schools were located in Jerusalem, Nablus, and
Acre. At that time, there were additionally 379 private Muslim schools
with 417 teachers and 8,705 pupils (only 131 of whom were girls).>* State
schools and private Muslim schools combined thus provided under
17,000 places for a total Arab school age population of about 72,000 in
1914. No pre-1914 figures are available for Christian missionary and pri-
vate schools in Palestine (although one source puts the number of chil-
dren in French and Russian schools throughout greater Syria including
Palestine in 1914 at nearly 80,000%%), but we can obtain an idea of the
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scale of such schools from the fact that in the 1920-21 academic year
they had nearly 12,000 students.*!

Although it is clear from these statistics that the Ottoman state estab-
lished many schools in the decades leading up to 1914 (and indeed
founded a higher secondary, or sultani, school in Jerusalem during
World War 1),*? they also show that there were not enough places in these
institutions, or in schools run by Muslim and Christian bodies, to meet
the demand for education.” A number of private schools were eventu-
ally set up in Jerusalem and elsewhere to help meet this deficiency. One
of them was Rawdat al-Ma‘arif al-Wataniyya al-‘Uthmaniyya al-Islamiyya (or
the National Ottoman Islamic School), founded in 1324/1906.** It was
typical of such schools in a number of respects, not only in having been
founded by a cleric, Shaykh Muhammad al-Salih, but also in having a
number of young men with Western educations from well-known fami-
lies as teachers of modern subjects: thus we find the names al-‘Alami,
Dajani, al-Husayni, and Nuseiba among the teachers, as well as four for-
eign women who taught languages. The school was also typical in having
leading notables as members of its Board of Directors, in this case the
Mufti, Muhammad Kamil Effendi al-Husayni, and the Deputy for the city,
Sa‘id Bey al-Husayni.

There can be little doubt that this school played the same role in shap-
ing the self-view of its students as did other similar private schools estab-
lished at about the same time in Beirut, Tripoli, and Damascus by simi-
lar notables.*® Tibawi states that Rawdat al-Ma‘arif may have been “the
earliest Muslim private school to develop a modern curriculum.”® The
name of the school indicates the different cultural tendencies the school
embodied: patriotic, Ottoman and Islamic. In this too it was characteris-
tic of many such schools. Muhammad al-Shanti, the Palestinian editor of
the Cairo newspaper al-Igdam, visited Rawdat al-Ma‘arif as part of a trip
to report on public and private schools (and the courts) in Palestine in
1914, and came away positively impressed by it.*” The school, he noted
in along article on the educational and judicial systems in Palestine, had
350 day students, 40 boarders, and 13 teachers, and offered scholarships
to 72 of its students. He predicted that this school, where the students
were being taught that Zionism was a danger to their country, would be
the “foundation stone to build the future of Palestine, and the premier
cultural weapon to fight foreign schools and Zionist colonialism.”®
Clearly, the students in Rawdat al-Ma‘arif were being exposed to ideas
that were growing in influence in Palestinian society, and that helped to
shape their sense of community and their patriotism.
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Another school set up along similar modern lines was al-Madrasa al-
Dusturiyya (the Constitutional School), founded in 1909 by the noted
Jerusalem writer, journalist, and educator Khalil al-Sakakini, a passionate
nationalist who enjoyed great public esteem.* Like Rawdat al-Ma ‘arif, al-
Sakakini’s school was intended to provide students with an education in
the sciences, mathematics, and foreign languages, as well as teaching
them a love of the Arabic language and Arab history. In this, it was char-
acteristic of the private educational institutions of the era in inculcating
an Arabist consciousness through encouraging love of the national lan-
guage and literature, and through reimagining what had heretofore
been taught as Islamic history as Arab history. Unlike other schools, both
al-Sakakini’s collaborators in the project and the students at al-Madrasa
al-Dusturiyya were from different religious and social backgrounds. In his
own words, “This was the first time in the history of our country that the
sons of the different faiths meet in one school on one bench.”? Here too
can be seen the lineaments of the nationalist project, which attempted to
elide, ignore, or resolve religious differences, or to bury them in a shared
vision of an other. Among those who participated with al-Sakakini in the
organization and management of the school, which thrived until the out-
break of World I forced its closing, were Muslims and Christians, includ-
ing ‘Ali Jarallah, Jamil al-Khalidi (who was also a newspaper editor), and
Eftim Mushabbak, all active young educators from Jerusalem.5!

A similar response to the growing demands of the population of
Jerusalem for more and better education can be seen in the activities of
Christian private and missionary schools. Perhaps the best-known such
schools in Jerusalem were St. George’s School, founded in 1899 by the
Jerusalem and East Mission under the direct control of the Anglican
Bishop ofjerusalem,52 and the French Jesuit-run College des Fréres,
founded in 1875. Typical of the growth of these institutions was the
expansion and transformation of the school of the Church Missionary
Society (CMS) in 1904 from a free school established about 30 years ear-
lier to teach religion and train missionaries, into a fee-paying prepara-
tory school designed to feed students into the Syrian Protestant College
in Beirut (later renamed the American University of Beirut), the most
prestigious of the Protestant missionary institutions in the Arab world.

The pamphlet that announces these changes in the structure and syl-
labus of the CMS school stresses in its introduction that circumstances
had changed in the country: “These days in the eyes of the citizens
knowledge is given greater importance and its benefits are more appre-
ciated. As a result, parents of every class are more eager to educate their
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children in the most modern ways, and want the doors to be opened for
them to learn foreign languages and science . . .”® This is a clear expres-
sion of the strong demand for education that characterized many sectors
of the population of Palestine, and that was to continue through the
British Mandate period, when the rural population would pay to finance
the building of schools in their own villages.>*

Education was clearly a realm where there was profound ferment,
growth, and change in the decades leading up to the end of Ottoman
rule over Palestine, and afterwards. The impetus for these processes was
both external and internal. On the external front, the Ottoman state and
foreign powers were engaged in a silent but deadly battle for the minds
of future generations. Although foreign missionary education was
directed in some measure at the souls of the children affected, there was
little doubt either on the part of the European governments, which
financially subsidized and/or diplomatically supported such education,
or on that of the Ottoman authorities, that questions of allegiance, influ-
ence, and ultimately power were also at stake. This could be seen most
strikingly in the willingness of the aggressively secular and anti-clerical
French Third Republic—which sought to limit the spread of Church-
controlled schools inside France—to support religious education out-
side of France, where it was clear that such schools served as a potent
instrument for the extension of French national influence abroad. And
in this competition for young hearts and minds in the pre-World War I
era, there was nowhere in Palestine, and few places in the Middle East,
where the issue was more fiercely joined than in Jerusalem. This was at
least in part because Jerusalem was unique as the focus of Western reli-
gious interest in the region, as a major consular, pilgrimage and tourist
center, and as a symbolic site of importance in registering the competing
influence of the great powers.

On the internal front, the improvement of Muslim schools, the found-
ing of other private schools, the rapid expansion of the state system, and
the high degree of acceptance of missionary education, increasingly
even by Muslims, were a function of the demand from within Palestinian
society for more and better educational opportunities for the younger
generation. The citation from the CMS pamphlet above indicates that
the local population fully recognized the vital importance of education.
Another example of this recognition comes from a 1912 editorial in the
Jerusalem paper al-Munadi, which faulted the government for not keep-
ing the pledge made in the Constitution of universal free primary edu-
cation in the local language. “The government has ordered all locally
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raised money for education to be spent locally,” the writer noted, “but if
more money were needed, the numerous awgaf originally founded for
educational purposes produced income sufficient to fund as many as
three schools.” “Unfortunately,” he added, “some families live off this
wealth, and grow lazy, instead of which they should pay half of this
income for education.” The editorial concludes: “We still don’t value
knowledge enough; the poor and middle classes need education, but the
rich teach their children to love power and wealth.”?

There is evidence that some in Palestine and elsewhere in the Otto-
man Arab provinces understood that they were pawns in a game between
the great powers and the Ottoman state where education was con-
cerned, as in so much else.’® Some actively fought against insidious for-
eign influences via support for the state educational system, some tried
to stay out of this game where possible, for example via the establish-
ment of private schools, while others sent their children to foreign
schools, either ignoring, accepting, or welcoming the political implica-
tions (which of course were different depending on which foreign
power supported a given school: the American schools were seen as the
most politically neutral). But in any case, the demand for a modern edu-
cation was far greater than the number of places available in all the exist-
ing schools in Palestine, and many parents were willing to make extra-
ordinary sacrifices to obtain a modern education for their children,
especially one involving training in foreign languages, which they
increasingly understood was a valuable asset.®’

One of the inevitable results of these external pressures, combined
with this barely quenched thirst for education, was the growth during the
Ottoman period of a fissiparious and divided educational system—in
fact, several systems, each using a different syllabus, teaching a different
foreign language, and under the control of a different authority.
Education retained much of this diversity during the Mandate, in spite of
some efforts at standardization. Thus, in the absence of a unified educa-
tional system, offering obvious advantages for the uniform socialization
of the population, for much of the past century the Palestinians, like oth-
ers in the Arab provinces of the Ottoman Empire and its successor states,
had to contend with a deeply divided educational sector, which served
many interests besides their own. But unlike the peoples of the other
Arab countries, which eventually achieved independence and created
unified school systems, until the present day the Palestinians have suf-
fered from an educational system that is divided and outside their con-
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trol. The consequences of this situation for Palestinian self-conceptions
and for a unified Palestinian identity have been great, although they
were in some measure overcome through phenomena that transcended
these divisions, such as a limited number of common elements of the
curriculum under both the Ottoman and Mandate systems, and student
involvement in nationwide student political activities, as occurred
throughout the Mandate period, and came to a peak in 1936, when stu-
dents playing a leading role in organizing the general strike of that year.

Iv

Among the many influences on cultural and intellectual life during the
last few decades of Ottoman rule, the press had perhaps the most wide-
spread impact on society. As part of the cultural, educational and lin-
guistic revival known as the nahda, which took place in bilad al-Sham and
Egypt in the latter part of the nineteenth century, the daily press, as well
as periodicals, flourished. Although much of this journalism was forced
abroad by the censorship of the period of Sultan Abdul Hamid II in the
years after 1878, it continued to prosper in Egypt, acquiring readers all
over the Arabic-speaking world. An ever-growing number of newspapers,
magazines, and technical and scientific journals were published there by
Egyptian and other Arab writers, bringing their readers daily news as
well as the latest trends in European and Islamic thought. After the 1908
revolution restored the Constitution, and with it press freedoms, in the
Ottoman Empire, there was a blossoming of the press in bilad al-Sham in
particular, with thirty-five new newspapers established in the first year
after the reimposition of the Constitution throughout the region, and
dozens more thereafter.’® Palestine shared in this expansion of the
press,%° which provides us with an invaluable window on the self view of
an important segment of society, and the development of ideas about
politics, society, and identity.

It has been argued with regard to this period and this region that
one cannot deduce too much from the press: we can read what was
written in it, but we cannot be sure who was reading it at the time, or
what impact it had.®® Whatever the merits of this contention (and they
seem limited indeed, inasmuch as this criterion could just as easily be
utilized to dismiss many other categories of sources), we can certainly
deduce some things if we find how widely distributed a given newspa-
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per or periodical was. Ideally this would mean obtaining circulation
figures, and even lists of subscribers, but such luxuries are unfortu-
nately rarely available to the historian of the modern Middle East
(although circulation figures for some pre-World War I Jerusalem
newspapers do exist®!). Nevertheless, we can get some idea of their cir-
culation from the holdings of the major periodicals of the day in a
number of private libraries.

What can be deduced in this regard from the three libraries which
have been examined in Jerusalem, two of them grouping together at
least three separate collections, is clear. In the Khalidi Library, for exam-
ple, we find copies, usually bound and often multiple, of late Ottoman
periodicals, from Ahmad Faris Shidyaq’s al-Jawa’ib, founded in Istanbul
in 1860; to Butrus Bustani’s Jinan, founded in Beirut in 1870; to Ya‘qub
Sarruf and Faris Nimr’s al-Mugtataf, published in Cairo starting in 1877;
to later publications such as Jurji Zeydan’s al-Hilal, founded in Cairo in
1892; al-Sayyid Muhammad Rashid Rida’s al-Manar, founded in Cairo in
1897; and Muhammad Kurd ‘Ali’s al-Mugtabas, founded in Cairo in 1906
and two years later moved to Damascus.®? While each of these periodi-
cals had a different focus—al-Jawaiband al-Manar tended to be religious
in emphasis, while the other four were more secular in orientation—all
attempted to describe and interpret for their readers the latest develop-
ments in science and industry, to reassess Islamic and Arab history, and
to examine the reasons for the rise of the West and the relative weakness
of the Islamic world.

That this collection is not exceptional can be seen from the periodi-
cal holdings of the al-Agsa Library, which contains runs of most of the
same publications that are found in the Khalidi Library, like them
frequently in fine old leather bindings and often carrying an indication
of whom the original owner was. It contains al-Mugtataf from 1880
through the 1920s, al-Hilal from the first issue, also through the 1920s,
and runs similar to those in the Khalidi library of al-Manar and al-
Mugtabas.%® These holdings in both libraries of the most important of
the first Arabic-language periodicals, made up of volumes which largely
predate the formation of both of the libraries in question, originated in
the private collections of several different Jerusalemites. They constitute
evidence of a deep interest on the part of these individuals, and pre-
sumably others like them, in the newest writings on Western science, his-
tory, and politics, as well as Islam, Arab history, and the politics of the
region.®* Having been placed in libraries open to the reading public,
moreover, these periodicals were accessible to a wide range of readers.
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In an announcement of its establishment, the founder of the Khalidi
Library explicitly called it a “public library” (maktaba ‘umumiyya).5®

Interest in these same subjects can be followed in a different manner
in the daily press, which in turn broadcast it to a wider audience than
had access to such periodicals. Through serialization in daily newspa-
pers, much of what was published in journals like al-Hilal and al-
Mugtabas in particular was accessible to a broader readership, together
with the news of the day. One can presume that the information reached
an even more extensive audience by word of mouth. Such papers as al-
Mufid in Beirut, published by ‘Abd al-Ghani al-‘Uraisi, al-Mugtabas in
Damascus (the daily newspaper, with the same name as the periodical,
and also published by Muhammad Kurd ‘Ali), al-Karmil, published in
Haifa by Najib Nassar, and Tarablus al-Sham, published in Tripoli by
Muhammad Kamil al-Buhayri, regularly reproduced articles by leading
salafi thinkers, as well as historical, literary, and scientific pieces, in ser-
ial form. Like many newspaper and periodical editors of the day, Kurd
‘Ali, Nassar, and al-Buhayri each owned a press that published books by
some of these same authors.® Rashid Rida had the same arrangement in
Cairo with the press of his periodical al-Manar.

This practice was also followed by some publishers of newspapers and
periodicals in Jerusalem. Two years before he began to publish the news-
paper al-Qudsin 1908, Jurji Hanania had established a printing press and
publishing house.®” Khalil Baydas, publisher of the popular periodical
al-Nafa’is al-‘Asriyya, also printed pamphlets and the occasional book
(he used the printing presses of Jerusalem’s Dar al-Aytam orphanage).
Similarly, Muhammad Hassan al-Budayri, publisher of the shortlived
but influential post-war nationalist newspaper Suriyya al-Janubiyya, and
his cousin Muhammad Kamil al-Budayri, publisher of its successor as the
leading nationalist daily, al-Sabah, used to publish books and pamphlets
on the press their papers were printed on, which was located in a room
adjacent to the Haram al-Sharif which today houses al-Maktaba al-
Budayn'yya.ﬁs On balance, however, Jerusalem in the late Ottoman period
was too small a market, and too provincial a city, to be a major publish-
ing center.%” Instead, it depended for its intellectual sustenance mainly
on the newspapers, periodicals, and book publishers of the cities of the
Palestinian coast, especially Filastin in Jaffa and al-Karmilin Haifa, as well
as those of the Syrian littoral and interior like Beirut and Damascus, and
the major regional centers, Cairo and Istanbul.

Several newspapers were nevertheless published in Jerusalem during
this period, although some of them were relatively short-lived. Jurji
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Hanania noted in a 1913 editorial that the number of papers being pub-
lished in the city in that year was fewer than when his newspaper, al-Quds,
started publishing in 1908, adding that many papers founded after the
1908 revolution had been forced to close, and others to reduce their fre-
quency of publication, including his own. He ascribed this phenomenon
to the unwillingness of some subscribers to pay their subscription fees,
and the tendency of others to share their copy of the newspaper with
“fifty other readers.”” While helping to explain the limited nature of the
Jerusalem market for the daily press, this remark also enables us to get
an impression of how widely diffused the material in each issue of a given
newspaper might have been, particularly if we take into account oral
transmission to a yet broader circle than that of these “other readers.”

Among the main Jerusalem papers were the official al-Quds al-
Sharif/Quds Serif, which appeared irregularly in both Arabic and Turkish;
Hanania’s al-Quds; al-Shaykh ‘Ali al-Rimawi’s al-Najah; lliya Zakka’s al-
Nafir, Sa‘id Jarallah’s al-Munadi; Khalil al-Sakakini and Jamil al-Khalidi’s
al-Dustur, and Bandali Mushahwar’s Bayt al-Magdis.”' We can assume that
due to the limitations of their printing facilities, the press runs of most
daily newspapers in the region were small, and that of the Jerusalem
papers even smaller, and that their readership was quite limited (the
largest circulation appears to have been that of al-Quds, with 1,50072).
Indeed, most newspapers appeared only once, twice, or three times a
week, and we know that the size of the newspaperreading public was
severely restricted by widespread illiteracy and poor transportation out-
side the urban centers.

The small size of the market for “quality” newspapers is the subject of
a lament by the editor of al-Munadi, Muhammad al-Maghribi. In an arti-
cle entitled “The Death of Literature in Palestine” he argues that Arab
civilization once reached great heights in Palestine, then declined. It was
shameful that “in this country the illiterate are many times the number
of the literate, that few go to school, and only hundreds of Arabs buy
newspapers.” Moreover, he complained, people buy frivolous publica-
tions, rather than literary or scientific ones. Readers of al-Mugtataf, al-
Hilal, and al-Mugtabas in the land of Palestine (“fil-bilad al-Filistiniyya”)
are counted in the dozens, while the satirical al-Himara and al-Nafa'is al-

‘Asriyya have hundreds or thousands of readers.”

Nevertheless, a number of factors have to be weighed against these
constraints in measuring the influence of the press in this early period.
The first is that newspapers were commonly posted in public places and
circulated freely from hand to hand (as the laments of publishers like
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Hanania over lost revenues demonstrate). The Khalidi Library sub-
scribed to a number of newspapers, as did other libraries, and we can
assume that they were available to all those who used these facilities. We
know from a number of sources, moreover, that people were accus-
tomed to having the newspapers read aloud to them at home and in pub-
lic places, so that the low level of literacy, while a barrier to the influence
of the press, was not an insurmountable one.”*

In addition, people, particularly those living outside the cities, were
accustomed to news reaching them after a delay. Thus, news in a paper
which reached a distant town or village days late was still devoured
eagerly by the reading and listening public. Some newspaper editors
realized their potential impact in the countryside, and took advantage of
it. The editors of Filastin sent free copies of their paper to the mukhtar of
every village in the Jaffa district with more than 100 inhabitants. The
objective, they wrote in an editorial, was to “acquaint the fallah with what
is happening in the country, and to teach him his rights, in order to pre-
vent those who do not fear God and his prophets from dominating him
and stealing his goods.”” These newspapers were apparently eagerly
awaited in the villages, for in the same editorial, ‘Isa and Yusuf al-‘Isa
asked those mukhtars with complaints about delays in delivery of the
newspaper to direct them to the office of the ga’immagam of the district,
which had agreed to deliver copies via the local gendarmes. There is no
indication that any Jerusalem newspaper followed this practice, al-
though some expressed similar populist sentiments.”®

There are in addition various indications in the press itself and else-
where of its growing influence in Palestine and other parts of the Arab
world as the twentieth century wore on, particularly in the larger cities.
One of them was the tendency of those in authority to close down news-
papers when they published articles that offended them, a step which
surely would only have been taken because these papers had some effect
on their readers and in shaping a newly configured public sphere. As will
be shown in chapter 6, one of the most forceful instances of the impact
of the Palestinian and Arab press was the role newspapers played in the
opposition to the Zionist movement, a fact recognized by both Zionists
and Palestinians at the time, and amply demonstrated in the available
issues of the pre-1914 Palestinian daily press.

Not all newspapers and periodicals were anti-Zionist. While al-Munadi
frequently carried articles attacking the Zionist movement, and the most
widely read Palestinian papers, Filastin and al-Karmil, were strongly hostile
to Zionism, al-Quds and al-Nafa’is al-‘Asriyya generally took a muted tone
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on the subject, although they did carry an occasional article disparaging
Zionist colonization or critically describing a specific incident involving
settlers. The main exception to the general rule was Iliya Zakka’s al-Nafir,
which in the words of an Israeli historian of the Palestinian press, “pub-
lished articles praising Jewish colonization in the country when it
received payment for them, but launched attacks on it any time the pay-
ments were interrupted.””’

As the Ottoman era drew to a close in Palestine, what can be seen in the
press, as in few other sources, is the increasing usage of the terms “Pales-
tine” and “Palestinian,” and a focus on Palestine as a country, of which we
have already seen a few instances. The newspaper Filastin was one of the
primary venues for this orientation, with its very title evoking the central-
ity of Palestine in the outlook of its editors. In a characteristic item, which
echoed many others published in this period, Filastin analyzed the differ-
ing trends at the 1913 Zionist congress, asserting that both of the main
tendencies represented there intended to collect as many as possible of
the Jews of the world in Palestine. It concluded its report with a poem by
al-Shaykh Sulayman al-Taji al-Farugqi entitled “The Zionist Peril,” and the
editorial comment: “Do you accept to see our country stolen?””8

Filastin was by no means alone in this orientation, as most other Pales-
tinian papers also referred to Palestine and the Palestinians as their pri-
mary concern. We have seen above two examples from al-Munadi, whose
masthead bore the words “Giving particular coverage to local news and
to study of conditions in Palestine”:” one article stressed the importance
of Palestinians writing the history of Palestine, and the other focused on
the decline of culture in Palestine since the classical period, which
marked the zenith of Islamic history.8? The authors of both articles
assume that Palestine is the central focus of their readers’ loyalty, and
evince a strong sense of patriotism and love of country. Noticeably, in
neither article is Zionism mentioned, whether directly or indirectly.
Even al-Quds, far less polemical or outspoken than most other newspa-
pers of the day regarding Zionism (although its editor criticized Iliyya
Zakka for his support of Zionism, and indeed won a court case against
him®!), constantly referred to Palestine, for example in an article sur-
veying commerce, industry, and agriculture as main means for building
up Palestine.®? Indeed, every one of ten issues of al-Quds sampled at ran-
dom over the period 1909-1913 included articles mentioning Palestine
or “our country” (biladuna).

Muhammad al-Shanti, the editor of al-Ilgdam whose description of the
Rawdat al-Ma ‘arif school as the “foundation stone to build the future of
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Palestine” has already been quoted, neatly summed up the way he
understood Palestinian identity as fitting into other identities. In an
article warning “Palestinian youth” of the danger of Zionism, al-Shanti
declaimed: “Let the country become an Arab, Ottoman country, not a
Zionist country” (“wa tisbah al-bilad biladan ‘arabiyya ‘uthmaniyya wa la
bilad sihyuniyya”) 2% In directing his remarks to “Palestinian youth,” and
warning them about the dangers to “their country,” al-Shanti had
clearly defined the focus of his concern as Palestine; in stressing the
country’s Arab and Ottoman character, he was referring to established
elements which were part of Palestinian identity. In expressing these
sentiments, he was perhaps more outspoken than some of his journal-
istic colleagues working in Palestine, as befitted the director of a news-
paper published in far-off Cairo, but he otherwise seems to reflect the
outlook of most of them—and perhaps also, we may surmise, that of
their readers.

\%

There were other important centers for cultural and intellectual life in
Jerusalem at the end of the Ottoman period, such as political parties and
organizations, and religious and social clubs. We can follow some of
their activities through the press, and it is clear from even a superficial
examination of its coverage of these domains that while Jerusalem was
by no means as active a center as were larger cities in the Ottoman Arab
provinces, previously unheard of types of political and social organiza-
tions there were growing rapidly. Press coverage of politics is particularly
important, for it reveals the same orientations regarding identity, and
particularly the centrality of the idea of Palestine as the country to which
its population belonged, and which belonged to its population.?* Other
sources reveal to us the operation of secret societies and political group-
ings,% and the workings of private and family endeavors.5

It remains to mention the circles around foreign diplomats, scholars,
and missionaries, and the growing institutions of the Jewish yishuv (or
the Jewish community) in Palestine, which were clearly the foci of much
cultural and intellectual activity in Jerusalem. Of a total Jewish popula-
tion of Palestine of approximately 60,000 before 1914,87 between 25,000
and 30,000 lived in Jerusalem, where they constituted about half the
population.®® Much intellectual and cultural ferment occurred among
this relatively large population, as well as among the many European
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merchants, missionaries, and consular officials posted in Jerusalem.
With a number of exceptions, however, it appears that both of these
important groups were very largely isolated from most of Palestinian
society, as a result of language and religious barriers, and in some cases
by choice. They thus had a relatively limited impact on the intellectual
and cultural life of most of the Arab inhabitants of Jerusalem (with the
important exception of the schools run by Christian missionaries and
the Alliance Israélite Universelle, which attracted a number of Christian
and Muslim students, especially from the upper classes).?? Some mem-
bers of the elite were nevertheless influenced in some measure by their
contacts with both European missionaries, tourists and diplomats and
Jewish residents and settlers in this period, as we will see in a number of
cases in the next chapter.

Jerusalem and the rest of Palestine were in a nearly constant process
of transition during the last half century of the Ottoman period. As these
transformations in government, administration, education, justice, com-
munications, and transportation took place, and as the security situation
in the country improved, the population grew, and the economy
responded positively to these changes and to the blessings of the last
lengthy period of uninterrupted peace in the country’s modern history.
As the Ottoman era drew to a close, the first signs of the Palestinian-
Zionist conflict which was to consume the country for most of the twen-
tieth century were already apparent, notably in the press and in those
parts of the countryside where Zionist settlements founded in the wake
of the second aliya (or wave of Jewish immigration to Palestine,
1904-1914) had expanded at the expense of the indigenous peasantry.
Nevertheless, only the most prescient contemporary observers would
have pointed to this as the issue that would completely dominate the
future of Palestine.?’ Most others would probably have looked to the
momentous changes we have focused on for clues to the future.

In the intellectual realm, much changed during the decades pre-
ceding World War I, although some things stayed the same. Under the
Tanzimat religion had lost much of its centrality to the processes of gov-
ernance, and the religious institution was marginalized as a pillar of
daily administration of justice and much else.”! However, during the
33-year reign of Sultan ‘Abd al-Hamid II, popular religion was per-
ceived by the Ottoman authorities as a useful tool for establishing legit-
imacy and justifying their control by appealing to ideas that were wide-
spread and popular among much of the population, although most of
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the Tanzimat reforms were kept in place.”” On the local level in
Jerusalem, this shift back toward religion, albeit in a situation where
the religious establishment was robbed of much of the substance of real
power it had once enjoyed, meant a shift by the state away from favor-
ing the families, such as the al-Khalidi’s, associated with reform in gov-
ernment and liberal salafi thought in religion, and toward favoring
those like the al-Husayni’s with a more conservative political bent, and
a greater involvement with popular religion.?® After the 1908 Constitu-
tional Revolution, this trend of state reliance on more conservative
notables was temporarily halted, but it was to be resumed during the
British mandatory period.

One of the other crucial changes of this period, however, was that
these issues of notable infighting were beginning to matter less, as the
realms of culture, politics, and government were no longer the exclusive
preserve of such families, although they were adept in maintaining much
of their old influence in the very different new circumstances. Now, hun-
dreds of educated individuals were needed as teachers, government offi-
cials, military officers, journalists, telegraph operators, and railway
employees, all relatively well-paid and prestigious professions which
either did not exist before the nineteenth century, or had changed and
expanded greatly.94 Thus, as we have seen, in Jerusalem around the turn
of the century Christian and missionary schools alone employed more
than 150 teachers, most of them locals. Elsewhere, the Syrian Protestant
College in Beirut in 1912 employed 34 local instructors, exclusive of for-
eigners, in prestigious, high-p:ﬁlyingjobs.95 This massive expansion of
opportunities gave ample scope to individuals of both non-notable and
non-Muslim backgrounds to achieve status.

At the same time, the economic expansion that half a century of
peace, rapid population growth, and improvements in security, commu-
nications, and transportation made possible opened up opportunities
for many individuals of these and other backgrounds to prosper. As a
result, Palestine was in a state of ferment that increased in the years lead-
ing up to 1914, a state that was pregnant with possibilities, many of them
positive. Its promise was not to last. As the Ottoman era in Palestine
ended with the capture of Jerusalem by General Allenby’s troops in
December 1917, there passed with it not only sovereign dominion—
transferred from one power to another—but also the possibilities of
autonomous development for the indigenous population, and of unfet-
tered economic, social, and intellectual interaction between Palestine
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and other parts of the region. These possibilities would not be replicated
for many decades, and indeed are far from being assured today.

In the next chapter, we will examine some of the political, intellec-
tual, and ideological options that appeared to be open at the end of the
Ottoman era in Palestine, via a detailed look at the lives of two individu-
als of this period.
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CHAPTER 4
Competing and Overlapping
Loyalties in Ottoman Jerusalem

When a movement, or a leader, or an
ideology triumphs, historians are understandably disposed to look at
what went before as the inevitable run-up to this triumph. So it was ini-
tially with the study of the French Revolution, Napoleon, and commu-
nism, and so it was for many decades with the treatment of nationalism
in the Middle East. The precipitous collapse of the Soviet Union over a
period of a few years and the ensuing recent reexamination of modern
Russian history, however, illustrates another common phenomenon: an
equally strong tendency toward strident iconoclasm as soon as a for-
merly dominant ideology declines. A similar trend is underway in the
analysis of nationalism in the Middle East, with writers from Islamic,
Marxist and western perspectives vigorously questioning the inevitabil-
ity, and indeed the importance, of the rise of Middle Eastern nation-
alisms over the past century or so, now that they seem to be in decline in
many parts of the region.

This is perhaps truest of the recent historiography of Arab national-
ism.! This ideology triumphed with the disappearance of the Ottoman
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Empire, and has been hegemonic for most of the twentieth century
throughout the Arab world. Today, however, it is heavily burdened by the
weight of its own failure to achieve its objectives and by the degeneration
of the regimes which rule and have ruled in its name, and is visibly on
the defensive before the dramatic onslaught of Islamic radicalism and
the growth of nation-state nationalism. After many decades when the his-
tory of the region was composed—both in the Arab world and often else-
where—in light of the orthodoxies of Arab nationalism, this history is
now being rewritten in light of its recent decline.

Unfortunately, much of the revision of the standard version of events
is as flawed as the Arabist nationalist canon itself once was. Where the
historiography of the modern Middle East generally repeated the assess-
ments by the post-World War I generation of Arab nationalists, who
regarded the Ottoman era in Arab history as one of unrelieved gloom,
and the Arab leaders hanged for treason by order of an Ottoman
Military Court in Aley in 1915 and 1916 as noble martyrs, more recent
works take a completely different tack. One example of this about-face
can be seen in a 1981 Beirut re-edition of a history written by the
Egyptian nationalist leader Muhammad Farid before World War I as a
panegyric to the Ottoman state. The reprint includes a new preface not-
ing that this classic corrects false concepts about the Ottoman era which
had been generally prevalent, showing the Ottoman Empire in its true
light, as a worthy example of an Islamic state.? Similarly, the Lebanese
historian Wajih Kawtharani’s revisionist work Bilad al-sham takes a criti-
cal view of the Arab nationalist World War I “martyrs,” reprising the
Ottoman government’s view of them at the time of their execution as no
more than agents of foreign powers.?

Distortions of the history of the late Ottoman era in the Arab world
from an Arabist perspective have thus given way to similarly reductionist
Islamist and other anti-Arabist views of more recent periods, which draw
on an equally biased set of assumptions for guidance. As a consequence,
analysts of modern Arab history who rely on scholarship that uncritically
accepts the grandiose self-assessments of the power and pervasiveness of
Arab nationalism throughout the twentieth century are incapable of
explaining the striking recent ascendancy of Islamic radicalism and
nation-state nationalism in many parts of the Arab world, neither of
which fits pan-Arab paradigms.

However, the new “revisionism” does little better than did nationalist
historiography at portraying the complexity and subtlety of the network
of affiliations and loyalties characteristic of most Arabs in the late nine-
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teenth century, when nationalism first began to spread in the Middle
East. The Ottoman Empire, while far from being an ideal Islamic state,
as some recent Islamic-oriented historians would have it, was hardly the
den of iniquity portrayed by earlier nationalist historians, Arabs and oth-
ers. And it was possible for an Arab notable of this era to be both a loyal
supporter of the Ottoman state and a fervent believer in Arabism, a pos-
sibility excluded by extreme views in both schools.® Reintroducing some
complexity into our portrayal of the politics of pre-World War I Pales-
tine, with its amalgam of local, national, transnational, and religious loy-
alties, will thus hopefully correct our view not only of the late Ottoman
era, but also of succeeding ones. This chapter will do so by examining
the lives of two individuals whose careers illustrate this complexity, and
will thereby shed light on some of the varied pre-World War I sources of
Palestinian identity.

II

The last chapter touched on how the Tanzimat reforms and the inten-
sive state-building activities of Sultan ‘Abd al-Hamid II and the consti-
tutional regime that followed his reign led to sweeping changes in the
power and reach of the central government. This consequently led to
shifts in the career patterns of notables in the Arab provinces during
the last decades of the Ottoman era.® The change in the power balance
in these provinces involved two different processes, if the Palestinian
case is typical. The first, starting in the mid-nineteenth century after the
end of the Egyptian occupation,” was the reduction by the state, often
through the use of military means, of the influence of powerful families
with a base in the Palestinian countryside. These included the Abu
Ghosh family in the area west of Jerusalem, the ‘Amr family of Dura in
the Hebron district, and the ‘Abd al-Hadi family in the Nablus area.’
The second process, which took place somewhat later, involved the
diminution of the dominating position in urban society of notable fam-
ilies in Jerusalem and other cities as a result of major changes in the way
the government was structured.’

In the case of Jerusalem, we can find an apt illustration of the power
that accrued to local notables under the old system in the career of one
of them. This was al-Sayyid Muhammad ‘Ali al-Khalidi (1781-1865), who
succeeded his father in the powerful position of ra’is al-kuttab wa na’ib
(chief secretary and deputyw) to the qadi of the Jerusalem shari‘a court
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in 1220/1805. He held this position for most of the sixty years until
1281/1865 with a few interruptions, during which one or another of his
sons often held the post.ll As such, he deputized for the qadi in his
absence, or during the interim period between the tenure of different
qadis, and throughout he presided over the permanent court personnel
and the archives of the court.!? Thus, for the better part of three gener-
ations he was the senior local official in a court crucial to mediating eco-
nomic, social, and other power relationships in Jerusalem and much of
the surrounding district.!® This gave him much influence in a situation
where qadis appointed from Istanbul served for a single year, without
developing local attachments or much familiarity with the region.!*
Having served at one point as qadi of Erzerum, Muhammad ‘Ali al-
Khalidi knew what that job entailed, and presumably preferred remain-
ing in this position in Jerusalem to the vicissitudes of service elsewhere
in the imperial religious establishment.

This key post had been held by Muhammad °Ali’s great-great-grand-
father, al-Shaykh Muhammad San‘allah al-Khalidi (d. 1139/1727),!° for
several decades between 1087/1676 and 1134/1722, and by several
other members of the family after him, including Muhammad ‘Ali’s
father, al-Sayyid ‘Ali, who occupied it for nearly two decades starting in
the late eighteenth century. The advantages conferred by holding such
a position can be determined from even a cursory examination of the
more than 250 hujaj (legal documents and records) originating in the
mahkama shariyya and located among the collection of family papers pre-
served by San‘allah, ‘Ali, Muhammad ‘Ali and their descendants.!® More
than 150 of these documents—it is difficult to tell whether they are
chancery copies or originals, although the latter is most likely—cover
the sixty years during which Muhammad ‘Ali almost continuously held
the post of na’ib (about thirty of them refer to the earlier periods during
which San‘allah and later ‘Ali held the post). The very fact that so many
individuals in a single family could hold such a position, handing it down
from father to son, both highlights and helps to explain the autonomy
and influence of the provincial notables.!”

These 250 documents, dating from the mid-seventeenth century to
the early twentieth, are mainly in Arabic, with some in Ottoman Turkish,
and cover a wide range of subjects, including legal cases that came before
the court, as well as petitions, inheritances, and other matters generated
or certified by the court. They seem to have been papers of importance
to those who collected them, some of them having to do with family-con-
trolled properties and awgaf, and others concerning important political

66



COMPETING AND OVERLAPPING LOYALTIES

or social issues of the day. They appear to have served as a personal ref-
erence collection for the individual who as ra’s al-kuttabhad control over
the flow of paper in the court. A long-serving chief secretary was clearly
able to keep copies of the documents he considered most important
(chancery copies of all documents that passed through the mahkama
shar‘iyya were kept in its archives, while another copy of the most impor-
tant ones was sent on to Istanbul). They were thereupon carefully pre-
served and handed down in the family,!8 giving any of its members who
came to hold this post an inestimable advantage in terms both of under-
standing matters of precedent, and knowledge of important past cases
decided in the court.

By the time of Muhammad ‘Ali’s death in 1865, the changes we have
been discussing in the structure of provincial government, and conse-
quently in career patterns, were already well under way, and the notables
of Jerusalem were actively adjusting to them.!® Muhammad ‘Ali’s eldest
son, Yasin (d. 1318/1901), received a traditional Islamic education and
followed his father into the ranks of the ‘ulama, serving as ra’is al-kuttab
in Jerusalem after his father’s retirement on several occasions, as na’ibin
Nablus, and as qadi of Nablus and Tripoli.?’ A supporter of the Tanzimat
reformers, he was elected as a member of the General Council of the
vilayet of Syria from 1867-1875 when the reformer Mehmed Resid Paga
was Vali, and served as a qadi from 1878-1880 when Midhat Pasa, the
father of the Ottoman constitution, became Vali of Syria. After a period
in disfavor under ‘Abd al-Hamid, he was elected as a member of the
Jerusalem Municipal and Administrative Councils, and was appointed
Mayor of Jerusalem in 1898.2! Two of Yasin’s brothers also became
‘ulama, often deputizing for and ultimately succeeding their father in
his posts in the Jerusalem shari‘a court, and one served as qadi of Jaffa.

However, the third of Muhammad ‘Ali’s sons, Yusuf Diya’ al-Din Pasa
al-Khalidi [Yusuf Diya’] (1842-1906), took a completely different educa-
tional and career path, initially without his father’s blessings. Muham-
mad ‘Ali al-Khalidi was a still vigorous eighty years of age, and was still
serving as na’ib and ra’is al-kuttab, when at the age of eighteen his son
Yusuf Diya’ went off to study at the Malta Protestant College, after he had
received a thorough grounding in the traditional Islamic sciences from
his father and his father’s colleagues in the religious establishment of
Jerusalem. Yusuf Diya’ stayed in Malta for two years, thus becoming the
first in his family to study foreign languages and other modern subjects
(which he had begun earlier by attending the British Diocesan Boys
School founded in Jerusalem by Bishop Gobat). At the instigation of his
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older brother Yasin, he went on to study for nearly three years in Istanbul
at the Imperial Medical School and then at Robert College, until his
father’s death in 1865 interrupted his education and brought him back
to Jerusalem to start his career.??

The careers of Yusuf Diya’ and his nephew Rubhi serve to illustrate
some of the transformations in the Ottoman system that we have men-
tioned, and the changes in ideology that went with them. An examina-
tion of the lives of these two individuals will show the different elements
that constituted the identity of Palestinian notables in this transitional
phase of the late Ottoman era, and will hopefully cast some light on
issues of identity for others in Palestinian society, who were not part of
the notable class, to which they belonged.

The careers of these two men can be summed up briefly. Yusuf Diya’
al-Khalidi was an outspoken liberal member of the first Ottoman
Parliament, three times Mayor of Jerusalem, an Ottoman diplomat, an
instructor and then a professor at the Imperial-Royal Oriental Academy
in Vienna?®, and author of several scholarly works, including the first
Kurdish-Arabic dictionary (and one of the first examinations of the
Kurdish language on modern linguistic principles®*). After this long and
varied career, he died in Istanbul in 1906. Like Yusuf Diya’, his nephew
Ruhi (the second son of Yusuf Diya’s eldest brother Yasin) also first
received a traditional Islamic education and then Western schooling; was
also an Ottoman diplomat, a prolific author, a modern linguist and a lec-
turer at a major European university (in his case the Sorbonne); was also
an outspoken representative of Jerusalem in the Ottoman Parliament,
and also died in Istanbul, barely seven years after his uncle.

Yusuf Diya’ and Ruhi al-Khalidi are broadly representative of the nota-
bles of Jerusalem, and to some degree those in the rest of the Arab
provinces. Coming from families that had specialized in religious learn-
ing and provided ‘ulama to staff the provincial, and occasionally the
imperial Ottoman, religious establishment, they are typical of a new gen-
eration that shifted to modern educations and government service. This
assertion, which is supported by the work of other scholars who have
studied them,?® is borne out by examination of the education and
careers of many of their contemporaries. A typical example would be
Ruhi al-Khalidi’s fellow representative of Jerusalem in the Ottoman par-
liament, Sa‘id Bey al-Husayni (1878-1945), members of whose family
had held the important posts of Hanafi mufti of Jerusalem, shaykh al-
haram, and naqib al-ashraf almost continuously since the late seventeenth
or early eighteenth century.
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The change over time is mirrored in the shift between Sa‘id al-
Husayni and his father, Ahmad Rasim al-Husayni (1823-1880), who in
some sense straddled this generational divide. Although Ahmad Rasim
al-Husayni received a traditional training in figh, he went into commerce
and became head of the new commercial court of Jerusalem, rather than
joining the corps of ‘ulama as had his father and his grandfather, who
was Hanafi mufti of Jerusalem at the turn of the nineteenth century.
Only later in his career, after the death of the incumbent, did he become
naqib al-ashraf. Sa‘id al-Husayni, by way of contrast, received a modern
education from the outset, culminating in a time at a school run by the
Alliance Israélite sufficient for him to learn Hebrew. He went on to
become a government official in Jerusalem, serving as a censor of the
Hebrew press, and after being elected Mayor of Jerusalem in 1905, was
elected to Parliament in 1908 as a deputy for the Jerusalem district.?
The shifts in education, career, and presumably outlook, leap out from
photographs of individuals of different generations during this era, with
the fathers shown in traditional ‘ulama garb, and the sons in impeccable
western suits.

The men we will focus on are of interest as well because, in addition
to their various achievements during active lives of administration, schol-
arship and politics, each was in touch with leading intellectual figures of
the age, both in the Ottoman Empire and the rest of the Islamic world,
and in the larger European academic sphere where the organization
and systemization of knowledge about “the Orient” was proceeding
rapidly. An examination of these figures is thus of more than merely bio-
graphical interest, and holds out the prospect of shedding light on the
affiliations, loyalties, and outlook of a broad range of individuals promi-
nent during this era, as well as others about whom we may know less, but
can reasonably infer conclusions.

III

Yusuf Diya’, the third of al-Sayyid Muhammad ‘Ali al-Khalidi’s five sons,
was born in 1842, after his father had already served for decades as the
senior local official in the shari‘a court of Jerusalem, and three years
after the Hatt i-Serif of Gulhane had inaugurated the Tanzimat. We have
seen that Yusuf Diya’ was the first and only one of eight siblings to obtain
awestern education.?’ By present-day standards, the little more than five
years spent in three different western-style schools may seem a modest
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amount of education, and indeed some Europeans were scornful of his
attainments.?® It must be remembered, however, that Yusuf Diya’ had a
thorough traditional Islamic education, that the schools he attended
were the most advanced ones extant for their time and place, and that
in the 1850s and 1860s even in Europe and America schooling had not
yet developed into the decades-long odyssey it has since become.

It is tempting to see in this new departure a conscious attempt by a
Jerusalem notable family to diversify its options in view of the sweeping
changes that were affecting the Empire. However, the existing evidence
indicates that it was Yusuf Diya’ himself who sought Western-style edu-
cation, for reasons he set out in an autobiographical sketch: upon reflec-
tion, he found that the Europeans were able to dominate others because
of their superior learning, combined with the ignorance of their oppo-
nents. Thinking about these matters drove him to seek knowledge,
which he initially tried to do in the Egyptian schools established by
Muhammad ‘Ali and his successors, to which his father tried but failed
to gain him admission. Thereupon, after his father refused to allow him
to travel to bilad al-Afranj [the lands of the foreigners] to study, Yusuf
Diya’ ran off with a cousin to Malta, where by the intercession of Angli-
can Bishop Gobat of Jerusalem, he was admitted to the Malta Protestant
College. Later, his eldest brother, Yasin, helped him gain admission to
the Imperial Medical School in Istanbul.?® Unlike Yusuf Diya’, all of his
brothers—the older two, Yasin and ‘Abd al-Rahman, as well as Khalil and
Raghib, who were younger than him—received religious educations and
followed in their father’s footsteps, and as we saw they eventually served
in various posts as members of the Muslim religious establishment in
Jerusalem and other parts of the Empire.3

Nevertheless, if a shift from traditional career patterns was what was
intended by this change in education, it was eminently successful in the
case of Yusuf Diya.” Through his studies in Jerusalem, Malta, and Istan-
bul, he learned French, English, and German,?! and knowledge of for-
eign languages (for which he appears to have had an aptitude) opened
up a number of opportunities for him, although the high-level connec-
tions his family and class background made possible were instrumental
in shaping these opportunities. While in Istanbul as a student at the
Imperial Medical Academy and Robert College, Yusuf Diya’ became the
protégé of reformist Tanzimat statesmen such as Midhat Pasa and Resid
Pasa, with the latter of whom his older brother Yasin was already on good
terms. These powerful men were to prove helpful in advancing Yusuf
Diya’s career at the outset, although his associations with them were to
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hurt him in later decades after they lost power and Sultan ‘Abd al-Hamid
IT established his absolute rule.

All of this was still in the future when Yusuf Diya’ returned to Jerusalem
in 1865, at the height of the implementation of the Tanzimat reforms in
the provinces. Yusuf Diya’s return to Jerusalem, occasioned by the death
of his father, coincided with the appointment of Resid Pasha as Vali of
Damascus (which during this period briefly included the Jerusalem san-
cak). In keeping with his life-long belief in the importance of education if
Ottoman society were to be transformed, Yusuf Diya’s first activity in
Jerusalem was the founding of a state middle school (rusdiyye) on the
premises of an old madrasa, in 1284 (1867-68). Counting perhaps on his
older brother Yasin’s connections, Yusuf Diya’ apparently expected to be
appointed director of this school, but instead “they brought a Turkish
teacher from Istanbul” to take the post. Any disappointment he may have
felt at this turn of events was probably assuaged soon afterwards, when he
was appointed as Mayor of Jerusalem, in his own words “by the people of
Jerusalem and the Turkish Government.”? He held this post for five years
(and on two other occasions later in his career for several more years),
and is described in a number of sources as an active mayor. His efforts,
supported by Resid Pasa in Damascus (Jerusalem was not separated from
the Damascus vilayet until 1872), included helping to initiate the con-
struction of the first carriage road from Jerusalem to Jaffa, and improving
the water supply of the city.>

When his patron, Mehmed Resid Pasa, returned to Istanbul upon his
appointment as Foreign Minister in 1874, Yusuf Diya’ followed him “at
the request of the late Grand Vizier, Mehmed Rusdi Pasa.”®* He first was
assigned to the Ministry’s Translation Bureau, and later in the same year
obtained an appointment as Ottoman Consul in Poti, a Russian port on
the Black Sea. This consular posting to a small, provincial Russian town
apparently involved little of the glamour often associated with diplo-
macy—indeed, his correspondence shows him to have been left consid-
erably poorer as the result of a robbery and by incurring official expenses,
for which he had the greatest difficulty in prevailing upon the Foreign
Ministry to reimburse him after his patron, Resid Pasa, lost his post.®
After this assignment in Russia, which ended abruptly after only six
months, Yusuf Diya’ traveled to Vienna, spending two months visiting dif-
ferent parts of Russia including Odessa, Kiev, Moscow, and St. Petersburg
along the way.® In Vienna, Mehmed Resid Pasa was now Ambassador—a
clear demotion from Foreign Minister, and a sign that his star was waning.
Through his intercession, Yusuf Diya’ nevertheless was able to obtain a
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post as an instructor of Arabic and Ottoman Turkish at the Imperial-
Royal Oriental Academy in Vienna, which he held for eight months
before returning to Jerusalem. There, after another short term of office
as mayor, he was elected to the Ottoman Parliament in 1877.37

Until this point, Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi had been a protege and sup-
porter of the leading Ottoman statesmen of the late Tanzimat era. His
achievements—such as initiating the building of the road from Jaffa to
Jerusalem—had been in furtherance of their modernizing, reforming
program, and had been made possible in part by the support in high
places which they were able to provide him, and which was so essential
in the Ottoman system (and probably in any system). But upon his elec-
tion to Parliament at the age of thirty-five, Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi came
into his own. Educated in the West and acquainted with a number of
Western Orientalists, he knew several foreign languages, was relatively
widely traveled, and was apparently a public speaker of some skill.
Indeed he was described by the American Consul-General in Istanbul as
having made “a sensation in the Parliament by his eloquence and bold-
ness,” and by another American diplomat as “the finest orator and ablest
debater in the Chamber.”®® He was thus thoroughly conversant with
entirely new dimensions of modern politics which some of the older
Tanzimat-era statesmen who were architects of the Constitution, and who
had been brought up in an earlier tradition, had not mastered.

Having imbibed heavily of liberal ideas, Yusuf Diya’ was an active fig-
ure during both sessions of the parliament elected during the brief first
Ottoman constitutional period from 1876-1878.39 He proved himself
one of the parliament’s strongest supporters of constitutional govern-
ment, and was an outspoken opponent of the Sultan ‘Abd al-Hamid’s
absolutism in his speeches, statements, and letters both inside and out-
side the parliamentary chamber. Not surprisingly, this prominence did
little to endear him to the Sultan, who had no use for liberalism, consti-
tutions, or public speeches. His ire was directed at Yusuf Diya’ in partic-
ular, since he had repeatedly attacked specific actions of ‘Abd al-Hamid,
once protesting in Parliament against his unconstitutional choice of the
President of the Chamber during its first session with the words: “The
member of Istanbul, His Excellency Ahmed Vefik Effendi, tells us that he
is our President. Who made him so?”*’ In February 1878, after suffering
through two sessions marked by such parliamentary criticism of his poli-
cies and his chosen ministers, the Sultan finally felt strong enough to sus-
pend the constitution and prorogue parliament, thereby instituting
thirty years of direct, absolute rule.
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As a result of his outspoken opposition to the Sultan’s autocratic
predilections, Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi was exiled from Istanbul immedi-
ately after Parliament was suspended, together with nine other active
opposition members of that body, five of whom were from the Syrian
provinces. He was described by one source close to the Palace as among
the four of these ten “considered most dangerous.”! Undoubtedly chas-
tened by the way his experience as a deputy had ended, Yusuf Diya’
returned to Jerusalem in April 1878, where he once again took up his
duties as mayor, but once more fell foul of the Sultan and his officials.
After a clash with the mutasarrif of Jerusalem, Ra’uf Pasa, who was deter-
mined to curb the power of both the al-Khalidi and al-Husayni families
(but ended up weakening mainly the former*?), Yusuf Diya’ was removed
from his post in October 1879 and, in what was to become a routine for
opponents of the Sultan, went into exile. He left Palestine for Vienna,
where he returned to the Imperial Oriental Academy, this time as a
Professor of Arabic. In 1880, he published his edition of the poetry of
Labid ibn Rabi‘a al-‘Amiri, author of one of the famous pre-Islamic
mu ‘allagat.*® Yusuf Diya’ apparently felt secure enough to brave the
Sultan’s displeasure, for he returned home soon thereafter, and we find
him in 1881 serving as ga immagam of Jaffa, where he remained for a num-
ber of years, and after that in a number of minor provincial posts.

It was unlikely that this outspoken liberal (he was described by the
American Consul General in Istanbul as “almost as liberal as a French
Republican™*), a man who throughout his life remained in close touch
with foreign scholars and diplomats,*> would ever enjoy the full confi-
dence of a suspicious autocrat such as ‘Abd al-Hamid.*® After the abrupt
termination of his parliamentary career he never seems to have done
so—even though in 1893 he was raised to the rank of Pasa. It is perhaps
no coincidence that his Kurdish-Arabic dictionary, al-Hadiyya al-
hamidiyya fil-lugha al-kurdiyya, published in the same year, refers obse-
quiously to the Sultan’s name in its title, while its introduction includes
areference to the Sultan preceded by a string of complimentary titles so
exaggerated as to verge on the sarcastic.?’ Notwithstanding this promo-
tion, most of the posts he served in after 1878 were honorific and mean-
ingless, or remote and amounted to internal exile. Thus he was named
qa’immagam of a district in Bitlis vilayet in the mid-1880s and later of
other districts at Hasbayya and in Jabal al-Duruz. In 1307/1890, he is
listed in the Ottoman state yearbook as heading the Ottoman Embassy
in Belgrade, although whether he ever took up this posting is not clear.*®
What appeared to be the sole exception to this pattern was a brief
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appointment in the 1890s as Ambassador in Vienna, a post Yusuf Diya’
was uniquely suited for, but was never allowed to take up.

For most of the last ten years of his life, Yusuf Diya’ was in effect kept
in enforced residence in Istanbul by the Sultan, who appointed him to
ambassadorships he was not allowed to fill, to a consultative council that
never met, and later to another similarly meaningless post, all of this
with the objective of preventing him from going abroad, and thereby
keeping a potential opponent under surveillance and control. In the
late Hamidian period, for an official to travel without permission, espe-
cially to Europe (which was not generally given to liberals or others
under suspicion like him), was construed as abandoning one’s post—
even a meaningless one—and thus equivalent to treason.*® Thus, while
he was allowed to visit Jerusalem occasionally and Cairo once during the
last few years of his life,” this cosmopolitan scholar was never again
allowed to travel abroad, and was obliged to spend most of his time in
the capital.

While in Istanbul, Yusuf Diya’ became a close friend and companion
of another virtual prisoner of the Sultan whose ideas were too danger-
ous to allow him to go free, al-Sayyid Jamal al-Din al-Afghani (Yusuf Diya’
was at his bedside when Jamal al-Din died®'). At the same time, through
foreign post offices beyond the reach of the Sultan’s spies (notably the
Austrian, which he was able to use freely, as a former faculty member at
a Hapsburg imperial institution and recipient of a Hapsburg honor®?),
he was able to keep in contact with friends and colleagues such as the
great poet Ahmad Shawqi and Shaykh Muhammad ‘Abdu in Egypt, and
with European scholars far and wide. After being allowed by the
Ottoman authorities to publish his Kurdish-Arabic dictionary and gram-
mar in 1893, Yusuf Diya’ Pasa never again managed to publish, although
a number of apparently complete manuscripts are located among his
papers,>® and the fact that he was being held in a gilded cage perhaps
inevitably came to affect his health, which gradually began to decline.

His regular letters to his brother and nephew are increasingly full of
mention of his failing health toward the end of the century,>* and it is
clear that life in Istanbul under the watchful eyes of Abdul Hamid’s spies
did not agree with him, notwithstanding the constant reading in several
scholarly and literary fields in a number of languages which we know
him to have engaged in from the marginal notations in books in his
library, and from his extensive correspondence.

Among the highlights of these communications with a variety of
European and Middle Eastern scholarly and public figures was Yusuf
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Diya’ Pasa’s 1899 letter to Theodore Herzl via the medium of Zadok
Kahn, the Chief Rabbi of France, mentioned in chapter 2. In this letter,
he warned the Zionist leader that while Zionism was “in theory a com-
pletely natural and just idea” as a solution to the Jewish problem, and
might work elsewhere, Palestine was a part of the Ottoman Empire, was
heavily populated by non-Jews, and was venerated by 390 million
Christians and 300 million Muslims. He asked: “By what right do the
Jews demand it for themselves?” Wealth cannot purchase Palestine,
“which can only be taken over by the force of cannons and warships.”
He warned that the day would never come “when the Zionists will
become masters of this country,” and concluded: “For the sake of God,
leave Palestine in peace.”®

Yusuf Diya’ had closely followed the progress of the Zionist enterprise
from its earliest days, when as Mayor of Jerusalem and ga’immagam of
Jaffa he had witnessed it from close quarters. While in Vienna in 1875,
he wrote two letters to the Jewish Chroniclein London on the jewish com-
munity in Jerusalem, one commenting on an article by the newspaper’s
correspondent there, and the other on the visit to Palestine of the Jewish
philanthropist Moses Montefiore.?® At some stage in his career he
learned some Hebrew, partly out of his interest in what we would today
call comparative religion, and partly so as to follow the activities of the
Zionist movement. In later years he maintained a correspondence with
Zionist leaders such as Norman Bentwich, a few traces of which are pre-
served among his papers.5”

In his enforced residence in Istanbul, one of Yusuf Diya’ Pasa’s great-
est consolations was the education of his nephew Ruhi, for whom he had
the greatest affection. The aging statesman and scholar clearly saw Ruhi
as his spiritual heir (Yusuf Diya’ was married and had a daughter, but no
sons), and indeed he left him all his books and papers. Much of the cor-
respondence between the two has survived—mainly Yusuf Diya’s letters
to Ruhi—and is marked by a striking warmth and constant encourage-
ment to Ruhi in his studies and in his career, first as a scholar, then as a
diplomat.”® Yusuf Diya’ Pasa frequently sent his nephew money, and also
helped him with his career by giving him advice and drawing on the
many connections in the Ottoman hierarchy that he had developed over
a quarter century of service to the state, and that he knew from his own
experience were vital to bureaucratic advancement.>

In his old age, stricken by infirmity, and obliged to spend much of his
time in Istanbul, Yusuf Diya’ Pasa lost none of his fiery liberal spirit or
his hopes for reform, in spite of their frustration for decades by the
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regime of Sultan ‘Abd al-Hamid, according to observers who knew him
well.% To his death, the man who in his youth had described himself as
elected as Mayor of Jerusalem in 1868 by “the people of Jerusalem and
the Turkish Government,” always maintained that in spite of the sus-
pension of the Constitution, he continued to hold the Parliamentary
seat for Jerusalem. Berating his fellow liberal in the first Parliament,
Khalil Ghanem, for writing “ex-Deputé” on his visiting card (his own
defiantly described him as Deputy for Jerusalem) Yusuf Diya’ Pasa is
reported as saying: “the description of deputy is by the will of the nation
and by its election, and only ceases upon the election of another.”!

Two years after the death of Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi in 1906 at the age
of sixty-four, the officers of the Committee of Union and Progress [CUP]
carried out a military coup detat that ended the Sultan’s absolute regime
and reinstated the 1876 Constitution. In the elections that followed,
Ruhi al-Khalidi was elected to the seat representing Jerusalem which,
until his death two years earlier, his uncle had staunchly insisted he con-
tinued to hold.

IV

Born only twenty-two years after Yusuf Diya’, in 1864, Ruhi al-Khalidi
nevertheless came to maturity in a different age than had his uncle, and
this affected considerably the educational opportunities open to him.
He grew up, in Jerusalem and the other places his father Yasin’s career
took his family, at a time when religious education no longer com-
manded the same prestige it once had, and when the state school system,
missionary schools, and modern western education in general were seen
as the keys to knowledge and advancement. In spite of his reputation as
a reactionary, Sultan ‘Abd al-Hamid II’s three decades of absolute rule
witnessed a massive expansion of the modern educational system at
every level and in most regions.%? In the vilayet of Beirut, for example,
359 state schools were established between the passage of the 1869
Ottoman Education law and 1914, most of them during the Hamidian
period,% and we saw in chapter 3 that by 1914 there were a total of 98
state schools in Palestine.

Ruhi al-Khalidi went to several of these new state schools, including
the rusdiyye schools in Jerusalem and Tripoli, followed by several years at
the Sultaniye school in Beirut (where he graduated at the top of his class
in most subjects®). In 1887 he went to Istanbul to undertake the diffi-
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cult course of study at the prestigious Mekteb-i Miilkiye school, which he
completed in 1311/1893 with equal distinction,% after which he went to
France to complete his studies (doing so against the will of his parents,
who wanted him to obtain a government job in Palestine). Before study-
ing in state schools, however, Ruhi began his education at traditional
religious schools in Jerusalem, and later spent periods of time in such
schools in the various places where his father was posted. It is not sur-
prising therefore that in later stages of his education he did so well in the
religious subjects which were still an important part of advanced school-
ing and the training of an Ottoman civil servant. Nor is it surprising that
his father, who had received only a traditional religious education, but
was a committed reformer, should have seen to it that his son obtained
the best of both systems.%

We know the details of Ruhi al-Khalidi’s education both from an auto-
biographical sketch which he wrote immediately after his election to
Parliament in 1908, and from other papers and books of his which have
survived.®” Perusal of this material reveals that as a young man of twelve
to fifteen he purchased numerous books in Tripoli, Nablus, Beirut, and
Jerusalem, indicating his wide-ranging interests in religion, law, lan-
guages, literature, and history.®® Among the extant documents is an zjaza
in which one of Ruhi’s teachers, al-Hajj Yusuf al-Sadiq al-Imam al-
Husayni, the Shafi‘i mufti in Jerusalem, certified that he had successfully
completed training in all the classical subjects of the Islamic curriculum,
listing as well his various other teachers.®” From a young age, al-Khalidi
was evidently well enough versed in Islamic learning that when his uncle
‘Abd al-Rahman took him along on a visit to the Shaykh al-Islam in
Istanbul in 1297/1879, he impressed this dignitary sufficiently to cause
him bestow on Ruhi the scholarly rank of Rus Brusa, one of the lower
grades in the Islamic religious hierarchy of the Ottoman Empire. At the
time he received this honor, which nominally entitled him to teach cer-
tain religious sciences, Ruhi was only fifteen years old.”

While he was receiving elements of both a secular and a religious edu-
cation, Ruhi also studied at the Alliance Israélite school in Jerusalem,
where he began to learn Hebrew,’! as well as at the Salahiyya school (Ste.
Anne) of the Peéres Blanches, where he continued the study of French he
had begun several years before. During his father’s tenure as qadi in
Tripoli, Ruhi al-Khalidi had attended al-Madrasa al-Wataniyya, a private
school founded by Shaykh Husayn al-Jisr, mentioned in chapter 3, which
taught foreign languages and other modern subjects along the lines first
developed by the missionary and state schools. The influential Shaykh
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Husayn was one of a group of modernizing educators rooted in the
reformist salafi religious tradition who had a profound influence on sev-
eral generations of students in the late Ottoman period.” A strong sup-
porter of reform of the state apparatus and the extension of its power,
we have seen that al-Jisr was a close friend of Ruhi’s father Yasin, and
Ruhi became a student at the new Sultaniyya school in Beirut soon after
al-Jisr was named to the post of director there.

After successfully completing his studies in Istanbul Ruhi departed
for France to study political science in 1893, a departure which was
made hastily since the Ottoman secret police had him under surveil-
lance because of his involvement in the circle of Jamal al-Din al-
Afghani.”® He had met the shaykh through his uncle Yusuf Diya.’’* After
a three-year course in political science, Ruhi al-Khalidi entered the
Ecole des Hautes Etudes of the Sorbonne, where he did advanced
research in the Islamic field under the French Orientalist Hartwig
Derenbourg, who was director of the section devoted to religion. Deren-
bourg, an acquaintance of Yusuf Diya’ Pasa from the latter’s days at the
Oriental Academy in Vienna, seemed to appreciate the breadth of
knowledge of the young Ruhi al-Khalidi. In an attestation appended to
the young man’s ijaza from Jerusalem Derenbourg noted that he had
taken his courses on the Qur’an, on al-Hariri, on Saladin, and on
Himyarite inscriptions, noting that “il s’est bien initié aux méthodes
européennes sans pour cela rien perdre de sa science orientale, et je
souhaite qu’il rapporte dans son pays et qu’il y répand nos procédés et
nos habitudes d’enseignement.””® Derenbourg appointed him a confer-
encier at the Sorbonne, and used his influence to help Ruhi to advance
in the world of European Orientalism.

One of the high points in this regard was his presentation of a paper
on the spread of Islam in the modern world to the 1897 Orientalist
Congress in Paris, which was later published in both French and
Arabic.” The paper utilized much of the training Ruhi had obtained,
both at the Miilkiye and at the Sorbonne, particularly to analyze the sta-
tistics on the Muslim populations of the countries of the world, an analy-
sis which constitutes the bulk of the 65-page booklet as it was finally pub-
lished. He came to the conclusion, based on a careful country-by-coun-
try assessment, that the number of Muslims in the world at the time was
far larger than the 175-180 million estimate given by most sources. He
reports that his figure, of more than 285 million, or one-fifth of the
human race, provoked the response from some of those present at the
Congress that this was another instance of “Oriental exaggeration.””’
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The implied slur apparently spurred Ruhi al-Khalidi to expand his talk
for publication with forty-seven pages of statistics on Muslim populations
in every country in the world.”™

Ruhi al-Khalidi published many books and articles in Arabic and
French thereafter, including works on Arabic literature, early Arab sci-
entists, political history and a variety of Islamic subjects.”” Notable
among them was his edition of the manuscript of a work of figh by a four-
teenth-century ancestor of his, Sa‘d al-Din al-Dayri al-Khalidi, which he
had found in the Khalidi Library.® This consisted of an annotated forty-
page edition of the text of a treatise on the conditions in which impris-
onment is acceptable according to the shari‘a, followed by several heav-
ily annotated biographies of the author, three of them copied from bio-
graphical dictionaries in manuscript in Istanbul and Jerusalem.

After his appointment as Ottoman Consul-General in Bordeaux in
1898, al-Khalidi continued to publish, but because of the constraints
imposed by his official position (and the regime’s dislike of those who
published even the most innocuous materials at home or abroad), he
had to do so under the pseudonym of “Maqdisi” [Jerusalemite] with arti-
cles appearing in periodicals and newspapers in different parts of the
Arabic-speaking world and Europe. During this time, Ruhi Bey al-
Khalidi (the title Bey had come with his Consular appointment) married
a Frenchwoman, by whom he had a son, continued his activities as a
Mason,8!

which we can conclude by his having a rare copy of the first published
82

and presumably continued his liberal political activities—

rules of the Committee of Union and Progress among his papers.

The stress laid on the significance of education in the discussion of
Yusuf Diya’ and Ruhi al-Khalidi in this chapter deserves explanation.
Education was clearly important in the eyes of both men, who devoted a
large part of their lives to teaching and scholarship. We can see this in
many ways: Yusuf Diya’ begins his Kurdish-Arabic dictionary with a pas-
sage on the importance of learning languages and the significance of
the great expansion of science, learning and education under ‘Abd al-
Hamid: “the educational programs are crowded with subjects, the barri-
ers to learning are breaking down, the rich and poor desire it . . . yes,
indeed this is necessary in all civilized countries.”?

Similarly, well over half of Ruhi al-Khalidi’s eight-page autobiograph-
ical note cited earlier is devoted to the details of his education,® and he
too laid stress on the importance of knowledge: he relates how during
his childhood he saw how knowledgeable about the Holy Land were
members of a party of Europeans at Jericho, and contrasted the respect
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for knowledge and freedom in the West with the ignorance and oppres-
sion that prevailed in the East.®®

For members of most notable families in the Arab provinces, educa-
tion was traditionally accorded a high priority, for obvious reasons: it was
crucial for maintaining a position in the elite, as well as being central to
a fuller understanding of the Islamic religion, and for the sake of knowl-
edge itself. While ambition, the desire for status, and material motives
cannot be ignored, love of knowledge should not be underestimated:
many members of this class were devoted and serious scholars, who were
clearly deeply committed to their research and writing. From his private
papers, for example, we can see that Ruhi al-Khalidi, who was in effect a
perpetual student, teacher, or scholar for nearly thirty years, until his
appointment as Consul-General in Bordeaux in 1898, was sincerely
interested in what he studied, taught, and wrote about. He occasionally
sought appointments in government service during this period, but at
other times turned down good job offers for a chance to study, as when
he want off to France in 1893, and for many years seemed as content as
had been his uncle Yusuf Diya’ to remain a scholar.

With his election to parliament as a representative of Jerusalem fol-
lowing the 1908 Revolution and his reelection in 1912, Ruhi Bey was
once again following the career pattern pioneered by his uncle. He
eventually became Vice-President of the Chamber, and was generally
considered a staunch member of the governing CUP. Ruhi al-Khalidi
came to public attention in Palestine and all over the Arab provinces of
the Empire on one notable occasion during his parliamentary career.
This occurred when in May 1911 he raised the issue of Zionism in the
Chamber, starting the debate mentioned in chapter 2 in which he was
supported by his colleague from Jerusalem, Sa‘id al-Husayni, and oppo-
sition leader Shukri al-‘Asali, the newly elected deputy from Damascus.®®

Ruhi al-Khalidi began his long, prepared speech by noting that as
Deputy from Jerusalem, he represented a large number of Jews who had
demonstrated their loyalty to the homeland, but that he was against
Zionism, which was working to establish a Jewish state (“mamlaka
isra’iliyya”) with its capital at Jerusalem, and to take control of Palestine.
He discussed the writings and statements of a number of Zionist leaders,
showing that their objective was fostering national spirit among the Jews,
“in order to create a nation [umma] in Palestine and to colonize the
promised land, to which they are returning twenty centuries after they
departed from it.”®” Undoubtedly sensitive to the possibility that his
remarks could be interpreted as anti-Semitic,®® he concluded by once
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again affirming that he was warning only of the danger of Zionist settle-
ment in Palestine: “The Jews [al-isra’iliyun] are a great people and the
country benefits from their expertise, wealth, schools and knowledge,
but they should settle in other parts of the Empire and should acquire
Ottoman nationality.”

Explicit in this speech is the urgent sense that Palestine was in danger
from Zionism—in fact the speech exaggerated this danger, by inflating
the number of settlers and their achievements—and that it was the
obligation of the Empire to help protect this important part of its
domains. In spite of the care he took to avoid being misunderstood,
some members of parliament took offense at Ruhi’s speech. After Ruhi’s
fellow-deputy from Jerusalem, Sa‘id al-Husayni, had risen to support his
colleague, arguing that the objective of the Zionists was the creation of
a new nationality in Syria, a Jewish CUP deputy from Izmir, Nisim
Mazliah, intervened in the debate. He defended the Zionist movement,
demanded a government inquiry to show the falseness of some of the
accusations made against it, and attacked Ruhi Bey fiercely, asking what
was the sin of the Jews if the Torah promised them resurgence and
strength? “Ruhi Bey al-Khalidi can burn the Torah, but the Qur’an is
there to prove what is in it,” he stated angrily, adding: “I warn him
against this seed he has sown in the chamber, for the plant it will pro-
duce will not be good. He and his friends wish by their words only to
oppose the government . . ."%

The last of the Arab speakers was Shukri al-‘Asali. In the speech already
mentioned in chapter 2 (and described in the Damascus newspaper al-
Mugtabas in a first-page article as “resonant”) he strongly criticized the
activities of the Zionist movement in Palestine, and described at length
his fruitless efforts to stop the al-Fula purchase while he was ga ‘immagam
of Nazareth. Shukri al-‘Asali then accused the Zionist movement of hav-
ing ambitions beyond Palestine, indeed as far as Mesopotamia, and con-
cluded by urging the passage of legislation he had already proposed lim-
iting Jewish settlement in Palestine.”!

There is a major difference in tone between al-‘Asali’s speech and
that of Ruhi al-Khalidi, specifically as regards the open hostility to the
CUP government of the former (al-‘Asali responded at one point to an
interjection by CUP leader Talat Bey with the sarcastic words, “So you
say”), and his more exaggerated estimations of the power of the Zionists.
But al-‘Asali’s speech was peppered with anecdotes drawn from his own
service as a government official in Palestine which illustrated the effects
of land settlement on the peasantry, and the high degree of internal
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organization of the new Jewish colonies. By contrast, the speeches of
both Ruhi al-Khalidi and Sa‘id al-Husayni appear to have been drier,
more abstract, and more boring.

We know that Zionism had long been a matter of intense interest to
Ruhi al-Khalidi, and that he approached it in the deliberate, scientific
fashion which he acquired as a result of his academic training. Ruhi Bey’s
notebooks are full of notes, tables, and other data on the Zionist move-
ment, while he had several scrapbooks full of press clippings on the same
subject. Both he and his uncle, moreover, owned numerous works on
Zionism, Jewish history, the history of anti-Semitism, and related matters.
Like his uncle, we have seen that Ruhi Bey was interested enough in this
subject to learn some Hebrew, and he too had many Zionist and non-
Zionist Jewish acquaintances.”® His 1911 speech is notable for its schol-
arly references to the history of Palestine and of the Jewish people, amply
buttressed with biblical quotations, and by a disquisition on the genesis
of Zionism. All of this was more appropriate to a classroom or a pub-
lished article than to the raucous chamber of the Ottoman parliament.
Indeed, as Ruhi was speaking, one deputy interjected, “Mr. Speaker, we
are discussing the budget. I beg you, let us not waste time listening to
these tales from history!,” and another said, “Let the speaker publish his
words in the official gazette and stop wasting our time!”** Perhaps for
these reasons, his speech seems to have had even less impact on his col-
leagues than that of al-‘Asali, although none of the three Arab speakers
seems to have been particularly effective.®

At the time of his death, Ruhi al-Khalidi was finishing a piece of
research he seems to have worked on for many years, probably since
before he left France in 1908: an analytical study of Zionism, entitled
“Zionism or the Zionist Question,” examining the roots of Zionist ideol-
ogy in ancient and modern Jewish history, and surveying the genesis of
the modern Zionist movement.? Like his speech before Parliament, this
146-page manuscript laid out the threat to both Palestine and the Otto-
man Empire which Ruhi al-Khalidi perceived in the Zionist movement.
The aim of the Zionist movement, he states, is “to establish a Jewish state
in Palestine to which all Jews suffering the persecution called anti-
Semitism would emigrate, to create in Palestine a national home (watan)
for them alone according to the rules of their nation (milla), and which
would be recognized by the civilized nations.™’

Zionism, Ruhi al-Khalidi argued, grew out of a radically new reading
of the Torah, the Talmud, and medieval and modern Jewish writings
which calls upon the Jews “to return to Palestine and stresses that worldly
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and religious happiness consist in possessing Zion and ruling it.”*® In
hindsight, these seem perfectly straightforward conclusions, and indeed
much of al-Khalidi’s work (like the earlier essay on the subject by Najib
Nassar?) is buttressed with sections from a long article on Zionism trans-
lated from the Encyclopedia Judaica. But in the context of the public
debate of the time in the Ottoman Empire, when these very objectives
of the Zionist movement were being strongly denied by its partisans
(indeed defenders of Zionism denied them during the debate in the
Ottoman parliament in May 1911), these were revolutionary conclu-
sions, although al-Khalidi deliberately stated them in a low-key manner.

Ruhi al-Khalidi was quite aware of the differences within the Zionist
movement regarding how to go about achieving its objectives, and noted
the fact that most of its leaders now understood that they would have to
“colonize Palestine little by little.” He pointed out to his readers that the
movement also understood the value of favorable publicity, and was lib-
eral in providing subsidies to journalists and newspapers who supported
it. He declared that the Ottoman paper Igdam, the French-language
Istanbul papers Aurore, Orient, and Le Jeune Turc, as well as the Arabic-lan-
guage papers al-Nasir in Beirut, al-Nafir in Jerusalem, and al-Akhbar in
Jaffa, were all subsidized by the Zionist movement in order to provide it
with favorable publicity,!” a subject discussed further in chapter 6.

In his analysis, al-Khalidi relied on more than his research in European
and Ottoman sources, and his experience in the rough world of Ottoman
politics. The last chapter of the work, which consists of a settlement-by-
settlement examination of the progress of Zionist colonization through-
out Palestine, is clearly based on visits by Ruhi al-Khalidi to many of these
settlements. In the wake of what he saw there, as Walid Khalidi points out
in his analysis of this work, it is apparent that Ruhi was torn by divided
feelings: on the one hand, “he admired the achievements of the Jewish
colonists and their modern methods; on the other he was embittered by
the backwardness of the Palestinian country-side, and angered by Arabs
who sold land and by the middle-men and Ottoman officials who facili-
tated the purchases.”!"!

The conclusion to all of this was grim, in Ruhi al-Khalidi’s view.
Against the disclaimers that the true objectives of Zionism involved no
ill intentions toward the Arab population of Palestine, and against the
rosy descriptions by supporters of Zionism of how much good they were
doing for Palestine and its people, he set this bleak panorama of what he
argued was actually happening in Palestine: “the policy of the Zionists is
to provoke the government to repress and debase the influential people
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in the country, bring about their extinction, and then win over the think-
ing of the simple peasants, bringing them under their financial power
and using them to cultivate their land as they take possession of it, village
by village.”102

This work, incomplete though it was, nevertheless appears to be the
fullest assessment until that time of what Zionism portended for the
Arab population of Palestine. While clearly motivated by a sense of alarm
at the danger to the country and its indigenous population posed by the
Zionist movement, it is neither alarmist nor extreme in tone, but rather
analytical and deliberate. It embodies, moreover, one of the first explicit,
overt expressions of the relationship between local patriotism and oppo-
sition to Zionism which were to play such a large part in the shaping of
Palestinian identity over the rest of the twentieth century. It appears that
this manuscript was in the process of being copied for the printer (only
a few pages of the first draft remained to be copied from the author’s
hand into a clear, double-spaced copy) when in July 1913 Ruhi al-Khalidi
traveled to Istanbul, where he suddenly fell sick, and died after an illness
of only a few days at the age of forty-nine.!%

\4

How did these two individuals, whose careers span the last half century
of the Ottoman period, reconcile their commitment to the Ottoman
framework with other loyalties and affiliations? Among these other alle-
giances were Islamic solidarity, Arabism, Palestinian patriotism, opposi-
tion to Zionism, party political affiliation, local Jerusalem loyalties, and
family linkages, as well as a commitment to liberal constitutionalism,
administrative reform of the state apparatus, the expansion of educa-
tion, and the spread of learning.

There is little sign that Yusuf Diya’ and Ruhi al-Khalidi (or colleagues
of theirs like Sa‘id al-Husayni) felt that their different loyalties conflicted
fundamentally with one another, or with their wholehearted acceptance
of an overarching Ottoman political structure. There were naturally con-
flicts between different commitments, as when Ruhi al-Khalidi’s outspo-
ken criticism of the government’s policy toward Zionism brought down
on him the opprobrium of some of his CUP colleagues in Parliament,
who accused him and his fellow anti-Zionists of opposition for opposi-
tion’s sake, and of fomenting sectarian discord and thereby weakening
the Empire. There is no sign, however, that he perceived such an accu-
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sation as having any foundation, and he answered his detractors by argu-
ing that his objective in making such criticisms was to strengthen the
Empire.! It is nevertheless possible to discern in the last pages of Ruhi
al-Khalidi’s manuscript on Zionism the beginnings of a disenchantment
with the CUP, the constitutional government, and perhaps the Empire,
because of their dereliction of duty in the face of what he perceived as
the deadly menace to Palestine and the Empire posed by Zionism.

For both Yusuf Diya’ and Ruhi al-Khalidi, Arabism, Palestinian patri-
otism, local Jerusalem loyalties, and Ottomanism were overlapping
identities which complemented one another, and could be reconciled
when a contradiction between them arose. Scholch cites a letter from
Yusuf Diya’ to the German Orientalist Wahrmund in 1878, in which he
called Jerusalem his homeland (watani al-Quds al-Sharif), but stressed
his loyalty to the Ottoman nation (“milla”) and state.!%® That Yusuf
Diya’ was an Arabist, in the sense of a cultural nationalist, cannot be
doubted: the references, already noted, in his autobiographical sketch
of 1875 to “a Turkish teacher from Istanbul” obtaining the post he cov-
eted, and to his election by “the people of Jerusalem and the Turkish
government,” are clear signs of his awareness of the ethnic facts of life
in the Empire. Moreover, in his 1880 edition of the diwan of the pre-
Islamic poet Labid ibn Rabi‘a, Yusuf Diya’ is explicit in expressing his
hopes for the revival of the Arabs. After quoting a line of Imru al-Qays’s
poetry evocative of past glories (“gif bil-diyar fa hathihi atharuha. ..”), he
adds: “However, we have the strong hope that the Arabs will soon
recover the place among civilized nations they lost in the centuries of
darkness, since this nation [milla], may God protect it, is still numerous,
has many kingdoms [mamalik], high ideas and many sources of wealth
drawn from its language . . .”1%6

Nevertheless, there is no hint of a contradiction between such clear
expressions of cultural nationalism and their author’s loyalty to the
Ottoman framework. Indeed a year after this book was published in
Vienna, ‘Abd al-Hamid appointed Yusuf Diya’ ga’immagam of Jaffa, his
first official post since he had angered the Sultan with his speeches
before Parliament a few years earlier.

In a later generation, Ruhi al-Khalidi’s Arabism, which like that of
his uncle was cultural rather than explicitly political in nature, was no
bar to his being one of the leading Arab members of the CUP, in spite
of the Turkish nationalist orientation of some of its leaders.!” The key
to explaining Ruhi al-Khalidi’s continuing adherence to the CUP when
many other Arab leaders—including his ally in the debates on Zionism,
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Shukri al-‘Asali—were increasingly alienated from it, lies in his agree-
ment with its views on the position and role of the Sultan, and on the
need for reform of the state administrative system. Ruhi al-Khalidi, like
his uncle and other liberals of their day, was deeply marked by the expe-
rience of opposing the autocratic rule of the Sultan for more than
three decades.

For these men and others like them, the Ottoman government dom-
inated by the CUP represented the best vehicle for championing consti-
tutionalism and opposing the arbitrary exercise of power, and for carry-
ing out the administrative modernization necessary to restore the
strength of the Empire, and to enable it to resist strong external pres-
sures. These were clearly ideas in which they and others of their genera-
tion believed deeply. Both had suffered personally from censorship and
the arbitrary exercise of power by a near-absolute monarch,!% both were
strong supporters of constitutionalism and parliamentary government,
and both had spent much of their lives furthering the centralization and
modernization of the government apparatus with which the CUP was
identified.!% They saw these things as essential if their homeland were
to escape falling under foreign control.

For such members of the elite of the Arab provinces of the Empire
who had spent their careers in service of the state, their Ottomanism was
natural and ingrained. Whether as members of the religious establish-
ment (where many members of notable families still sought preferment,

),110 or as officials in the modern

while others moved away from this field
state bureaucracy, members of this elite looked to the Ottoman state as
a barrier against the incursions of aggressive foreign powers with designs
on the Arab provinces. Such individuals could be more or less liberal—
Sultan ‘Abd al-Hamid had little trouble finding politically conservative
members of notable families with a secular modern education to hold
key posts in Palestine and other parts of bilad al-shamin the decades after
he purged the liberal supporters of Resid Pasa and Midhat Pasa such as
Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi in the 1870s and 1880s.!!! But as a group, they
remained loyal to the Empire and committed to it as a political frame-
work at least until 1914, notwithstanding their differences with a given
Sultan, or regime, or government. In this there is little difference
between pro-CUP Arab notables and leading Arab political figures who
left the CUP and joined the opposition such as Shukri al-‘Asali, Shafiq al-
Mu’ayyad, or ‘Abd al-Hamid al-Zahrawi, all parliamentary colleagues of
Ruhi al-Khalidi in the 1908-1912 Parliament who were defeated in the
“big stick” election of the latter year.'!2
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They found no contradiction between a firm commitment to
Ottomanism, and taking pride in their Arab heritage (Ruhi al-Khalidi
made a point of stressing that he had delivered the first lecture in
Arabic at the Sorbonne),!!® defending Palestine against what they per-
ceived as the danger of Zionist colonization, and opposing the govern-
ment party on this issue. However, if there was one area where a certain
dissonance appears in their beliefs some time after the turn of the twen-
tieth century, it was over the issue of Zionism. For Ottoman liberals, and
even for others, it had long been possible to accept that many things
wrong with the Ottoman system were caused by the absolutism of ‘Abd
al-Hamid, or the lingering effects of his reign. But by 1911, and all the
more so by the time of Ruhi al-Khalidi’s death in 1913, it must have
begun to seem that the problems in Palestine could not be ascribed
solely to the ill-effects of the rule of a long-deposed Sultan. The increas-
ingly sharp tone of the Arabic press after 1908 (which we will examine
in a later chapter), of the speeches by al-Khalidi, al-Husayni and al-‘Asali
in the Ottoman Chamber in May 1911, of Najib Nassar’s 1911 essay on
Zionism!'4, and of Ruhi al-Khalidi’s book on Zionism, with its bitter con-
cluding words about the role of the government in supporting Zionism,
all point to the beginnings of a shift in this regard, prompted by local
developments in Palestine.

Nevertheless, even while helping to rewrite Islamic, Ottoman and
Arab history in ways that were to lay the foundation for modern nation-
alist interpretations,!!? it is apparent that for the most part Ruhi al-
Khalidi, Yusuf Diya’ al-Khalidi, and others of their generations and their
class before 1914 could still feel that they were operating within a frame-
work flexible enough to contain the incipient contradictions between
the various ethnic groups, nationalities, and “imagined communities”!!%
it encompassed.

Perhaps Ruhi al-Khalidi was fortunate to die when he did, before
World War I. The wrenching changes the war brought in its wake shat-
tered this framework, and opened the Middle East to a brave new world
of aggressive, assertive new nationalisms. He and others of his genera-
tion were nonetheless central in laying the intellectual groundwork for
Arabism, Palestinian patriotism, and other ideologies that came into full
flower after 1918. Their lives illustrate fully the tapestry of loyalties that
constituted identity for them, and illuminate how the various trends that
comprised this identity came to evolve in the following decades, and
came to have an impact on larger and larger segments of the population.
For through the medium of the press, parliamentary politics, and the
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speedier and broader diffusion of ideas made possible by the expansion
of the educational system, their understanding of identity came to be
shared with far wider circles of their fellow-citizens than would otherwise
have been the case.

The next two chapters will show how this occurred over the issue of
Zionism, with chapter 5 exploring the first early clashes between Zionist
settlers and Palestinian peasants, and chapter 6 examining how the
debate over Zionism played out in the pages of the Arabic-language
press in Palestine and elsewhere. In Palestine in particular, what
Anderson describes as “print capitalism” thereby helped shape a broad
community of interest, an imagined community that came to describe
itself as Palestinian, and that saw itself as under threat from Zionism, and
from other directions. In this fashion, ideas like those expressed by Ruhi
al-Khalidi, Sa‘id al-Husayni, and Shukri al-‘Asali in this chapter, and
those of others—peasants, notables, and newspaper editors—whom we
will encounter in the next two chapters, were placed before ever wider
audiences and gained greater and greater currency.
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CHAPTER §

Elements of Identity I:
Peasant Resistance to
Zionist Settlement

Itis a commonplace that history is writ-
ten by the victors. And it follows that it is more likely to be written about
the strong than the weak, and that the views and exploits of those able
to read and write are perhaps naturally more frequently recorded by
historians, with their tendency to favor written records, than those of
the illiterate.

All of these inherent historical biases have complicated the modern
historiography of Palestine. Their effect has been magnified by the fact
that over the past five decades, much source material for writing the
modern history of the Palestinian Arabs has been lost, destroyed, or
incorporated into archives in Israel, where it was long inaccessible to
many Palestinian and Arab historians. The unsettled situation of the
Palestinian people since 1948, whether under occupation or in the dias-
pora, has meant that when Palestinian archives, research institutions,
and universities could be created, they were often denied the stability,
continuity, and possibilities for long-term planning necessary to provide
the requisite support for sustained research and scholarship. Also harm-
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ful has been the absence or weakness of unifying central Palestinian
national institutions, and the support such institutions can provide for
education, research, scholarship, libraries, and state archives.

The PLO’S Palestine Research Center and the independent Institute
for Palestine Studies (IPS), both founded in Beirut in the mid-1960s,
amassed considerable library and documentary collections and pro-
duced some significant research, until Israel’s 1982 invasion of Lebanon
disrupted their functioning, and indeed much Palestinian intellectual
production. The Center’s historical archives were seized by occupying
Israeli forces, and although they were returned as part of the November
1983 prisoner exchange with the PLO, for more than a decade they
could not be reopened. The IPS archives were moved to safety after the
1982 war, and some of them are still inaccessible. The 1982 war also dis-
rupted a UNESCO project for a Palestinian Open University, as well as
the academic atmosphere at the five Beirut universities where many
Palestinian scholars had become established since 1948. Similarly, the
Israeli occupation has caused severe problems for the six West Bank and
Gaza Strip universities, which were exacerbated by the Israeli closure
orders which were in effect in most of them throughout the Palestinian
intifada, from 1987 until 1992, and afterwards in some cases.!

Partly in consequence of these circumstances, there has been a
dearth of sound historical scholarship by Palestinians.> Most writing
about modern Palestinian history has been done by non-Palestinians,
who have by and large lacked an intimate familiarity with the indigenous
sources, the individuals concerned, and the social and cultural context
of Palestinian politics. Irrespective of any bias such foreign scholars may
have had, this situation has naturally had a major effect on what has
been written, and particularly the perspective from which it is written.
While a cross-cultural approach is often extremely valuable, and can pro-
vide insights otherwise unavailable, obviously nothing can substitute for
people writing their own history, and indeed the two processes can and
should be complementary.

Thus, the purview and perspective of much work on the history of
Palestine has paid more attention to certain sources and subjects than to
others. One example is Yehoshua Ben Arieh’s Jerusalem in the 19th
Century: The Old City, much of which treats the city’s Arab population
(according to Ben Arieh, Arabs were a majority of its population during
most of the period he covers) relying mainly on European traveler’s
reports and European Jewish accounts, but using no Arabic or Ottoman
sources.?® Similarly, Isaiah Friedman’s The Question of Palestine 1914—1918,
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subtitled A Study of British-Jewish-Arab Relations, in practice deals only with
the British and Jewish sides of this triangle, again using no Arabic or
Ottoman sources.*

Further, even when the Arabs have been the primary focus of a work,
the urban and literate sectors of the population have perhaps naturally
tended to be the focus of attention, as in the respected works on Pales-
tinian political history during the 1920s and 1930s by Yehoshua Porath
and Ann Mosely Lesch, which depend on a judicious selection of Arabic,
Zionist, and Western sources.’ In other works of history, more use has
been made of Zionist sources than Arab ones. This is true even with
examples of sound scholarship and great originality focusing primarily
on the Palestinians such as Neville Mandel’s The Arabs and Zionism before
World War I, which relies mainly on press reports preserved in the
Central Zionist Archives, rather than on the Arabic newspapers them-
selves, for an analysis of the Arab press.

There are justifications for some of these apparent methodological
and historiographical weaknesses. As has already been pointed out,
Israeli and Western archives contain more material and tend to be bet-
ter organized than many existing Arab ones. In other cases, accessibility
and convenience have perhaps wrongly determined which sources were
used. The problem is made more difficult by the fact that the population
of the countryside was poor, illiterate, and largely inaccessible for much
of the modern era, and as such left few records of its own. Moreover, it
is to be expected that the Arab urban population, which was the most vis-
ible and politically active, and the most extensively represented in the
existing written record, would be the object of the most intense scholarly
scrutiny. All of this is aside from any biases in favor of a focus on the elite
that might have affected historians.”

But regarding issues crucial to the modern history of Palestine like
the overall economic and social effects on the Palestinians of land sales
to Zionist purchasers, the scope of peasant dispossession and resistance,
the degree of politicization of the rural population, and the impact of
Zionist settlement on the Palestinian Arab rural majority, some of these
Jjustifications ring hollow. While the British and Zionist records are nec-
essarily central sources for any such analysis, and while attention must be
paid to the newspapers and activities of the elite Arab urban population,
in looking at issues such as these, what happened at the village level
should be the primary focus, and sources that reflect this local reality
should be sought out. It is possible to follow developments at this level
utilizing nontraditional sources, as did Ya'kov Firestone in his pioneer-
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ing work using material from outside the formal archives,® or through
using these archives with special attention to the rural areas, as did Ylana
Miller in her Government and Society in Rural Palestine, 1920~1948.°

Such an approach is essential in any work dealing with demography,
land, and the peasantry in Palestine. It is absent in many popular works,
such as Joan Peters’s From Time Immemorial, which makes sweeping and
unsubstantiated assertions regarding all these subjects, with the aim of
proving the nonexistence of the Palestinian people. A book like this,
which is based on the selective and tendentious use of sources, system-
atic misquotation, and other unscholarly methods, would not deserve
mention here, but for the prominent figures who praised it, the noted
scholars whose aid was acknowledged by the author but who refrained
from disassociating themselves from it, the respected publications that
reviewed it but failed to reveal its shoddy scholarly underpinning, and
the impact it has had in reinforcing crucial stereotypes regarding Pales-
tine in American public discourse.!?

Such an approach is absent as well in nominally more serious works
that reiterate Peter’s themes. Thus, Arieh Avneri’s The Claim of Dis-
possession, subtitled Jewish Land Settlement and the Arabs 1878-1948, pur-
ports to show that there was no dispossession of Palestinians, in large
part because the “Palestinians” did not exist in the commonly accepted
sense of the word.!! He asserts rather that much of the Arab population
of the country drifted into it in recent times, an old and persistent
canard which has been disproved by all recent demographic research.!?
Slightly more coherent than Peters, Avneri too treats this subject using
Western and Hebrew sources, to the exclusion of Arabic or Ottoman
ones. In three hundred pages, moreover, he never dignifies the indige-
nous population or the sovereign authority until 1918 with so much as a
single quotation from a source generated by them.

It is clear that in works such as Peters’s and Avneri’s, the society being
described is an object rather than a subject of history. It can be described
by others, but cannot describe itself. For the assertions of polemicists
such as these are tenable only from a perspective that denies any credi-
bility to the sources produced by the society being studied. In the words
of Edward Said, for such writers the Palestinians do not have “permission
to narrate.”'® From these authors’ perspective, of course, such a denial
is rigorously logical, since the Palestinians don’t exist! 14

While it is impossible at this temporal remove, and in the absence of
much essential data, to record in detail what took place between Arab
peasants and Jewish settlers in the Palestinian countryside before 1914,
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what follows is an attempt to reconstruct certain key interactions from a
variety of sources, with the objective of providing a perspective too often
absent. Far from being “history from below” or subaltern history for its
own sake, however, it constitutes an attempt to suggest that these scat-
tered early incidents were important not only in defining the terms of the
Palestinian-Zionist conflict, but also in the genesis of Palestinian identity.

II

According to a once widely held view, Arab opposition to Zionism began
only some time during the Mandate period, and since then this opposi-
tion has been artificially fostered by a succession of self-interested pro-
tagonists for a variety of reasons.!® In fact, both a relatively widespread
Arab awareness of Zionism and a fear of its potential impact on the Arabs
of Palestine go much further back in time, and are much more deeply
rooted, than this view would have it. During the pre-World War I period,
Zionism became the subject of extensive journalistic comment and pub-
lic controversy in Palestine and other Arab regions of the Ottoman
Empire, and ultimately became a major issue in both local and Ottoman
politics. Some of this has already been briefly described in the discus-
sions of the growth of the press in chapter 3, and of the 1911 parlia-
mentary debates in chapter 4.16

The extent of the opposition within Palestine itself to Zionist immi-
gration before 1914 has been examined by several studies.!” Less atten-
tion has been paid to the effect of developments in Palestine during this
period on the thinking of the elites of the rest of Syria, Egypt, and the
other Arab lands under Ottoman sovereignty, at a time when Arabism,
the forerunner of Arab nationalism, was developing into an effective
political movement.'® This took place against the background of the
flourishing of political, intellectual, and journalistic activity throughout
the Empire beginning with the reimposition of the Ottoman Constitu-
tion in 1908 and continuing until 1914, during which time, as we have
seen, there was a major expansion of the Arabic language press in Pales-
tine and other parts of greater Syria.

Simultaneous with these developments, the Arabs of Palestine were
dismayed by the impact of increasing Zionist colonization, as the mount-
ing persecution of Eastern European Jews sent large numbers of new set-
tlers to Palestine in the second aliya, or wave of Jewish immigration to
Palestine, from 1905 to 1914.1° From around the turn of the century to
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1914, the Jewish population of the country appears to have doubled, from
about 30,000 to 60,000, during which time the total population grew
much less quickly.?’ Besides increasing Jewish numbers significantly, most
of these newcomers were more deeply imbued with political Zionism
than earlier Jewish settlers, and more intent on creating a new, purely
Jewish society in Palestine. As we shall see, many of them also had other
beliefs, which made friction with the Arab peasantry all the more severe.

The Palestinian reaction to this increased Zionist activity was strong,
particularly during the years from 1908 to 1914 when it could express
itself more freely, and was encouraged by the activities of political leaders
like Ruhi al-Khalidi and Sa‘id al-Husayni, and by articles in newspapers
like Filastin and al-Karmil. For the first time, many Arabs realized that
Zionism aimed ultimately to create a Jewish polity in Palestine in place of
the existing Arab one. This realization was intensified by the fact that in
the Palestinian countryside after the turn of the century, increased land
purchases and the replacement of Arab wage-laborers on Jewish estates
by Jewish workers angered many fellahin. The intensity of these reactions,
combined with the new political and press freedoms, helps explain the
impact of the Palestine question on Arab politics at this time. And while
it was understandably the response of the literate urban Palestinian
upper and middle classes as expressed in the press, in the Ottoman
Parliament, and elsewhere, that most affected thinking in other Arab
countries, we shall see that at the root of the fears of many of these urban
Palestinians about Zionism was the experience of the fellahin who were
the first to clash with the Zionist settlers.

As Roger Owen and Charles Issawi have shown, economic and social
change in the lands of the Eastern Mediterranean was increasingly rapid
in the late nineteenth century.?! Underlying many of these changes was
the gradual expansion of the market economy over a long period of
time, and the tendency it fostered toward the privatization of land own-
ership and its concentration in fewer hands. This was particularly the
case after the promulgation of the Ottoman Land Code in 1858, which
was put into effect in Palestine very slowly, over a period of decades, and
appears to have had a differing impact on different regions.??

In the hill regions of Palestine, where small plots and individual own-
ership and/or usufruct had long been common, the law seems to have
had considerably less effect as far as alienation of peasants from their
land and the concentration of landed property in a few hands.? In low-
land areas favorable to grain cultivation, however, the new law facilitated
registration in the name of individual owners of agricultural land, most
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of which as state land, or mir;, had never previously been privately regis-
tered and most of which had formerly been treated according to tradi-
tional forms of land tenure, generally musha’, or communal usufruct.?*
The new law meant that for the first time a peasant could be deprived not
of formal title to his land, which he had rarely held before, but rather of
the right to live on it, cultivate it, and pass it on to his heirs—rights that
had formerly been inalienable if taxes on miri land were paid regularly.

Under the provisions of the 1858 law, as it came to be implemented,
communal rights of tenure were often ignored, particularly in lowland
and musha‘areas, as many peasants with long-standing traditional rights
failed to register out of fear of taxation and other state exactions,
notably conscription. Instead, village shaykhs, tax-collectors, and urban
members of the upper classes, adept at manipulating or circumventing
the legal process, registered large areas of land as their personal prop-
erty.2® As far as lands in Palestine were concerned, three areas were most
affected: the fertile central coastal region; the Marj Ibn ‘Amir, a broad,
extremely rich valley running southeast from Haifa to Beisan (also
known as the Plain of Esdraleon and the Jezreel Valley); and eastern
Galilee, all of which were less heavily populated than the hill regions,
since they had suffered most from the depredations of nomads in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries before the Ottoman gov-
ernment reestablished its authority.

The biggest beneficiaries of this process of consolidation of land own-
ership through registration were the newly prosperous merchants of the
coastal cities of Beirut, Haifa, Jaffa, and Gaza. Their new wealth was a
byproduct of the incorporation of the region into the world economy,
with the attendant opening up of new means of communications, and the
growth in trade and in agricultural production related to the improve-
ment in security in the countryside in the 1870s and 1880s. They invested
much of this new wealth in land in Palestine, as happened in other parts
of bilad al-Sham, with the difference that in Palestine the market for land
was soon to be fundamentally transformed by the demand produced by
Zionist colonization. In the middle of this new situation lay the peasantry,
in some cases with long-standing traditional rights as cultivators which
were swept away by the new laws, and in other cases with grazing and other
rights which were equally in jeopardy under the new legal dispensation.

Given these rural trends, and such indicators as the growth of the
press and the spread of education, it is clear that the society within which
Jewish immigrants settled around the turn of the twentieth century was
far from stagnant, and indeed was changing rapidly. Although the most
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visible changes could be found among the urban notables and a small
but growing middle class, change was taking place as well among the
peasant majority of the Palestine population. Some scholars have argued
that “for all practical purposes the masses were politically, socially and
intellectually non-existent,” and that it was “the reactions of the political
elite among the Arabs to Zionism, . . . and not those of the peasant
masses, which was significant.”® Contrary to these views, it can be
argued that from the beginning, the reaction of the peasantry was cen-
tral to the struggle over Zionist colonization in Palestine.?’

Although most peasants were illiterate, they were aware of events in
their immediate region and often farther afield. Certainly land sales
involving the physical removal of the traditional Arab cultivators in favor
of newcomers, a process that became increasingly frequent after the
turn of the twentieth century, would have been widely noticed by the
rural population in a given locality. The illiteracy of the peasants never-
theless meant that in order for them to have an effect beyond their own
district, others would have to record their responses. We are thus left
with little direct record of these responses, except as they were passed on
by the literate urban members of the community (who rarely perceived
them first-hand), or via the paper trail left by outbursts of peasant vio-
lence against Jewish colonists. From a study of both sets of reactions, and
the interaction between them, it is clear how and why events in the
Palestinian countryside aroused such widespread concern in the rest of
the country and farther afield in the Arab world.

III

There are no precise or reliable figures regarding the population of
Palestine just before World War I, which the best estimates—those of
Justin McCarthy, based on official Ottoman data—place at over 720,000.2
According to studies based on contemporary Zionist sources, the Jewish
population of the country was by then about 85,000, but McCarthy’s esti-
mates, based on the careful examination of all the available Ottoman and
western statistics, indicate that a figure of about 60,000 is more likely.29
According to all sources, before 1914 the great majority of the Jewish pop-
ulation of Palestine lived in the cities and towns, notably the four “holy
cities” of Jerusalem, Hebron, Safad, and Tiberias; only 10,000-12,000
lived on the land, nearly all of them in the more than forty agricultural
colonies that had been established since 1878.
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It is this rural minority of the Jewish population that concerns us most,
however. Unlike most of the urban majority of Jews in Palestine at this
time, who were generally religiously-oriented and apolitical, a great
many of those in the countryside were committed Zionists with explicit
political objectives. Additionally, it was this rural settler population which
came into the closest contact with the majority of the Arab population of
Palestine, the peasantry. This naturally occurred because, as can be seen
from any map showing the location of the Jewish colonies established
before 1914,%° these were sited mainly in the fertile lowlands of the
coastal plain, in the Valley of Jezreel, or in eastern Galilee. By and large
these areas were already fairly heavily populated by Arabs, although often
less so than the hill regions.

The situation in the different lowland areas where the main collisions
between Arab and Jew first took place must be explained. In the coastal
plain, running from Gaza north to Haifa, much of the soil was sandy and
was not easily brought under grain cultivation, while in other areas there
were marshes and swamps, and much of the region had therefore been
relatively sparsely populated before the mid- to late nineteenth century.
With sufficient investment, however, it proved ideal for the citrus culture
for export made possible by rapid steam navigation and the growing
incorporation of Palestine and other parts of the Eastern Mediterranean
littoral into the world economy. This labor- and capital-intensive form of
agriculture, which expanded rapidly in the decades after the 1850s, drew
workers to these areas, and by 1914 was producing Palestine’s most valu-
able export crop. In the best pre-war year, 1913, 1.6 million cases of
oranges, valued at nearly £300,000, were shipped from Jaffa, figures not
exceeded until 1923-24.3! American consular officials in 1880 estimated
that there were about 500 orange groves between two and six acres each
in the Jaffa region, an overall area of about 2,000 acres, and that the land
devoted to oranges had tripled since 1850.32 It increased rapidly in the
following years, reaching about 30,000 dunums (or 7,500 acres) by the
outbreak of World War I, most of it owned and cultivated by Arabs.33

Meanwhile, in the years after the 1860s, the same processes of popu-
lation growth and expanded cultivation also took place in fertile lowland
regions such as the Marj Ibn ‘Amir and eastern Galilee. This came about
as the imposition of strong central government control, which limited
both bedouin depredations and factional fighting, allowed the more sta-
ble neighboring hill villages to expand regular cultivation into the low-
lands, where previously they had been able to grow crops only in those
periods when the precarious security situation permitted it. In many
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cases, of course, the peasants’ “title” to such land, in the modern west-
ern legal sense of the word, was unclear.

Prosperous urban merchants from Beirut, Damascus, Haifa, and Jaffa
were quick to realize the opportunities resulting from the expansion of
cultivation made possible by the greater degree of security in Palestine,
combined with the increased possibilities for establishing ownership
over land in this category after passage of the 1858 land law.>* In the suc-
ceeding decades, many of them managed to acquire title to large areas
of these fertile lands. In some cases they settled new Arab cultivators on
them, and in others they established their new rights at the expense of
the claims of peasants who cultivated the land or nomads whose live-
stock grazed on it, turning the former into tenant-farmers. Soon after-
wards, Zionist land purchase and settlement bodies were drawn to these
same regions because of their fertility, because they were less heavily
populated than the hills, and because ownership of large parcels was
often in a few hands, facilitating transfer of title.>> The resulting N-
shaped pattern of Jewish settlement—running north up the coast,
southeast along the Marj Ibn ‘Amir/Valley of Jezreel axis, and then
north along the shores of Lake Tiberias—was pointed out as early as
1907 by Arthur Ruppin, later to be the senior official of the Zionist
movement in Palestine. This pattern of settlement in effect created the
strategic and demographic backbone of the yishuv in succeeding years,
and of Israel since 1948.3

By 1914, therefore, Palestine’s Arab population of more than 650,000
was spread relatively densely over most of the fertile and cultivable parts
of the country, in the hills as well as the lowlands, as a result of a process
of rapid population growth, and the expansion and what Schélch calls
the “filling” of existing villages starting in the 1860s.3” Thus from a very
early stage in the process of Zionist colonization, the establishment of a
new Jewish colony frequently led to confrontations with the local popu-
lace. The process would begin with the purchase of land, generally from
an absentee landlord, followed by the imposition of a new order on the
existing Arab cultivators—sometimes involving their transformation
into tenant-farmers or agricultural laborers, and sometimes their expul-
sion—and finally the settlement of new Jewish immigrants.

There were some exceptions to this pattern when the land concerned
had formerly been sparsely populated or uncultivated (though, even in
such cases, it may have been subject to customary grazing rights which
the inhabitants were naturally unwilling to surrender). But most of the
land purchased, especially after the turn of the twentieth century, was
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fertile and therefore inhabited, and fellahin with long-standing tradi-
tional rights of tenure frequently stood in the way of the close settlement
of Jewish farmers on the land. The fellahin naturally considered the land
to be theirs, and they would often discover that they had ceased to be the
legal owners, and/or that they no longer had rights of usufruct on the
land, only when the land was sold by an absentee landlord to a Zionist
settlement agency. The situation was particularly acute if the agency con-
cerned did not require their services as hired laborers or tenant farmers,
and intended to replace them with Jewish settlers, as was increasingly the
case after the turn of the century.

If the land were purchased or otherwise acquired by an Arab land-
lord, the result was much the same insofar as title was concerned, but
very different in other respects, since both the old and the new Arab
landlords needed the fellahin to cultivate their land. As Charles Kamen
points out, when the purchasers were Arabs, “the effects of such pur-
chases were almost identical with those resulting from Jewish acquisi-
tions. The principal difference was that the Jewish owners would sooner
or later evict the Arab cultivators in order to settle Jews on the land,
while Arab owners would retain them as tenants.”*® With the creation of
Zionist land purchase and settlement agencies, committed to the prin-
ciple that land purchased became the inalienable property of the Jewish
people, and could not be purchased or leased by Arabs, these distinc-
tions grew even greater, and the impact of land sales more acute.

This entire process, and the difference between earlier sales, which
rarely involved expulsion of the Arab cultivators, and those after about
1900, which often did, can be seen from examining three sets of conflicts
following land purchases, the first at Petah Tiqva in 1886, which will be
briefly recounted, and two others which we will look at more closely, one
in the Tiberias region running from 1901 to 1904 (which had a bloody
sequel in 1909), and the incidents at al-Fula in 1910-11, which have
been alluded to in previous chapters.

In the Petah Tiqva incident, which was settled by the intervention of
Ottoman troops and the arrest of many fellahin, a Jewish settler was killed
and several others wounded in an attack launched by peasants from the
neighboring Arab village of Yahudiyya who were aggrieved because land
they considered theirs had been sold to the colony after they forfeited it
to Jaffa money lenders and the local authorities.?® According to one
source, the money lenders “had sold the Jews more land than was actu-
ally theirs to sell,” while another indicates that “the Arab tenant farmers
were very likely entitled to the possession of 2,600 dunams” of the entire
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parcel of 14,200.%° As Mandel’s account makes clear, it was only some
years after the purchase had taken place that “for the first time some of
the peasants were confronted with the fact that they no longer owned
the land.™!

The example of Petah Tiqva in 1886 confirms that there was a pattern
stretching back to the early years of Jewish colonization in Palestine.
Mandel mentions four similar incidents during the same period involv-
ing disputes over ownership. These culminated in settlers at Gedera
being “harassed for years” from 1884 on; in a raid on Rehovot in 1892
“reminiscent of the attack on Petah Tiqva,” followed by another attack in
the following year; and in Iengthy property disputes at Nes Ziyyona and
Hadera. However, Mandel notes that in most of these early cases, Arab
animosity eventually died down when the fellahin were able to lease back
some of their lands from the new owners, and obtained permanent or
seasonal work in other parts of their former properties.*?

It is important to note that after these initial clashes during this early
period of settlement, in most areas the pragmatic and relatively un-ideo-
logical settlers of the first aliya (1882-1903) in effect came to treat the fel-
lahin little differently than had their former Arab landlords. They disap-
propriated the fellahin, but in most cases they did not fully dispossess
them, as they integrated them into plantation-style colonies, character-
ized by a large number of Arab laborers and a few Jewish overseers. This
uneasy, but at least temporarily manageable, situation changed defini-
tively with the second aliya starting early in the twentieth century. This
involved a new wave of immigrants, many of whom had fled Russia after
vicious pogroms in Kishniev in 1903 and all over the country in October
1905. The newcomers brought with them the more radical socialist and
nationalist ideas of the “conquest of labor”—which in practice meant
replacing Arab workers with Jewish ones—and the “conquest of the soil,”
and a much greater willingness to take arms in defense of newly acquired
lands, which translated into a more aggressive, forceful attitude to the
Arabs. With these new immigrants and their novel ideas, a new, more
exclusivist form of colonization began.*

The twentieth-century incidents in the Tiberias region and at al-Fula,
especially the latter, are significant because of the major effect they were
to have in the context of Ottoman and Arab nationalist politics and in
the coalescence of Palestinian identity. Moreover they were also appar-
ently the first cases where the replacement of Arab laborers with Jewish
ones and the dispossession of the former was a major source of fric-
tion—for as we have seen, such a complete displacement of Arabs had
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not generally occurred in earlier cases. Both incidents are unusual in
that they became the subject of serious disturbances and major public
controversy at the time, and are among the few for which sufficient data
are readily available from a variety of sources (there are very few Arab
sources for the incidents before the turn of the century). Although they
mark an escalation of the process, they nevertheless appear to form part
of a clear existing pattern of peasant resistance to Zionist colonization,
as the clash at Petah Tiqva and the four others just mentioned indicate,
and as will be apparent from some of the details of these two incidents,
cited below.

In the early years of the Zionist movement, many of its European sup-
porters—and others—believed that Palestine was empty and sparsely cul-
tivated. This view was widely propagated by some of the movement’s lead-
ing thinkers and writers, such as Herzl, Bialik, and Mandelstamm, with
Herzl never even mentioning the Arabs in his famous work, The Jewish
State.** It was summed up in the widely-propagated Zionist slogan, “A
land without a people for a people without a land.” However, whatever
Zionists in Europe may have chosen to believe, things looked different
on the spot. There was little doubt in the minds of most Jewish settlers
and of the officials responsible for purchasing land for settlement that
the actual situation in Palestine was quite different from what this slogan
indicated. And a brief visit to Palestine usually sufficed to show even the
most ardent Zionist abroad that reality was more complicated than the
movement’s propaganda might lead some to believe. In the words of the
famed writer Ahad Ha-Am in an essay entitled “Truth from the Land of
Palestine,” written after a three-month visit to the country in 1891:

We abroad are used to believing that Eretz Israel is now almost
totally desolate, a desert that is not sowed, and that anyone who
wishes to purchase land there may come and purchase as much
as he desires. But in truth this is not the case. Throughout the
country it is difficult to find fields that are not sowed. Only sand
dunes and stony mountains that are not fit to grow anything but
fruit trees - and this only after hard labor and great expense of
clearing and reclamation—only these are not cultivated.*®

The situation Ha-Am described had inevitable consequences in terms of
what had to be done with the Arabs who tilled land the Zionists coveted
after the principle of the “conquest of labor” was slowly established as a
basic element of Zionist ideology in the years following 1900. For this
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principle carried with it the necessity not simply to disappropriate the
tillers of the land by moving in Jewish farm managers to supervise Arab
fellahin who did the actual work (in the traditional colonial pattern that
had generally obtained in the earlier settlements) but also to dispossess
utterly the fellahin in order to make room for Jewish tillers of the soil. This
harsh reality was clearly perceived by Dr. Arthur Ruppin, the foremost
land expert of the Jewish Agency, who declared: “Land is the most nec-
essary thing for our establishing roots in Palestine. Since there are hardly
any more arable unsettled lands in Palestine, we are bound in each case
of the purchase of land and its settlement to remove the peasants who
cultivated the land so far, both owners of the land and tenants.”*6

We have seen that “removal” of the owners of the land was usually
accomplished quite easily since, as a result of the accumulation of title to
much fertile land in the hands of a small number of urban merchants
and notables in the later nineteenth century, the tiller of the land was
often different from the owner, and the latter often regarded land as no
more than a commercial investment. But the resistance of fellahin to
being uprooted from the land on which they and their ancestors had
often worked and lived for generations was not so easily overcome. In
their eyes, the transfer of formal, legal ownership—under a new system
of property relations in land which they may or may not have compre-
hended or accepted—did not mean they could be deprived of what they
believed were inalienable rights of usufruct. Given their understandable
perspective, neither abstract legal principle, nor compensation, which
was offered at times, were very convincing.

Sometimes, the fellahin accepted compensation from Jewish settle-
ment bodies, presumably feeling themselves unable to stand up to the
new owners of the land and their official backers. But at other times, they
resisted their dispossession, on occasion with violence. In such cases, it
was necessary for the purchasers to depend on the power of the state,
whether the Ottoman, or, later on, the British Mandatory authorities, to
enable them to take control of the land. In this new situation, lingering
resentments remained, often expressing themselves in continuing acts
of violence against the new settlements which, unlike the incidents of the
1880s and 1890s already described, did not dwindle as the former Arab
cultivators found work as laborers or tenants on Jewish-owned land.

Starting in 1901, the Jewish Colonization Association (JCA) attempted
to “remove the peasants who cultivated the land so far” from tracts total-
ing about seventy thousand dunums in the Tiberias district which it had
purchased beginning in 1899 (the largest area of land thus far bought for
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Jewish settlement in Lower Galilee). These efforts met with stiff resis-
tance from the Arab inhabitants of the villages of al-Shajara, Misha, and
Malhamiyya, who were to be dispossessed by this purchase, and other
neighboring villages such as Lubiyya and Kafr Kanna, which lost some of
their land as part of the transaction. Of the total area, more than 60,000
dunums had been purchased from the big Beirut merchant family of the
Sursugs, and their business partners, the Twaynis and Mudawwars. Some
700 dunums had been bought from local landlords, and 3,000 from
some of the fellahin themselves.*”

From the beginning, there was trouble. In 1901, fellahin from several
villages, alarmed by news of the purchases, “molested JCA’s surveyor on
a number of occasions when he came to measure lands for sale.”®
According to the account of Chaim Kalvarisky, an official of the JCA, in
the first stages of the dispute in 1901-1902, the fellahin not only refused
to be removed from their lands after “Mr. Ossovetsky, who acted as agent,
and the landlords paid no regard to the fate of these tenants, and
insisted on their eviction, as the land had already been bought and paid
for.” Thereafter, “Ossovetsky was shot at; troops were brought and many
tenants were arrested and taken to prison.” Through the forcible inter-
vention of the authorities, lands cultivated by inhabitants of the Arab vil-
lages were seized and they were prevented from tilling them.* Between
1901 and 1904, the Jewish agricultural settlements of Sejera, Kfar Tavor,
Yavniel, Menehamia, and Bet Gan were set up on these lands, and oth-
ers were established there later.?” Expansion by these settlements in
1903 into lands purchased in 1899, but temporarily leased to Arab vil-
lagers from Lubiyya, led to further clashes, resulting in the death of a
Jewish settler in 1904.5!

Although this was ostensibly a routine conflict between new landown-
ers and the traditional occupants of the land, with the state naturally
intervening decisively on behalf of the possessors of legal title, there
were several unusual factors involved. The first was that the new owners
of the land were seen by the fellahin as foreigners and strangers, rather
than just another set of local or absentee landlords whom they knew how
to deal with. Secondly, the new settlers were increasingly motivated by
the radical ideologies that animated immigrants of the second aliya, and
fully intended to supplant the indigenous tenant farmers. Finally, these
newcomers were supported by a regime that many among the local pop-
ulation were beginning to see as alien for the first time.??

Thus, in a situation where an Ottoman government that was begin-
ning to be seen as Turkish-dominated forced Arab peasants to accept the
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sale and transfer of their land to Zionist colonists, it was of some signifi-
cance that the Arab ga’immagam of the Tiberias district, Amir Amin
Arslan, should oppose the transaction on nationalist grounds.5® This he
did, Kalvarisky noted, in spite of the indifference to the issue’s national
aspects of his Turkish superior, Rusdi Bey, the Vali of Beirut. Rusdi Bey
acted according to the letter of the law in ultimately seeing to it that the
new owners of these lands were able to take possession of their property.
But the opposition of an Arab government official presaged Arab oppo-
sition in the years that followed to both Zionist settlement endeavors,
and to a Turkish-dominated government which took no apparent inter-
estin a question of vital and growing interest to the Arabs of the Empire.

According to Kalvarisky’s account, even after implementation of the
Vali’s orders, Arslan continued to “resist the de-Arabization of the dis-
trict”; he perhaps also gave discreet encouragement to the small bands
of peasants angry at the loss of their land who afterwards harassed the
new settlers.5* For the time being there was little else he could do besides
insisting that compensation be paid to the evicted tenants, whose will to
resist had been broken by the Ottoman government’s repression on
behalf of the JCA. Within a few years, such aggrieved fellahin, who had
found their former Arab landlords, the Ottoman state, and the new
Jewish settlers backed by influential and affluent settlement bodies like
the JCA, all ranged against them, were to find public advocates for their
mute resistance.

The Ottoman Revolution of 1908 precipitated the change. Among
the deputies elected to represent the Beirut vilayet in the Ottoman
Parliament after the reimposition of the Constitution was the former
ga’immagam of Tiberias, Amir Amin Arslan, who won a 1909 by-election.
In the Ottoman Parliament he became an active member of the large
group of deputies representing the Arab provinces, who as time went on
grew increasingly sensitive to the questions of Zionism and Arab nation-
alism, as we saw in the last chapter. At the same time, with the lifting of
press censorship, and the flowering of the Arabic-language press, ideas
that had long been long suppressed came to the surface and spread. The
issue of Zionism soon became a subject of extensive comment, and a
focus of criticism of the Ottoman authorities in the newly free press.5

Perhaps encouraged by the atmosphere of greater freedom, and the
lifting of the heavy hand of the previous government, after 1908 there
were more attacks on Jewish settlements, particularly those in the Galilee
around al-Shajara which had been the scene of the 1901-4 incidents
involving Amir Amin Arslan. Here new problems arose in the spring of
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1909 as disputes over land which had “persisted for years” erupted, and
the Arab former cultivators, perhaps emboldened by the Revolution,
“challenged boundaries which had been agreed upon a decade earlier.”
In the resulting clashes in April 1909, four people were killed, two Arabs
and two Jews, and several wounded on both sides over the course of a few
days. In the aftermath, although two had been killed on each side,
eleven Arabs were arrested by the authorities.’®

The increased tension led to a consequence of great import for the
development of the yishuv and for Jewish-Arab relations. In response to
the escalating violence, in April 1909, a secret Jewish organization called
Bar Giora, founded in 1907, publicly established a paramilitary organiza-
tion called Ha-Shomer (“the guardian”), which was sent to guard the fields
of these new Galilee settlements after the settlers received permission
from the Ottoman authorities to arm themselves. Bar Giora was “a self-
selected elite group in which ‘Hebrew Labor,” settlement, and guarding
all occupied pride of place,” which “expressed a tendency to respond
with force to clashes with the Arabs.™7 Its offspring, Ha-Shomer, com-
bined an aggressive ideology with a swaggering addiction to weapons,
ammunition belts, and Arab dress, as if in emulation of both their cur-
rent Arab antagonists and those of the past, the Cossack oppressors of
the Jews in Russia.”®

The formation of this public paramilitary organization in April 1909
was the culmination of a process that had been going on for several
years, and also fell under the rubric of the “conquest of labor,” whereby
the more assertive Jewish immigrants of the second aliya had gradually
been taking over duties as armed watchmen at Jewish settlements,
replacing the Arabs who had formerly performed these jobs. One of the
first sites where this had occurred was in 1907 in the settlement of Sejera,
on the disputed former lands of the village of al-Shajara. There, Mandel
notes, as a result of this takeover “the former watchmen were disgrun-
tled, and another source of friction had been created.”® In taking over
these jobs, Jewish settlers were not just signifying their empowerment
after long years of powerlessness in the diaspora, nor merely depriving
the Arab watchmen of their livelihood. Most importantly, they were tak-
ing on the defense of newly acquired land against its dispossessed for-
mer cultivators, many of whom firmly believed they still had rights to it:
this incident and others like it can thus be seen as representing the con-
flict in Palestine in microcosm.

On both sides, the patterns established by these early clashes were
lasting ones. In The Making of Israel’s Army, Gen. Yigal Allon describes
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Ha-Shomer as the nucleus of the Haganah, itself the forerunner of the
Israeli armed forces.®® This is a consistent trope that runs through the
self-presentation of the Israeli military down to the present. The roots
of the military institution which has been central to the Zionist enter-
prise throughout most of its history therefore lie in the active defense of
newly acquired lands against those who still claimed rights over them.
While much has been written about the founding of Ha-Shomerand what
it signified, the simmering armed peasant resistance to Jewish settle-
ment on land the fellahin stubbornly persisted in considering theirs was
necessarily mute, inarticulate, and unsung. It was considerable enough,
however, at least in areas of extensive land purchase from absentee land-
lords like the lands around al-Shajara in 1901-1904, to necessitate the
creation of what Ze’ev Schiff, in his history of the Israeli army, calls a
“highly disciplined” armed force, and like Allon describes as the pre-
cursor of that army.!

And on the Palestinian side, later armed movements, whether in the
1930s or the 1960s, harked back to what was described as the heroic
resistance (mugawama) of these first fellahin to confront the newcomers
with arms. Both the peasant headdress (the kaffiyya) and the term “resis-
tance” were picked up by these later movements as symbolic of their
continuity with these first armed opponents of Zionist settlement in
Palestine.®? Although we do not know the names of most of those
involved on the Arab side in these incidents, and although there are few
Arab records of them, we can attempt to read between the lines of the
sources based on the ample contemporary Zionist and Western records,
and discern something of their aims, motivations, and outlook.%® In
doing this we must take account of the fact that in these sources their
actions are generally portrayed in a highly uncomplimentary and dis-
torted light, often colored by both ignorance and hostility.

Important as had been the al-Shajara incidents in 1901-4 and their
bloody sequel in 1909, which repeated the pattern of the earlier clashes
in Petah Tiqva and elsewhere while taking the conflict to a higher level,
a far greater impact was created by events in al-Fula, which were touched
on in chapters 2 and 4. The village of al-Fula was only some fifteen miles
away from al-Shajara in the neighboring district of Nazareth. There, as
in al-Shajara a few years earlier, an Arab ga’immaqam supported fellahin
threatened with dispossession, and unsuccessfully resisted his Turkish
superior in opposing the transfer of land legally sold by an absentee
landlord to the Zionists, and there too the Sursuq family of Beirut were
the vendors of the land. Although the end result for many of the fellahin
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involved was the same—dispossession and homelessness—the al-Fula
purchase marked the beginning of an overt and articulate anti-Zionist
campaign, which was based on the widely publicized details of this case
of dispossession. This campaign developed over the next two years until
it had encompassed the provinces of bilad al-Sham, the Arabic press, and
the Ottoman parliament.

The details of the al-Fula transaction are simple. The village lands
totaled under ten thousand dunums situated in the middle of the fertile
Marj Ibn ‘Amir. Halfway between Nazareth and Jenin, al-Fula was only a
small part of the vast ownings in various parts of this broad valley of the
Sursugs of Beirut, who in 1872 had purchased some 230,000 dunums
from the Ottoman Government for the paltry sum of £T 20,000, and
altogether seem to have owned well over a quarter of a million dunums.
According to one source, the family’s annual returns from its properties
in Marj Ibn ‘Amir equaled their original purchase price, while another
put their annual income from these properties in 1883 at $200,000.54

In late 1910, Elias Sursuq agreed to sell the lands of al-Fula to the
Keren Kayemeth Leisrael, the Jewish National Fund (JNF), a new institution
of the Zionist movement devoted to land purchase and headed by
Arthur Ruppin.®® According to Mandel, this was “some of the best agri-
cultural land in Palestine,”® and the JNF set about immediately occupy-
ing and settling its new property. There was strong resistance, however,
from the fellahin of al-Fula, their resolve apparently stiffened by the
changing mood in Palestine and other parts of the Empire regarding
Zionism, and by the effect of earlier examples of dispossession in nearby
parts of Lower Galilee over the preceding years. In addition to the first
five settlements established between 1901 and 1904 on the land whose
sale Amir Amin Arslan had opposed, another five had been set up in the
same area between 1905 and 1910, and all were settled mainly by immi-
grants of the second aliya.

Another factor encouraged the resistance of the peasants of al-Fula:
this was the support of the Arab ga’immagam of Nazareth, to which we
have already had occasion to refer. Shukri al-‘Asali was a member of a
prominent Damascus family who had received his higher education at
the Miilkiye in Istanbul, and had thereafter held a number of govern-
ment posts in different parts of bilad al-Sham. He was also an accom-
plished orator and an experienced journalist. Upon hearing of the sale,
al-‘Asali refused to hand over the title deed to the property to the new
owners, in spite of a directive to comply from the Vali in Beirut, where
the transaction had been arranged. The ga’immagam’s refusal to go
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along with the sale led to further representations in Beirut, this time by
Ruppin himself, and to a renewal of the order from the Vali to hand over
title of the al-Fula lands to its new owners.

At this point al-‘Asali went much further than had Arslan a few years
earlier: he took advantage of the new opportunities opened up by the
Constitutional era by writing an open letter bitterly critical of Zionism
under the pseudonym of “Salah al-Din al-Ayyubi” (Saladin), which was
published in two parts in the important Damascus opposition paper al-
Mugtabasin December 1910.57 This and succeeding articles about al-Fula
by al-‘Asali published in February 1911 accused the Zionists of separatist
objectives in Palestine, and hinted strongly that they were prompted by
motives incompatible with loyalty to the Ottoman Empire. All three arti-
cles had a large readership, as they were reprinted in the Haifa paper al-
Karmil, and in the Beirut dailies al-Mufid, al-Ittihad al-‘Uthmani, and al-
Hagqiqa, where they helped fuel the ongoing controversy over Zionism. In
these and other articles on the subject by al-‘Asali, the issue of peasant
dispossession was prominently featured and linked to patriotic themes:
there are historical connections linking the people to the land going all
the way back to Saladin, and thus expelling its original peasant tenants
and replacing them with foreigners is treason, al-‘Asali wrote in one of
his articles.®®

Shukri al-‘Asali’s next step was even more radical. He was informed
that at the orders of the local agent of the JNF, Yehoshua Hankin, a band
of thirty armed members of Ha-Shomer had been sent to occupy the
lands of the al-Fula villagers. This was part of what Shafir describes as “a
new method of Jewish presence through ‘conquest groups’ that initially
settled and prepared newly purchased land until it had been handed
over to its permanent Jewish owners.” The gaimmagam immediately
sent a large body of troops to the scene to drive them away. This was all
he could do, for the new owners had both the law and their potent
financial capabilities on their side, and the Turkish Valiin January 1911
overruled al-‘Asali’s insubordinate actions and expelled the fellahin,
allowing the establishment in that month of the settlement of Merhavia
on the disputed lands.

The resistance of the dispossessed peasants of al-Fula, whose land and
homes had been sold out from under their feet by the Sursuq family in
Beirut, continued even after the sale had been completed. Attacks on
Merhavia by the former cultivators of the land were frequent. In the
words of an authority on Zionist land purchase, Alex Bein, these attacks
were due to “the natural resentment of the former cultivators.”” In an
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armed clash in May 1911, an Arab was killed near the settlement by a Ha-
Shomer watchman, provoking angry elements of the local population to
lay siege to Merhavia for two days until the local authorities moved in
and jailed several of the settlers.”!

Shukri al-‘Asali’s role did not stop there. Basing his election campaign
on the al-Fula affair (which in the press was often referred to as the
“ ‘Afula affair,” in reference to the neighboring town of ‘Afula), he ran
for and won a seat for Damascus in a hotly contested January 1911 by-
election. His electoral platform pledged him to fight Zionism “to his last
drop of blood,” on the basis of his experience in the al-Fula case. Once
elected, al-‘Asali was to play a key role not only in the opposition to
Zionism in the Ottoman Chamber and outside, but in galvanizing mem-
bers of the Arab parliamentary bloc in its opposition to the nascent
Turkish nationalism of the ruling CUP.” He had all the more impact
because he was one of the editors and part-owner of the Damascus news-
paper al-Mugtabas, one of the most influential Arabist journals of its day
thanks to his efforts and those of its other co-owners and editors,
Muhammad and Ahmad Kurd ‘Ali.

In large part as a result of al-*Asali’s actions, the al-Fula incident became
a cause célebre in bilad al-Sham, with dozens of articles appearing in news-
papers in Damascus, Beirut, Haifa, and elsewhere over a period of over a
year. In the press and during debates in the Ottoman parliament after al-
‘Asali’s arrival there, it served as a striking illustration of charges regard-
ing the ruling CUP’s failure to take into account Arab concerns made by
Arabs restive over what increasingly seemed like Turkish domination
of the Empire. From the press accounts and descriptions of al-‘Asali’s
speeches during the election campaign and later on in the Ottoman
Parliament, it is clear that it was the spectacle of Arab peasants resisting
expulsion from their homes and lands to make room for foreign colonists
which gave this incident its potent impact for most Arab audiences.

Again and again in the press coverage, the voices of the illiterate fel-
lahinwho cultivated the land come through in descriptions of the al-Fula
affair. This is true even in an article defending his actions in ordering
the handing over of the land to its new owners by the Vali of Beirut, Nur
al-Din Bey. He stated that after Elias Sursuq began proceedings to sell
the land, the peasant proprietors begged him to urge the government to
exercise its right of eminent domain, or failing that to “sell it to the
inhabitants of the villages for a similar price.” This was refused by higher
authorities in Istanbul, he stated, on the grounds that Sursuq had the
absolute right to dispose of his property as he chose.”
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Similarly, the lasting bitterness caused by the expulsion of these fel-
lahin is visible in small local news items in the following months in al-
Mugtabas, noting that settlers in the Tiberias area, including those of al-
Fula, had sent telegrams to the authorities, accusing the local inhabi-
tants of being motivated by a spirit of hostility, accusing the government
of weakness, and demanding action.” Another article, in al-Karmil,
argued that it was only because the government failed to do its job in
resisting foreign colonial penetration that hostility to the settlers had
developed among the Arabs of Palestine. When the Zionists took over
lands, it added, there was naturally resistance to this, with the peasants
fighting back, and the colonists killing them in the resulting clashes and
then sending telegrams of protest to the authorities.” The peasants’
continuing resistance to their dispossession is visible in other incidents
reported in al-Karmil, such as one in June 1911, months after the al-Fula
transaction had been completed, in which settlers there accused the
inhabitants of a neighboring Arab village, which included some fellahin
who lost their homes and lands as a result of the sale, of destroying crops
and property to the value of 3,100 Turkish pounds.”®

The sharp, continuing controversy sparked off by the al-Fula sale, an
otherwise minor incident, underlines the importance of the disposses-
sion and consequent resistance of the Palestinian peasantry in making
the issue of Zionism a central one in Arab political discourse before
1914. As has been shown by Mandel and others, there were many other
reasons for this strong response to political Zionism among the Arabs of
Palestine and neighboring lands. But the intensity of the post-1908 reac-
tion can be explained only by the cumulative effect of a series of land
purchases from absentee landlords involving expulsions of fellahin and
ensuing clashes. This is what brought important elements among the
Arab urban elite to a realization of the full import of Zionism: not only
was land being purchased, but also its Arab cultivators were being dis-
possessed and replaced by foreigners whose ultimate political objective
was the domination of Palestine.

This phenomenon was particularly important in Galilee after the turn
of the twentieth century, where twelve of the fifteen Jewish settlements
established in Palestine between 1901 and 1912 were located. We have
seen that in this fertile region much land had recently come into the
hands of absentee landlords, most of them newly prosperous Beirut mer-
chants, for whom land was an investment, and who were willing to sell
when the price was right. Tension rose also because of the new freedom
of expression in the Empire after 1908, which encouraged open expres-
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sions of hostility to Zionism, and to the Ottoman authorities for their lax-
ness in dealing with it. It also increased after 1904 with the arrival of
immigrants of the second aliya, committed to the “conquest of labor”
and the replacement of Arabs by Jews in as many occupations as possible.
The coalescence of all these factors made the al-Fula clashes between
Arab fellahin and Jewish settlers more significant than the many others
that preceded it and that involved a few of the same elements.

Nur al-Din Bey had stated in his response to al-‘Asali over the issue of
al-Fula that “property which is at the disposal of someone can be used by
him as he wishes, if there are no legal obstacles; this right is guaranteed
by the basic laws of all states.””” For the Ottoman state, this was a simple
matter of property rights: Elias Sursuq had the absolute right to dispose
of his land to whomsoever he pleased. The fact that the Ottoman citizen
he was selling the land to was an intermediary for the Zionist movement,
and that many of the settlers who would occupy it were not Ottoman cit-
izens was in effect not the business of the state, any more than was the
fate of the dispossessed peasants, or the alleged historic nature of the
parcel in question (we have seen that al-‘Asali had quoted medieval Arab
historians to the effect that al-Fula was the site of a fortress erected by
Saladin after his defeat of the Crusaders at nearby Hittin in 1187).

All of these considerations combined with mounting concern among
the elite of Palestine and other Arab regions of the Empire over the
growth in the power and coherence of the Zionist movement in Europe
(there was intensive coverage in the press in bilad al-Sham and Egypt of
the Zionist congresses, particularly the tenth held at Basle in August
1911).7® The result was a volatile mix, made all the more incendiary by
the growth of Arabist sentiment among that elite. Zionism, it was
charged, was being tolerated and even encouraged by the Turkish-dom-
inated CUP because of the CUP’s lack of concern for the Arab provinces.
These charges may or may not have been justified: some leaders of the
CUP, such as Cavid Bey, the Minister of Finance, were apparently sym-
pathetic to the Zionists, while others were less so. However, they were
widely believed, and constituted a potent weapon in the conflict between
the Arabist tendency among the Arab elite and the CUP.

IV

To conclude an assessment of the significance of peasant resistance to
land sale and dispossession, it is necessary to attempt to establish some
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facts about land sales to the Zionists before 1914. The majority of sell-
ers are often described simply as “absentee landlords,” and a contro-
versy marked by fierce polemics has grown up around this point. A
table listing land purchased according to former owners (the most
authoritative published source extant) is contained in The Land System
in Palestine by the eminent Zionist land expert, Dr. Avraham Granott.
He was Managing Director of the JNF (the main land purchasing
agency for the Zionist movement) from 1922 until 1945, after which he
became Chairman of its Board of Directors. Based on incomplete
Jewish Agency figures, the table gives details regarding 682,000 dunums
purchased to 1936, or about half of Zionist land purchases in Palestine
until 1948.7°

As for the period before 1914, which concerns us here, Granott’s
table provides figures regarding 245,581 dunums purchased between
1878 and 1914 (59 percent of the total of 418,100 dunums acquired by
Jews in Palestine by World War I). Granott divides the purchases into
four categories according to “previous owners,” as follows: 25% from
“large absentee landlords,” 25% from “large resident landlords,”
37.5% from “various sources” (such as the Ottoman Government,
large foreign companies and churches) and 12.5% from the fellahin.®°
For the entire period covered by the table (1878-1936) the figures are
even more heavily weighted toward absentee and large landowners: in
the same four categories the percentages are 52.6, 24.6, 13.4 and 9.4
percent respectively.

It would appear that for the period until 1914 the trends indicated by
Granott were even more pronounced, and more heavily weighted
toward non-Palestinian absentee landlords. This emerges from parcel-
by-parcel pre-World War I land sale figures in a table in the unpublished
work on Zionism written by Ruhi al-Khalidi, which was referred to in the
previous chapter. Covering sales to Jewish institutions from 1878 to 1907,
it can be supplemented by data from newspapers of the period, and
other published sources.?! The resulting figures are considerably more
detailed than Granott’s. They list by name the vendors of a total of
247,466 dunums, or 60 percent of all the land purchased to that point,
and the twenty-two Jewish colonies established on this land, including
many of the oldest and largest ones, and every one of those which were
the scenes of the cases of peasant resistance discussed in this chapter.
These sources yield the following results regarding those selling land:

Non-Palestinian absentee landlords: 143,577 dunums (58%).

Palestinian absentee landlords: 88,689 dunums (36%).
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Local landlords and fellahin: 15,200 dunums (6%).

The first group includes foreigners, foreign diplomats, Beirut mer-
chants, as well as Turkish government officials. This and the second
group sold 94 percent of the land that changed hands before 1914 for
which we have detailed figures. If these figures are representative (and
Granott’s similar figures strongly indicate that they are), they show that
a far higher proportion of land sales were undertaken by absentee land-
lords, both Palestinian and non-Palestinian, than some scholars have
indicated. It would furthermore seem that the role of non-Palestinian
absentee landlords was decisive in this regard in the pre-1914 period.

Extrapolating from the two sets of partial pre-1914 figures on land
sales presented above, and adding to them further figures for the suc-
ceeding decades, it is possible to come to tentative conclusions about
land sales for the entire period to 1948. In his book The Land System in
Palestine 1917-1939, Kenneth Stein lays particular stress on sales of land
to Jews by Palestinians, particularly notables who often played a promi-
nent role in nationalist opposition to Zionism. There can be little doubt
that under the kind of economic pressure combined with financial
inducements that Stein describes, Palestinian landlords, both absentee
and resident, as well as fellahin cultivators, often sold land. Nevertheless
the overall picture is in fact more complex than he paints it.3?

Stein himself notes that “during the 1920s more than 60 per cent of
the land purchased by Jews was bought from Arab absentee landlords
residing outside of Palestine.”?® The actual proportion is very likely
much higher, as more than 240,000 dunums, or nearly half of the total
of 510,000 dunums sold during the period 1920-29, was made up of an
enormous piece of land encompassing most of the fertile Marj Ibn
‘Amir, which was sold by the Sursuq family of Beirut and a number of
their Lebanese partners in 1924-25. Together with the other lands in the
Marj Ibn ‘Amir (such as al-Fula), sold to the Zionists before 1914 by the
Sursugs and their business partners in a few Beirut families related to
them (such as the ‘Aryans and the Twaynis), this single bloc in one
region amounts to 313,000 dunums, or more than 22 percent of all the
land purchased by Jews in Palestine until 1948. This would seem to con-
tradict Stein’s assertion that the Marj Ibn ‘Amir sale had “important sig-
nificance, but certainly not the political value given it by many writers.”8*
And these figures on the size of this sale do not even touch on the pur-
chase’s vital importance in terms of the territorial continuity of Jewish
settlement in Palestine, which was first pointed out by Ruppin in 1907,
and is correctly emphasized by Gershon Shafir.®°
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More importantly, for the more than 400,000 dunums sold before
1914 and the more than 500,000 thousand dunums sold in the 1920s, the
available figures (which, it must be repeated apply to only a portion of
these totals) suggest that well over 60 percent of the land acquired by the
Zionists before 1930 was sold by non-Palestinians. Inasmuch as these
900,000 dunums are the bulk of the total of 1.39 million dunums pur-
chased and registered by the Zionist movement until the end of the
Mandate,® these partial figures have major implications for the whole
question of land sales from the beginning of modern Jewish settlement
in Palestine and until 1948. Although it is true that many Palestinian land-
lords and fellahin sold land, whether out of greed and lack of patriotism,
or because of need and without knowing who would ultimately control it,
the conclusion is inescapable that the great bulk of land would indeed
seem to have been sold by non-Palestinian absentee landlords, for whom
these were no more than straightforward commercial transactions.

A\'%

In light of the evidence presented in this chapter, it is clear that opposi-
tion to land sales to the Zionists, particularly sales by absentee landlords
(both Palestinian and non-Palestinian), was an important shared element
in cementing the link between members of the Palestinian elite who
opposed Zionism on grounds of principle, and the fellahin whose resis-
tance caught the popular imagination and thereby played a vital role in
mobilizing opinion both in Palestine and the Arab world. This opposition
united the peasants, who tried desperately to cling to their land, or retal-
iated against the Zionist settlers in a violent fashion if they lost it, together
with the urban intellectuals and notables, some of whom realized what
Zionism implied only when they beheld the dispossession that Shukri al-
‘Asali, Ruhi al-Khalidi, Najib Nassar, ‘Isa al-‘Isa and others decried.

The result was a new shared urban-rural perception among Pales-
tinians of a new type of Zionist settlement, beginning with the second
aliya, which for the first time witnessed Jewish settlers taking over not just
ownership, but also cultivation, of the land on a large scale. This new
phenomenon not only was the basis for the first systematic, public
expressions of anti-Zionism in Palestine and Arab world. It also consti-
tuted an element of shared identity between those in the cities and towns
of Palestine and those in the countryside, who now felt that in some way
they shared the same fate, face to face with an external force whose

114



ELEMENTS OF IDENTITY |

power at this stage they may perhaps have overestimated, but were gen-
uinely afraid of.

We can see that many of those in the cities who warned against the
dangers of Zionism made a conscious effort to build this shared sense
of destiny between city and countryside, city-dweller and fellah. One
example of such an effort is the initiative of the editors of Filastin, men-
tioned in chapter 4, to distribute their strongly anti-Zionist newspaper
to every village in the hinterland of Jaffa—a region which was one of
the prime targets of Zionist colonization. This initiative was motivated
by an explicit sense that it was essential for the peasantry to be aware of
events throughout the country, particularly those related to Zionism on
which Filastin focused. Another example was cited in the last chapter,
in the reference to one of the last passages of Ruhi al-Khalidi’s unfin-
ished manuscript on Zionism, which stresses the negative impact of the
Zionist movement both on “the influential people in the country” and
on the peasantry, as “they take possession of their land, village by vil-
lage.”87 Similarly, Najib Nassar focused intensely on events in the rural
areas in his newspaper al-Karmil, and is described in Zionist sources as
being personally involved in helping the fellahin to resist the al-Shajara
sale of 1909.%8

Such a pattern of interaction between rural resistance and urban
opposition to Zionism has already been established for the Mandatory
period. Thus, the funeral in Haifa in November 1935 of the first articu-
late public apostle of armed rural resistance, the Syrian Shaykh ‘Iz al-Din
al-Qassam, who lived and worked for fifteen years among landless fel-
lahin who had migrated to the Haifa slums, and died in combat with
British troops, became an enormous public demonstration.?® This in
turn helped to spark the 1936 general strike and the 1936-39 Palestinian
Arab revolt. In the words of the author of the best study of al-Qassam,
Abdullah Schleifer, his death “electrified the Palestinian people.”™ Al-
Qassam appealed in particular to the uprooted landless peasants who
drifted from Galilee into the northern port city of Haifa. These first
recruits to organized armed resistance were in many cases the same peo-
ple who had been dispossessed or displaced by earlier Zionist coloniza-
tion activity in Galilee. In Schleifer’s words: “Many of his followers were
former tenant farmers recently driven off the land by the land purchases
and Arab labor exclusion policies of the Jewish National Fund.™! At the
other end of the social scale, urban leaders of the secular nationalist
Istiqlal Party like Akram Zu‘aytir were deeply affected by al-Qassam’s
huge funeral procession, as he recorded in his diary at the time.? We
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have now seen that this pattern of fellahin resistance affecting the rest of
Palestinian society, and of the latter in turn having an impact on the
peasantry, already clearly established for the Mandatory period, in fact
stretches back before 1914.

Because those we have focused on could not speak for themselves in
the sources which are left to us after nearly a century, we have seen their
actions through a glass darkly, largely via records left by foreigners who
did not speak their language or understand their culture, who had little
sympathy for them, and who often were their enemies. As for their coun-
trymen, the urban elites of Palestine, they too have left us with all too lit-
tle that can help us to establish a full picture of what was happening on
the land in Palestine at the very outset of the conflict between Zionist
settlers and Palestinian Arabs. Even regarding some issues where more
information should be available, such as land purchase, we are forced to
use fragmentary and incomplete data.

But it has been possible to discern a broad pattern of alienation of
land from its cultivators, sometimes into the hands of Arab absentee
landlords, and sometimes from them to Zionist land purchasing agen-
cies. A largely mute process of resistance arose, particularly where land
alienation and disappropriation was followed by dispossession. In the
older Jewish colonies which were initially less affected by political
Zionism, as the settlers were transformed into gentlemen farmers
employing Arab labor, some Arab resentment had been appeased as the
fellahin found jobs or were able to rent back the lands that had previously
been theirs as tenant farmers. But a new and more serious process began
with the second aliya in 1904 and the concomitant effort to establish an
exclusive Jewish economy in Palestine.?

After 1908, peasant resistance was echoed by members of the urban
upper and middle classes, many of whom were newly conscious of their
identity as Arabs, chafing at what some increasingly were coming to per-
ceive as Turkish control, and newly able to express themselves in the
press and in party politics. This potent mix thus established a pattern
that was already firmly set by 1914. All the elements were already in place
for the bitter and protracted disputes over the questions of land sales
and peasant dispossession and the resulting violence, which were the
main features of the Mandate period.

Although only further research in the Ottoman, British, and Israeli
archives and in Palestinian and other Arab sources can produce conclu-
sive results as far as some of these questions are concerned, there is ample
evidence to show that Arab attacks on early Jewish settlements were more
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than just “marauding” or “banditry” as some writers would have it (al-
though banditry there surely also was on occasion).? Frequently, they
were rather the result of a real process of dispossession which, in the cases
for which we have evidence, can be conclusively documented not in the
words of the victims but rather on the basis of contemporary Zionist
sources and recent research based on them. We are forced to tell their
story, like that of many of the powerless in history, in the words of those
who victimized them. This does not make it any less vivid, or less valid as
a picture of what was happening in Palestine before 1914. In the next
chapter, we will examine in detail how this newfound sense of solidarity
and of common identity between different segments of society in the face
of a common external threat was expressed, reflected, and shaped in the
press in the years after 1908.
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CHAPTER 0

Elements of Identity II:
The Debate on Zionism
in the Arabic Press

It has now been generally established
that the Arab reaction to Zionism antedated the Balfour declaration of
1917, and was both a local Palestinian and a generalized pan-Arab phe-
nomenon almost from its inception. Chapter 5 touched on the way in
which Zionism became an issue in Arab political discourse beyond the
confines of Palestine itself from the first stages of active Arab opposition
to Zionist colonization early in the twentieth century. This was especially
true, and can be perceived especially clearly, after the Ottoman Revolu-
tion of 1908 when, as we have seen, the reimposition of the 1876 Consti-
tution resulted in the freeing of party political activity and the growth of
the press throughout the Empire.

As was mentioned in chapter 3, newspapers and periodicals founded
after 1908 in Beirut and other centers of Arab intellectual life played a
major role in the politics and cultural life of the period, drawing on the
model provided by the thriving Egyptian press, in which Syrian emigrés
were extremely active.! Thanks to the proliferation of newspapers after
1908, it suddenly becomes possible for the researcher to find a wealth of
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source material regarding virtually all the important political issues of
the pre-World War I period,? among them the problem of Zionist settle-
ment in Palestine. With the appearance of this plethora of newspapers
and periodicals, a society which until that point seemed almost opaque
in many respects is suddenly illuminated to the historical observer.

Although it is hard to discern much about popular or even elite sen-
timent given this opaqueness engendered by the censorship and polit-
ical repression that prevailed before 1908, some elements of the very
earliest reactions to Zionism, both in Palestine and in the Empire as a
whole, are clear. They seem to have focused mainly on the problems
caused for the local population and the government by the arrival of
large numbers of Jewish immigrants fleeing persecution in Eastern
Europe who carried foreign passports, mainly Russian and Austro-
Hungarian, with all that implied for increased European interference
in the affairs of the Empire. This was a function not only of the tenuous
nature of Ottoman relations with these two eastern European empires,
but also of the fact that Britain had established itself as the protector of
the Jews of the Ottoman empire (among other minority groups, such as
the Druze), and like other European powers used the situation of its
various protegés as a pretext for intervention in Ottoman domestic
affairs.> The potential problems posed by the continuous increase in
the number of foreigners in Palestine, many of whom violated Ottoman
regulations and remained after their three-month permits had expired,
and the reluctance of many of these immigrants to adopt Ottoman
nationality, are constant themes in the early reactions to Zionism.
These complaints were almost independent of any political ambitions
the immigrants might have harbored, and these ambitions indeed may
not have been fully apparent to most Ottoman and Arab observers at
the outset.

But with the first Zionist Congress in 1897, and with the concomitant
launching of modern political Zionism in an institutionalized form, this
was to change. Gradually, as more was learned about the nature and
objectives of the Zionist movement, mainly from reports of the state-
ments and speeches made by its leaders in Europe, and partly from its
activities in Palestine, and as Zionist settlement and land purchase accel-
erated in the first years of the twentieth century, many throughout the
Empire came to fear the creation of yet another Ottoman “nationality
problem.” Given the extent of the problems caused for the Empire by
similar problems in other regions, particularly the Balkans, such con-
cern on the part of many Ottomans was understandable. The reaction
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among some was even more extreme: particularly among Palestinians,
the fear grew that the country’s existing Arab population might be
swamped in a tide of newcomers and that Palestine might one day cease
to be an Arab country. And with the growth of peasant resistance, espe-
cially after the turn of the twentieth century, which was examined in the
previous chapter, there was considerable evidence from the Palestinian
countryside that appeared to substantiate these fears.

The press played a central role in the development of these Arab atti-
tudes to Zionism, as we have already begun to see. Newspapers informed
their readers not only of the day-to-day details of the progress of colo-
nization in the independent sanjag of Jerusalem and the southern san-
jags of the vilayet of Beirut, but also explained to them the aims and
extent of the Zionist movement as a whole, sometimes in an exaggerated
or distorted fashion, and reported news of the movement’s activities
throughout Europe. Thus, beginning in 1908, Arabic-language papers
began to reflect a mounting concern about the dangers posed by Zionist
colonization to the indigenous population of Palestine, and ultimately
to that of surrounding regions. This is among the central conclusions
that emerge from a survey of several hundred articles on Zionism pub-
lished in a number of the most important Arabic-language newspapers
during the Ottoman Constitutional period, 1908-14, on which this
chapter is based.?

This survey shows that although this concern about Zionism was nat-
urally intense in the Palestinian press, it was also considerable in many
papers in Cairo and Beirut, the leading publishing centers of the Arabic-
speaking world, as well as in newspapers in other cities, such as Damas-
cus. The founding of the Zionist movement, and the establishment of 32
settlements in Palestine between 1897 and 1914° (21 others had been
established before the first date), seem clearly to have been perceived
regionally, and not just in Palestine itself, as an ominous and potentially
threatening phenomenon. Indeed, it was often the press in Cairo, or
Beirut, or Damascus, which first raised a concern or expressed a theme,
only to have it picked up by newspapers in Palestine, which would write
editorials of their own or reprint the original article. Similarly, articles
from Palestinian papers were often reprinted elsewhere, first alerting
readers far beyond the confines of Palestine to a new trend or an impor-
tant event relating to Zionist settlement.

Given the overlapping identities and the fluid boundaries of the
period, none of this should be surprising. Northern Palestine was of
course part of the Beirut vilayet, and the press in Beirut was therefore
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writing about events in a province of which it was the capital when it
described the progress of Zionist settlement in Marj Ibn ‘Amir or east-
ern Galilee. Many Beirutis, moreover, had important commercial inter-
ests in Palestine, among them a number of major landowners. In Cairo,
many of the newspaper editors, and many of their readers, were what we
would today call Palestinians, Lebanese, and Syrians, although they
were then all called Syrians—or shawam—by Egyptians (indeed this
term is still in use), and many of them were deeply concerned with
events throughout what they thought of as their home region of bilad
al-Sham, including Palestine. Finally, for Damascenes and other Syrians,
events in Palestine were on their doorstep, as many Syrians owned land
there, and many Damascus families were related by marriage to others
in Jerusalem, Nablus, and elsewhere in Palestine. The press reflected
this pre-World War I reality, before the European partitions of the
postwar years imposed hard and fast frontiers where before there had
only been looser Ottoman administrative boundaries.

II

Ideally, a study of the early treatment of Zionism in the Arab press would
survey the published issues of papers from all parts of bilad al-sham, as
well as Cairo and Istanbul, and perhaps beyond, for the entire Constitu-
tional period of 1908 to 1914, and where possible even before that. Many
issues of some newspapers published during this period are unavailable,
however, while others paid varying amounts of attention to the subject
of Zionism. In the end, the survey on which this chapter is based exam-
ined in detail the issues published over at least three years of the two
most important Palestinian newspapers of the era, the two major Cairo
papers owned and edited by individuals originating in Syria and which
devoted attention to affairs in that region, as well as five newspapers pub-
lished in Beirut, and one in Damascus, the most widely read of its day in
that city. In addition to these ten newspapers surveyed for at least three
years of this six-year period, available issues of several other newspapers
and periodicals from other cities of the region were also examined, but
less intensively. The result offers sufficient diversity, geographically and
otherwise, to be considered broadly representative of the treatment of
Zionism by the Arabic press from 1908 until 1914.

A total of 22 newspapers and periodicals were thus surveyed in whole
or in part for purposes of this analysis, of which ten newspapers were
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available in continuous runs of at least three years during times when the
issue of Zionism was the subject of lively debate, and could therefore be
used for purposes of comparison. These ten include the leading Pales-
tinian paper to focus on Zionism, al-Karmil, edited in Haifa by Najib
Nassar, as well as Filastin, published in Jaffa by ‘Isa and Yusuf al-‘Isa, both
of which were discussed briefly in chapter 3;% al-Mufid, edited by ‘Abd al-
Ghani al-‘Uraisi and Fuad Hantas;” the Damascus paper al-Mugtabas,
edited by Muhammad Kurd ‘Ali and his brother Ahmad, to which exten-
sive reference has already been made;® the two leading Cairo dailies, al-
Mugattam, owned by Ya‘qub Sarruf, Faris Nimr, and Bishara Taqla, and
al-Ahram, edited by Dawud Barakat; and five Beirut papers: Lisan al-Hal,
owned by Khalil Sarkis; al-lttihad al-‘Uthmani, edited by Shaykh Ahmed
Hassan Tabbara; al-Hagiqa, edited by Kamal ‘Abbas; and al-Igbal, edited
by ‘Abd al-Basit al-Unsi. All were dailies except the latter two, which
appeared biweekly and weekly respectively, and al-Karmil and Filastin,
which were biweeklies during this period.? The remaining twelve news-
papers and periodicals, which were available only for periods of under
three years, or for which many issues are missing among the surviving
copies, are referred to selectively in the course of this chapter.!?

A total of well over 10,000 issues of these ten papers were examined
for this study, yielding more than 600 articles on Zionism (more than
650 articles on Zionism were found in all 22 publications). The greatest
interest in the question of Zionism is apparent in the years 1911-13,
when more than 450 of these articles were published, notwithstanding
the extensive press coverage given first to the Libyan and then to the
Balkan wars in those years. The year 1911, during which 286 such arti-
cles were published in these ten papers, in many ways marked the high
point in the press controversy over Zionism. Thereafter, interest contin-
ued in the subject, with escalating warnings about the dangers inherent
in Zionist colonization, and reports on its progress and on the actions of
Zionist bodies abroad, but without the same frequency.

The only exception to the uniformly negative reaction to Zionism of
all 22 publications surveyed was al-Mugattam. Their correspondent in
Palestine was Nisim Malul, an Egyptian Jewish newspaper editor fluent in
Arabic who had earlier founded two shortlived papers in Egypt, al-Nasr
in Alexandria in 1903, and al-Salam in Cairo in 1910, and later was to pub-
lish al-Salam briefly in Jaffa in 1920.!! Malul worked for the Palestine
Office of the Zionist Organization founded in Jaffa in 1908, writing
reports on the Arabic press for the Central Office of the Organization in
Cologne and later in Berlin which are cited extensively in Neville
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Mandel’s The Arab and Zionism before World War 1'% Even in the columns
of al-Mugqattam, however, which was the only paper of all 22 examined to
carry more pro-Zionist than anti-Zionist articles, numerous writers vig-
orously opposed Zionism, supported by letters to the editor from anti-
Zionist readers.

A word is in order on how an evaluation of a newspaper’s position on
Zionism was made. To make an assessment, articles on the subject were
classified according to three broad categories: “pro-Zionist”; “anti-
Zionist”; and “other,” the last category including numerous articles pri-
marily of an informative nature. Although these classifications are far
from rigid, and are by no means precise (e.g., apparently “pro-Zionist”
articles in a strongly anti-Zionist paper were often merely reprints of
material by Zionists published for the information of the readers), a
clear picture of the intensity of a newspaper’s position on the Zionist
issue could be obtained. While the results will be referred to throughout
the newspaper-by-newspaper survey that follows, the most striking con-
clusion to emerge from this assessment is that with the one exception
just mentioned, all the newspapers surveyed were anti-Zionist. Together
with the information on the frequency of appearance of articles on
Zionism in these papers, these data give the broad outlines of the impor-
tance of the Zionist question in the Arab press during this period, as it is
reflected in the ten papers intensively surveyed, and twelve others.

The following section analyzes each of these ten papers in terms of its
position on the Zionist issue, after which the chapter concludes with an
assessment of some of the broad trends discernible in the treatment of
this question in the Arab press before World War 1.

III
Al-Karmil

Of the ten Arabic-language newspapers for which issues covering more
than three years were available, al-Karmil was by far the most outspoken
in its opposition to Zionism. Named for Mount Carmel, which overlooks
Haifa Bay, it was first published in December 1908, and almost immedi-
ately became the primary vehicle of an extensive campaign against
Zionist settlement in Palestine. That campaign, which involved many
organs of the Syrian press, came to a peak in 1911. During that year
alone, al-Karmil carried 73 articles on Zionism, or an average of one in
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nearly every one of its almost 100 issues. In the total of 330 issues sur-
veyed, al-Karmil published 134 articles on Zionism, including 45 editori-
als or leading articles.

The owner and editor of the newspaper, and often the writer of much
of its contents, Najib Nassar did not depend on sheer volume to con-
vince his readers of the extent of the danger the Zionist movement rep-
resented to Palestine.!® In addition to news items from Galilee and other
parts of Palestine, and his own persuasive editorials (a remarkable num-
ber of which were reprinted in other Syrian papers, as we shall see), he
re-published articles on Zionism from al-Mugattam, al-Ahram, al-Mufid,
al-Ittihad al-‘Uthmani and other Cairo and Beirut newspapers, as well as
the Damascus paper al-Mugtabas, al-Hadara of Istanbul, and Filastin—all,
except al-Mugqattam, being strong opponents of Zionism.

Not content with his own and other editors’ arguments against the
Zionist movement, Nassar covered in detail the activities of the various
branches of the Zionist colonization movement in Palestine, and of their
parent organizations abroad. As a result, other anti-Zionist papers soon
came to depend on al-Karmil for much of their information on these
activities. At the same time, the owner-editor of al-Karmil attempted to
give his readers extensive background information on the history, objec-
tives, and significance of the Zionist movement. For this purpose he pub-
lished condensed translations of a lengthy article on Zionism from the
Encyclopedia Judaica. Nassar eventually issued this sixteen-part series, pub-
lished from March until June 1911, as a 65-page booklet under the title
al-Sihyuniyya: Tarikhuha, gharaduha, ahamiyyatuha [Zionism: Its history,
objective and importance].!* It concluded by describing the efforts of
Theodor Herzl on behalf of Zionism, provoking the observation by
Nassar to his readers that what Palestine needed in opposing Zionism was
“sincere leaders like Herzl who will forget their private interests in favor
of the public good.” Nassar went on: “We have many men like Herzl; all
they lack is a realization of their own abilities, and the courage to take the
first step. Let such men appear, and not hesitate, and circumstances will
favor them, for men’s ideas have matured and we are ready.”®

Nassar’s opposition to Zionism was linked to a strong feeling of patri-
otic devotion to Palestine. In an editorial in August 1913, for example,
he commented on the recent Zionist Congress, calling for a simultane-
ous conference to be held in Nablus “while others are meeting to take
over our country and our farms.”® This and many similar instances of
local patriotism were matched by Nassar’s parallel devotion to Arab
nationalism in its broader pan-Arab sense. Some of the motivation for
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this orientation in Nassar’s case and that of many other Arabist thinkers
of this period was what was perceived as the bias of the ruling CUP in
favor of Zionism.!” Thus Nassar, whose newspaper in 1908 and 1909
reflected a positive approach to the CUP, by 1911 had become a fervent
opponent of the ruling party and supporter of the Ottoman opposition
with which most Arabists were by this stage affiliated.!® Such a develop-
ment in the overall political line taken by al-Karmil appears to have fol-
lowed closely, and probably to have been largely influenced by, Nassar’s
increasingly uncompromising opposition to Zionism. In this respect,
Najib Nassar’s evolution can be seen as representative of that of numer-
ous other Arab political and intellectual figures during this period,
although in other respects, such as the sophistication and tenaciousness
of his opposition to Zionism, he was definitely a pioneer among
Palestinian and Arab journalists.

Filastin

Although it did not commence publication until January 1911, more
than two years after al-Karmil, Filastin soon became its rival both inside
and outside Palestine as an opponent of Zionism, and indeed during the
Mandate became the more important newspaper of the two, and one of
the country’s main dailies. While Zionism was one of the central issues
on which the newspaper’s owners and editors, Yusuf and ‘Isa al-‘Isa,
focused, others were also important. These included the encourage-
ment of education,!® the struggle of the Arab Orthodox to free their
church from domination by the Greek higher clergy,?’ and the poor con-
dition of the peasantry.?! In many cases, these other issues came to be
connected to Zionism, whether in terms of the local patriotism which
engendered much of the editors’ concern for education, the questions
of religious and national identity which were raised by the struggle
within the Orthodox church, or the problem of rural poverty with its
inevitable linkage to land-sales to the Zionist movement and the conse-
quent dispossession of the fellahin.

In its opposition to Zionism, Filastin rapidly became quite as un-
compromising as al-Karmil. The concern for the lot of the peasantry
expressed in articles on rural conditions, and shown also in the paper’s
policy of sending a copy of each issue to every village in the Jaffa region,
was at the root of the editors’ fears regarding Zionism. While in early
issues of the paper problems such as the Ottoman authorities’ failure to
control Jewish immigration and the large numbers of foreigners enter-
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ing the country were at the center of the critique of Zionism in Filastin,?2
in time the problems of peasant dispossession by Zionist land-purchase,
and the possibility that the entire Arab population of Palestine might in
time be dispossessed by the newcomers, came to the fore. From pub-
lishing only a few articles on Zionism every month in its first year, this
biweekly was soon publishing an article or more per issue on the subject.

Very soon, Filastin came to be relied upon by newspapers throughout
the region for news of Zionist colonization in Palestine, and eventually
enjoyed the same high regard as did al-Karmil. Articles from the paper
were reprinted widely, and appear to have had a major impact in shap-
ing how Palestinians and other Arabs came to see Zionism. Through
stress on this issue, and others which concerned the population of the
Jerusalem sanjag and the country as a whole, Filastin played a role in
shaping a sense of Palestinian identity, which clearly was one of its main
aims, given that its title means “Palestine.” At the same time, through the
influence of its articles reprinted in Beirut, Damascus, and Cairo,
Filastin helped to establish the question of Zionism as one that con-
cerned all Arabs. Like Najib Nassar, ‘Isa al-‘Isa and his cousin Yusuf can
thus be seen as pioneers of an unwavering Palestinian and pan-Arab
opposition to Zionism, which was to continue and intensify in later years.

Al-Mufid

The newspaper that perhaps came closest to the fervor of al-Karmilin its
opposition to Zionism was al-Mufid. As unofficial mouthpiece of the
Arab nationalist secret society al-Fatat,?® it had an influence greater than
might at first appear, over a region that stretched far beyond the borders
of the Beirut vilayet (which of course included northern Palestine).
Although issues of the paper are only available for three years, it is clear
that al-Mufid was, together with al-Karmil, Filastin, and al-Mugtabas, the
most persistent and determined opponent of Zionism in the Arabic-lan-
guage press of the period. This is borne out by the relatively large num-
ber of articles it carried on the subject—a total of 71, 52 of them in 1911
alone—and by the fact that 22 of the newspaper’s editorials were devoted
to it, most of them also in 1911. For a period of nine months during the
latter year, al-Mufid carried almost one article on Zionism every three
days, many of them violently opposing the sale of state lands to foreign-
ers or their agents, who it was feared were working for the Zionist move-
ment. A large proportion of these articles and others in the Arab press
in 1911 dealt with a proposal by Dr. Najib Asfar to buy up Ottoman state
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lands, a project which was thought to be backed by the Zionists.?* These
fears were almost surely misplaced, but they indicate the degree of alarm
Zionism had already aroused in certain circles by 1911. During the
Mandate, as well as after 1967 in the occupied West Bank and Gaza Strip,
the issue of the limits and status of former Ottoman “state lands” and
control over them continued to be a vital one.

Together with al-Karmil (the two papers frequently reprinted one
another’s editorials and news reports),? al-Mufid laid great emphasis on
the importance of protecting the indigenous Palestinian peasantry from
being expelled from its ancestral farmland to make way for colonists
from Europe.26 And like the Haifa paper, it was scathing in its condem-
nation of those Arab landlords who sold their land to the Zionists. Not
surprisingly, however, given its Arabist political orientation, al-Mufid’s
greatest ire was reserved for the CUP-dominated government, which it
described as being at best lax in its enforcement of laws hindering Zionist
immigration and land-purchase, and at worst as being in complicity with
the Zionists, a charge that came to be widely believed in many Arab cir-
cles. Soon after the CUP government’s fall in 1912, al-Mufid wrote:

.. all we said about the Zionist question was totally ignored
while the Unionists held power over the nation and accommo-
dated the Zionists. Then we raised cry after cry with no response.
Now things have changed and the new government should pay
attention to what the previous one ignored. The people of the
country emigrate to America, while the Zionists immigrate into
our country: one day, if things go on like this, the Arab in his
own country will become worse off than an orphan at the tables
of the stingy.?’

Perhaps the main significance of al-Mufid’s opposition to Zionism lies in
its linking of the Arabism that it championed so staunchly with resis-
tance to what it described as an alien colonizing movement that threat-
ened to split the Arab world in half. The fiery editorials of its young
owner-editors, together with the many articles written for it by older
leaders of the Arab movement such as Shukri al-‘Asali and Rafiq al-‘Azm,
undoubtedly had a potent effect on the paper’s strongly Arabist reader-
ship, and inculcated them with an intense wariness of Zionism. This con-
nection between Arabism and anti-Zionism was to continue in later years
in the Arab nationalist press of Lebanon and Syria and beyond.
Significantly, it emphasized the linkage between Arabism and the prob-
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lems posed by Zionism, which might otherwise have been seen as solely
a Palestinian concern.

Al-Mugtabas

Edited by the noted literary and political figure Muhammad Kurd ‘Ali
and his brother Ahmad, al-Mugqtabas was one of the era’s most active
opponents of Zionism, carrying the largest number of articles on Zion-
ism of any newspaper surveyed, with the exception of al-Karmil. These
included fifteen articles reprinted from the latter, three from Filastin,
and numerous other articles reprinted from other papers. This is dou-
bly important because of the wide influence of al-Mugtabas, which was
described by French consular reports as the most important Damascus
paper.?8 Closed down by the Ottoman authorities repeatedly for its
Arabist political line, it was forced to change its name, once to al-Umma
in 1909-10, and once to al-Qabas in 1913-14. During the latter period,
Shukri al-‘Asali is listed as its owner, and he seems to have collaborated
with its editors, Muhammad and Ahmad Kurd ‘Ali, throughout, except
in 1911-1912, when he was in Istanbul representing Damascus in the
Ottoman Parliament.

Two related themes stand out in the many articles on Zionism carried
by this newspaper: the first is the complicity with the foreign colonizers
of Arab landowners who sell land to Zionist settlers; and the second is
the acute observation that Zionist successes are before anything else a
function of the failure of the Arabs to organize themselves for resistance.
In the first context, al-Mugtabas carried many articles, some reprinted
from al-Karmil and some based on the experience of al-‘Asali, detailing
how large Arab landowners were involved in sales of land to the colo-
nizers.? In one such article, Najib Nassar wrote that those who should
be leaders themselves are selling their country cheaply.®® He added in
another article, in which he held up Saladin as a heroic example of
unbending resistance to invasion, that if the current generation had half
the patriotism, enthusiasm, and love of country as that which had faced
the Crusaders, the Zionists could not dream of regaining Palestine.?!

The second theme, that of self-criticism for Arab failures, is important
because of the way it contrasts with many articles in other papers which
ascribe the success of Zionism in Palestine solely to superior financial
resources, foreign support, or the laxity of the Ottoman authorities.
These are mentioned frequently as factors by al-Mugtabas, but the news-
paper leaves its reader with the unmistakable impression that Arab com-
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placency, disunity, greed, and self-interest were more important reasons
for Zionist success and Arab failure than the strength of the settler
movement itself. Commenting on a report of Zionist activities in 1911,
Muhammad Kurd ‘Ali wrote: “Our slowness to resist the Israelites makes
one envious of their vigor. 32 Two years later, an article reprinted from
Filastin made a similar point, praising the way in which the Zionists
evinced solidarity, and bemoaning the lack of it among the Arabs.?? Like
al-Mufid, al-Mugtabas adhered to an Arabist political line during this
period, and like the Beirut newspaper, it forcefully espoused the argu-
ment that Zionism constituted a shared Arab problem, and that resisting
it was a joint Arab cause.

Al-Mugqattam and al-Ahram

Although neither of these two newspapers carried as many articles on
Zionism as the four we have just discussed—and in relative terms car-
ried far fewer—both al-Ahram and al-Mugattam played a central role in
the controversy over Zionism in the Arabic press during the constitu-
tional period. This was because these two Cairo dailies had a readership
and prestige far greater than that of the papers published in Syria, most
of them founded after the 1908 Revolution. Established in 1876 and
1889 respectively, each of these two papers had press runs of well over
5,000 copies according to some sources.** Their prestige derived both
from their age and journalistic professionalism, and from the fact that
during the censorship of the Hamidian period they had remained free
to write without hindrance about the political events of the day from
their base in Cairo. Even after the 1908 Revolution and the growth of a
vigorous local press in the cities of Syria, both papers retained an exten-
sive readership there, and remained very influential. In addition, the
identification of al-Ahram with France’s Middle East policy, and of al-
Mugattam with that of Britain, made them all the more necessary read-
~ ing for the politically aware in a region that was exposed to the ambi-
tions of both powers.

While the two newspapers published a similar number of articles on
Zionism from 1908 until 1914—65 in al-Mugattam and 63 in al-Ahram—
there were major differences in their treatment of this issue, and indeed
in their general political line. The most noticeable difference was the
tendency of al-Mugattam, particularly pronounced at the beginning of
this period and less so at the end, to justify and show sympathy for the
Zionist movement. As has already been explained, this was largely the
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effect of the articles written for the paper by Nisim Malul in Jaffa. In addi-
tion to Malul, al-Mugattam had a number of correspondents—many of
them apparently Egyptian Jews committed to Zionism such as a certain
“Jacques Levy” of Tanta—who wrote regularly to the paper in support of
Zionism and in answer to articles opposing it which had appeared in al-
Mugattam and other papers.®® But even al-Mugattam appears to have
been affected by the trend in the rest of the region insofar as Zionism was
concerned, for beginning in 1909 and 1910, and growing more numer-
ous in the following years, articles appeared that strongly opposed the
Zionist movement, several of them by Palestinian authors. At the same
time, the editorial line of the paper vis-a-vis the CUP underwent a grad-
ual transformation from support to opposition, with a corresponding
increase in sympathy for Arabism and the growing demands for reforms
and decentralization in the Arab provinces of the Empire.

Beginning in 1911, al-Mugattam developed into a forum for a heated
dialogue between several of its pro-Zionist contributors and a number of
prominent Arab writers and political figures such as Rafiq al-‘Azm and
Shakib Arslan.3® It also received articles from Dr. Shibli Shmayyil and ‘Isa
al-‘Isa, co-editor of Filastin, supporting the opponents of Zionism in this
ongoing controversy. Ironically, some of the strongest and most coher-
ent arguments against Zionism in the pre-World War I period can be
found in the pages of al-Mugattam from 1911 until 1914, in the context
of these varied responses to the claims made by Malul and other Zionist
sympathizers in their own articles in the paper. These were claims that
were to be heard for many years, some of which have been touched on
in our discussion of the 1911 Ottoman parliamentary debate on Zion-
ism, and Ruhi al-Khalidi’s manuscript on Zionism: Zionism, these writ-
ers asserted, was good for Palestine, would bring in much-needed capi-
tal, would provide employment for the indigenous population, and had
no ulterior political aspirations to rule over the country.

Among the most notable responses to these claims is an article by
Shakib Arslan in January 1912, in which he pours scorn on Malul’s claim
in an earlier article that ruin will befall Palestine if Zionist colonization
is halted. The Zionists, he went on, are benefiting from the country far
more than it is benefiting from their presence, and Malul is guilty of
gross exaggeration when he describes the blessings of Zionism for Pales-
tine.3” An article in 1914 by Muhammad ‘Abd al-Rahman al-‘Alami
alluded to another side of the problem, pointing out that the Zionists
are able to buy up land in Palestine only because of the dereliction of its
duty by the local government, which he emphasized was made up of rich
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men willing to sacrifice the whole of Palestine for their own personal
benefit.®® A third article by the noted writer Shibli Shmayyil a few days
later emphatically stressed that the Zionists were outsiders and aliens
(dukhala’ ghuraba’) engaged in stealing the land from its rightful owners.
He added that while opposing Zionism, the Arabs must learn from it,
competing with it in developing the land and in cultural work.®

Other articles by al-‘Alami and ‘Isa al-‘Isa in May 1914 show that at
least the Palestinian opponents of Zionism were well acquainted with the
objectives of the Zionist movement as defined by its leaders, and were
not taken in by the honeyed words of Malul and others regarding the
benign nature of Zionist political objectives in Palestine. Thus, al-‘Alami
cited the resolutions of the Basle Congress of the movement as well as a
declaration by Max Nordau, a close collaborator of Herzl, regarding
Zionist aims in Palestine, while ‘Isa al-‘Isa quoted not only the resolu-
tions of the Basle Congress, and the words of Nordau regarding the
undesirability of integration with the local population of Palestine, but
also an inflammatory statement by the Russian Zionist leader Menachem
Ussishkin in direct contradiction to the conciliatory tone found in arti-
cles by Zionist writers in al-Mugattam.*°

Thus even in the columns of the only major Arabic-language paper
surveyed that showed any sympathy for the Zionist cause, the reader of
the day could find compelling arguments refuting those adduced by
the Zionists to prove the harmlessness of their enterprise in Palestine
to the country’s Arab inhabitants. In spite of the numerous articles by
Malul and others, it is hard to avoid the impression that by 1914 the
anti-Zionists were getting the best of the argument, even in the pages
of al-Mugqattam.

Al-Ahram’s editorial line, by contrast with that of al-Mugattam, was gen-
erally anti-Zionist, with occasional pro-Zionist articles, usually from read-
ers reacting to editorials or articles from its correspondents critical of
Zionism. This newspaper appears to have been the first during our
period to raise the question of Zionism, with two articles in December
1908. The first, with the ominous title “The Ambitions of the Zionists in
Palestine,” reported a speech by a Zionist leader in Cairo in which the
speaker expressed the hope that two million Jews would settle in
Palestine.!! The second article, a week later, stated that the Zionists did
not want to establish a separate government for themselves in Palestine,
but only desired to live in equality with its inhabitants. Al-Ahram’s editors
commented warily on these declarations, saying that Zionist immigrants
would be welcome only if they abandoned their foreign citizenship and
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became loyal Ottoman citizens. They added that concentration of the
immigrants in one area was also unacceptable.*?

Both of these complaints—that most immigrants retained their for-
eign nationality, and that they were concentrated in a few areas—were
in fact old objections by the local Palestinian population to the Zionist
colonization movement, and continued to be central themes of the
opposition to Zionism during the Constitutional era. The farsighted-
ness of the editors of al-Ahram can be deduced from their response in
July 1909 to a letter from Jacques Tantawi (presumably the same Jacques
Levy of Tanta who wrote repeatedly to al-Ahram and al-Muqattam), who
protested that the Zionists were loyal Ottoman patriots. Their answer—
that any Jew was welcome to settle in the Empire, as long as the colonists
were not concentrated in one region, for that “might lead them to
aspire to establish a state within a state, even if that was not part of their
plans on the day they immigrated”—sounds strangely prophetic in view
of subsequent events.*?

Notably, although the press of Bilad al-Sham appears to have begun to
take the Zionist issue seriously in 1909—spearheaded by al-Karmil—
more articles were carried during that year in both al-Ahram and al-
Mugqattam than in any of the other papers surveyed for this study. For all
the importance of al-Karmil in sounding the alarm against Zionism, it
indeed seems clear that these two prestigious Cairo newspapers, with
their wide circulation in Egypt and far beyond its borders, played an
important vanguard role in awakening readers throughout the Arab
world to the earliest stages of a problem that has played such a central
part in its political life since then.

Seen in this light, even the pro-Zionist articles carried in these papers
played a positive function in terms of Arab opposition to Zionism. Such
articles seem to have provoked and aroused Arab readers, particularly
those in Palestine, who could see with their own eyes what the Zionists
were in fact doing, and set that against the honeyed words of writers
favorable to Zionism. At the same time, they could compare the sooth-
ing arguments of pro-Zionist writers in the two papers who sought to
assure them of the benign nature of Zionist intentions, with the blunt
and disturbing words of Zionist leaders directed to European and
Zionist audiences. Although this was a different function from that of
the four newspapers previously surveyed, it was in many ways more
important, for the heated dialogues in these two papers are on the whole
more convincing rebuttals of Zionist arguments than many of the one-
sided anti-Zionist diatribes in the pages of the Syrian press.
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Lisan al-Hal

Of the remaining papers surveyed, four were published in Beirut and
were anti-Zionist in their editorial line, although all printed an occa-
sional pro-Zionist article. However, two major differences separate Lisan
al-Hal from the other three—al-Ittihad al-‘Uthmani, al-Hagiqa, and al-
Igbal: It was a strong supporter of the CUP, and its editor was a Christian.
It might be added that Lisan al-Halwas the oldest of the four papers, hav-
ing been founded in 1877, and also probably had the largest circulation
of any Beirut daily, and perhaps the largest of any daily in the Arab
provinces of the Ottoman Empire.*

Mention of the religion of the owner of this paper requires some
explanation, for the owners or editors of four of the six papers we have
discussed (al-Karmil, Filastin, al-Ahram, and al-Muqattam) were also Chris-
tian, but no reference has been made to this fact. The point has been
raised here because of a serious misconception to be found in Neville
Mandel’s book, regarding the relations between the religious affiliation
of a newspaper’s owners or editors, and its pro- or anti-Zionist editorial
line. From the regular monitoring of the Arab press by the Palestine
Office of the Zionist organization in Jaffa, which was begun in 1911 by
Nisim Malul, and specifically citing his analysis of the Beirut and
Damascus press in the first half of 1912, Mandel concludes that “in
Beirut and Damascus, a newspaper’s stand in respect of Zionism was as
much a function of its editor’s religion as of his politics.”*

Mandel claims that in these two cities, anti-CUP papers—*“almost
invariably edited by Muslims”—were anti-Zionist as well as anti-Christian,
while papers edited by Christians were generally pro-CUP and either
friendly or neutral toward the Zionists: “In other words, Muslim editors
in Beirut and Damascus tended to be averse to everything that was non-
Muslim and non-Arab.”*® Leaving aside the casual bigotry of the last
statement (whose falseness can be proven via a perusal of al-Mufid, al-
Mugtabis, or al-Ittihad al-‘Uthmani, with their absence of the slightest hint
of religious intolerance, their many articles by Christian writers, and in
the case of the former, al-‘Uraisi’s outspoken admiration for European
culture*’), Mandel would appear to be completely wrong in his assess-
ment. Whatever conclusions Malul and the Zionist Organization’s
Palestine Office in Jaffa may have come to on this subject, it is absolutely
clear from the ample evidence available in the extensive number of issues
of the Arabic-language press of the period still extant that pro-CUP
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papers edited by Christians were generally as outspoken in their opposi-
tion to Zionism as anti-CUP ones edited by Muslims.

It is true that no final conclusion can be reached about the Arabic
press as a whole on the basis of the limited sample of newspapers dis-
cussed here for several reasons: only one of the ten papers surveyed in
full was published in Damascus; of the Beirut papers only one was edited
by a Christian; and of the remaining twelve papers not discussed in
detail, all were either unavailable for a sufficiently long period, or did
not publish a significant number of articles on Zionism. Nevertheless,
Mandel himself has not utilized any Beirut or Damascus daily newspaper
(as noted, he relies mainly on Malul’s press reports), and his usually reli-
able contemporary Zionist sources seem in this case to have done him a
disservice. For not only was Lisan al-Hal—edited by a Christian—firmly
anti-Zionist, publishing nine articles against Zionism and only three in
favor over the period examined; but also three other Syrian papers
edited by Christians of which the available issues were checked for pur-
poses of this study showed no pro-Zionist bias, and if anything tended to
be anti-Zionist. Of these, one was a Beirut paper, al-Barg, edited by
Bishara al-Khuri (later the first president of an independent Lebanon);
another a Tripoli biweekly, al-Hawadeth, edited by Lutfallah Khlat; and
the third was the Aleppo paper al-Sha’h, owned and edited by Leon
Shawqatly and Fathallah Qastun.*®

While al-Khuri’s paper was firmly pro-CUP, the latter two opposed the
Unionists, with the first supporting the reform and decentralization
movement, and the second openly espousing a strongly Arabist line. As
for their position on Zionism, it is clear that none of them was favorable
to it, even from the limited number of issues available to us. A 1910 arti-
cle in al-Sha’b, for example, warns against a large-scale project to develop
state lands in Palestine which, it was feared, was backed by Zionist and
other foreign interests. The article pointed out that the British had orig-
inally gained control over India via a commercial company that devel-
oped a privileged position for itself in the country.*’ Yet another article
in the same paper, written by Rafiq al-‘Azm and reprinted in February
1911 from the Arabist Istanbul paper al-Hadara, warned against Zionist
colonization of Palestine for fear that the country would be lost to the
settlers. It emphasized the poor state of the Muslim and Christian vil-
lages in the country when compared with the Jewish settlements.?® A
third article, printed four days later, reported the speech of an Aleppo
deputy in the Ottoman Parliament, Nafi‘ al-Jabiri, who strongly opposed
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the land-development project in Palestine mentioned above, for similar
reasons.’! The other two papers similarly show no pro-Zionist bias.

As for Lisan al-Hal, perhaps the most important pro-CUP organ in the
Arab provinces, it contains little to bear out Mandel’s contention, based
on Malul’s reports, that the Christian-edited pro-CUP press was neces-
sarily any less anti-Zionist than Muslim-edited anti-CUP papers. A 1911
article in Lisan al-Hal reported a speech by the opposition leader Isma‘il
Bey in the Ottoman Chamber warning that the objective of the Zionist
movement is the establishment of a separate government in Palestine.5?
A further article a few months later by Jubran Matar, writing from
Palestine, described the progress of Zionist colonization in alarmist
tones, and concluded by declaring: “If we observe all this heady activity,
and we realize the great extent of the accumulated power it represents,
don’t we begin to wonder whether Palestine will soon belong to them?”?

Another article in Lisan al-Hal, written in 1914 by ‘Abd al-Ra’uf
Khayyal of Gaza, declared that the blame for what is happening in
Palestine should be shouldered by the citizens themselves, and not
ascribed to the Zionists or the government. They should act instead of
talking and writing, imitate the industriousness of the Zionists, and work
to oppose their settler movement, which is on its way to taking over
Palestine. He went on to warn the nation to beware: “Otherwise you will
become the foreigners, and the foreigners will become the citizens.”*
While Lisan al-Hal is clearly trying to deflect criticism over the issue of
Zionism from the CUP government it supported with this article—what
is happening in Palestine, it argues, is not the government’s fault, but
that of the citizens themselves—the newspaper’s stance critical of
Zionism is nevertheless unmistakable.

From this brief review of only a few papers edited by Christians, it
should be clear that Mandel’s sweeping generalizations rest on limited
and misleading evidence, and are in the main incorrect. There was little
correlation between journalists’ religion and their position on Zionism,
and only somewhat more between their stand vis-a-vis the CUP and their
attitude to Zionism, although in general anti-CUP papers were strongly
anti-Zionist, pro-CUP papers slightly less so. Moreover, there is no appar-
ent reason why their religion should affect editors so much in Beirut and
Damascus, and so little in Cairo, Haifa, and Jaffa. Mandel admits that
both Filastin and al-Karmil, as well as al-Ahram, all edited by Christians,
were anti-Zionist, but claims this was the result of special factors.%®

In fact, irrespective of the religions of their editors, newspapers in
Palestine were virtually all anti-Zionist—and Ya‘qub Yehoshua, the lead-
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ing Israeli historian of the Palestinian press before 1914, notes that most
Palestinian newspaper owners were Christians.’® The point is that the
same thing can be said in almost every case about Arabic-language news-
papers outside Palestine, whether in other parts of Syria, or in Cairo or
Istanbul, and whether their owners and editors were Christian or
Muslim. The key to anti-Zionism clearly does not appear to be the reli-
gion of the journalists concerned. Indeed, there may well be no trend to
be discerned here, for as we noted in chapter 3, virtually the only news-
paper editor in Palestine to write consistently in favor of Zionism, Iliya
Zakka, editor of al-Nafir, was himself Christian, while most of the coun-
try’s other newspaper owners and editors in this period, mainly Chris-
tians, with a few Muslims, were hostile to Zionism.?7 Perhaps a more
extensive survey covering all the important papers throughout Syria, as
well as in Cairo and Istanbul, for the entire period could settle the ques-
tion conclusively. But the evidence cited above would seem to rule out
religion as the determining factor insofar as a newspaper’s stand on
Zionism was concerned.

al-Ittthad al-"Uthmani, al-Haqiqga and al-Iqbal

It remains for us to conclude our discussion of the last three of the five
Beirut newspapers surveyed. Of them, al-lttihad al-‘Uthmani was both the
most influential and the most intense in its concentration on the Zionist
issue. Like ‘Abd al-Ghani al-‘Uraisi, its editor-owner, Shaykh Ahmed
Hassan Tabbara, was an important political figure in his own right. He
too played a prominent role in the First Arab Congress held in Paris in
June 1913, and like al-‘Uraisi, was hanged by the Ottoman authorities for
his Arab nationalist activities (indeed, of the 31 most prominent Arab
“martyrs” executed in 1915 and 1916, 16 were journalists®®). He was in
addition one of the leaders of the Beirut Reform Society established in
1913, and after his paper was closed by the Ottoman censor in May of the
same year, he changed its name to al-Islah, which it remained for the
next seven months.

Like al-Mufid, al-Ittihad al-‘Uthmani printed a large number of articles
on Zionism by correspondents and contributors from various parts of
the Arabic-speaking world, including Egypt, various parts of Palestine,
Istanbul, Damascus, and towns like Marja‘youn in what is today southern
Lebanon. This journal in addition occasionally reprinted articles on the
subject from other papers, notably al-Karmil and Filastin, printing three

from the former and one from the latter over a period of three years.>
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Combined with evidence drawn from an examination of al-Mufid and al-
Mugtabas, this shows that Najib Nassar and ‘Isa and Yusuf al-‘Isa were
able to reach a wide audience as a result of the reprinting of their arti-
cles in the Beirut and Damascus press, in itself a clear indication that
their influence spread far beyond the frontiers of Palestine. Thus, three
of Nassar’s articles were also published in al-Mufid during the three years
for which issues are available, and one in al—Haqiqa,ﬁO in addition to the
fifteen printed in al-Mugtabas, which have already been mentioned.

In one of the articles printed in al-lttihad al-Uthmaniin 1910, Nassar
warned that the objective of the Zionists was to take over Palestine, a
dream he claimed was cherished by the Jews since Roman times. He
went on to remind his readers of the danger of apparently innocent pro-
jects for commercial development in Palestine, which in fact concealed
activities of the Zionist organizations.®! In another article, printed in
both al-lttihad al-‘Uthmani and al-Mufid in February 1911 (and appar-
ently written specially for the two papers) Nassar responded to the
claims by a defender of the Zionist movement, Sulayman Effendi Yellin,
in the columns of the former paper that Zionism meant no harm to the
people of Palestine, and was only a humanitarian movement to relieve
the suffering of oppressed Jews, while the settlers in the Zionist colonies
were all Ottoman subjects. Nassar’s response was that a true humanitar-
ian movement would not cause hardship to the people of the country so
as to relieve the oppression of others. He added: “Sulayman Effendi says
that the farmers in these colonies are all Ottoman subjects, and we
believe him, since most of them have Ottoman identity papers in their
hands and foreign passports in their suitcases. . . . How many of them
remained Ottoman when they were called up for military service??”6?
Nassar concluded by affirming that there could be no legitimate objec-
tion to Jewish immigration to Palestine per s, as long as the immigrants
avoided segregation from the local population, treated them well, and
became loyal Ottoman citizens. In such a case no Ottoman citizen would
oppose them, nor would anyone fear their immigration into the
Ottoman territories. Belying these reassuring words, however, was the
clear implication that Nassar fiercely opposed Zionism because most
Zionist immigrants to Palestine did none of these things.

Another leader of the anti-Zionist movement in the Syrian provinces
was Shukri al-‘Asali, who as we have already seen was elected to the
Ottoman Parliament in 1911 as a representative of Damascus after he
had failed to prevent the sale of the lands of the village of al-Fula to the
JCA. al-‘Asali went on to become one of the leaders of the Arab opposi-
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tion to the CUP, and was one of those hanged in 1916 for his prominent
role in the Arab nationalist movement.®® We saw in chapter 5 that al-
‘Asali actively used the pages of the Syrian, Palestinian, and Istanbul
press as platforms for his opposition to Zionist land purchases, writing
under the pseudonym of “Salah al-Din al-Ayyubi” (Saladin) while he was
still a government official in 1910, and under his own name afterwards.
We thus find articles on this subject by al-‘Asali in the Istanbul paper al-
Hadara, edited by Shaykh ‘Abd al-Hamid al-Zahrawi, another prominent
Arabist leader,®* and numerous others in al-Mugtabas (3), in al-Karmil
(3), al-Mufid (2), and the Beirut papers al-lttihad al-‘Uthmani (2), al-
Hagiga (2), and al-Igbal (1).%

One of al-‘Asali’s most widely published pieces appeared in al-lttihad
al-‘Uthmani in February 1911 (as well as in al-Mufid and al-Hagiqa).%® Its
subject was the 10,000 dunum plot of land in al-Fula in the Marj Ibn
‘Amir purchased a few months earlier by the Zionists, and whose trans-
fer al-‘Asali had unsuccessfully tried to block a few weeks earlier, a trans-
action we have referred to several times. In this article, al-‘Asali described
the ruins of an old fortress on the land dating back to the Crusader era,
which he said had been captured after a battle in 1187 by Saladin
(whence al-‘Asali’s pseudonym in his earlier articles). The article
described in detail the negotiations whereby the JCA, together with the
original owner of the land, Elias Sursuq of Beirut, had removed the peas-
ant inhabitants of the land, and then attempted to have the transfer offi-
cially registered by al-‘Asali in his capacity as ga immagam. He included a
summary of the texts of several official communications which had
passed between him and the Vali in Beirut, wherein the latter took the
side of the Zionists, and al-‘Asali did his utmost to block completion of
the transaction. Emptying this land of its original peasant tenants, and
their replacement with foreigners is treason, al-‘Asali concluded, and
something which he refused to have any part in facilitating.

Building on the emotive connotations of Saladin’s reputed connec-
tion with the site (which al-‘Asali supports with a quotation from the
twelfth-century Arab historian Ibn al-Athir) and on the fact that the
nearby Haifa branch of the Hijaz Railway was meant to carry Muslim pil-
grims to Mecca and Medina, the article strongly impresses its readers
with the power, wealth, and persistence of the Zionists, the venality of the
Arab landlords willing to sell their land to them, and the complicity of
the authorities, or at least their dereliction of duty. It is no surprise there-
fore that this article should have been so widely reprinted, or that the
Vali of Beirut should have seen the need to reply in the columns of the
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same newspapers, setting off a controversy that went on for weeks.5” Nor
is it particularly surprising in light of this incident that, as we have
already seen, al-‘Asali should have campaigned in the 1911 by-election in
Damascus on a platform pledging him to oppose Zionism, or that in the
Chamber after his election he became one of the most outspoken oppo-
nents of Zionism.%

Although the three remaining Beirut papers—al-Ilttihad al-‘Uthmani,
al-Hagiqa, and al-Igbal—were strongly anti-Zionist, all also carried an
occasional pro-Zionist piece, usually a letter to the editor or an article
reprinted from another journal followed by editorial comment. Nisim
Malul, for example, sent five letters to al-Haqiqa in 1911, provoking
angry responses from other readers critical of Zionism.% Similarly, in
1913, at the time of the First Arab Congress in Paris, al-lttihad al-‘Uthmani
briefly changed its line, calling for a more understanding attitude to the
Zionists.” This shift was apparently motivated by hopes of an agreement
with the CUP in the summer of 1913 before and after the Paris Congress,
which would have provided for a measure of decentralization and local
self-government, and thus would have enabled the local population to
regulate and thereby reduce the potential danger of unlimited Zionist
immigration. At the same time, contacts had begun in Cairo between
Arabist leaders and representatives of the Zionist Organization with a
view to exploring the possible grounds for agreement between the two
sides. As a result of these two sets of developments, the anti-Zionist tone
of the majority of the Syrian and Cairo press lessened noticeably in the
late spring and early summer of 1913.

Soon afterwards, however, things changed, after the hopes for an
Arab-Turkish entente faded, and after a shift by the Zionist Executive
which, in the words of Mandel, “judged it inappropriate for Hochberg
[the Zionist envoy to the contacts with the Arabs] to make a secret
entente with the Arab nationalists.””* Thus in late 1913, al-Ittihad al-
‘Uthmani (after being closed down by the authorities, and now appearing
under the title al-Islah) carried further articles warning against the situa-
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