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ABSTRACT 
o ,. ,. 

" 

" r " 
Michael Philip Aspler . '~:. 
The Second Labour Government and Palestine~30-l93i, 
Department of History, McGill University . , 
Master of Arts 

\ 
The establishment of the "Jewish National Home" .was perhaps the 

principal aim of the British Mandate of Palestine, granted by the League 

of Nations in 1920. The Arab riots of 1929; however, acted as occasion 

for the repudiation 9f this obligation. In 1930, a policy to this effect 

was d~velope~ by Colonial Off~OffiCials, and urged uport Lo 

the crolonial Secretary. The outcome of ,their efforts was the 

White Paper of'October, 1930. The controversy gen~rated by this 

statement gave rise ta grave domestic and international difficulties for 

Ra,msay MacDonald' s mino:A ty Gove:rnment. As a :repul t / the contentio~s 

provisions of this White Pape~ ~ere re-interpreted, and thereby rendered 

inoffensive, in an offi~al letter sent in February, 1931 by the Prime 

Minister to Dr. Chaim Weizmann/'the Zionist leader. 
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PRECIS 

Michael Philip Aspler 
The Second Labour Government and Palestine, 1930-1931 
Department of History, McGill Univèrsity 
Master of Arts 

, 1 o 

La raison d'être pour le Mandat Britannique en Palestine, 

autorisé par la Ligue des Nations en 1920, fut l'établissement du "Foyer 

National Juif," Les émeutes arabe,s de 1929, cependant, ont servi de 
, , 

catalyseur à la répudiation de c;tte obligation. Quelques fonctionnaires 

supérieurs ont pris l'initiative/de développer cette politique en 1930. 

~ Ils ont :influencé Lord .Passfield,1 le Sécrétaire d' Etat aux AJfaires 

Coloniales, pour assurer'llapprlbation de cette tentative. Le point 

c~lminant de leurs activités fU~ le livre blamà l'égard de la politique 
1 

gouverneme~tale face à la Palejtine d'octobre 1930. La controverse, qui 

s'est créée, a posé un grave p1obl~me domestique et une crise internationale 
, 
1 

au gouvernement minoritaire dei Ramsay MacDonald. Comme résultat, les 
1 

stipulations litigieuses du livre blamfurent modifiées dans une lettre 
1 

officielle envoyée par le Premier Ministre au Dr. Chaim Weizmann, le 
~ 

leader sioniste, en février 1931. Effectivement, ce document a neutralisé 

la politique du livre blanc. 
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FOREWORD 

Over the past six years that l have worked on my thesis, r 

have received assistance from a number of individuals and ?rga,~~iOns, 

for which l am grateful • 
. ' 

To bègin with, Professor P.D. Marshall, currently at the 
"'-

University of Manchester, has supervised my thesis with good humour and 

infinite patience throughout this period of time. Professor B. Ravid, 

p~esently of Brandeis University, has kindly aided this project by 

providing ~e ~ith helpful advice. l acknowledge their particular • 

contributions with thanks. 

Among the organizations whose co-operation l consider to have 

been inyaluable are the Inter-Library Loan Department of McGill University, 

the National Library of Canada, the British Museum, the Library of the 

London School of Economies, the Labour Party of Great Britain and Northern 

Ireland, Rhodes House Library, Oxford, and the Public Record Office, 

London. (In acknowledging the assistahce of the Public Record Office, 

l should note that documents cited' CAB, CO, FO, and Premier are C~?wn-

copyright records that are quoted by authority of the Keeper of Public 

Records) • With the help of these' institutions, l was able to conduct my,. 
'\é ~ 
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research effectively. 
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l wish to take this opportunity also ,~o thank the Canadi~ 

, 
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. li 
Foundàtion for Jewish Culture and the Faculty bf Graduate Studies and 

... 1 - '1\ 
Research of McGill University for grants that financed a portion of this 

undertaking. 

SpeQial thanks are due to Mrs. Sharon Norris for her skilful 

typing. 

~n concluding, l wish to express my gra}itude to my wife, Sharon, 

who has put up with this diversion over the years. 
~ 1 

o Michael Philip ASPLER, ,1976. 

'(Philip ASPLER 
Ottawa, Ontario 
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INTRODUCrION 
o ~ 

From 1917 uni~l 1948, the problems revolving around Palestine 

consistently plagued succes&iye British Governments. In the inter-war 

period, perhaps the Government faeed with the greatest difficulties in 

attempting to administer this Mandate was the Second Labour Government 

of 1929-1931. l intend tb examin~ the tapie of the Second Labour 
• 

Government and Palestine because the 1930-193~ era was one of intense 
. . 

activity... The five white papers and one official.letter are indicp.tive 
, ~ / 

.1 
of the impo~nce of Palestine as a pressing issue of the day. 

rhe subject oT the British Mandate in Palestine is one 

fraught with controversy beeause of eontinui~g political events in the· 

Middle East. Moreover, until recently, the inaccessibility of official 
• 

documents has prevented au~horitative interpretations of this 1917-1948 

/. 

era of British rule. This lack of documents may explain the 'Superficial-

ity of monographs dea'ling ;dth this s~gment of history; In attempting 

t;'aecount for the vagar1es of British poliey, historians were required 

of necessity to rely on conjec~ure. As a result, the 'discussion of 

important issues has tended to be inconclusive for lack of substantive 

evidence. l Now with the reduction of the fi~ty-year limit on t?e 
. Il 

confidentiality of British state papers to thirty years that was 

lSee: Esco Foundation for Palestine, Inc., Palestine: A 
Study of Jewish, Arab. and British Policies, 2 vols. (New Haven, 1947'); 
Paul L. Hanna, British Folicy in Palestine (Washington, 1942); 
J.C. Hurewitz,·The Strt.tggJ.e for Palestine (New York, 1950); Elizabeth 
Monroe, Britain f s Moment in the Middle East l 14--1 (Baltimore, 196); 
and Christopher Sykes, Cross-Roruds ta Israel London, 1965). 
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" enacted. irl 1967, the documentatiol' has become avail?-ble, and the assess-

ment of this'general period of hi~tory ha? become pos~ible. ~xcept for 

the amendment to shorlen the .cl~sed pE!riod ?f sta te .. paperS, . the landmark 

1958 Fublic Records Act, which had brought. official, British archivaI 
" 2 poUcy into the Twe~tieth' Cerltury, has :remained unchanged. 

o 

This Act had enabled ind~vidual miqistries " ••. to make arrange- ' 

ments for the selection of those. records whiçh ought to be permanently 

. prel?erved •• l' ". a.nd to destroy t(hose records " ••• nat reqUired. for per-
. 

manent preserva tian, •• If under the nominal autho~ ty .of the Lord 

Chancellor • This provisio~ clearl~ had b~en intended ~o permit the 
. . 

disposaI of ephemeral material. In addition, the 1958 Public Records 

Act had provided discrêtionary pow~r for the Gontinued classification 

qf documents to prote ct "the security of the state' or the national 

inierest. IIJ.· ' , 

1 .~ 
,p.

1 
~sp~te'these guîdelines for the withholding of ?ensitive or 

~mbarrassing information, a great pr~portion of state paJJers relating 

!
~o Pàlestine for' the 19JO-1931 period Ha:'; "destroyed under statute" 

~r otherwi.se ~emôved fr~m apP;O~ria~e' ~ocations before they were 

1 opened to public" inspection .pn JailUary l, 1968 •. ,As a result, a large 
1 : 

2Great Britain, ~ws, Sta.tutes, etê., The P~blic Records Act, 
l221, 15 & 16 Eliz. 2, ch.' 44; The Public Records Act, 1958, 6 & 7 Eliz. 

,2, en. 51. . '. . ' j 

"Jlbid• t Sections ;0: d), 3. (6). and ,5. (1). Ttls criteriôn wa.s 
provided .by Prime Minister Harold Wilson.o Commons, January 19, 1967, 
vol. 739,' çols. 128-129. / • 

" 
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."umber of flle~ or 'even indiVidU':' papers from fi:es 71'9 no:)vailable 

at th~ Publ~c Record Office in London. ~e~ few documents have been 

classified as closed for additional periods of time. The selective 

nature of this destruction and/or classification will become subsequently 
- 4 

apparent. 

The recent destruètion, classification, or unaccounted for 

disappearance of state papers illustrates the phenomenon of solidarity 

among British public servants in their maintenance of confidentiality ~ . , 

concerning the performance of their duties. One of the t,ationales for 

the fifty-year ç~osed period of the 1958 Public Records Act had been 

the proteétion of _" . Il the quali ty of unselfconsciousness ... " of British 

·civillservant&. It had been felt that this attribute " ••• might b~ 

knew that what he wrqte would be made available 

fo public inspection during his life~i~e ... 5 In view of the extremely 

can d comments expressed ~y officiaIs in ~iriltes or ?b~ervations on 

specifie ~ocuments or issues, 'this comment is valid. 6 ~owever, with 

4A :List of significant Colonial Office- and Foreign Off~ce 
political papers pertaining'to Palestine for-1930~~931 that are currently 

'unavailable at the Public Record Office appears as an appendix to this 
thesis. 

~xPlanation by Sir E1wyn Jones, Attorney-General, sPeaking on 
the draft Public Records Bill of 1967, Commons, June 26, 1967, vol. 749, 
col. 26. 

6At the Colonial a~d Foreign Offices'n items such as correspon
dence, documents, and press cuttings were circulated with appropria te 
files among officers in a particular division for comment and 
recommended action. Beg1,nning at the junior level, a file woulcl 
percolate upwards according ta ,the urgency of the issue- at hand. The 
more important the question, the','hlgheF a file would be circulated. Only 
matters deemed to be o~~at consequence were passed to the Permanent 
Under-Secretaries or Secretarie~'B~ause of the detail ~nd ~naour 
expressed in them, the minute she~on a file provide great insight into 
the decision-making process of the day in these two departments • .. 

.. 
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one or two exceptions, aIl of the officiaIs involved with Palestine 

affairs in 1930-1931 were.dead when tpe papers fo~ this P~~d were 

released. 

1 
Nevertheless, this effort at censorship was not totally 

successful. While researching this thesis, copies of important destroyed, 

classified, or missing documents were indeed found elsewhere in the files 

of other ministries. Duplicates of destroyed or classified Colonial , 

Office papers were found in Foreign Office and Premier filesj copies 

of missing Foreign Office correspondence werè located in Colonial Office 
, 

./. or Premier paperSj while documents ~ot ext~nt in the l1J;emier papers 

were discovered in Colonial Office files. As a re~~lt, l have 

to put together events and circ~stances- that otherwise 

remained unexplained, like piaces in a jig-saw puzzle. 

Using facts gleaned from 
-

'other primary sources, and' seconda .. the 

development and nature of British policy in Balestine during the 

1930-1931 period and ~o evaluate the interrelationship between. British 

civil serVants and politicians in the events of P~les~ine politics. 
, 

\ 

~o place this era in perspect~ve, it is necessary to out~ine the events 
.. '; 

and circumst~nces t~t~angled the destinies of Great Britain~ the 

Zionist movement, and the Arab~ of Palestine. _ , li 

The Balfour Declaration of 1917 stated that Britainrdid then,7 

7See Leonard Stein, The Balfour Declaration (London, 1961) • 

• 

, J 
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5 

•• ,view with favour the establishment in Pales~ine of a national 
home for the Jewish people, and will use their be~t endeavours 
to facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly 
understood that nothing shall be do ne which may prejudice the 
civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities 
in Palestine .•• 

The significance of this pr,onouncem,nt was of inestimable value 

to the Zionist movement. .. As a resul~, Zionism, the political expression 

of Judais~, received international legitimacy and encouragement for its 

'8 
goal ta re-establish the Jewish homeland in Palestine. At the time of 

this proclamation, Palesti~e wa~~n ïntegral part of the Turkish.Empire, 

which was at war with Great Britain. In late 1917, however, Palestine 

was conquered by Britain, and administered by the British Occupied 

Enemy Territory Administration under the supervision of the Foreign 

Office until 1920. 

With the evolution of the League of Nations, the problem emerged 

of how to dispose of colonial terri tory t>ccupied by the victorious 

states, particularly sinee colonialism and annexation had become 

unfashionable. The transformation of occupied colonies into p~otector-

ates was out of the question because of the association of'this form 

of administration with de facto annexation. The Wilsonian mandate 

system emerged ta resolve th1s dilemma. The concept of trusteeship 

involved the nominally altruistic administration of a territory.by a 

power under international supervision to prepare it for autonomy. 

At the San Rèmo Conference of 1920, the Mandate of Pàlestine 

was assigned to Great Britain. Civilian rule· was promptly established 

8The Governments 'of France, 
formally supported the Dec1a.ration. 
and 598-599. 

l taly, and the United States 
See ibid., pp. 660-663, .592-5~3, 
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wi th the appointment of Sir Herbert Samuel as the first High Commissioner , 

of Palestine. 9 Moreover, jurisdiction for Palestine was transferred 

from the Foreign Office to the Colonial Office in 1921. Winston Churehill , 
,/ 

Colonial Secretary, had reorganized the administrative structure of 

Near East affairs with the formation of the Middle East Department 

within his ministry. The terms of the Mandate ~completed by the 

British Government only in 1222, and were quickly ratified by the League 

C '1 10 
"ounc~ • 

ment 

- 1 
In establ~s&fng the terms of the Mandate, the British Govern

~~~~ 

modified the Balfour Declaration in order to persuade the Arabs' 

of the Middle East to accept a growing Jewish presence in Palestine. 0 

An additional White Paper, issued in 1922, changed the intent of the 

11 Declaration in three major ways. First, on the question of ,territory, 

9Sir Herbert Samuel (1870-1963) had held office in 'several 
Liberal Governments. He served as the first civilian High Commissioner 
of Palestine from 1920 until 192.5. Samuel returned -to the Home Office 
in 1931, with the formation of Ramsay MacDonald's First Nati~nal 

f Government. 

10Winston Churchill (1874-196.5) had served as Parliamentary 
Under-Secretary of Stateof~ the Colonies from 1906 until 1908. 
Although he occupied the post of Colonial Secretary for a b~ief'time 
from February, 1921 until October, 1922, the consequences of his 
administrative and political decisions lingered for the durat~on of 
the,British Mandate of Palestine. See Draft Mandates for Mesopotamia 
and Palestine as submitted for the A royal of the Lea e of Nations, 
Miscellâheous No. 3 1921, Cmd. 1176 London, 1921 and Mandates. 
Final Drafts of the Mandates for Meso otamia and Palestine for the 
ARproval of the Council of the League of Nations, Cmd. 1.500 London, 
August, 1921). 

Il . 
Corres ondence with the Palestine A~ab Dele ation and the 

Zionist Organisation, Cmd. 1700 London, June, 1922 , cited be10w as 
the Churchill White Paper, pp. 17-21. For a selection of official 

_ correspondence dealing with British policy at tw.s, time, see .~ 
"Doreen Ingrams, ed., Palestine Papers 1917-1922 Seeds of Conflict 

(London, 1972). 

/' 
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the Balfour note li'Ls interyreted to limit the 'area of the Jewish National 

" 
Home with the statement that "such a home should be founded in Palestine." 

Secondly, in dealing wi th the ess~nti~l issue of the "national home," 

the Churchill White Paper rejected outrlght the idea ofa Jewish majority 

status for Palestine that had been prevalent frorn the time of the issuing 

of the Declaration. Winston Churchill, instead, offered the Zionists 

a vague form of cultural, communal, and religi'Ûus autçmomy under an 

internationally guaranteed trustee,ship: in r~ality, this amorphous 

entity would exist under British tutelage. Third+y, the ~evelopment 
1 

of thJ Jewish presence in Palestine was qualified economically. The 

~pa~sion of the national home through_immigration would be tied to the 
~ /' 

economic absorptive capa city of Palestine. 

Nevertheless. the aim of the Mandate still favoured the Zionist 

cause. Britain was to n ••• be responsible for placing the co~try under 

such ••• copditions as will secure the establishment of the Jewish 

national home .•. !' while n ••• safeguarding th8'c1:V"1\ and religious rights 

0nf aU the i~habitanis of ~lestine ••• l,II
12 The ri~t of lt~e 

Zionists to have an " .•• appropriate Jewish agency •.• for the purpose 

• advising and co-operating with the Administration of Pal~stine in " 
\, 

such •.• matters as may affect the establishment of the Jewi~~' national' 

home .•• 1113 remained. However, this provision was qualified t preclude 
" 

th A f h · Il id' . t G t" 14 e gency rOm s, ar~ng . •• n any egree ~n ~ s overnmen •••• 

l2Article 2 of the Mandate, Crnd. 1500. 

l3Article 4 of the Mandate, ibid. 

14Churchill White Paper, p. lk. 
A 

1 
1 
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Mpreaver, the Zionists were enooU! aged 't~ braaden 1 their basJ to 

Include the active support of symliath:fzers outside Palestine by 

reiterating this aspect of the Mandate terms. 

The terms of the Churchill White Paper and the Mandate were 

presented to both the Zionis~s and the Arabs as a non-negotiable 

fait-accompli. While t.hey were reluctantly ac~epted by Dr. Chaim 'Weizmann 

on behalf of the Zionist movement, Moupsa Kazim el-Husseini, on the, other 

hand: categorical1y rejected them on behalf of the Arabs of Palestine 15 . . 
i 

Folloring up this policy, the British Govemment, in September, 1922, 
l .... .t., .. 

officially sought the exclusi'bn of the area of Palestine east of the ~; 
-~ ~ 

Jordan from the terms of the Jewish Natiôm'!l Home. 16 This was done to'" li 

15S 'b'd 21 29 ee 1:-L., pp. - • 

Dr. Chaim Weizmann (1874-1952) was the P 
Zionist Organization. With the creatiàn of the St 
he served éia i ts first President. 

esident of the World 
e of Israel in 1948, 

Moussa Kazim el-Husseini was President f the Executive 
'Committee of the Palestine Arab C9ngress, a politi al organization 

formed in 1920 ... The Executive Commi ttee was also own as the kab 
Executive~ A de~egation from the Arab Executive s.then present in 
London to promote i ts cause. For a recent accoun of poli tics wi thin 
the Arab communi ty of Palestine at this time, see,' y. 
Emer ence of the Palestinian-Arab National Movement 
1974 pp. 127 ff. 

Cabinet 

Provisions 
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enabl~ the Rri tish GQvernment tq JI)concile the presence in this region of 
f 

Abdullah, an Arab chieftain allied. ta 13ritain, ~ith its underlaking 
i 

to establish ,the JeWfSh National Hom~. This course of action had. been 

contemplated forl~vl'r a year since ~bdullah had been installed there 

temporarily by Wins on Churchill as Emir in March, 1921. Provision 

-had been made for jhiS separation in the terms of the Mandat~. 
The British req ues was granted by the League Council. The Handa te , 

, 1 
às approved in JUIf' 1922 and amended in September, 1922, became 

effective in Septjmber, 192]. 

The dec/~ion ta divide Palestine was most significant. The 

administrative u~it of Palestine, as it had existed under Turkish ru1e, 

was split. r.a/nd to the, east of the Jordan became the distinct enti ty 
1 

of Trans-Jordan~ while the remaining territory retained its former 

designation. ~egally, Palestine and Trans-Jordan remained two segments . 

. 1 
of the Palestine Mandate. While Palestine would be administered directly, 

! 

Trans-J ordan Jould be ruled indirectly through the emirate. The 
1 

autonomy of the emi:cate was merely nominal becausa the essential areas 

~ 
of administrlltion, finance, foreign affairs, and defence were to remfin 

uhder Britis control. l ? Both areas would be controlled by the same 

administra. t;\L~n. " < , " 

'l'he Arab repudiation of the terms of the Mandate and the 

Churchill White Paper involved the rejection of the provision that called 

for a legisla'ti ve counci1 with a Moslem majority of unofficial sea""ts in an 

17 See Agreement Between His Majesty and the Amir of Trans-
Jordan si ed at Jerusalem Februa 1 28r Treaty Series No. 7 (1930), 
Cmd. 3488 London, 1930 • \ 
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10 .. 
attempt to obtain further political concessions. De spi te this respopse, , 

,( 

Sir Herbert Samuel ordered elections organized for early 192). However, 
, 

resistance and apathy among Arabs to the election brought about the 
, 18 

suspension of this provision of the Mandate. 

The British Goverrunent then vainly a ttempted to again reco'l'lCile 

:the Arabs ta the Manda te by granting them the pri vilege of an Arab 

Agency that would be comparable to the Jewish Agency. By doing so, the 

British Government further interpreted the Balfour Declaration as 

const1.tuting 'a "two-fold obligation" to Jews and Arabs. This concept 

represented a significant modification. 19 The concessions gi ven to the , 

Arabs at this time, despite their policy of non-co-operation, established 

a precedent for future British attempts to reconcile them to the Mandate. 

It has been aigued that this pattern of conciliation was subsequently 

rnaintained consistently throughout the British presence in Palestine. 

Certainly, events demonstrated that Arab leaders realized that ~bey 
J'l; 

couM obtain p'ali tical advantage by rernaining adamantly opposed 1,~" the 

20 Mandate: 

They had induèed the government ta accelerate its plans 
for the establishment of representative institutions, had 
secured in the Churchill Paper an official denouncement of 
efforts to create a Jew1sh state, and had obtained an offer of 
an Arab Agency, aIl through non-co-operation. Adhering ta this 
apparently successful policy they therefare unanimausly rejected 
the government's proposaI. 

18See Palestine. Pa 
Palestine Legislative Council, 

19Devonshire to Samuel, cable, October 
Palestine. 
the High Commissioner for Palestine, Cmd. 
p. 4. 

20 
Hanna, op. cit., p. 85. 
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While Arab notables had achieved substantial gains by 192), 

1 

they maintained their obstructionist policy towards the Manda te,. This 

position,exasperated the British Government to such a degree that it 

abruptly terminated the policy of conciliatioJ. The Duke of Devonshire 

publicly rejected the idea of giving further concessions to the Arabs 

specifically qecause of their intransigence. Referring to the Arab 

rejections of proposaIs such as the legislative council elections and 

21 the Arab Agency offer, Devonshire informed Samuel: 

Towards aIl these proposaIs Arabs have adopted sarne 
attitude, viz., refusaI to co-operate. His Majesty' s Go
vernment have been reluctantly driven to the conclusion that 
further efforts on similar lines would be useless and they 
have accordingly decided not to repeat the attempt. 

The possibility oÎ Arab agreement to the Mandate and the Jewish 

National Home had been seriously impeded from its beginning primarily 

because of the a~pointment of the extremist Haj Amin el-Husseini as 

Grand Mufti, or Moslem religious leader, of Jerusalem in 1921 through 

the intervention of Sir Herbert Samuel. An active participant in the 

1920-1921 anti-Jewish riots, he had been inexplicably pardoned by 

Samuel from the ten-year prison sentence -that he" had received. 

Exploiting his po~ition as Mufti of Jerusalem, el-Husseini 

managed to obtain a financial base for his,political activity as a result 

of his election as President of the Supreme Mosletn' Council of Palestine 

in 1922. This body ha.d been established by the Palestine Goverrunent to 

administer the Moslem communi ty in Palestine. As President, he not only 
... 

controlled aIl properties owned by the Maslem community with the incarne 

21 
Devonshire to Samuel, cable, November 9, 192), cHed in Cmd. 

1989. 
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from them; but also, aIl appointmcnts to Moslem co~unal and rcligious 

positions. Consequently, the Mufti was able to build a formidable 

politiêal machine with Moslem communal income and patronage appointments, 

With his religious and financial base, he dominated Arab poli tics in 

Palestine throughout the 1920'5. The fact that Moussa Kazim el-Husseini 

and Jamel el-Husseini, his kinsmen controlled the Arab Executive made 

his influence aIl the more extensive. The Mufti had participated acttvely 

in the opposition to the legislative eouncil elections and the Arab 

~Agency offer. He contlnued to exert a pervasive influence on the , 

political scene of Palestine. 22 

While the Arabs resisted the Mandate, the Zionists under 

~eizmann's leadership co-operated actively with the British Government • 
./ 

, From his association with the preparation of the Balfour Declaration, 

\ 

Weizmann had encouraged an Anglophile policy within the Zionist movement. 
\ 

~he ideal of Zionist co-operation with Britain in the establishment of 
~ ~ 

the Jewish NationaVHome was to him, param~unt. Even with the unsympathet-
, 

le redefinition of British goals, m~st Zionists agreed with this position 

throughout the 1920's. 
,., 

After the Churchill White Paper, Weizmann played down his 

movement's earlier theme of the goal ef Jewish political sovereignty. 

Instead, he reoriented Zion1sm towards the mate~ial achievement of 

Jewish autonomy in Palestine. Weizmann believed in the 

concept of constructing the Jewish National Home through infiltration, 

Until 1930, he refused to define public1y the u1timate aim of Zionism 

22See Palestine Royal Commission Report, 'Cmd. ::A79 (Londpn, 
July, 1937), pp. 52-.54, and. 174-181 andçl'Orath, op. clt., pp. 184 ff. 
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while he marshaled diverse elements for the practical construction of 

the Jewish «terprise in Palestine. 2) 

Weizmann:s major achievement of the 1920's HaS the reconstitution 
. ,. 

of the Jewish Agency to xepresent, at least nominally~, the efforts of , 
a broad. spectrum of Jews in this massive building projEfct. The 

reorganization had bèen imposed on the Zionist Organization by the. 

24 
te~s of .the Mandate. This effort ~s concluded at the 1929 Zionist 

, 

Congress in Zurich. The ~ajor implica:io~ of this action was the 

participation of influential Jewish personalities, Zionists and non

Zionists, such as Louis Marshall,25 Felix Yarburg,26 and Lord Melchett. 27 

Weizmann had managed to involve them directly in this scheme, thereqy 

adding credibility to Zionism as a movemënt support~d by World Jewry. 

Moreover, the Zionist Organization stood to benefit from increased 

financial and political assistance. It should be stressed that even with 

23See Dr. Chaim Weizmann, Trial and Error, The Autobio€;raphY 
of Chaim Weizmann, lst PaperbaGk"Edition (New York, 1966), pp. 290-329. 

24See Article 4'cited above. 

25touis Marshall (1856-1929), a prominent American Jewish lawyer 
and philanthropist, HaS chosen Chairman of 6>the Agency' s Council; how
ever, he died shortly after. 

26Felix Warburg (1871-1937), ~ well-known America~ banker, 
became th& leading spokesman for non-Zl0nist Jews following the death 
of Marshall. He HaS elected Chairman of the Jewish Agency 
Administrative Committee. 

27Lord Melchett (1868-1930), born Alfred Mond, was a noted 
figur~in the Anglo-Jewish community •. A wealthy tndustrialist, Melchett 
first served as Associate Chairman of the Agency's Counpil, and 
succeeded Marshall as Chairman. Before his appointment to the peerage 
.in 1928, he had partic!pated. actively in British political life fi:r:'st 
as a Liberal and later as a Conservative M.P. since 1906. He had held 
office as First Minister of Yorks (1916-1921) and Minister of Hea1th 
(1921-1922) • 
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the addition of non-Zionist elements, the :reconsti tuted Jewish Agency 

reta.insd Hs Zionist orientation of the early 1920' s. 

Concurrently, the Zionist Executive i~ Palestine Was ttansferred 

to Jewish Agency control. lUth the establishment of the British Man-

da.te, Dr. Weizmann had created machinery to implement the Zionist 

building programs. In Palestine, an entire para-gove'rnmental structure 

concerned with political affairs, settlement, education, and social 

welfare had evol ved under Zionist auspices. 'The 'PalestAne Execut~ 
dealt directly with the Palestine Government. Internally, the Jewish 

settlement or Yishuv was run on a parliamentary basis with a represen-

tative assembly and elected executive council, the Va-ad Leumi. The 
1 

J~wish commun~ty enjoyed a corporate status inherited from the Turkish 
\ . , 

regime and recognized by the Mandate. 

Dr. Weizmann had established <iL :pattern of competent representation 

in London. As in Palestine, tbis apparat us handled questions such as 

political matters, publici~y, finance, and immigration. The London 

office supervised the Jewish National Home project in Palestine. The 

lnost important personali ties in London, besides lleizmann, included 
6 

L~onard Stein,28 Lewis Namier,29 Dr. Selig Brodetsky, JO and Israel Cohen)l 
, 

This office dealt direêtly with British officiaIs and politicians. 

28Leonard Stein (1887-197J) , an English barrister, s~rved as 
Political Secretary of the Zionist Org.anization from 1921 until-1929. 
However, he participated actively on bebalf of the movement in the 1930-
1931 period.. ' 

29Lewis Namier (I888-1960) succeeded Stein as Political Secretary 
in 1929. During the First World. War, Namier had served with the Political 
~!1telligence Department of the Foreign Office, and ha.d estab1ished per
onal contacts that he exp10ited on behalf of the Jewish Agency, to the 
annoyance of officiaIs. A noted liistorlan, Na.mier~s employment with .:the 
Agency provided a live1ihood. for him ~ the 1920'5 when he was 
estaplishing himse1f in this discipli 1though he left bis ,position 
wi th the Ageney in May, 1931 ta become l'essor of Modern History at the 
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The Arabs of Palestine 1acked the formidable lobbying strength 

of th~, Jews. Having rejected the offer of an Arab Agency, Arab leaders 

chose to ignore the Mandate. In Palestine, the Arab Executive an~ the 
, t· 

• tJ 
Supreme Mos1em Counc~l refusl'ld to come -to tenns ri th the Government of 

Palestine as the V:â-ad Leumi had done. ,To promote their interests, the 

two major Arab bodies did nbt adopt the sophisticated organizationa1 and . ~\ " 

operational structure of their Jewish counterpart. In London, the Arabs 

chose not to advocate their position in an organized fashion comparable 

to that of the Jewish Agency, at least throughout the 1920's. 

Whlle the Arab 1eadershi~ o~f Palestine spurned the opportunity ." ~ 

for effective representation in LOndon, their English sympathizers did 

not. A small, but vocal, organization known as the National Lea~e 

promoted the 'Areb cause in Britain. This group was composed almost 
," 

exclusively of British supporters of the Arab position, together with , 

a feJ Arabs resident in the United Kingdom. 
" 

~''". 
Al though the Natihnal_ 

League was active, for lack of !rab le3.dership it could not advO(tate 

the ~rab cause as credib1y as the Jewish Agency encouraged the Zionist 

position. Lacking the' sante leve1 of awareness and commitment to iis 

pause as the "Jewish Agency commanded, the National League represented 

,a weak counterpoint, to the J ewish Agency. 32 

U{liversity ot Manchester, he maintain~ an active interest in..,Zionism 
t1.œoughout the 1930's. 

3°Dr• Selig Brodetsky (1888-19.54), a member of the Jewish 
Agency Executive, was invo1ved in the polit,ica1 affairs of the Agency. 
throughout f930-1931. 

3lIsrae1 Cohen (1879-1961) was ~nera1 Secretary of the,Wor1d 
Zionist Organization in 1930-1931. In addition, Cohen reg.uarly contrib
uted articles- on Jewish matters to The Manchester Guardian as a freÈùance 
journalist. 

~ .32For an account of this lobby, see J.M.N. Jeffries, Palestine: 
The Realit;r (London, 1939) • 
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Evaluating the events of the deoade'/ i t" can .. ~ 

Veizmann's infiltration poliey had achi~ved dramatie result~. Je~sh 

immigration fnereased substantially thro~hout ma st ofthis decade. 

The development of Jewish settlements -and industries ws no less 

1 imprestlive. Whil~,,"-~rash of the ..Polish zlfty in 1927 c.reated diff-" 

iculties among the larg~ber of immigrants holding this currency, 

the adverse situation term~ated by 1928.3~ However, withthis i~crease 
1 

in Jewish prosperity and growth, there 'deveioped a progressive deteriora-

1 
tion in the political status of the Jewish c~mmunity in Palestine. This 

situation became more pronounced duxingothe admïnistration ofo 

Sir John Chancellor, High Commissioner of Palestine from 1928 until 

1931.')4 Whil~ his two predeeessors, Sir Herbert Samuel and .,. 

,Lord Plumer,35c

had acted impartially, Chancellor clear~y exhi~ited 9n 

anti-Jewish bias. 

3~or a detailed survey of .rewi~h dev~lbpmert during the 1920' s, 
see Joint Palestine S~ey Commission, Re orts of the erts Submitted 
to the Joint Palestine Survey Commission Boston, 1928. Tnis study 
had ~en sponsored by prominent non-Zionist Jews as a preliminary step 
to their Participation in the reeonstituted Jewish Agency. One of the' 
consultants was Sir John Campbell (1874-l944), a retired Ind,ia Office 
ao~ficial and former Vice-President of th~ Greek Re~gee Settlement 
Commission. During 1930-l931, Campbell occupied the senior position 
of Economie and Financial Adviser to the Colonial Office. 

J40ri~~ally a ~areer soldier withOthe Royal En~neers, 
Chancellor (1870-1952) preViously had held several political appoint-, 
ments. He had served as an Assistant Secretary to the Committee of Q 

Impe:dal Defenee and Gov~rnor of Mauritius, Trinidad and Tobago, and 
Southern Rhodesia. 

~ 35.Field-Marshal Lord. ;plumer (1857-1932) ha.d served in the 
British Army before embarking on a career a.s a colonia;J. administrâtor. 
Prtor to his appointment a~ Hign'Commissioner to Palest1ne in 1925, he 
ha.d been Governor-General of Malta f~om '1919 ta '1924. 
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Be~inning in late 1928, the Jewish community of Palestine .HaS 

beset with a numper of irritants. Anti-Jewish discrimination became 
.... 

more apparent in the recruitment of officiaIs for various mandate positions. , . 
1 

In addition, anti-Semitism and anti-Zionism became prominent features of 
, '.. ' 

the thinking of matidatory officials. An examination of three such civi~ 
, 

servants w~ll bear this point out. It should b stressed that the se 

individuals, who served in Palestine at the among the fe.w to 

have'" expressed tbese thoughts in wri ting. 36 
. 

Joseph'F. Broadhu~st, Uriminal Investiga-

tian Branch of the Palestine Gendarma ie, termed the Balfour Declaration' 
~ 1 

"notorious." As far as he was ews robbed the Arabs of 

their land.)7 Alec Kirkbtide, a District Comm~ssioner, compared .his 

experience in Palestine unfavourably with his earlier service in Trans
~ 

JordÇl.n, commenting that he " ••• misséd the co~rlesy of the . Arabs" in his 

. 38 later posting because lt involved contact with Jewish settlers • 
. .,., 

Humphrey Bowman, Director of Education, ~ls6 took a Jaundiced view of 
J -. 

the JeWish National ,Home. In stressing the existence of strong 

British-Arab sympathy in Palestine, Bowman claiIT1.9d that this rapport 
" 

was due ta a common "love of freedom, daring, and adventure" shared by 

..f 

36For ~alanced assessments of this prejudice by an official / 
then on the scene, see Douglas ·V. Duff, -Bword for Hire (London, 1934), 
pp. 1~5-157; ~ailing with a Tea~90n (London, 1953), pp. 112, 171, 
187-189; and May the Winds Blow' London, 1948), p. 207. Duff was .an 
Inspector in the Palestine- Gendarmarie until 1929. See also Gmd. 5479, 
pp. 163-164. 

37 Joseph F. B:roadhûrst, From Vine Street ta J erusalem (London, 
19.36), pp. 213 and '243. 

38Sir Alec Kirkbride, A Crack1e of Thorns (London, 1956), 
p. 102. 
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Britons and Arabs: 39 

It is true t~ say that the majority of British officiaIs' 
considered the policy underlying the Balfour Declaration an 
injustice, not because they were out of-sympathy with the 
idea of a National Home for the Je~ish people, but because 
they believed that it did not take into sufficient account 
the interests of the,Arab population ..• as the years went 
by and as immigration increased, the British official, in 
his capacity of watchdog, began ~o share the Arabs' fear of 
Jewish domination. 

1 
Mandate officiaIs permitted the Moslem religious hierarchy, 

led by the Mufti, to disturb the status guo ot Jewish worship at the 

W~stern or Wailing Uall in Jerusa~em.40 Legitimat~ Jewish Age~cy land 

acquisitions were often balted by' the Mandate 'Aqministration. 41 These 

annoyances wer; obVious. Reading them as definite signs of British 

'support for tpe Arab goal to terminate the Jewish fu.tippal fume, the 
~ 1;/ "::J. 

Mufti organized a series of blaody anti-Jewish riots in August, 1929. 

39Humphrey' Bowman', Middle East Window (London, 1942), pp. 328 
and 329. 

40S~e Duff, Sward for Hire, op, cita and Cmd. 5479, 'PP. 66-67. 
This controversy occurred despite the recent adjudication by the British 
Government of the claims of bath communities to the ~all, See The 
Western or Wail in vIaU in Jerusalem. Memorandum b the Secret;- of 
State for the Coloaies, Omd. 3229 London, November, 1928 • 

, 41 ' 
A case in point was the Wadl Hawereth land sale of 1929 ta 

\ the Jewish National Fund, the land-purchasing branch of the Jewish 
\, 

) Agency. Although the Zionists had provided,ex-gratia ?ompensation ta 
Arab tenants, 'the Government of Palestine used the ex~ènsive legal 
meaps at its disposaI to hinder the transaction. See Lt.-Col. Frederick 
H. Kisch, Palestine Diary (London, 1938), p. 347. A retired British 
army officer who had served with distinction during the First World War, 
Kisph (1888-1943) was Political Secretary to the Palestine Executive 
of the Jewlsh Agency' from 1922 unti1 1931. 
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The co-ordinated disturb0nces posed an unprecedented challenge 
• 

to the British Mandate of Palestine. 42 As sùch, the riots can be 

considered a watershed in the history of the Mandate. Basically, the 
\, 

• 4 
newly formed Labour Government J had three options from which to choose .. 
in order to.cope with the manifestation of hostility to bath the Jewish 

Nation~l Home and British domination in the region: First, it could 

,have broken the power of the elitist faction led by the Mufti, and 

encauraged theifemergence of a modérate Arab leadership. Secondly, the . . 
Government cauld have restored the status quo by dispatching British 

forces to mop up the remaining vestig~s of the disturbances and by 

ensuring that the Palestine Government implemen,ted established Mandate 

polieies. Thirdly, it could have resurreeted the still-born policy 

of conciliation ta reduce Arab opposition, despite the obvious intran-
1 

sigence of the incumbent Arab leadership. 

Before deciding on these long-term options, the British 

Government acted decisively to restore order in Palestine. Warships 

from ~he Mediterranean Fleet were sent to augment thë land and air 

forces. In attempting ta resolve the difficulties in Palestine, the 

Government decided,to delay any far-reaehing palicy decision pending 

the receipt of additional information. A commission of inquiry was 

a~pointed to investigate the immediate causes of the disturbanees. Led 

42Arab rioting in 19~O~1921 had ~ared befor~Britain modified 
the terms of the Jewish National Home and formal1y began to adffiinister 
Palestine as a Mandate. 

4JThe Second Labour Government had taken office in June, 1929 
under the leadership of James Ramsay MacDonald (1866-1937). MacDonald 
had p~e~ided over the i11-fated First Labour Government of January to 
November, 1924. 
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by Sir Walter Shaw, this body Conducted hearings in Palestine and London. 

Its report, issued on March 30, 1930, had a profound impact on British 

policy in Palestine in 1930-1931.44 Moreover, the Government announced 

Hs intention to estab1ish an international commi ttee to adjudicate the "'1 

c1aims of both communities ta the Western Wall. 45 

In accounting for the direction of British po1icy concerning 

Palestine in the 19)0-1931 period, .it must be noted that the po1itical 
1 

department resp~sibl~ for its administration was ~he Colonial Office. 

During this interval, the course of British policy for Palestine was ' 

de~ermin~d primar~ly by the interaction among~the officials'an~ 

politicians within this ministry. ' The Colonial Office had assumed 

control of Palestine affairs in 1921. Throughout ,the 1920's, the Middle 

East Department, the division responsible for its administration, h~ 

cantinued ta function as a separate department of the ministry, with 

Sir John Shuckburgh, Churchill's origin~l appointee, 'as head official. 46 

Shuckburgh held the Tank of Assistant Under-Secretary of State. 1 He 

44Re art of the Commission on the Palestine Disturbances of 
AUgust, 1929, Cmd. 3530 London, 1930 , cited be1ow'as the Shaw Report. 

45The report of' this Commission was released in June, Î9Jl. 
Jerusalem (Wailing Wall), Report of the Commission appointed by His 
Ma,jesty's Government in the United Kingdom of Great Brltain and 
Northern lreland. with the Approval of the Couneil of the League of 
Nations, to de termine the rights, and claims of Moslems and Jews in 
connection with the Mestern or Wailin Wall at Jerusalem, H.M.S.O. 
58.9096.0.'0. London, December, 19)0 • 

46Shuckburgh'(1877-195)) original1y ~ been seconded from the 
India Office presum~bly beca~se of his background in dealing with two 
di~erse religious communitiesl, the Moslems and the Hindus. He had 
never served abroad on behalf of,either department. -
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reported directly to Sir Samuel Wilson, Permanent ,Under-Secretary of 

Statr.47 Other senior officiaIs in the M~ddle East Department active in

the affairs of Palestine at this time included Owen Gwyn Roger Williams48 

and Ha~~ld Beckett. 49 Norman L. MaYl~ was the junior rnernber of the 

department who dealt with Palestine rnatters in 1930-1931. 50 

.. 
ln addition to rnanaging the Palestine Mandate, which consisted 

, 
of Palestine proper and the Emirate of Trans-Jordan, the Middle ~ast 

De~artment was responsible for the administration of the Mandate of 
p 

Ira~. Moreover( this division represe~ted the ministry's interests in 

"the Ara b areas under British influence. Il 51 Because of Bri tai~ , s . ' 

dominant posi,tion, this rneant the entire Middle East, with the exception 

of Syria and ~banon, which were mandates of France. 
1 

~7Brigadier Sir Samuel Wilson (1873-1950) was appointed by the 
previous Government in 1925. His background was both military and 
political. Origina11y a rni1iary engineer, Wilson had served as an 
Assistant Secretary t6 the Committee of Imperial Defence and as 
Secretary of the Overseas Defence Committee. In 1921, he moved to 
the Colonial Office. Before his appointrnent as Permanent Under
Secretary, he had succeeded Chancellor as Governor of Trinidad and 
Tobago. As a former sapper and c~lonial governor, Wilson was weIl 
ac~uainted witn Chancellor. 

48Williarns (1886-1954) ~ served as Leopold.Amery's Private 
Secretary when Amery was.Parliameniar,y Under-Secretary at the Colonial 
Office in 1919-1920. Williams had never been posted abroad. 

49Beckett (1891-1952), 11ke Williams, had been bas~d 
exclusively in London. 

50Norman Mayle (b.1899) subsequently becarne Private 
Secretary to Sir Samuel Wilson in 1932. 

51 Great Britain, Dominions Office and Colonial Offic~, List 
(London, 1930), p. xvi. 
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Yith the formation of the Second Labour Government in June, 1929, 
- ~ 

the Colonial Office obtained a new po1itical master. As Colonial 
, , 

Secretary in the new administ~tion, Sidney -iebb was'politica11y 
1 

responsib1e for Palestine. At sixty-nine years of age, Webb had-been 

elevated to the peerage to occupy this position as Lord Passfie1d. 52 
'-

In 1930-1931, Dr. Drummond Shie1s, M.-P., was Par1iamentary Under-

J Secretary of Statè. He had been transferred from the pos~tion of 
. - ( 

Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for India in De cember , 1929. 

_ Whi1e on1y a Junior Minister, Shie1s retained the important responsibility 

of representing the ministry in the House of Commons. 53 

52Sidney Webb (1859-1947), the Fabian Socia1ist, had participated 
with his wife, Beatrice, in the formation of the Labour Party. He had 
been President of ~he Boàrd of Trade in the First Labour Government. 
Unti1 June, 1930, Passfie1d was also Secretary of St~te for the 
Dominions. 3~~ ... 

,- -4' - ' A'" 

- 53Dr ." It:wnmonq, Shie1~ (1881-1953)," had been a member of the 
Special Commission on the Cey10n Constitution of-1927. A physician by 
profession, he Was the Member of Par1iament for East Edinburgh from 

. 1924 until 1931. ' 
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CHAPl'ER l 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF COLONIAL OFFICE 

POLICY INITIATIVES 

Sir John Chancellor's Dispatch 

o Despite the firm measures taken by the British Government to 

quell the riots and its decision to establish two inquiries, within 

Government cireles the situation in Palestine was considered highly, . , . 
volatile. Indeed, throughout the autumn of 1929, the High 

Commissioner believed that an Arab revoIt was imminent. Chancellor 

and his officiaIs were eonvinced that the inspiration, funding, and 

" leadership. for such a rising would be furnisped by the Grand Mufti. 

In a steady stream of dispatehes, the .Hi~ Commissioner reported 

extensively on the iIIegal importation of arms and munitions into 

Palestine, the formation and training of irregular bands, and the 

intense aetivity of subversive inQividuals and organizations. As 

far as Chancellor was eoncerned, the only policy open to the 
, 

British Government to pre vent the pending revoIt was to eonciliate the 

Arabs at the expens~ of ~he Jews: 1 

,lChancellor to Shuckburgh, letter, October 18, 1929, cited 
in C.P. 343 (29), ~ 20/207. 
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. l hope that the Arabs will remain quiet during the inquiry; 
but'r am quite certain of this, that'unless, as the result of 
the inquiry of the Commission, they obtaip sorne concessions and 
the ambitions of the Zionists are curbed, there will be a 
rebellion. 

That is the opinion of the people who know the country 
best. 

, ' 

The ct cited was among twenty-five items of c~rrespondence 
" 

that 'n a background paper circulated to the Cabinet 

in November, 2929. collection consisted of personal assessments 

by the High Commissi reports of mandate officiaIs, secret 

intelligence appraisals, and press summaries •. The general tone of the 

correspondence was alarmiste Despite the pessimistic views expressed 

in them, Passfield took a somewhat restrained view of this mate rial , 

2 at least before his Cabinet colleagues: 

It is not easy to estimate their [the warnings in 
telegrams from the High Commissioner.included in the 
Cabinet Paper) precise weight .... It should also be noted 
that some, at any rate, of the information received has the 
appearance " in' absence of exact knowledge' as ta the 
reliability of the l ormànts, of being little better than 
"bazaar rumour," and further that both Jews and Arabs 
(especially Arabs) ha Ishown a tendency to exploit 
alarmist reports as leve s forcing the Government to 
make concessions to their dem ds ••. Nevertheless, after 
making aIl allowances, it is dï fieult to escape the 
conclusion that the situation one of great delicacy and 
not without sorne danger. 

Corre~pondence of this nature from the High Commissioner impressed\ 

Colonial Office officiaIs in ihitehall. Nevertheless, the Colonial 

Office seriously bega~ to co~side; the policy of conciliation ~s a 
\ 

solution to the Palestine question when presented with detailed options 

by Sir John Chancellor. In a brief intended for the Shaw Commission, 

2 Memoranaum by Passfield, November 28, 1929, ibid • 

-
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the High Commission'er bluntly rec"MInended three drastic measures, 

which involved the repudiation of the\pro-Zio~ist features of the 

Balfour Declaration, the reinterpretation ôf the Churchill White Papèr 

in a mann~r. unfavourable ta Zionist interests, and"a, haIt ta the growth 

of the Jewish National Home_snterprise: 3 

It i5 only by taking measures on the lines suggested .•• by 
showing the Arabs that Great Britain is no less mindful of 
her obligations to them than of her obligations ta the Jews 
and that she is e~ually solicitous for their interests and 
welfare, that true peac~ can be re5tored.in Palestine and 

, 

the sympathyand co-operation of the Arab populatio~n secured ••. 
• • 

\s a short-term measure, he urged the British Government to seek 

from the L\ague of ,Nations the deletion of provisions in the terms of 

the Mandate 1 that ensured special status for the Jewish National Home 

project and \ for the, inst!'llIÙent of this undertaking, ,the Jewish Agency: -

"The privileged position sa accorded ta the Jewish Agency," he stated, 

~' is embarrassing ta the Government of Palestine, sinee i t exei tes the 

suspicion and resentment of the Arabs." 

Chancellor sought ta eliminate the high lever access of .. . . 
Zionist leaders to Whitehall through the Jewish Agency's London~ffice. 

His motivation was clear; Chancellor wanted a situation in whicn he 
'; 

al one as High Commissioner would be the final arbiter of Zionist 

grievances against British pOlicy, and his interpretation of it. He 

intended tbis cUTtailment ta result in a reduction of Zionist criticism 

by restricting ~he Agency ta Palestine. 

JChancel10r to Passfie1d, dispatch, January 17, 1930, C0733/ 
182!77050/A. Despite the "Confidential" classification that the High 
Commissioner gave his dispatch, the higbly coloured person~ ~iews 
presented in it were weIl known in Palestine. See The New York Times, 
January 29, "19:30. ". 
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Exercising appropriate pr0visions of the Mandate terms, the 

Jewish Agency was forcefully representing Zionist interests in bath 

London and Jerusalem. This practice was anathema to Chancellor as it 

under,mined his authority in Palestine. Decisions taken in Palestine were 

often not final since Zionist leaders frequently appealed against polieies 

unfavourable to their interests directly to Whitehall through their 

London office, In addition, the fact 'that the Arabs of Palestine had 

no comparable structure upset Chancellor, The Arab le~ership of 
1 

Palestine was still consciously boycotting the 192) offer of a paraI leI 

Arab Agency. Despite this, the High Commissioner believed that the 

Zionists possessed an unfair advantage over the Arabs by being able to 

'appeal grievances direetly to London. 

Not only did Chancellor advacate the politieal emasculation of 

the Jewish National Homè; he also recommended the additional 

curtailment of Jewisn land rights and immigration by further 
• 

restricting land transfers to the Jewish A~ency. ·Using the 1922 

principle of economic absorptive capacity, Jewish immigration to 

Palestine could, as a consequence, be eut. To justify his proposaI, 

he claimed that the ).gency 1 s acquisition of land had prEÔudiced the Arab 

population. In doing so, he provided a per~onal ~ssessment of the 

economic situation by painting a bleak picture of Arab unemployment 
~ .. ,. 

and landlessness. Perhaps the MOSt significant feature of this appraisal 

was th~ fact that the High Commissioner presented lt without furnishing 
1 

• specifie details ta --support it. So general was his evaluation that no 

eonerete evidence such as statistical data was cited. 

, 
; 
l 
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Chancellor based his vieHs concerning Arab unemployment on a 

conception that the Jewish community was chauvinistic~lly exclusive. 

For ideological reasons, the Jewish National Fund, the settlement branch 

of the Agency, consistently had opposed the use of cheap hlre~ur' ) 

to implement its development plans. The Zionist Organizat10n consid~ 
the establishment of the Jewish National Home by Jews to have been a 

spiritual neeessity. Moreover, the economie absorptive capacity 

~quirement for Jewish growth, dictated by the Churchill White Paper, 
..... , 0 

po ~';~t "'. 0 'J • 

had forced the Zionists to justify lncreased Jewish immigration in those 

~erms. The vehicle used ta develop this absorption, was agricultural 

expansion. -During the 1920's, the maJority of Jewish immigrants to 

'Pa~estine was,inte~ted by the, Je~ National Fund i~to'agriculture,4 
t1 .... "'" • • 

J 

The continued'acquisition of arable land, therefore, was an imperative 

for progressive Jewish expansion ip Palestine. 

As the desired ~nd of his political scheme, Chancellor 

envisa'ged the growth of an independent Arab enti ty under British 
, 

tutelage with moderate safeguards for minorities such as the Jews on 
~ , 

the model of Iraq. Great Britain had been granted the Mandate of Iraq 

in 1920. From the beginning of this administration, the Middle East 

Department had striven to establish self-government under an emirate 
./ 

designated b~ Britain and favourable td British interests. By 1930, 

" Iraq was on the verge of independence. To pacify the strenuous 

\ 
4 \. : 

See Jewish Agency, The Development of the Jewish National 
Home in Palestine Memorandum Submitted ta His Ma 'est 's Government 
by the Jewish Ag~ncy for Palestine London, May, 1930 , cited below 
as the Namier Memorandum ~p. 21 ff., • 

". 
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. ~\ ~ 
1 

objections on the part of the sizable Kurdish'minority to Arab domination, 

prote ct ive provisions had been included in the constitution imposed by 

Britain on the emirate. 5 

Such a situation Hould constitute a complete reversaI of the 

Balfour Declaration. 
\ 

In adyocating this, Chancellor admitted that he 
1 

had been influenced by Arab demands that had been submitted to him. 

His attitude on this issue was synonymous with the position maintained 

by the Arab ie~ership ~Palestine. The High Commissioner noted that 

" 1 

he also had been impressed by Arab representations on the related 

question of constitutional development. By late 1929, the Arab 

leadership had reversed ltself on this provision of the Churchill White 

Paper. In hi& dispateh, Chancellor forcefully urged the establishment 

of a legislative couneil. 

Chancellor_rationalized this drastic change on two grounds. 

The first rested on vague undertakings given by Sir Henx1.McMahon, - ~ 

British High CrmmisSioner to Egypt, to Hûssein~o Sherif of Mecca, 

during World War I. McMahon had promised Hussein an ill-defined 

segment of the Middle East, as weIl as the Moslem Caliphate! in 

exchange for his active support against the Turks. Chancellor strongly 

believed ~hat the Balfo~ DeClaration was incompatible with these 

. ' 

• 

p ... __ --~I,~----------~------------.............................................. ... 
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promise~~ and felt that the Bxiti~h Government should admit its error o 

f 

and set the record straight ty implementing his recommendations. This 
# 

suggestion was presented despite the fact that the Churchill White Paper 

had interpreted' this correspondence as having excluded the area of 

Palestine west of the Jordan ~rom the grant ta Hussein. 6 

The second basis for this proposed change revolved around the High 

Commissioner's be1ief in the power of Pan Arabism and Pan Islamicism. 
" 

Chancellor maintained that British support for the Jewish'National Home pased 
~ " 

a dp.nger to the Empire. He was obviously conçerned by the spectre ofi 
\ ' 

an anti-British Arab and/or Moslem monolithe Because the numb~r of 

Arabs and Moslems exceeded that of Jews, Chancellor had written off , 

the Zionist enterprise as expendable. This particular rationale was 
, 

considered seriousl~ by department officiaIs at the time as the mere 

possibility of Arab and Moslem unity"against British interests in their 

opinion :represented a threat to the Empire. Strategically, Bri tj.sh 

communicati~ns required accéss to India through the Suez CéLnal. More

over, there was a persistent fear~hat hostile Arab ~nd Moslem anti-
1 

British feeling in the Middle East could c~te catastrophic disturbances 

in India with its large Moslem popula~ion. While Colonial Office 
, ' 

officiaIs werè aware that hostilities againli'>t Turkey, the •. centre of 

the Caliphate, had created no unrest in World War l, they, n~ver- , 

theless, believed that tbis represented a possibl~ source of gra~ peril 
" 

ta British inte~sts. " ' 

6Churchill Wh1 te Paper, pp." 20 ff. The revoIt haa taken place 
iIt 1917. 
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Chancellor's un~xpectedly detailed diâpatch MaS received MOSt 

sympathetically by Colonial Office officiaIs mainly because they 
...... 

shared his beliefs. Their antipathy towards the Jewish National Home 
o 

~ 

project was indicative of the lack of àppreciatio~4 sensitiv~ty on 

the part of civil servants in Britain and Palestine to the unprecedented 

manQa~e conception which Palestine entailed. The formalized ~ritfcism 

of Colonial Office pollcies oy'a body such as the Jewish Agency was a 
\ 

novel ppenomenon. ~ccustomed to ruling without question, civil 

servants deeply resented the innovation of accountability. As a 

,defensive reaçtion, officiaIs in White hall favoured policies intended 
, /' , 

,to limit the watchdog role of the Jewish Age~~. 

1 An ~portant factor that ~lso influenced official thinking on 

the Jewish Agency, the' Jew1sh National Home project,~and Zionism in 

genaral was the "existence of strong anti-Jewish prejudice among civil 
~ 

servants in London as weIl as in Palestibe. It is, therefore, worth 

citing the following comment by Si~ John Shuckburgh, conce~ng his 
'n 

appointment as Head of the Middle ~t'Department, in order to appreciate
o 

this prevalent attitude that underlay the administra~ion of BritiSh 
,- \ 

policy for Palestine:? , 
'" 

•• ,In point of 'fact l had, at that time, haP. no previous 
off~cial connection with Palestine, knew nothing of the 
Zionist po~icy & its,difflculties, & ~no opinion on the. 
subject onlt way or tHè othe~ ~part from a vague instinct of 
dislike for _anything wi th a Jewish label. 

?Minute, Januar,y 9, 19.30, C~.3)/182/??050/A. A former Middle 
East Department colleague describes Shuckburgh as ,having .been " ••• 
saturated with Hebra.Pho,bia •••• Il See Colonel Ricl'la.:r<t Meinertzhagen, 
Middle East Diar,y 1917-1956 (London, 1959', pp.' 95 and 110. '+\. ' 
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Nevertheless, although Colonial office officiaIs strongly 
il 

supported the High Commissioner's findings, they were reluctant to 

promete the adopti'en of his plan or' action as a viable policy option,> 

for ~he short-term at least. Colonial Office opinion was opposed to 

Chancellor~s request for the immediate circulation of his brief to the 

Shaw Commission, Three factors ean accaunt for this reluctance. The 

first was the realization that the use' of t~ dispatch. ta justify a ' 

drastic shift in the orientation of the Mandate in its report would l'larm 
< , 

GI 

the çredibility of the Shaw Commission as an examination 'of the immediate, 

causes of the"1929 Arab disturbanees. Tha second reason was:~he 

recognition that Britain's position as guarantor of the Jew~sh National 

Home, with al~ the strategie benefits that had accrued because of the 

British presence in Palestine, would be ealled into doubt with the 

implementatiQn of Chancellor' s proposaIs. The tbird was the fear of 

int~" ~ $bjections on the part of the Zionists ta such a change and 
" . 

their possible rep~iation of Britain's role in relation ta th~ Jewish 

National Home project,8 

In dealing with tbis memorandum, O.G.R. Villiams proPQsed an 

alternative to Chancellor's more direct recommendations. He suggested 

that the land ~uestion could be exploited as a lever to ~uietly obtain 
" 

a reversaI of the tenor of the Mandate and thereby "conciliate Arab and 

'8 . Minutes by Harold Beckett, January 29, 1930; Williams, 
Fèbruary J, 1930: Shuckburgh, February J, l~~ Wilson, February 5, 1930. 
C0733/182/77050/A. In his comments, Yilliams referred to the strategie 
value of Palestine to British imperial interests, noting that this 
consideration ~ lncreased in impo~nce as the rèsult of recent 
British difficulties with the Egyptian Government. 

, 
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pro-Arab opinion ~II • In advocating this option, he stressed' that " careful 

investigation" was required to substantiate Chancellor' s claims: 
',. 

The Jews will find it very hard to charge H.M.G. with 
breach of faith as regards the various consequences which would 
follow, including the drastic restriction, of immigration and 
control of land transfers. To base our policy on other than 
economic grounds would at once land us in more serious 
difficul ties. 

Williams was weIl aware of the correlation between increased 
f" 

land acquisitions and the continued growth of the Jewish presence. He 

recognized t~t the curtailment of Jewlsh Agency land purchases would 

freeze potential economic absorptive capacity"and bring about the 

~ubsequent reductioq in the rate of Jewish immigration. This situation 

would half the growth of the Jewish National Home proje~t. -The 
é '\ .... _ 

essential point of Williams' strategy was its sheer subtlety. Through 
>. 

o 
the judicious ?se of economic pressure, d~amatic political changes 

coveftly cO;lld be implemented for Palestine. With the concealment of 

these drastic political altera~ions in the guise of economics, 

controversy generated by the Zionist.movement could be countered quite 

readily. The British Goverrunent could alter its obligation to establish 

the .. Jewish National Home without suffering the embarrassment of a formaI 

application ta the Lea~e of Nations.' 

The land issue had emerged earlier·in J~uary, 1930 during 

privat~ conversations between Passfield and members of t~e Shaw Commi-
, 

ssion. Commission ~embers had ~nformèd Passfiefd of their opinion t~t 

there was a severe land. shoTtage in Palestine" and had indicated that 

they inteilded to deal wi th this matter J.n their forlhcoming report. 

O.G.R. "Williams had received more d~tailetl. information than Passfield 

Cl concerning the findings oft the Commission before he presented bis major 

, 
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proposaI. He minuted that the Shaw Commission planned to discuss land 

and bther policy issues in i ts report, wi th a view to recommending the 
.J 

bal t of the Jewish National Home project. Therefore, he was well aware 

that the oute'ome of the report would support his policy alternative 
<i 

prior to its offi~ial present~ion to the Colonial Secretary.9 
/ 

When Chancellor's dispatch reached the highest levels at the 
\ 

Colonial Office, Sir John Shuckburgh and Sir Samuel Milson concurred 
~ . 

wi th the recommendations that i t be wi thheld from the Shaw Commission 
1 

and that a copy of it be sent to the Foreign Office for review. 

However, they did not commeIt immediately in de.partmental minutes either 

on" the theme of Chancèl;I.or's thesis or on Williams' alternative 

suggestion. It i's worth noting that while hedging in official minutes 

Shuckburgh priva: tely viewed Ohancellor' s dispa tch Il ri th admiration." 

Drummond Shiels was non-commi~tal with his impressions' as weIl. He 

merely summed up the report ar;;~ stating that: " •.• the two parts of the 
, 
..-

, 
Balfour Declaratiçm are incompa1ible, and, administratively, almost 

\ , 
impossible of application." In 'Fdition, he foresaw suggestions similar 

10 r; 

to Chancellor's in the pending shaw Report. 
1 ~ 

" 
Passfield offered no remarks whatever on Chancellor's 

, . 
proposaIs. H~ merely approved 'Wil~iams' suggestion ~o send a copy to 

, .' Il " 
the Foreign Office for comment. - ~his taciturnity constituted a 

9Minute' by Williams J-; January' 18, 1930, C0733/185177072/I. 
1 .. ~ ~ 

lOS - F huckburgh to Harry Luke, letter, e bruary 22, 1930, 
Chancellor Papers J.6/4. Minute by Shiels, February 7, 1930, C0733/l82/ 
77059/A. 

~~1nute, February 17, 1930, ~. 
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prominent feature of his administration of Palestine affairs. Al~hough 
( .. 

1 

pelicy during his administration came not from Passfield as Colonial 

Secretary'but from his officiaIs. This account will indicate the raIe 

of Passfield as a pawn in the hands of his officiaIs. Passfield rarely 
~ . 

questioned the accuracy of reports;' assessments, and preposaIs tha~ were 

te serve as the basis of contemplated changes in poliey. Moreover, he 

seldom debated polic~ sugges~ions. During his administration, pelicy 

recommendations on the part of departmental officials tended to be 
, . ' 

one-slded. The fact that Passfield acgepted these opinions at face-

val~e undoubtedly encouraged civil servants ta maintain and strengthen 

(~ their raIe in decision-making. 

In evalua ting' his career as a Minist"'er, The Scotsman' note'd: 

"Thu't> though he administered his Departments wi th an excCsi vely official 
~ 

competen6e, he was a complete fallure as a Minlster. ,,12 Kingsley Martin, 

a noted Labour Pa-rty suppo~er, assessed Passfi~ld in ~imilkr termsl 11, 
.•. Webb was not very successful as a Minister; ms 

pre sence never inspired awe.' in the Lords or the Commons; bis 
beard was t-he subject of jest and his voiee was tao weak to 
impress. He found lt difflcult to make up bis mind. He had 
written so many'superb memoranda ln the past, weighing up pros 
and cons, tha t he had not acqutred the habit of final 
responsi bili ty r he was the ideal Ci viI Servant and not -used 
to the job of deciding on a poney... \ 

I20bitua;t'Y of Sidney Webb, Lord PassfleId, -The Scotsman, 
Edinburgh, October 14, 1947 .. 

• 
~3Kingsley Mart:1,n, "TQe Web,!?s in Retirement," an assay included 

in Margaret Cole ed., The j'ebbs and their Work (London, 1949), ... p. 287 • 

j 
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Drumrnon~ Shiels provided a somewhat comparable but restrained 

description of Passfield's inadequacies as a Minister:14 

••• It bas been asserted that he was dominated by his 
Civil Servants. This is not 'accurate, though the effect of 
the real position may seem te have been somewhat similar. He 
had spent the first ten ye~s of his career in the Colonial 

, Office and during these impressionable years, he, no doubt, 
got into a civil service way of looking at things. This was 
not entirely a disadvantage to him in Ministerial office, 
more especially in his relations with his staff, but it may 
have made it difficult for him, sometimes, ~o.regard matters 
from the more detached position appropriate to a Minister. 

oAnother.influence which affected him Was his great respect 
for the individual whom he'believed to be an expert .•• He 1 

regarded ~~ _ ~XJ!erts most, if not all, of the sénior men in the 
Colonial~e and was, perhaps, inclined to accept their 
judgments without a1WaYs app1ying the saroe critical examination 
which he gave to other matters. And, in those days - i t is, 
different now -.quite a few of the senior men had never visited 
t,he territories wi th, the administratiori of whieh they were 
concerned, 

On the other hand, the inconsis~ency of Dr. Drummond Shie1s 

was the predominant feature of his bontaet'with the Palestine question • 

His mercurial personal sympathies on this issue were so indicative of 

this ~tor. Shiels' fervent support for the ~ionists and Araos 

a1ternated thrbug~out 1930-1931. He carried little weight in the 
;-

policy-making processes relating '0 Palestine, at least. Like P~ssfield, 
• Ii 

Shiels frequently wap amenable to assessments and po1iey options 

formulated ~and evo1v~~: G.ç1onia1 Office ci,,:l se~ants. In a 

remarkably perceptive assessment, Beatrice Webb, Passfield's wife, 

de~cribed,Shiels ~ follows, 15 ~\ , . 

14 / . ',r-

C
r. ond Shielf' "Sidney Webb as a Minister," essay in 

ibid. 1 p. 2. \ "'" 

1 argaret Cy1e ed., Beatrice Webb's niaries, 1924-1932 (London, 
1956), cited b40w as Beatrice Webb's Diaries~entry t'or December 2, 
1929, pp. 232-233. 
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He is weIl read and tough-minded ••• A great contrast to 
the polishedi deference of the Golonial Office Staff to the 
Ch~~~.,;: • Unfortunately, D. S. 's opinions, tho' held with a 

... - stiff" obstinacy, do not show much coherence ••• 

Herbert Sidebotham, a prominent journalist of the day and 

Zionist sympathizer, viewed Shiels in a similar li~ht:16 
•.. the clumsiness of Mr. Drummond 9hi~s, Under-Seeretary 

of the Colonies, in defending the new policy [of October, 1930, 
to be discussed below J in the Commons, revealed that there 
was a complete lack of sympathy in certain parts of the Civil 
Service with either the original and political, or the later 
cultural and economic, interpretatiQn of the National Home. 
This 1ack of sympathy came out under a Labour Government, 
presumably because the Labour M~nisters were weaker and 
more dependent on the Civil Servants for their views on 
foreign and c~lonial administration. 

Meanwhile, a final deeision on the ultimate disposition·of 

Chanceflor's rsport waS postponed pepding advice from Gerald Clauson 
\ 

and Henry Bushe, two departmental officiaIs. Clauson was responsib1e 
, 

(~' for League of Nations affairs as a member of the General Division;.' 

whi1e Bushe was the Assistant Legal Adviser. Both individua1s opposed 

the suggested revisions of the Palestine Mandate as requested by 

Chancellor. Clauscm stated: " ••. the Government can f~nd good 
• 1 

authority somewhere in the Mandate for ei ther refusing to do (or to do] 

almost anything'it wants & it seems to be that it wd. be a thousand 

. 17 
pi tiÎ3s to upset the equilib'rium." Bushe commented: 

16 Herbert Sidebotham, Great Britain and Palestine (London, 
1937), p. 172. 

, 17Minutes by Clauson, Mareh 4, 1930 'and Bushe, March 6, 1930 
C0733/1901077162. Gerald Clauson (b.1891) was the James Mew Arabie 
Scho1ar of 1920 at the Colonial Office and a former member of the 
Middle East Department. He had served as a de~rtmental representative 
on various British de~gations to meetings of the Permanent Mandates 
Commission sinee 1926. Henry Bushe (1886-1961) beeâme Legal Advlser 
to the Colonial Office in 1931. 
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••• The High Commissioner, l know, says that bis proposaIs 
are only designed to b'riùg thE' tenus into accord. wi th the rea1 
meaning of the Balfour Declaration, but obviously, there is 
going to be sorne difficulty in alleging that for a great 
number of years we have misinterpreted that Declaration. 

If it i8 proposed to consider seriously an a~teration 
of the terms, this side of the question ought to be first 
considered more carefully •.• indeed, it wd. be desirable to 
consul t the Legal Adviser at the Foreigm. Office. 

The Foreign Office expressed lukewarm interest in even 

, . , . 

providing unofficial advice on this'report. As George Rendel candidly 
• 
\ explained to Harold Beolkett of the Colonial Office, IImore urgent work" 
1 

) 
prevented a prompt rrview. However, the interesting feature' concerni'l'lg 

\ 
the Foreign Office vï~ws was their unanimity. Foreign Office political 

/1 'i 
officers - in this cafSe - Rendel, Monteagle, and Cadogan, were of the 

same mind, anQ, perhaps more interestingly, were in,agreement'with their 

counterparts at the Colonial Office in considering the practléability 

and consequences of an alteration of the Palestine Mandate. 18 

William Beckett, the Second Legal Adviser at the Foreign Office, 

echoed Gerald Clauson's views on this issue. In an opinion written 
, 19 

without knowledge of Clauson's cornments, Beckett notedl 

.•• It ls clear that the issu~s raised belong pre
eminently to the realm of high politics, and not of law 

18 . 
Minutes by ~endel, March 22, 1930; Monteagle, February 28, 

i 1930: Cadogan, March 11, 1930. F0371/14485/E13l3/44/65. Lord Thomas 
1 Monteagle (1887-1946) headed the Foreign Office Eastern Department. 

With his resignation in August, 1930, George Rendel (b.1889) succeeded 
him. For one of the few personal accounts of tlie Palestine question 
at this Üme written by. an qfficial involved wj.th it, see Sir George 
~illiam Rendel, The Sword and the Olive (London, 1957), pp. 48 ff. 
Alexander Cadogan (1884-1968) held a senior appointment as Adviser on 
League of Nations Affairs. He later served as Pennanen"t Under
Secretary at the Foreign Office from 1938 to 1946. 

19Minute, March 6, 1930, F0371/14485/E1313/44!65. 
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••. The terms of the Mandate arC' sa elastic that they are 
cerlainly capable of being apJ:llied in a manner which is 
consistent with any possible view of ••. the Balfour Jleclara
tion .• ,Consequently my strong impression is that it would 
not be feasible to go to the :League and ask for the amendment 
of the Mandate on the quasi legal grounds suggested by 
Sir John Chancellor. 

1 
The opinion given by Clauson, as supported independently by 

William Beckett, significantly influenced the nature bf Palestine 

policy in 19JO-~9Jl. This policy, as developed by the Middle East 

Department, revolved around the reinterpretation of the existing mandate 

terms. ta reverse the British obligation'to establish the Jewish National 

Home. Bath officiaIs had provided authori ta ti ve backing for this 

policy with their assessments of the m~ndate terms as being malleable 

enough to enabLe almost any interpretation. Armed with their opinions, 

~he Middle East Department embarked on Williams' proposaI ta actively 

exploit the land question as a viable 'à,l ternative 'to the formaI amendment 

of the Mandate at the League of Nations. 

At a departmental meeting held on February 27, 1930, officiaIs 

began ta work for the implementation'of this reversaI policy. 

Participants included Clauson, Bushe, Williams, and Harold Becke-tt. 

AU were ci vil servants 1 The consensus of those present accepted / 

Chancellor' s assessment of the situation at face value. A~l agreff 

that. the remaining ingredient required to ~nau~te this revised 

20 policy was formaI substantiation of the High Commissioner' s claims. 

. 20Minute by Harold Beckett, February 27, 1930, C073J/182/77050/ 
A, 
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The events surrounding this episode are indicative of the 

decisiorl-making process of the Colonial Office during the inter-war 

period .. " While the department plaged great credence on the assessments 

'pf Chancellor, the man on the scene, it gave even greater attention ta 

the views of lts officiaIs in London. In assessing the consideration 

given ta this dispatch by Colonial Office officiaIs, it can be observed 

that the necessity for co~sistency of policy was an imperative in their 

thinRing. No matter how untenable the Jewish National Home project 

seemed ta civil servants, they retained the notion that an overt 

alteration in the mandate terms, as recommended by Chancellor, would . ; 

damage the prestige of the ministry. 

Thus,. officiaIs were reluctant to take the initiative to 

drastically alter the fabric of past policy as demanded by Chancellor. 

Whlle civil servants favoured.change, they chose ta wait upon events. , . 
The 1929 riots and subse~~ent establishment of the Shaw Commission had 

provided sufficient break in the status quo of previous poliey to enable 

the~ ta have a chance ta alter it. Although ext~nt Colonial Office 

documentation does not bear out the suggestion that there was a 1 

premeditated master plan to change poliey, circumstantial évidence 

suggests that civil servants were waiting for the appropriate moment ta 

amend policy ~uickly and quietly. 

,Chancellor' s dispatch and the culation on the nature of the 

Shaw Commission provided opportunities officiaIs ta give poliey 

suggestions in the guise ent on specifie issues. The 

change in palicy, ta be evolved in 1930, was based on the land question 

as raised by Williams in bis a~sessment of the Chancellor dispatch. 

/ 
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Throughout th~se deliberations, apart from contact on Chancellor's report 

with the Foreign Office, the Colonial Office operated independ~tly. 

Final conc~usions ~ere postp~ned pending the release of the Shaw 

Commission Report. loTi th t • 
\ , 

report as confirmation, the Colonial Office 

envisaged the immediate public tion of 'a white paper based ostens'ibly 

on its findings but actually 0 .Wi+liams' plan of action. 
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The.Shaw Commission Report 
and its Impact on Po1icYI 

\ . 
When estab1ished, the Shaw Commission had been given strict 

terms of reference 1im~ting it ta an examination of the immediate 

causes o~ the 1929' Arab riots. However its subsequent report was a 

critibism of the whole nature of the Brl tish commi tment to establish 

the Jewish Nat~onal Home. This blue book reinterpreted the ill:tent of 

the Pales~ine Man~te. Glnstead of the construction of the Jewish 

National.Home, according to the mandate terms, the 3haw Report preferred 

i ts haH. The rationale •. behind this position was to prevent 

"apprehensions'/ among the nonJ:rewish population. 21 The Eeport made no 

'pretensièhs to pro vide impartial ad vice in calling for fuis dXastic 

shift in British policy towards the Zionists. Recommending substantial 
, 1 

political changes for Palestine, the majority of the Commission favoured 

othe eventual grant of Arab self-government on the Iraqi model. 22 

21 ' ' 
. Shaw Report, pp. 111-112, 121, 12)-124, 162, and 165. , . 
22Ibid., pp. 124-131. 
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In dealing with the-land question,' the Commission asserted that 

an acute shorlage had created unemployment ampng the Arabs. However, 

no statiJtics. were furnished to substantiate th1's' point. 
. 

According to 

the Commission, this situation had been exacerbated by the nature of 

Jewish land tenure •. The Inalienable status of free-hold purchases by 

t,he. Jewish Nai.ional Fund was, therefore, attacked. Concluding its 

evaluâtion of ~he land problem, the Report ealled for an additional 

inquiry to improve-agricultural methods. 2 ) 

Assessing the sensitive issue. of Jewish immigration, the 

Commission urged the radical redefinition of the economic absorptive 

capaci~y polie y on which Jewish immigration Has based to limit'expansion. 

The Jewish Ageney and the Histadruth, the Jewish labour union and exchange, 
~ 

were ca~tigated for placing immigrant J~ws in positions speeifically 

created to justify 1:he-ir presence in accordance with the British-imposed 

requirement of economic ·absorptive eapacity.24 
., 

The Report, more over , accused the Zionist Executive of breaking 

tpe agreement eontained in the Churchill White Paper by claiming a 

share in the administration of the Mandate. The" Commission conceded 

that the Arab Executive ha~ never agreed ta it in the first place., .,.,l"\ 

To remedy this alleged ,abuse, the further lim~tation of Article 4 of the 
'. 

Mandate that had given the Jewish' Agency special status was recommended}5 

23Ibid• , pp. 11)-124. 

24Ibid• , pp. 97-ll2. 
r; 

2.5:rbid. , 
0 

pp. 136-144. 
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Investigating the causes ,)f the 1-929, riôts, the purpose of 

i ts inquiry, the Commission concluded tha t both cornmuni ties were ) 

equa1ly culpable. The Grand Mufti was vindicated of 

responsibility for having fomented the unrest. On the other hand, 

chauvinism on the ~ of ~rominènt Zionists was al1eged to have been 

issued a minority statement whic? criticized the major findings of the 

Report. On the basic issue of the intent of the Manda te, Snell refuted 

the attacks made against the Jewish National, Home and the Jewish Agency. 

Dealing with the question of the· goal of the Mandate, Sne~l 

envisaged a bi-national state. Commenting on the land question, he 

urged the creation of a more comprehensive investigation which would 
1 

also determine the amount of available land and the number of allegedly 

evicted Arabs. On the issue of immi~tion, he opposed any change in 

policy which might prove unfavaurab1e ta thè Zianist interest. Evaluating 
A • 

the majority assessment oi the disturbances, Snell objected stronglY to the 

vindication of the Mufti. He blunt1y accused him of fomenting the 

disorders. Attacki~g the criticism of noted ~onists, Snel~ repudiated 

the charge that their activities had contributed to the riots. 

26Ibid ., pp. 42-59 and 82. In reply to a 1>arliamentary 
Question concerning the veracity of testimony given by the Mufti befOOCe 
the Shaw Inquiry, Drummond Shiels stated t~a'~ no act~on HaS con
templated ta prosecute him for perjury. Commons, April\ 16, 1930, vol. 
237, cols. 2885-2886. 

27 . 
Ibid., pp. 172-183. Harry Snell (1865-1944) as a Labour M.P. 

HaS especial1y perturbed by the Commission's attack on thè Histadruth. 
Created a peer, he served as Par1iamentary Under-Secretar,y of State 
for India from Ma.rch, 1931 until the collarse (bf the Second La.bour . 
Government 1n August, 1931. / ~ 
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. In assessp.ng the reaction of Colonial Office pfficiaJ.'s to the 

Report, i t can be observed. that there was neither doubt as ta Hs:,,\ . 
~ , 

general credibility nor objection to Us broadened scope. The few qualms 
, "\ 

that existed were kept wi tbin the Colonial Ofl'ice. For example, 
""'" . 

a.G.R. Williams Wrote that Colonial Office officiaIs privately supported 
, ··i 

~ . 
, - , 1 

Jewish Agency assertions concerning the active ihvolvement of the Mufti 

in leading the 1929 riots •. However, he reccmmended that no action should 

be" taken on the grounds that:28 

Ta suggest an~ doubts as ta the soundness of their 
[tHe commissioners:J conclusions on th~s point in a public 
statement would, of course, have. unfavourable reactions in 
our negotiations with the Arabs. 

The'Colo~ial Office maintairted that the terms of reference of" 

the Commissio~ were wide enough to c6ver the matters reported:- )'ord ~f . 
the e~ent of the Shaw Repo~ leaked out prematureiy, however. 

Walter Elliot; a Conservati~e M.P.> and Zioni~t sympathizer, closely 

questioned ~he Prime Minister on this issue.19 In a note drafted te 

assist in the'reply, the Colonial Office c1aimed that MacDonald's 

previous, Parliamentary statement, te the effect that major pOl'i.Ùcal ~ 
-'\; 
- .,.~-

.. ani economic' questions 1ay outside,t~e realm of the i~vestigation, \<laS 

still va.Ud. On fucember 23, 1929, Ramsay MacDonald had inforllled the . 

Ho~se of Commons·that: "The sUbject ~f major questio~s of poliey] 
'-

... 
/ . 

. 15 elearly autsi.de the tèrrns of re.ference of the Shaw Commission;t" 

28Minute, April 26, 19J~, C07JJ/183/77050/B. 
~ ~ , 

~alter Elliot (1888-1958) ha.d been Parliamentary ,Uhder-
Secretary ()f Sta.te for Scotland from 1926 to 1929. lIe ,later .$erVed a~ 
Secre:tary of Stat,e for Scotland (1936-1938) and Minister of Hè'aJ.'th 
(19)8-1940),,; Following advice from the Calo~ial office, the Prime 
Minister pravided Elliot wi th a va~e reply. Commons, Hareh 24, 1930, 
vol. 237, dols. 27-28. ' 
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a~d cannat be 'made a part of 'its report." Despite this clear state

ment, the GQlonial Office commented: 30 

It is not easy to find a wh&lly sa~isfactory reply. What 
are the majo? questions of policy? And who is to decide 

: whether the .GoffiIllission' s report do~s or does not invade that 

\

' i11-defined province? l submi t that the best course is to 
avoid definition and to Reep our hands as free as possible. 

The Prime Minis~er was dissa tisfied wi th the Report, Before 
\ 

pub+ication, he demanded that certa~n anti-Zionist segments be toned 

down. 31 Mpreover, he made it quite evident to Passfield that the 
r 

ultimate ~plementation of key recommendations depended on his 

/"\ ~1e:~:~ônsent.32 Privately, Ra,msay MacDonald rejected the major 

findings of th~ Shaw Inquiry except those relating to public 

security. His opposition to t~e Report was s! great tha.t he 

intended to repudiate it following its presentation to the House of 

Gommons. Obtaining an advance copy of this speech, Colonial Office 

officiaIs prepared drastic amendments on ~he grounds that the statement 

as it stood, with the Prime Minister's personal opinions, would embarrass .. 

30Commons, December 23, 1929, vol. 233, col. 1902. Unsigned· 
memorandum entitl~d: "Colonial Office Departmental Minutes 19th March, 
1930," Premier 1/102. ' 

31Minute by Nevill~ Butler (b.1893), the Prime Minister's 
Assistant Private Secret~FY, March Il, 19)0,~. H.G. Vincent (b.1891), 
the Prime Minister's Principa.l Rrivate Secretary.: immediately contacted 
J,A.P. Edgcumbe (b.1886), Passfi~d~s Principal Private Secretary, to 
obtain changes to the draft report on an "urgent" basis. Edgcumbe ha.d. 
served as Private Secretary to Leopold Am~ry whe~ he wâs Colonial 
Secretary from 1924 until 1929. Edgcumbe submitted the amendme~g to 
Vincent on March 13, 1930. ~gcumbe to ~incent, letter, MaEc~~3, 1930, " 
ibid. Basically, the changes involved'moderating the attack on 

'the Zionist movement. Fo~xample, the final version referred to the 
"dispossession" as opposed To the "eviction" of Arab farmers by the / 
.rewish Agency. See Shaw Re,J?on, Pt 120. 

32 ' Ramsay MacDonald to Passfield, .letter, March 19, 1930, 
C0733/l83/77050/B .. \:.... M • 
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Britain politically. J.A.P. Edgcllmbe claimed that "an'attempt has ••• 
1 

been made to retain the sense of your wording, without giving such a 

handle œo~~ce of cxiticisrnU to the Commission, the Zionists or to the 

Arabs. ,,)) 

In his note to MacDonald with the galley-proofs qf the Shaw 

R~port, Pass~ield 'had suggested'that the main implication of the Report 

ws the necessity for a redefinition of thè Mandate as Qonstituting a ,. • , r 

dual obligation. This element, as opposed to MacDonald's proposed 

repudiation of th~ Report itself, set the tone of the subsequent statement 

of policy whi~h MacDonald made in Parliament on April J, 1930. While 

• 
_the Prime Minister bowed to Colonial Office pressure on this issue, he 

t· , 
- ç 

clearly did s9 with the greatest reluctance. This concession ws
1 

undoubtedly galling to the Prime Minister. Ideologically, Ramsay 

MacDonald disliked'the proposed curtailment of the Jewish National Home 
, • 0 

project. His" 1924 administration had amplified esta91ished policy on 

Palestine. The Labour Party, as were the Liberal and Conservative 

parties, ws unequivocal in its support of Zionist developmen~ in 

Palestine on a graduaI basis'. J4 

It should bé stressed that Ramsay MacDonald was~residing over 

l , a minority government. Keen1y aware of the prob1ems that any course of 

.. 

action intended ta limit the Jewish National Home could cause his 

GoverDment, he was a~o avoid political confrontation. With 

1/102. 
))Edgcumbe to Ramsay MacDonal~, note, March 28~ 1930, Premier 

) 

34 /, 
. Passfie1d to Ra.msay MacDonald, letter, March 10, 1930,~. 

Commons, April 3, 1930, vol. 237, cols. ,1466-1467. For bis sympathetic 
views on the Jewish_National Home, see A Sociallst in Palestine (London, 
1922). t" - , 
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the completion of the Shaw Inquiry. the Prime Minister saw that Jt.wo 

options were open to his Governme:r.lt. The first choice was another . ' 

inquiry; the other, immedi~te publication of a white paper based on the . , 

'findings of the Rel?0rt. \In choo~ing an alternative for his Government, 

MacDonald was swayed by Lord Balfour, who continued his active~interest 

in Palestine affairs until his death on March 22, 1930. In a letter " 

to The Times of December 29, 1929, Balfour had urged the establishment 

of an authoritative inquirY to investigate the administration,and 
'1 

policies of the Mandate with a view to upholding the British obligation 

to establish the Jewish Natipnal Home. The letter was also signed by 

David Lloyd George35 and General Jan Smuts. 36 
, , 

, 
To avert a misunderstanding that could have led to the collapse 

of his Government, the Prime Minister sought the support of the 
.;- , 

opposition parties fœth~ notion of holding an additional inquiry. 
\ 

This practice was not unprecede1ted .. In November, 1929, Ramsay MacDonald 

had met with Stanley Baldwin37 and Lloyd George to formulate a mut~lly 

acceptable policy intended to grant ~eater independence to the Domin-, 

ions. 38 Before tablin§"the Shaw Report, MacDonald conferred with 

Baldwin, Lloyd Georg:, and Sir Herbert Samuel on the results of the 

35As Prime Minister in 1917, David Lloyd George (1863-1945) 
/' had fostered the Balfour IDeclaration. Lloyd George was leader" of the 

'Li beral Party. 1 
'36General 'J~ C~istian JSmuts (1870-195~, former.Prime 

Minister of South Africa, had se~ed in the I~perial Cabinet during/ 
the First World War. His views *ere~widely respected. 

37Stanley Baldwin ,,(1867it947), Le~der of the Opposition and 
head of ~he~Conservative Pa~y, hÀd been Prime ~inister twice during 
the 1920's. He later served as Prime Minister'for a third time from 
1935 until 1937. ' 

38S~e Beatrice Webb's'Diaries, entry for November 18, ~929, 
o • 

p. 229. 
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InC}.uiry and Ms Government's opU "ns. ~11 present agreed that furlher 

study was necessary to subst~ntiaté the economic and political claims 

of the Shaw Commission,39 

Consulting with a reluctant Colonial Office immediately 

fol~owing his meeting with the opposition leaders, Ramsay MacDonald' 

resolved ta seek another inC}.uiry. Ta the dismay of the Colonial Office, 
r , 

he selected General Jan Smuts to conduct a one-manvinVestigation because 
, 

he believed that Smuts was the man "whose v.i~ws would carry a maximum 
1 

of weight. ,,40 The Pr~e Minister' s intervention had caught the Middle 

East Depart~ent by surprise. Sir John Shuckburgh miscalculated the 

• 
Prime Minister's intentions. H~ ,had confidently predicted the early 

publication of a white pap'er ta implement the poliey of rest-ricting the 

Jewish National Home. Shuckburgh di~ not foresee that Ramsay MacDonald 1 

would consult with the opposition ta sound out the possibility of a 

withholding poli~y for Pare~tine pending the outcome of an additional 

inC}.uiry. In view of the Prim~ Minister's stiff resistance to the 

Shaw Report, tHis overco~fidence represented a serious misjudgment on 

Shuckbutgh's part; an'atti~ude that was shared at the "Colonial Office.4l 

Anticipating the immediate publication of a palicy.statement, 

the Colonial Office had drafted a background paper for i the Cabinet' 

meeting of April 2, 1930 at which British poliey in Palestine was t~ be 

discussed. 42 In it, the Middle East Department out1ined Britain~s' 
, 

~r\ 

r;; 39See Gommons, A~ril :3,' 1930, vol. 2-3-?lrcôf;. 1466-1467;' 
40 0 ,~q _ .. 

1/102. " _ ~sa~o--Sïîiûts, cable, ~Ch 2~, ,1930, Premier 

4 .. - "" , 
~lnutes by Shuckburgh, Mareh,lB, 1930; Wilson,. Marcl1 ,1930;-

}

Sf,ield" ~_Ch 24, .193~. C0733/183/??050/B. 

, 42C.P. 1cJ1 (JO), dated ~eh 27, 1930, CAB 24/219. 
1 , ~ . 
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past, present"and future policy lowards Palestine •. This memorandum 

was bot!) suotle and inyidious. The great emphasis 'placed by Williq.ms 

on the interrelated questidhs of land and immigration was not prominent; 

the second-to-last paragraph of'the report briefly noted a tie be~ween 

the two. In recommending qualifications to the Churchill White Paper, . 

the Colonial Office-merely stated,t~t'Articla'J of the Mandate, 
, 1 

which d~alt with British opposition to "the disappearance or subord-

ination of the Arab population, language, or culture," should ~e 
. , 

reaffirmed. In addition, the report suggested a reiterati@n of the 
1 

principle of economic-absorptive capacity with a vague "lJlachinery" to 

prevent another miscalculation of 

to ~hat of 1925-1926 which had 

"aXC~SSi va i~i_ tion" comparabl~ 
creat d much Jewish unemployment. The 

I--.~ memorandum, it should be noted, neithe described the nature of this 
( - 1 

"miscalculation" nor mentioned that t is crisis had resol ved a-self by 
/ 

1928. 
'\ 

The Coloniai Office was ostensibly non-cbmmittal in this 

Cabinet paper. It used the Shaw Réport and impersonally &xpressed views 

to advance its policy propo~als. The Shaw Commission was cited obvio~sly 

t.o promote the impression th~ the Arabs were suffering grievously because 

of the Mandate obligation to establish the Jewish Nati. onal Home:, "The 
," 

report of the Commissi9n ••• refers to apprehensions entertaine~ by the 

Arabs. ~." and- "The Commissïon' s report .draws attEh~tion to the unfortunate 

position in which agricultural tenants are placed ••• " 

1 

( 
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Impersonal remarks, unattr.ibutable in nature, were 

prominent in the rest of the repoL~. These comments were intended 
. 

to impress the idea that the Palestin~ Mandate was not operating 

satisfactorily. For example, statements such ~s "There has been much 

recent agitation against the Balfour Declaration" and "Misunderstanding 

still persists on the·subject of the 'special position' accorded under 

the Manda:te to the 'Jewish Agency' ••• " clearly shrouded actual Colonial 

Office opinion from the scrutiny of Cabinet. 

Having diagnosed the a+leged symptoms of the malaise of the 

Ma~date, the Colonial Offic~ went on"to offer suggestions to remedy the 

complaint. This report recommended a reaffirmation of the Balfour 

Declaration. However, while the draftsmen of this paper wrote that 

the edifice of the Jewish National Home " ••• has st1ll to be completed .•• ," 

they called for the restatement of Arab rights. Moreover the Colonial 

Office suggested the renewal of constitutional discussions on a 

legislative council, while concedlng that "The Arab representatives 

refused to accept this ~he 1922} proposaI, and, by boycotting the 

elections, pr;vented its realisation." Tt should be stressed that no 

reference was made to the recent Arab about-face on this que~tion. The 
/ 

bluntest comment in the memorandum stated that th~ Jewish Agency 

" ••• have not been, and wtll not be, admitted to any ••• share [in the 

gov~rnment of Palestine]." 

./ ...... . The ~olonial Office --. 
" --' 

wanted this paper to serve as the basis 

or'A policy statement 
1 

ta be published immediatilY after the 
. "-,~ . 

the Shaw Report. At thi~~oint, an~a.ttel!lpLwas made--to 

of 

Cabinet into accepting the views expressed in thls seemingly'innocuous 

1 
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background document. Departmental officials chose that particular 

moment to circulate Chancellor's dispatch of January 17, 1930 together 

with the memoranfum to the Cabinet. 43 At the Cabinet meeting, 

Passfield stressed that he wanted a new statement of poliey along the 
\ 

lines of the memorahdum. The Colonial Secretary assured his cal1eagues. 

that this statement would amount ta a reaffirmation of existing poliey 

with a few min or qualifications. While Passfield was emphat~e in his 

desire for the immediate release of a white paper without further 

investigation, he did provide tèrms of referenee for an inquiry. In 

doing so, he was clearly keeping his ministry's position protected by 

maintainipg the initiative for, recommending Government poliey. Because 

of their restrictive nature, Passfield's suggested guidelines wete 

aimed at achieving his department's ends in the event of an 

additional investigation, I~ 44 
These proposed terms of reference werel 

(i) The Arab demand for sorne form of representative 
institutions: 

(li) The regulatj.on of immigration: 
.. 

r 

(lii) The protection of evlcted cultivators. 

The fact that Passfield suffered serious set-backs at this 

meeting is attributable to the influence of Ramsay ~cDonald, The 

Cabinet accepted only those recommend~tions of the Shaw Report that 

dealt with police and security. Moreover" it a:pproved' the Prime 

43c,p, 108 (30), ibid. 

44Cabinet Conclusions 18 (30), April 2, 1930, CAB 23/63. 
The minutes of Cabinet meetings were concise, Controversial matters 
were reporied succinet1y ~thout any of the drama Inherent in them. 
Indee~, opinions expressed during Cabinet meetings were usua11y not 
attrtbuted ta particular members. Recorded votes were unheard of. 

(") Instead, problems were invarlably settled on the basls of consensus • 

. ~~~----------------------------------................................................ ----~ 
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Minister's proposaI for a one-mar' inquiry, and rejected outrlght 

Passfield's objections to this recommendation as weIl as his restric-

tive terms of reference for H. 
! 

Instead, the Cabinet delegated an, 
.'\ . 

. investigator: 45 

••• to visi\ Palestine, confer with the High Commi
sioner, and report on the eeonomic questions involved, 
e.g., Land Settlement, Immigration and Development, and, 
ta sueh extent as might be deemed desirable, on the 
political questions in the background. 

The selection bf this individual was left to Passfield 
, . 

and MacDonald.. The Prime Minister originally had favoured the 

appointment of General Jan Smuts, and had invited him to head this 
1 

inquiry. However, intense pres~ure from the Colonial Office convinced 

him that this choice would prove_a liability because of the'General's 
! 

\ 
known Zionist sympathies. As a result, MacDonald withdrew his cffer 

ta Smuts. After much deliberation, Sir John Hope Simpson, a retired 

India Office civil servant ae~uainted with Sir John Shuckburgh, was 

offered the position. He quickly accepted this invitation and was 

officially appointed on May l, 1930. 46 . 
Prior to the Cabinet meeting, Ramsay MacDonald had consulted 

~ith Zionist leaders to inform them of the contents of the 

Shaw Report and his proposed statement ta the House of Commons. 
~. > 

Privately, the Colonial Offlce opposed the March 28th meeting on the 

45Ibid . 

46 . . --" 
Sir John Hope Simpson (1868-1961) w~S0then Vice-President 

of the Greek Refugee Sett1ement Commission. His predecessor on the 
Commission had been Sir John Campbell, the Eponomic and,Financial 
fid~iser to the Colonial Office. Hope Simpson had served as a Liberal 

~M.P. from 1922 ta 1924. After his assignment in Palestine, he became 
a member of the commission that administered Newfoundland following 
its bankruntcy. 

. . 
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grounds that "the Jews" would leak the report and statement premature1y. 

Nevertheless, the Prime.Minister's initiative proved benefiFial. 

Zionist reaction ta the Shaw Report was restrained. A1though senior 

Colonial Office officiaIs did not expect tDe Zionists "t,o acqui'esce 4 
t 

with a good grace,,,47 Chaim Weizmann kept down the force of Jewish 

protest; His critfcism of the Shaw Report, published in The Times on 

April 3, 1930,' was moderate in tone, 

The most significant reaction ta the Shaw Report, however, was 

another letter ta The Times, dated April 2, 1930. lts signatories 

include~ Malcolm MacDonald, Lord Robert Cecil, Archibald Sinclair,48 

and John Bùchan,49 ASide from being the Prime Minister's son~ 
. • 50 Malcolm MacDonald was a backbench Labour M.P, Lord Robert Cecil had 

1 

played a significant raIe in the formulation of the'Balfour Declaration 

4 " , 7Minutes/by Shuckburgh, March 21, 1930 and Wilson, March 23, 
1930, C0733/183/770 ::Jj/B ,b' .' 

488ir Arc~bild Sinclai~ (1890-1970), later Viscount Thurso, 
was Chief Liberal Whip" Before '-entering Parliament in 1922, he had 
been Private Secretary ta Winston Churchill, as Colonial Secretary, 
in 1921-1922. Following the col1apse of the Second Labbur Government, 
he held office as Secretary of State for Scotland in 1931-1932. 

4 -, 
9John Buchan (1875-1940) was a Conservative N,P, As Baron 

Tweedsmuir, he occupied the post of Governor-General of Canada from 
1935 unti1 his death. .. 

50 ,. 
. First elected to Par1iament in 1929, Malcolm MacDonald 

(b,1901) became Parliamentary Under-Secretary'of Statè for the Dominions 
in 1931, with the formation of his father's First National Government. 
His subse~uent of~ices inc1uded appolntments as Secretary of State for 
the Dominions (1935-19)8), Secretary of State for the Colonies (1935; 

" 1938-1939) { Governor-General of Ma1aya, Sin~pore, and North Borneo " 
(1946-1948)"and Governor of'Kenya'(1963), 
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as Par1iamentary Under-Secretary ;lt the Foreign Offic~ in 1917. 51 

All,had e~pressed misgivings and ùnease over the findings of the Shaw 

Commission: While Cecil, Sinclair, and Buchan had little influence, 

Malcolm-MacDonald poss~5sed great power as the Prime Minister's son 

~d mentor, at 1east on Palestine affairs. This letter can be said 
/ , 

to mark the deQut of Malcolm MacDonald in shapin~ British policy in 

Palestine during 1930-1931. Throughout this period, opposing forces 

attempted ta gain the favour of Ramsay MacDonald in the formulatièn 

~nd implement~tion of policy in Pal,estine. While the anU-Zionists 

of th~ Colonial Office were marshaled behind Passfielâ., the :&ionists/! 

\ now had a ~cha.mpion in the persan of Malcolm Mac·Donald. 52 

. 5l Lord Rob~rt Cecil (1864-1958) had subsequently been appointed 
Assistant Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs (1918), Minister of 
Blockade (1916-1918), Lord,Privy Seal (1923-1924), and Chancellor 
of the Dutchy of Lancaster (1924-1927). 

52The active involvemènt of Malcolm MacDonald in an issue 
of concern ta the Colonial Office was not unprecedented. In 1929, 
MacDonald had'enabled Dr. Joseph~Oldham (1874-1969), Sec~etary of the 
International Missionary Council, and Lord Frederick Lugard (1858-1945), 
a member of the Permanent Mandates Commission and former British 
Colonial Governor, to lobby the Prime Minister on the issue of native 
rights in East Africa. Oldham and Lugard, and Malcolm MacDonald for 
that matter', were interested in the welfare of the Africans. See 
Robert G. Gregory, IISyciney Webb and East Africa, Lab0UZ:'s Experiment 
with the Doctrine o~ Native Paramountcy," University ofl. California . 
Publications in History, Vol. 72 (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1"2), 
pp. 98 ff. See also Margery'Perham, Lugard (London, 1960), vo1. 2, 
pp. 687 ff. 
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To complicate matters, ail Arab delegation from Palestine,l-ed 

personally by the Mufti, a~ived in London on March 30, 1930. 53 

Basically, the Arabs had come to lobby Jor the abrogation of the 

Balfour Declaration, the establishment of parliamenta~ government, 

and the end of Jewish immigration. Colonial Office policy to~rds 

this grQYDlfpcused on the conciliation of aIl Arab demands, except 
-'" -- - ... ~ .. ~ .... ____ •• __ -4":::"=-~~---:';::~~ • ............-.. 

one: the Middle East Department would not allow the repudiation of 

the Balfour Déclaration. 

On May l, 2, and 6, three formaI meetings took place between 

British officiaIs and thè full Arab deiegation. 54 Thes~ sessions 

were characterized by formlessness. There w~re no agendas fOf the 

three encounters. Discussion, as a result, was diffuse. In addition 

ta the repudiation of the Balfour Declaration, Arab leaders ca lIed for 

the immediate haIt of Jewish immigration-, the imposition of strict 

controls on land transfers, the speedYl~stab1ishment of a legislative 

-council on the 1922 model, and the removal of Norman Bentwich, a Je~, 

from his post as Attorney:"'General of Pallestine. 55 The mood of the 

53Upon their arrivaI in London,_ members of the Arab delegation 
were greeted by thé National League, the pressure group dominated by 
English sympathizers of the Arab cause. During the stay of the 
delegation, the National League 'organized a number of functions ta 
publicize the Arab position. See The Times, ~rch 31, April 4, and 
April 11, 1930 • 

• 
54A verbatim account of these meetings is available only in 

the ,Premier papers. Prémier 1/102 . 

. 5~orman Bentwich (1883-1971) was forcibly retired from this 
position in 1931 at Passfield's in$istan8e. See C.P. 67 (JI), dated 
MarcH 12, 1931, CAB 24/220. In securing the dismissal of Bentwich, 
Passfield encountered resistance from bis Cabinet colleagues. Cabinet 
meetings of March 18, March 31, A~ril 15, and April 22, 1931. Cabinet 
Conclusions 18 (31), 21 (31), 22 Dl) and 24 (31), CAB 23/66.-
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Arab delegation was truculent. -Encouraged by the Mufti, who dominated 

the proceedings, the Arabs-'showed no readiness to tolerate the Jewish 

community under any conditions. 

British response to this e~treme position was restrained. 
1 

Only t~e Prime Minister, who was present at the first two meetings, 

reacted in an outspoken manner to the Arabs' provocative demands and 

inflammatory manner of presehting them. Apar:t from i ts firm refusaI 

to c0nsider the abrogation of the Balfour Declaration, the British 

delegation maintained a non-committal posture on the four other 

principal Arab points. Passfield,informed thë Arabs that these demands 
• 

. would be considered by the Colonial Office, . and sta ted tha. t . thei; 

objections to Jewisb immigration would beltaken into account in 
fi ' • u 

establishing future J~wish quotas. 

. The talks failed to resolve the Palestine prablem mainly 

because the Arabs refused to moderate their hardline position tha.t 

ca1led for the outright termination of the Jewish National Home. 

These discussions were viewed as futile by t~e Colonial Office. Pass

field was irrita ted by the wholè affair, and ~ c c;>mmented : "r da not 

think it is of any use seeing the ~bs again;, nor' is there now any • ..idea 

of getting them to meet Dr. Weizmann or other Jews. Th~y are ~ot in that 

state of mind." The failure of these meetings became public knowledge 
. . 

when the Colonial Office was forced ta refute the provocative statement 

issued ta the press by the Arab delegation. Hawever, de spi te these 

rebuffs, the Çolonial Office cantinued its efforts ta placate the 

Arabs • .56 

59Minutes by Passfield, May 8, 1930 and Shuckburgh, May 9, 
1930, C0733/191/77253. Bath communiqués were pub11shed in The Times 
on May 14, 1930. ' 
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A Second White Paper And a 
Colonial Office ~lun~er 

/ 

" , 

The Colonial Office incorporated~ibe memorandum of future 

policy~ present~d to Cabinet on April 2, 1930, into the form of a 

draft statement of the British position in Palestine for the Perman-
\ - ~ 

ent Mandates Commission; This proposed paper was inten.ded to reveal. 

past, present, apd future Bri~ish policy to the Mandates 
'1 

Commission. 57 It was a tonpd-down and somewhat ambiguous elab-

oration of the policy outline rejected by Cabinet on April 2, 1930. 

Criticism of Arab intransigence as an impediment to the rapproche

ment between the two communities was omitted. Mention of the 

unreasonable position,of the ~rab delegation tbat had been deplored 
. . 

publicly by the Colonial Office was avoided entirely. Whil~ the 
• 

Prime Minister's speech on the Shaw Report of April 3, 1~30 was ~ 

reproduce4 in the draft st~tement, el~ments potentially restrictive, 
" . 

l ' ~ 

to the Jewish National Home were also included. The Colonial Office 

policy of conciliation was to be continued. • 

57C•p • 151 (30)1 dat~d May 5t 1930, CAB 24/219. 
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The ratification of key ohservaj;ions made by the Shaw Commission 

was advocated in the draft statement. On tpe paramount issues of land 

and immigration, the acceptance by the Government of the'Commission's 

criticism of the economic absorptive capacity basis for Jewish \ 

immigration was urged. Howevèr, with ~ference to the pending Hope 

Simpson inqu~ry~ the acc~ptance of Snell's minority proposaI for a 

comprehensive investigation of land, immigration, and development was 

~ .suggested. Support for the Inquiry's criticism of the position of the 

Histadruth in the seIec~ion of Jewish immigrants was recommended ~th 

the comment: "His Majesty' s Government are making inquJ-ries with ~gard -, 

to tJe [Shaw Commissio~ statement ••• that. th: setpction ~f immigrants 

under the Labour Schedule ought not to be entrusfed to the General 

Federation of Jewish r.abour." The Labour Schedule referred to was a 

class of immigration established ~egularly by the Government of 

Palestine on the.- basis of the economic a bS0l'J<ti ve capacity guideline.,. 

Because the bulk of Jewïsh immigrants ota date had been a.dn!itted ta . 

Palestine under tbis category, the Labour Schedulê was crucial ta the 

Jewish National Home project. 58 

~etween 192J,bthe first full year of the opera~ion of the 
economic aqsorptive· capacity policy, and 1929, 40,55~ of the 77,299 
Jews and their dBpendents who immigrated ta Palestine were admitted 
under the Labour Schedu1e. This constituted 52.S% of the lêvel of 

o JeWish immigration for that periode Other categories existed for the , 
admission of the independently wealthy, members of liberal profeSSion~ 

, and persans with capital. See Great Britain, Colonial Office, Report 
, br His Majesty' s Goverrunent in the United Kingc!om of Great Britain and 

Northern lreland to the Council of the League of Nations on the 
Administration of Palestine and Trans-Jordan for the Year l 2 ta 
192 nèlusive, Colonial ~s. 5, 12, 20, 2 , JI. 40, and 47 
1924-19JO • 
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Dealing with the Shaw Commission's request' for a revie~ of 

the eonstitutional question, the draft white,paper all~ded ta the 

'possible ést~blishment ,Of a modified legislative council without 
, 

substantive powers sueh as jurisdi~tion'inhnd and immigration matters, 
• 100 ' 

The draftktatement in9luded the proposed aeceptance bf the British 
. " 

Government of the Commission' s' suggestion ta publish "~ elear statement 
n \ 

of poliey" to safeguard the 'l'ights of non-Jews and to prd,vide more 

definite guidance to the Palestine G,o:vernment ';jon such vit'~l issues as 

land and_ immigration." This future pronouncement was charaaterized in . ' . - , 

the draft paper as "a further and more e~lici t statement /!Jf ~qlicy.,.," 

In addition to land, c...immigration, and devel~pment pOliCY,/ ~hich was to . 
be determined on the basis of Hope Simpson's inquiry, a~ weIl as 

• 
reinforcement of the ~ights of non-Jews, this statement: was to contain 

~ 

an affirmation of the Shaw Co~;:sion' s "recoriun'!3nda tion~ reJ.a ~ing t~ 

~re funetions of the Zlonist Organizat1on and 

Executive," 

, 
the Palestine . : , , 

. , , 

Zionist 

Discussing the findings of the Shaw Commissionion the causes 

of the 1929 Arab riots, the draft wh], te paper urged the: acceptanoe of 
, 

its assessments on the nat~re of the outbreak and the Z~onist complaints . ,., 

against the Mufti, Thts proposed policy statement downPtayed 

Harry Snell's reservations a~~inst the vi~dic~ti~n of ~h~ MUft~ from 

responsibility for the disturbances, as advocated by the ~jori~y of 

'" the "Commission, In addition, it castigated Snell's _criti~al comments "'-
\ 

• on the acquittaI 'of Moslem religious, official~ "of à.l~' but the 
. ~ 

slightest Qlame" for,creatLngir.ri~tions aga~ns~ ~be Jews at the 
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Western Wall. The paper contain~ct a specifie reiteration of the Slllaw 

Commission's'view that the respon&ibility for the controversy around 
1 

the Wall was attributable equally te Jews and Moslems. 

This draf't was submi tted ta the Prime Mitlister for his 

approval on May 7, 1930. MacDonald was critical of the section that 
./' 

aftacked Snell'.s reservations about the -Shaw Report, and commented that 
, 

its inclusion required Cabinet approval. At its meeting of May l~, 1930, 

the Cabinet approved the draft statement without change, and,confirmed 
~ 

its siat~s as a Parliamentary paper. In addition, the Cabinet gave 

'thè Prime Minister forty-eight hours discrétion ta make unlimited 

revisions and additions, However, Ramsay MacDonald did not . 

use this authority.59 

Potenti'ally adverse reaction on the parrm the Zionists to 
. , . 

this White Paper was diverted by a Colonial- Office blunder that 

became a source of embarrassment to the Prime Minister. This 
~ 

" ~ 
faux-pas relat~d to the suspension of the Jewish Labour Sched':lle. 

The Colonial Office was still anxious to placate the Arab leaders of p' 
o ' 

Palestine in spi te of their rec~nt pet.formance in London. Immediately 

following the final session, Passfield, at the sug~estion of his • , 

officiaIs, requested the High Commissioner to suspend granting future 

immigration quotas of this category to Jews. • Although this decision 
, à 

,was moti~ated by a desire to conciliate the Arabs~ it was ju~tifi~d . 
on the basis of the Shaw Report. It should be noted that no 

\ 59Cabinet C~nclusions 27' (30), May -14', 1930, ,CAB 23/63. trhe 
Ybite Paper ~~ released on May 27, 1930. Palestine, Statement.with 
regard to Bri tlsh Policy~ Cmd. 3582 (London, 1930'1. il 
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consul tations took place between t}1e High Commissioner and the Colonial 

Secretary 'before the implementation of tbis coursé of action 

In reply to Passfield 1 s Nire, Chancellor cabled tha t he had t , , 

just approved the new Labour Schedule, valid until September, 1930, 
l' 

and added that~ this suspension was not economically, justi'fied. As 

l~ can be expe'cted, Chancellor' s unexpected decision created consternation 

at thee Colonial Office. OfficiaIs were parlic.li.arly upset because 

Chancellor had broken with precedent by not consulting with Passfreld 

on this schedule. They believed that the High Commissioner had 

exceeded his authori ty on this occasion. Chancellor undoubtediy felt 

that he merely had exercised the vast discretionary power delegat~d ta 
, . 60 

him by the Bri.tish Government. 

While thé approval of the Colonial Secretary to immigration 
" 

proposaIs ,.may have be~n .nominal in the past, Harold ~tt did not. 

regard thi.s si tua tion as routine, and minuted: " ••• the High 

Commissioner by taking this action now, has put us in a very difficult 

, pos,i ~ion tactically, and i t ls also opep to doubt whether his decision 

can be justified .•.• " Beckett wondere<!' whether C~ncellor should be 

told ta suspend the new schedule pending further explanation for his 

action. ~i~liams, on the other band, recommended a cancellation of 

fIat least some of the schedule .•• on the grounds that the question of 
, " 

economlc capaci ty is rea.1ly one of the' matters on which we await thè 
d' 

views of Sir J ohn Ho~e Simpson as an independent expert." Shuckburgh 

~urred with both ~ssessment:;;. He ~proved Beckett,' s suggestion te 

~ , " 

60 - 'i • ': '-, " , 

Passfield to,Chancellor"cable, May 6; 1930; Chancellor to 
Fassfie,ld, cable, Ma.y 7, /1930. 0 COT)3/188/77113/I., 
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instr.uct q~cello:r by. wi~ " ••. tci hold up aIl certificates' that have 

" 

not ac'tually been issued •• ," pending a ful'l report by mail. While 

Sir Samuel Wilson could not understand why Chancellor had not obtained . ~ 

Passfield' s 'consent, he seconded Shuckburgh' s proposed action. Passfield .. 
1 agreed t? this advice,' c~racteristicàl1y, . ri thout 9'omme~t. 61 .' 

~ 

Passfield '.s instruct~ons cOW,lterm11nding the distribution of' 

certificates were cabled to Chancellor on May 13, 1930. 
, 

However, 

Chancellor had informed the Jewish Agency's Pa1estine Executive of 
. , 

/' 

the approval of 2,350 certificat~s under the Labour Schedule on May 1-2, 

193? Upon receipt of'Passfield's telegram, Chancellor pro~ptly 

suspended the entire immigration quota granted the previous day, This 

\ ' mea~ure effectively balted Jewish immigration' to P~lestipe. 62 A ;ather 
\ 

(Jo 
1 

upset David Ben Gurion, then a Labour Zionist leader in· Palestine, . ' 

wired Shelomo' Kap+ansky, Po.ale 2i0l1' s delegate in London;' to potify 

the British Labour Party of this witbdrawal. In times of .crisis,· the" 

-~àbour-Zionist af'filiate of the British Labour Party, Poale Zion, 

frequently lobbiedfue Second LabOUr Gov~rnment through the Labour 

Party organization at Transport House to redress grievances concerning 
r ... ~ 

. the administration 0f the ,Palestine Ma.nda te on the basis of ideo1o-

gical solidari ty • J, H, Middletôn, Assistant· Secretary of the Labour 

. , 

• ' 0 _ 6 
Party, sent Passf'ield a, copy of Ben Gurlon1 s telegram on May 16, 1930. J 

6i . . , 
Minutes bY. Harolg. Beckett, May 9, 1930; Williams, May 9, 1930; 

Shuckourgh, May 9, 1930; W-Uson,( May 10, 1930; Passfield, May 12, 1930,' 

~bl.d·r .-
62 . , 

PassfieLd·to Chancellor, cable, May 13, 1930; Chancellor to 
, Shuckburgh, latter, May 14, 19)0. Ibid. 

". 6~en Çiurion to Kap1ansky, c~ble, May 151 1930; Midçlleton to 
Passfield, letter, May 16, 1930. Ibid. Ben Gurion (1886-1973) served 
as the first Prime Minister of the State of Israel. 

• 
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The Jewish Agency in London was appalled by this shift in 

Pd1iCY, especially as it had just been misïrtforme~ on this issue. 
,1 , 

The Prime Minister ~ met with a Zionist delegation on.May 12, 1930; 

the very day that Passfie1d approved the cance11ation of permits and 
1 

that Chancellor granted a new immigration quota. Shuckburgh's pelevant 
, / 

minute on this meeting indicates that the Zionists had questioned 

·the possibHity of the suspe~sion of Jewish immigI'?-tion to./blestine. ., f 
The" official, and unattributed, reply W?-S to the effect that the High 

Commissionerowas st~ll being consulted on this issue. 64 

Immediately following the suspension of Jewish immigration, 

Ramsay MacDonald was unaware of any ~ension between the Colonial Office 
/ , 

and Sir John Qhancellor or betweên the CoJ,'onial Office lind the Zionists. 
(, .. 

However, on May 17, 1930, R~ay Macponald was confronted with a le~ter 

- of prote-it from Dr. :Chaim Weizmann, a copy of his forma.l letter to 
'. 

Sir Samuel Wilson, and a note from Midd+~ton at Transport House 
, 

enclosing the text of Ben Gurion' s telegram. Chaim:Z:- izmann ftermed 

the withd.rawa1 of the certificates as ntantam~nt t a suspension of 

the Mandate," and stated his belief that the gravi y of the situation 

merited a personal interview. Dr. lie izmann 's let ter to Wilson also 
il 

condemned the suspel)sion of tl)e l:lermits as ~ ,blow "to the letter and 

spiri t of the Mandate and will be considered 'Sa by the ~ewish People. n 

64Minute, May 13, 1930, ibid.~ It should be noted that relations 
between the Jewish Agency and Colonial Office were then extremely 
strained. Passfield's failur~ to.arrange an interview between Dr. 
Weizmann and Hope Simpson, as promised, ha.d created this tension. 
See N,A. Rose, The Gentile Zionistsi A Stu in An lo-Zionist 
Diplomacy, 1929-1939 LQndon, 1973 , pp. 8-9. 
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he had been reqüested to transmit Ben Gurion's prot~st on behalf of 

Labour Zionism. 6.5 " 

Mystified by this set of correspondence, Ramsay MacDonald's 

• 66 ext8;11t wri tten comment is: "Find out what has been done." The Prime 

Minister had been awaiting the outcome of the special consultations 

that were promised'the Arab delegation on May 2, 1930'pending ~ 

possible suspensio~ of immigration. Meanwhile, Dr. Weizmann sent 

Malcolm MacDonald a letter requesting bis interyention to obtain an 

interview with his f~t4er. Weizmann also wanted to meet Malcolm 
... ~ "' , 

.-/MacDonald. Dr. ~eizm~n1]. wrote that he intended to resign in protest. 

However., as he was " ••. certain/that the P.M. is not aware of the 

action of the C. O. ," he wanted an opportun~ ty to inform Ramsay MacDonald 

of the situation,before actually resigning. The implication of 

Weizmann's latter was that only Ramsay MacDon~ld's personal interven

tion could rémedy this situation which wa~ 1\ ••• contrary to the spirit 

f 1 t 
' f ,,67 o our as con erence •••• 

• An explanatary memorandum was sent ta the Prime Minister on 

May 19th. BIarne for this embarrassing situation was attributed solely 

ta Chancellor on the grounds that he had exceeded his authority. The , 
rationa1e for Passfield' s decislon was gi-ven as doubt expressed by the 

'. , , 
Shaw Commission as to the absorptive capacity of Palestine. This 

6.5Wei~mann to Ramsay MacDonald, letter, May 16, 1930; Weizmann 
ta Wilson, letter, May 16, 1930. Premier 1/102. 

66Ibid • ~ 

~ 

67Weizmann'to Malcolm MacDonald, letter, May 17, 1930, ~. ~ 

, M' .. -------------------------------------
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repudiated this very aspect of the Shaw R~port scarcely three weeks 

before. The Prime Minister sought Colonial Office advice oh whether 

he should grant Dr. Weizm~nn an interviewas suggested by his son. 

Colonial Office resentment was rife. .. At first, Passfie1d reluctantly , 

agreed to the prorosed meeting. However, the Colonial Secretary 

suddenly reversed himself. "Neville Butler, o~e of the/Prime Minister's 

private secretari s, reportea that he surnrnarized bath differing views 
, 68 

and tha t "the Prime Minister took' Malcolm' s . " Passfield' s 

opposition waS so adarnant that he refused ta allow the Colonial Office, 

the official British liaison body with the Jewish Agency, ta issue an 
\~ \ 

invitation ta,Dr. Yeizmann to meet with Ramsay MacDonald. 

Such an encounter never occurred. Told of the Prime Minister's 

predicarnent by Malcolm MàcDonald on May 20, 1920, Dr. Weizmann d~ided 
\ 

not to press the issue of a meeting further. In a letter to 

Malcolm MacDonald, however, the Zionist leader privately expressed his' , 
reservations cenoerning the capaoity of the Colonial Office to 

. 6 
administer the Palestine Handate in an ev~~-handed manner: 9 

••• If there were rea1 co-operation between the 
Government and ourselve~, difficulties sueh as the present 
wou1d not arise, or, if they did arise, could be put right 
before they gat oût of hand. In the past l have often 
enough defended acts of the British Governrnent before my 
own people, and haVé had to f~ce many a storm over things 
for which l could hardly have been expected te assume 
responsibility. l did so for the sake of the policy of 
co-operation. But the spirit of eo-:operation ••• does not 
exist in the Colonial Office at present. They net only 
place us constant1y befere faits accomplis, but they do sa, 

. if you w11l allew me ta say so, to your own father ••• 

6~inute, May 23, 1930, tibid. 
.1 

69Wei;~nn te Malcolm MacDonald, letter, May 23, 1930, eited in 
~onaxd. Stein, 'Weizmann and Eng1and (London, 1964), pp. 18 and 19. 
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Nevertheless, the Prime Hinister was concerned. by the con- \ 

tro'fersy aroused by the suspension of the Labour Schedule. Searching for 

a means by which to extricate himself from Zionist and Parliamentary 
1 

pre ssure-agains t, this action, he was impressed by Dr. lfeizmann' s 

1 suggestion that Hope Simpson ~hould conduct an Immediate study of 

immigration prior to his inquiry. Malcolm MacDonald was delegated by 

his father to present this proposaI to Dr. Shiels. NoUng that "The 
, . 

J 

Prime Minister was very favourably struck by this suggestion," 

Maldolm MacDonald requested Shiels to "consider i t carefully." Despi te 

the emphatic nature of this request, senior officiaIs rejected 

Weizmann' s plan outright. Sir Samuel .wilson not 'only opposed it on 

the grounds tpa t such action would delay Hope Simpson' s inquiry, but 

..-
also condemned this proposaI on the premise that Us implementation 

/ 

would constitute a victory for Jewish pressure tactics. Wilson's 

instructions for the transmission of this suggestion to Hope Simpson 

indicate that the Colonial Office did not intend to present it in 

favourable terms. Hope Simpson opposed this idea. The Prime Minister 

accepted his res,ervations, and did not press the issue. 70 

During tthis dispute between the Prime Minister and the Colonial 

Office, General J~n Smuts intervened. In a cable to Passfield, he took 

issue with the immigration suspension, and requested a "Maternent of 

fads and reassurance regarding future poUcy." 71 This wire was not 

referred to Ramsay MacDonald. Instead, li HaS dealt with exclusively 

. 
70Malcolm MacDonal~ to Shiels, letter, May 22, ~930; minute by 

WiLson, May 2.3, 1930. C0733!188!7711J/I. 

-. - 7lSmuts to Passfield, cable, May 25, 1930, ibid. The 'cable 
had been addressed to P~ssfiel?- in his capaci ty of Secretary of State 
for the Dominions. 
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in the Colonial and Dominion Offices. The relue tance on the part of 

officiaIs apd politicians to_ circulate this message to the Prime 
1 

Minister can be attributed to their fear of· Smuts' influence upon 

him. It appears that they were concerned that MacDonald would be 

encouraged to take a firmer stand on the immigration suspension issue 

'and possibly demand its removal. 
1 

There is no doubt that he had the 
1 

greatest respect for Smuts. Impressed by Smuts' recent letter to The 

Times, Ramsay MacDonald had rejected the Colonial Office attempt to . 
. establish a~' anti-Zionist policy with the publication of the Shaw 

Report. Instead, the Pri~e Minlster had found his proposaI for an 

additional inquiry so âppealing that MacDonald urged his nomination 

as investigator. The Coloniai Office had just barely succeeded in 

preventing this a,Ppointment. 

In responding to Smuts 1 telegram, 'the Middle East Department 

resorted to a low-key approach. Department~l officiaIs replied
' 
to 

i t as if i t were a general inquiry concerning British policy ! 

from a prominent leader of· one of the Dominions. An explanatory 

message was routinely dispatched.' to the six. Dominions to justify the 

,~P·~pension. Noting that Hope Simpson had been appointed to investigate 

land settlement, immigration, and development, the circular stated 

that pending the outcome of ms findings "funher arrivaIs of immigrants 

in c!'lrtain categories should be restricted.." . Thti telegram assured the 

Dominions that "No. certificatès~have been cancelled •... " These comménts , 

were misleadirg as the most impoctant classification of Jewish immigra

tion had, in fact, been suspended indefinitely. 72 

72Circular telegram No. 31~ May 28, 1930, .!!&9:. 
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CHAPTÈR',z 

COLONIAL-OFFICE AGTIVITY: 

SUMMER,,l 1930 

,A Controv,rsy in Geneva 

! 
" The position of Palestine as a Mandate was a source of 

exasperation to the Colonial Office. British accountability 

for the administration of Palestine was viewed generally as a 

nuisance especially whenever the Permanent Mandates Commission of 1 

the League of Natio~~ took an interest in closely examining a 

territory under its jurisdiction. Afte,r the 1929 Arab 

riots, the Leagul Counei1 had'cal1ed for a special session of the 

'f" rP~rmanent Mandates Commission to examine this unrest. Originally 
r~"', - • 1 

. 'scheduled for March, 1930, the meeting had been postponed by the 

Commission in February until June, 1930, to enab1e an evaluation 

of the Shaw Report to be made. At the request of the Commission, 

the May, 1930 Policy Statement had been prepared as a background 

paper to revea1 British intentions regarding Palestine at this 
II 

meeting. 

/ 

Meanwhile, the Jewish Agency unexpectedly submitted a detailed 
, ~ . . \ 

refutation of the Shaw Report on May 26th for dispatch to the ,Permanent 

l' Mandates Commission, according to protocol. Colonial Office officiaIs 

.!, 

l Jewish Agency, ;.;M.;;;em::::.o;:;;ra=n;;.;d;;.:um;;;';:"~;.....,I;=....;;.;;;~=..;;...;;o;.::;f~t.;.;;he~C~o;;,;mm=i;;;;s;.;;s;.;;;i..;;.o.;;.;;n 
on the Palestine Disturbances of Au Stein 
London, May, 1930 • 
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were c~grined by this document. T.I.K. Lloyd, a senior civil servant 
-

and S~cretary'to the Shaw Commission, considered it lia restatement 

of the Jewish",case presented ta the Shaw Commission," He added: 
\ 

" .•. in my opinion, &,he paper) puts that case m'ore clearly and more 

logically than it was put during the proceedings in Jerusa1em.,,2 The 

only substantive recomm~~dation on this report was tha} Harry~ Luke, 

Chief S~cretary and Acting High Commissioner of Palestine at the ti~e 

of the 1929 riots, appear befere the Commission to refute the JewisA \ 
\ 

Agency brief. 3 
, 

Great Britain was represented at the Seventeenth Extraordinary' 

Session of the Permanent Mandates Commissio~by Dr. Drummond Shiels, 

Harry Luke, T ~ I. K. Lloyd and Gerald 'C1auson. The British -delegatio1). 

weathered an intense'attack from t~e Commission. Throughout the two

week session, the Commission closely examined the disturbances of 

1929 as weIl as aspects of Bri~ish poliey in Palestine. Shiel~, Luke;' 

2Memorandum by Lloyd, May 29, 1930'. C0733/193/77271. Lloyd 
(1896-1968) served as Permanent Under-Secretary of State for the 
Colonies from 1947 to 1956, and presided over the ter,mination of the 
Palestine Mandate in 1948. 1 

3Minute by Williams, May )0, 1930, ~~ Harry LUke,(1884-
1969) was strongly opposed to the Jewish Nationâl Home. See Sir 
Harry Luke, Cities and Men: an AutobiograpbY (London, 1956), vol. 2, 
pp. 202 ff. and vol. 3, PP,. 1-27. Chaim Weizmann considered the 
appointment of Luke as a ~ritish'delegate to have eonstituted a 
"' studied insult '.~- bec~se of bis known antipathy towards Zionism. 
See Rose, op. cit., pp. "51-11. Luke was transferred to Malta, 
effective July, 1930, -to become Lieutenant-Governor, 
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and Lloyd were thoroughly cross-examined by all members of this body. 4 
, 

Dea,ling wit? ~he 1929 riots, the Uommissr<?h-~ook An unfavourable vi~w of 

the Shaw Report, and suggested that British negligence had contributed 

to the unrest. The iy0rtance of the land and immigration questions 

was recognized by the Commission. The May, 19JO' immigration suspension 
~ 

was closely scrutiniz~d. In addition, questions on land transfers 

indicate ~hat most Commissioners were aware of the correlation between' 

Jewish immigration and the availability of land. In response to astl:l~e 

Commission eomments that the British Government intended to haIt the 

\, 5 
progress of the Jewish National Home, Shiels disingenuously stated: 

l ~ant to say Cluite clearly and definitely that there is 
QQ new policy; there is no secret to be disclosed, and that 
the British Government stand=; to-day where i t did when i t 
accepted the Mandate, and its policy is the same. 

Only one official assessment writte~ at the time is 
. 

available. Extant in the Premier papers, this ~emorandum was prepared 
, 

by T.I.K. Lloyd, It ventilated Lloyd's fury over proceedings in Geneva~ 
1 

4The Permanent Mandates Commission was a standing committee of 
the League of Nations composed ,of eleven members from a variety of > 

nations. rts members included the Marquis Theodoli (Italy) as Chairman, 
D.F .'W. Van Rees (Netherlands) as Vice-Chairman, Miss V.; Dannevig ~_ 

1 
Norway ) { Lord F. Lugard (Britain), Martel Merlin (France), Camille Orts 
Belgium) Leopoldo Palacios (S~in), the Count de Penha Garcia 
PortugalL William E •• Rappard (Swi tzerland), Dr. If. Huppel (Germany), 

-and N.M. Sakenobe (Japan). Of the eleven members, Van Rees, Lu~rd, 
and Merlin had served as colonial administrators with their respective 
governments. Because the Commission lacked the authority to visit 
the mandates under its jurisdiction, it conducted its reviews 
exclusively in Geneva. 

5Eleventh Meeting, June 9, 1930, League of Nations, Permanent 
Mandates Commission, Minutes -of the Seventeenth (Extrao:rdinar,y) Session 
held at Geneva from June 3rd to 21st, 1230, includipg the Report of 
the Commission to the Coune11 and Comments b the Mandato Power, 
Of cial No. _C.355.M.147 .1930. VI Geneva, 19JO cHed below as 
P.M.C. Minutes, p. 85. 
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In the catalogue of events that angered him most, the fir,st was, 

'interestingly enough, the role of Dr. Chaim Weizmann in Geneva. At a 

meeting with Dr. Shiels, Weizmann evidently requested a statement to 
/ 

the Commission by the British dele~ation that would reassure Zionist, 

interests. This proposaI was rejected. Lloyd, in addition, attacked 

an observation critical of the $haw Report made by Van Rees, noting 

that i t was "'clearly based on the ~ionist Organisation' s memo to the 

League of Nations." It ls evident thél-t Lloyd viewed the events in 

Geneva not only as strong cri ticism of the Shaw Report but also. as a . 

force fuI attack against the Palestine Administration. However, Lloyd . -
held out hope for the British position' by writing, that a unanimous 

report would be unlike1y, given the existence of anti-Zionist 
\ 

members of the Commission. An anonymous marJinal comment on the 

Prime Minister' s copy of this report refuted this asseition by 

stating: "But they have.,,6 

This faulty assessment was symptomatic of the'myopia of 

British officiaIs in dealing wi th the Seventeenth Session of the 

Permanent ~andates Commission. Not only did they fail to foresee the 

severe mauling received by the British de1egation at the bands of the 

Commissioners; but also they misread the outcome of their deliberations 

on the British case. Meanwhi1e, at Number 10 Downing Street, 

+J' 

6This report, dated June 12, 1930, was sent to the Prime 
Minister on July 8, 1930. Premier 1/102. Lloyd presented the Commission 
with a rebuttal that was prepa~d in Geneva at the time of the session. 
See "Comments on the Statement Made ~by M. 'van Rees at the Fifth Meeting 
of the Seventeenth Session of the Permanent Mandates Commi~s~n in 
Regard to the General Conclusions of' the Shaw Commission," Memorandum 
by ~. Lloyd (Accredited Representative), C,P.M. 1037, Annex 3, P.M.C. 
Minutes, pp. l26-128. ' 

/ 
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Malcolm MacDonald informed his faLher that Lloytl's assessment was 

biased primaxily becaus'e of Ms association wi th the Shaw Commission. 
• / 0 

M?reover, he questioned the extent ta YThich Shiels had committed the British 

Government by painting to a~ extract of Lloyd's brief that stated: 

"Dr. Shie~s went through the .findings paragraph by paragraph and 

indioated in regard to each whether and if sa to what extent H.M.G. 

accepted i t. " 7 

Galley-proofs of the Commission's report were received by 

the Coloniai Qffice in mid-July. The report was highly critical of 

the operat~on of the Mandate. Rejecting the major findings of the 

Shaw Commission, the Permanent Mandatés Commission accused the British 

Government of negligence in pe~itting the disturbances to occur. 

Characterizing the role of the Government ,.of Palestine itJ.be oestablish
-,y 

ment of the Jewish National Home as inactive, the Commission urged 

it ta participate in this project. The Commission strongly opposed 
, 

the contemplated introduction of a legislative couneil, asserting that 

the acceptance of the Mandate by the Arab leadership of Palestine was 

a prerequisite for such action. The Commission bluntly stated that, 
, _ l,;. ~ 

. 
sl.néel-such an eventuality was so, unlikely in the short term, the 

.~.. Bri t~sh Government should maintain direct rule over ?alestine. In 

addition, the Commission warned the 'British Government against.adopting 

a poUcy with the aim of " .•• erystallising the Jewish National HOI!,le 

at its present stage ,of development .••• Il This comment was most signif

ieant as the Colonial Office was planning this very course of action. 

7Minute by Btltler, Ju1y 16, 1930, Premier 1/;1.02. This extract 
referred ta Shiels' appearance at the .June 6, 1~3? mC?ming m~t1ng of 
the Commission. 
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(. League proced~es pel>"1llitted mandatory ·po~.ers ta .p~esent. 
. , 

'~uppl entary briefs ta refute findings'of the Mandates Commission . . ' . . ' . 
. ' ~ ..... 

; p~~r.t ,the publication of'its'official ~eport on a particul~ session • 
. 

. ' This right of repiy had never been exercized up,to.this poin~. Working 

~ith gal~ey-proofs·of the Commission's report, however, the Colonial 
" ~,' 0 

, ' 
" Office prepared a reply~ Depa~mental offic~ls were in~ensed by 

.... 
the report. A comment by Ge~ld Clauson was indicative of t~stry's 

reactton: "Broadly speaking, the Report.is in places a damaging and l 
." C \ " 

.4 --- .... \ ... , 

'~.--.-- :think a rather vicious attack on the Briti6h GoveI'lllJlent. The general 

r- " 
\ '. 
,: 

, , ,t 

, ' 
" 

. 
1 

.1 

" 

• 

t> • 

" 

c .' 

C~ '" .. . " .. . " 

.' . 
~ J , ' 1 _ 

inspiration:.~il?"clearly Jewisp ••• ~" Sir Sàmuel Wilson concurred with ' . , 
,.. • c 

Clausà~ , s. minute by describing his, comments' al:i ,,~ clear swnmary of the 
1 l' .. ),l" 

R~PO~ w~èh :kS cle~rl:Y pro-J~sh," and approyed I)ïs recomme~dation that ' .. 
t;r, " 

. -:iL drafting commi t'tee be established to prepare a rebuttal. .Shiels was 
'. 

. ~n agreement ~ith Wil~on op his p~op~sed action:8 . 

The critical tone of the report upset Ramsay MacDonald, as the ,-
~f'" :J 

following extraat rrom,the Cabin~t Conclusions of JuIy 28, 1930 

. ind:L,.Çates: "The PrilÎle Minister infonned the Cabinet that he ha.d se en 
• p. '), ~ ~ t 

a,proof of the Re~·the ~d~tes Commission,,~hi~h was not pleasant 

'. 

~adin~. ,,9 At the follo~g s,esslon, : the Colonial Office rebuttal, ,was 

'" '" , 

I~ ~inut'es by,(hauson, July 10, 1930..; 'Wilson, Jtlly 17, 1930; and 
shiéls, J~y 17, 1930. C0733/19~/77368/I. 'Shiels disputed Clauson's 
c'omment bY;lemarkin~ that the ponunission,had. treat~d Arabs apd Jews 
equally as'ït ha9. .. appeared m~te int:e:çested in" attacking the British 

.Gpvirnment, .Undated marginal comment on Clauson's·rn1nute. 

9Cabinet Concl~sion~ 45 (30); CAB 2')/64., '" 
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considered and approved by Cabinet,iO Curiously enough, thé unprecedented ' . "' 
{; "t 

nature'of the reply wasnot raised at this ~r ~t the 'previous méeting, 

. Instead, the rather low~key minutes state: 
1 

In the course of the discussion it was pointed out that 
the Colonial Office comments took a line ant~gQpist~c to and 
critical of the RepGrt of the Permanen~Manda~eb Commission, 
but in the circumstances this was deemed unavoidable, 

~ 
Bowi~g ta a complaint,of overwor~ voiced by Arthur Henderson 

ai the previQus meeting, thè Cabinet, in addition, agreed to send Shiels 
r, \ ' c. " 

\-

to de fend the actions of the British Government in P~lest~ne before the .. ' 

League1aouncil where the report.of the CommissiQn would be considered.' . . ~ .... 

Moreov~r, another sub-committee on Palestine was reconstit~ed to: 

."meet du~ing the Recess t~ conside~ the pol~cy' of the 
Governmen~ an4, the best way of handling t~e,situation in 
regard to the application of the Balfour Note and the 

.. Pàlestine Mandate,·,. " 

Members of this body ~ncluded Passfield; Pqillp Snowd~n, 

Chancellor of ~e Exchequer; J .,Ji: Thomas, Dominions Secretary; Lord 

Thomson, Air:, Mb\ster; 'and Thomas Shaw, "War M~ni~te:. '\. not~ble and' 
JI 

.' inexplica~is'Sion from''ttrl.s ,sub-commUtee was Art~ur Henderson, who 

had,been appo~nted~o the previously inoperative version of this 

commi tt'eé, 
. , 

He was absent from ~he Cabinet meeting of July 30, 193P. 
" , , 

This sùb-commi tilee" had a prof~.und eff!,!ct in determining p.Ql~cY fol:' .~\\,' 

Pal~stine .,11 .' 

•. 10 . ,f ( ) 
Thè draft reply was presented to Cabinet as C,P, 278 JO, 

,à.ated Ju1y 29-, J930, CAB 24/21"4. Cabinet Conclusions 46' (JO), July 30, 
1930, CAB. 23/64, The British re~uttal was published in p,M,e, Minutes, 
pp. 148,-154, "';ç.", •.•. o. 

11 . ", Fpllowing the release of the Shaw Reporb~ a cQmmittee composed 
of'the Foreign Secretary. the War Minister, and the Air Minister had been 
appointed "to assist" the Colonial' Secretary in the development of 
Gove~ment policy for Palestine. -Cabinet Conclusjons 18 (30), April 2" 
1930, CAB.' 23/63 •. This' committee had ne ver met. " 
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Hjalmar Procopé, Foreign Minister of Finlanu,'had qeeR appointed 

rapporteur ta write an evaluation of the Commission review for the 
, 

" 
League Council. ~ith the presentation of an official British rebuttal, 

Procopé faced the unprecedented task of'assessing both documents ta 

guide the League Council in its deliQera~ions. The fact that Britain 
. ' , 

had chosen to exercise this right of reply was considered "bad 

tempered" among League qircles in Geneva .12 Jii th the rele.ase of the 

CommissiDn report and the British reply oh A~gust 26th, a sensation " 
". 

• , '13 
was created in Geneva because of the unusual b1untness of bath documents. 

The New York Times obseryed widespread disappointment at the Palais des. 
Q 

Nation~ because of.the harsh British response ta the Co~~ssi~~port· 

since i t had. come fro~ a Labour Government·.-~~ This dispatch . . ' 

on to note t~t this stiff reaction had exacerbated the inherent 
o 

ess of the League to operate as a credible international body on 

basis of moral suasion. 
. ~~ ) 

E1aborating on the theme of this news item, it can be observed' 
~< . 

that'the Labour Government patently had ignored its own ideo1ogical 

po1icy with its hard-hitting response to the Commission report. 

According to Labour and the Nation, the Labour Party manifesta pub1ished 

in '1928, a future Labour Government " ••• wil~ co-operate cordially with 

12The New York Times, August IJ, 19JO. 

IJ1bid ., August JI, 19JO. The'New York Times based this report 
on leaked information can:,ied in The Dal1y Tel'egraph, London, Au~st 26, 

'19JO. The official documents had been schedu1ed ta b~ released concu
rrently with the League Counc~l's deliberation of the Palestine question 
in September. The Dai1y Telegraph had also disclosed the text of the 
Commission's'report prematurely. See ne~s item based on The Daily 
Telegraph, Ju1y 10, 19JO, The New York Times, July 11, 19JO. 

14The New York Times, August JI, 1930. 
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Othe Mandates Commission of the L~lgue of Nations and ~i11 make every 

effort to' strengt~en and erlend i ts authorÙy." 15 This was not the only 

breach of princip1~ committed by the Second Labour Government. Through-

out.the 1930-1931 period, Labour po1icy on Palestine, at least, tended 

to be mal1eable. D~spite intense pressure from ul British Government, "0 

Procopé's brief vindicated the Commission report. Indeed, he urged 

the League Counci1 t6.request Britâin to fo11ow aIl of the recommendations 

of the Mandates commissioJ,16 . 
1 td''' ~ 

, When Procopé's memorandum was presented, Arthur Henderson staged 

a démarche over this issue before the League Couneil" This\move was 
, 

obvious1y intended to aven a c;t?isis in Geneva. Had the Foreign 
, 

Seeretary not baeked down, the reports of,the Commission and the British 
, " 

Government - together with Procopé's comments and resolution - would'have" 

been referred to the League Co~eil for adjud~eation, The British 

Government faced the serious ~rospeet of inilrnationa1 humiliâtion at , { 

the ~nds of the League Couneil on aceount of Procopé's unfavourable 

report. Therefore, denying emphatically that the Brftish Government .1 _____ _ 

0' lSrhe Labour -Party of Great Bri tain ~nd Northern l rel and , 
Labour and the Nation (London, n,d, r192~), p. 51. The failure of the 
Second Labour Government to implement its eleetio~ platform was by no 
means restrieied ta its administration of international re1ation~, 
Professor G,D.H. Cole bas written: "The Labour Government,of 1929-31 
had never attempted to apply a constructive socialist poliey, or even 
to follow the mild precepts of Labour and the Nation ~hich dealt with 
social reform and wi th employment poliey. Il See A Histor:y of the Labour 
Bart y from 1914 (London, 1948), p. t5B, 

l~he New York Times, September 7, 1930, Proeopé's report, 
C,438.l93l.VI, dated August 23, 1930, had also been disclosed 
premature1y. The Finnish Foreign Minister had attaehed a resolution 
for consideration by the League Council that reeammended the uncondltional 
aeceptance of tl}e Commission' s report. ' " 
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71 
intended "crystallising" the Jewjr.h National Home, Henderson not only 

. 
accepted the two League r~ports; but he also stated that the Commission 

had a proper.duty to criticize mandatory powers. 17 This episode was 

18 seen as: 

••• a complete victo~ for the Commission ••• establishing 
a pre~edent that no~ only increases the prestige of the 

,Mandates Commission but will make it much e~sier for the 
League to deal ~th the great powers on all matters. 
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17The Times, September 9, 1930. ' The CouneU meet~ t'ook • 
place on September 8, 1930. 1 

1B.rhe New ~ll Times, September~, 1930. ,Drummond Shl.~l'S 
ha.d been appointed by;-~thel Ca.bine~ to defeÏld British interests in 
Pal.estine before th~e Cotinè... However, to salvage British 
p~'stigeJ Henderson tOdk,over tbis. ta.sk on the spot.. '. 
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Three Pressing Problems and Two 
Important Meetings 

• 
Three related political issues, one of which constituted a 

""" " 

, legacy from the First World War, and two significant evertts represen~ 

~i~n~l problems that requi~ exam~nati~n. The t~er questions 

~nvolve wartime pledges to the Arabs, British recognition of the 

reconstituted Jewish Agency, and the 'proposed unifi~ation'of the 
, ! 

administration of British interests 'in the Middle East under the 

Foreign Office. The two a4ditional events of note were the Jewish 
t 

Agency and Zionist Organization meetings in Berlin of August 26-28, 
, l ' 

1930. While these questions and eyents are diffuse, the ohe feature 

that unifies them is their releva1ce to Palestine. 
, 

The problem of the wartime pledges in the MclMahon Correspon-

dence emerged as the result of close'Parliamentary questions: Sir 

John Chancellor had cited this exchange of letters as one of the 

reasons for the poliby proposed in bis dispatch of January 17, 1930. 

Because of its relevance to the Palestine que~tion and the Moslem 
1 • 

religion, this correspondence had rema1ned secre~ on account of lts 

exhremely sensUi 'le nature. -
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Dr. Shiels had'a diffieult time in dealing with several 

Parliamentary questions and one debate on this issue. Because the 

Arab éopy of this correspondence was extant, some M.P.'s, particularly 
J " 

~hose sympathetic with the Arab cause, had a strong inklingof the 
" 

contents of these dOctŒWnts. Shiels was in a difficu1t posrtion when 

he refused to discuss the issue on the grounds that sueh a staternent 

would simply duplicate pronouncernentEof previous and existing policy 

in the Middle East. 19 Ta he1p Shiels cape with this pressure, the 

Foreign Office invo1ved itself because of the complex jurisdictional 

and political nature of the question, which was basically two-fold. 

,One aspect revolv~d around the extent and nature of British commitments . 

ta the Arabs;' ,the other, the wisdam of disclosing the text of this 

exchange with a definitive explanation af its terms. 

The major hurdle that confronted British officiaIs in dealing ..... 
~ith this matter was the status of Palestine. Foreign and Colonial 

Offfce off~cials tried to avoid the issue entirely in their draft 

replies to)Parliamentary questions. !lveriheless, throughout this 

episode, the British position regarding the status of Palestine with 

respect to the correspondence was ·main-tained. According ta tbis stand, 

19Dr • Shiels was pressed on this issue in the House of Commons 
on April 9, 1930, Commons, vol. 237, cols. 2147-2148; ~., May 7, 
~930, vol. 238, cols. 949, 1085-1096; ~., May 21, 1930, vol. 239, 
col. J85; ibid., June 4, 1930, cols. 2136-2137: ibid.', June 18, ,I930, 
vol. 240, col. 389: ~., June 24, 1930, col. 990; ~., July 16, 
1930, vol., 241, col. 1260; ibid., July 23, 1930, cols. 2128-2129: and 
~., August 1,1930, vol. 242, cols. 902-90). The Shaw Report had 
referred to the McMahon Correspondence in advocating "sorne measurett 

of self-government for the Arabs of Palestine. See pp. 10, 125, and 
1)0. 
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Palestine had been excluded enti~~Ly from any undertaking'~iven by 
• c~ 

McMahon to the Sherif of Mecca. On the basis of correspondence by 

McMahon in Colonial Office files, the British attitude was considered 

justifiable. It should be noted that an offièial observed that even 

-if this position were not defensible the Arabs of Palestine would 
, 

derive no benefit as Palestine would belong to the Emir of Trans-

Jordan, the principal heir of the Sherif of Mecca. 20 

Although Colonial Office officiaIs doubted the wisdom of the 

Ma~te, they were not prenared to permit the release of this 

document~~ion. They considered the establ~shment of the Mandate to 

have been a chose J~e that could not be categorically reversed. 21 

For the sake qf poli tical continui ty, moreover, 'they were relue tant 

to promote formally a dramatic alteration of policy that could be 

aided by the disclosure of the McMahon-Correspondence. While a drastic 

change in the fabric of the Mandate appealed to Colonial Office officiaIs, 

the implementation of such a policy required a subterfuge behind which 
/ 

it might be nurtured quietly. Through this type of manipulation, they 

~could retain tight control of a fundamental change in,policy. -wlth 

the potential impact of the release of the McMahon Correspondence, civil 

20Background paper entitled: "General HistoriGal Summary," 
Chapter X, prepared by W.J. Childs of the Foreign Office. C0733/189/ 
77121. This manuscript emerged a~ FO Confidential Print 13778 and 
C.P. 271 (30), CAB 247214. In his recent monograph on the subject, 

Y. Porath cites the latest available sources to indicate ,that the 
McMahon Correspondence oontained no provisions favourable ta the 
interests of the Arabs in Palestine. See op. oit.,o pp. 44 ff. 

2~inutes by Williams, April 24, 1930 and ~huokburgh, April 29, 
1930, C0733/189/77121. ,., 
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servants could have found their s"')pe of action limited and possibly 

neutr~lized because of the resulting publicity and subsequent 
1 

inter~ention on the pàrt of politicians in policy-making. 

/ Citing his reading of the mood of the House of Commons, 
,/ 

'0 ___ -however, Shiels pressed for a white paper ta reveal sorne of the relevant 

documents. Colonial and Foreign Office OfficiaIs who were in contact 

with the India Office considered this reguest seriously. They 
, , ~ 

"" concluded that a shortage of non-controversial 'documents would make 

'~ôuch a revelation iropracticable. Rassfield decided to put the issue 
1 
/before Cabinet, and ordered the background memorandum on the subject. 

to be circulated. The Cabinet decided that publication of the Mc Mahon 

Correspondence was impossible. As a result of this decision, 

Drummond Shiels made a firm statement ~n the H~use of co~ons rejecting 

It is worth noting that,~ollOWin& this, the matter disclosure. 

remained closed throughout the balance of the 19)0-1931 period. 

Shiels' announcement was accepted as the conclusion of the 

t
, 2'2 gues lon. 

The fact that Colonial Office civil servants did not consider 

exploiting the McMahon Correspondence ~o terminate the Jewish National 

Home project at this time is significant. On the basis of the position 

established by officials in 1930, the British Government rejected the 

McMahon Correspondence as justification·when it decided ta crystallize the 

Jewish National Home project in 1939. The unilateral revers~l of the 

, 22Minute by Shiels, July 8, 1930, ibid. At first, Shiels had 
opposed disclosure. Minute, May 7, 1930, ibid. Minute Dy Passfield, 
May l, 1930, ibid. Cabinet Meeting July 30, 1930, Cabinet Conclusions 
46 (JO), CAB 23764. Commons, August 1, 1930, vol. 242, cols. 902-903. 
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Mandate in 1939 was rationalized in terms of appeasement towards the 

Arabs, of Palestine to induce them to accept a minority Jewish presence. 23 

In dealing with the recognition of the Jewish Agency, Colonial 

Office officiaIs demonstrated overt hostility towards that ~rganiza-

tion. On August 14, 1929 the Jewish Agency had reconstituted itself 

with the sanction of the Colonial Office, to include non-Zionists. The 

Colonial Office did ~ot recognize its new status officially until 

August 6, 193~ even though the Agency forma+ly had applied for such 

acknowledgement on September 19, 1929. However, this request remain~d 

. dormant until Lord. Melchett raised the i~sue in May " 1930. Melcpett 

stated that the continuing lack of recognition placed key non-Zionists 

24 in a quandary. 

Colonial Office reaction was unsympathetic. Williams opposed 

recognition on the grounds that it would have an adverse affect in 

Palestine. He added that such a step required the approval of Chancellor. 
1 \~" 

As a result, Passfiela somewhat evasi~ely replied to Melchet~ that the 
, 

lack of formaI ackn6wledgem~ not hindered the Zionist cause. ,He 

noted that the ,Jewish Agency hAd not pressed this mat{er'until that 

time. Moreover, he stated that the political situation prevented 

action at that moment. However, Melchett quickly requested sorne 
, 

"intimation" of, recognition to ensure the successful integration of 

23S~e Palestine. Statement of Policy,· Cmd. 6019, (London, 
May, 1939), p. 5. The term "appeasement" has been used deliberately 
in this context because of the association of the Palestine question 
with the~general policy pursued in international affairs by the 
Government oi the day, which was led by Neville Ohamberlain. It 
should be noted that Malcolm MacDonald was the Colonial Secretàry of 
the,day who authorized the development of this policy for Pale~tine. 

24Melchett to Wilson, letter, May 22, 1930, C0733/191/77266. 
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. non-Zionists into this'\:ent 

In hand.ling this q 

e. 25 

the Colonial Office established the 
/ 

P9sition that the Jewish Ag ncy had not reminded the British Government 

of its request. This atti~ude was to serve as the British defence in 

the event of questioning at the pending Seventeenth Session of the 

Permanent Mandates Commission. It should be stressed that this stand 

was disingenuous. ~In fts brief of May, 1930 ta the British Government, 
. 

the Jewish Agency indeed had requested bfficiar recognition of the 

Agency as a "public body," according to the terms of Article 4 of the 

'26 
Mandate. 

Chaim ~eizmann asked Wilson for recognition at a meeting,held 

at the Colonia.l Office on July 7th by requesting' a letter. He pre"ssed 

Wilson further on this ques~ion in a strongly worded note. In it, ,he 

criticized the Colonial Office for fa~lin~ to re~ognize the reconstituted 

Jewish Agency especially since the reorganization of this body had been 

required by Article 4 of the British-inspired Mandate terms. Moreover, 

he bitt~rlY attacked,the'Shaw Commiss~on for at~ributing t~ blame for the .. '-
1929 riots to this change on the same.grou~ds. In conclusiop, he bluntly 

. 
accused the Colonial Office 'of evadlng the issue. While Weizmann conced~d 

, 2~Iinute .by Williams, May 23,-'1930'; Passfield' to Melchett, 
letter, May 26, 1930; Melchett to .Passfleld, letter, May 27, 1939. 
Ibid. 

26 . 
Namier Memorandum" pp. 70-71. Harry Luke was questioned on ' 

this lack of 'recognition at that session of the ~ermanent Mandates 
Commission. He repl1ed that the matter was "under consideration." 
Eleventh Meeting, June' 9, 1930, P.M.C. Minutes, p. 93. 
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that practical recognition existed., he stressed that formaI acknowledgement' , 

l was imp:rative. 2? 

The Colonial Office considered this ~uestion to have been an 
, IJ 

open one even at this time. In a memorandum for ~hiels on the subject, 

Sir Samuel Wilson wrote that thé Agency's letter of September, 1929 1 

, 
re~uired action "one way or the other. 1I At a high level departmental 

meeting that involved Passfield and ChancellQr, held ort JUly 18, i930, 

recognition was ~pproved. However, tre Colonial Office delayed notifying 

the Jewish Agency of this decision until August 6th. 28 

The third ~uestion that 's~rfaced in mid-1930 was the prop~ed 
, , . 

centralizatfon of the administration of Middle East affairs under the 

• Foreign Offie~. In March, 1929, a sub-committee of the Committee of 

Imperial Defenee had: been instrueted: "to make recommendations as to 
, 

the met~ods by which the existing maçhinery'for po1itical control in 

Arabia can' be simplified and sp~ed up." Under t~e chairmanship of 
'. ' 

Warren Fisher, perhaps the most powerful British eivi1 servant of the 

day, 'the sub-committee presented its Îindings ~o the Cabinet in July, 

1930. Apart from'éxamihing the question at hand, Warren Fisher and the 
, ' 

representatives of the three services submitted a second report in which 

they urged the " ••• transferring to the Foreign Office the general 

27Minute by Harold Beckett on July 7, 1930 meeting, Ju1y 8" 
1930, C0733/191/77266; Weizmann' to .Wilson, latter, July 9, 1930, ibid., 

28Memorandum by Yilson, July 14, 1930, ibid. Minutes of, 
departmental meeting of July 18, 1930, extant in C0733/193/77368/1. 
Passfield ta ~e1zmann, latter, Augus~ 6, 1930, C0733/191i772~. 
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control of our relatiôSs wi th the 1'1"hole of the teri:itories in the 

.....:::... Middle- East~ ,,29 

,. 

The Palestine issue had inspired this unexpected intervention 

ta the chagrin 'of the Foreign and Colonial Offices. This initiatiye . 
is significant as it revealedfue concern'of an official as highly 

)-

placed as Wanren Fish~r regarding the competence of the Colonial Office 

to ~inister the Palestine Mandate. Such ~s the opposit~on of these 

two ministries that Monteagle and Shuckburgh, w~o represented theiF 

respective departments on the sub-committee, as weIl as the delegates 

from the India Office, refused to associate themselves with the 

supplementa\y report: <"'.....-. . '. ' _ 
" " '(J"" /> 

The Cabinet rejected' Warren Fisher's recommendation. Instead., 

i~ reinforced the status guo. Theodelineation of responsibility in 

the Middle'East remained unchanged. The Cabinet a~proved, W1th slight o , 

modifications, the major proposaIs that called for the establishmen~ 

of-two additional sub-committees of the Committee of Imperial Defence 

to co-ordinate British a~tivity in the Near East. One committee was 

to include the mini~ters wh~ had af! in:l;erest in this area Jo! namely the 

. Secretaries of State for the éoi~nies, ~n~ia, Foreign Affairs, War, and 

Air, the First ~ord of the AdmiraIt y , and the Chancellor of the" 
, 1 

Exchequer; the other, senior officiaIs from the member departments of 

the Ministerial Sub-Committee. The formation of these two bodies, 

29C•P, 252 (JO), dated July 17, 1930, CAB 24/214. Warren Fisher 
(1879-1948), Permanent êecretary of the Treasury and liead. of the 
Civil Service, greàtly influencéd'the structure ana operation of the 

'00' 

o 

British Governmen~ ln the inter-war period. See Obituar,y of Sir, 
Warren Fish~r ,:. The Times, September 27, 1948. \ 

4 

\ 

", 

• 

, p , 

\ 
( ,'~ .r 

" 

"" .... j ... 

0. 

,1 



.. ' 

• 

-- ...-

. , 

'30, 

, 
k 

86 
/ . 

, , 

. . . 
especially the Official Sub-Committee, merely institutionallzed the ., 

informaI pralctice of cOl1sul tati-GHB-in- decision..'~ldng aJflong high l~vel 
, ... '9' ., 

officfa1s. JO 
~ 

Two important meetings of relevance ta Palestine teok place 

during the ~ummer of I930. The first was the conference of the Jêwish· .. 
Agency Admtnistrative po~ittee; the sedond, the/meeting of the Zionist ' 

) ~ ~ \' LI 

, d • ~.".. '" 

-"Organization Ao"Ïions 'Committee. )3oth gatherings were conducted 

'-

, ~ 

dbncurre'nt~y' in Berlin from August 26 "ta -28, 1930. The most signifié~t 

feature of t~\~~~ess p~sented by Dr. ~eizma~n 
(f , • . 

,on August 28, 1930 in which ,he unexllectedly ~:e:Qned t~e goar of the ~ 
, ' . 

Jewish National'Home. 
" , ~ 0 

~eizmann interpreted. this.end as the formation 
, . 

o an iridepen~ent bi-nationa~ Jewish-Arab st~te:31 "' 

, ~ 

It is~ot correct tp say tnat the Basle programme 
promised us a Jewish State, nODxhat th~ Balfour Declara
tion prolllised us a Jewish State,. - In 1919 l spoke of 
"Palastine 'as Jewish 'aS! England is Engli~h" 'becails.e l 
beliey~d it then. 'NoW l don't believe it. ~e were , . 
promised only' a Jewish National Home in Palestine. But 
such as it is, wfhh its limitations', it attracts the best 
elements in Jewry. l conside~ it was ~ise and 
etrimental for others to'mike other st~tements. . , 

Weizmanl! 1 S speech caused a furorJ3. Beca.use of,o:the hostile 
J 

ion on the pait of Zionists wno were Vnwilling ta' commit the 

eut to thi~ 'position at t~t time, he~wa~ force~ to te~~t'hiS 
.~ "\ ~ 

" 

.. 

~efi ition ta avoid cen~ur~. Press cuttings and explana~ory ~~es 

from ~he Jewis~' ~gen~y kept :~ ~!iddle' East Depàrtment in(od~d:~~\ ) 
j ,,~ 1 \1 ,. , -" 

o ' '"", 

Conclti~ions, ~ '(JO), ~ t> 
" 30 

Cabinet Meeting, Jul;y 2J" ,19JO, Cabinet 
CAB 2 164. , " 1 

l '" <, oyJ 

31rsX:el Cohen,' !;A~J~e;:,:wi~s:!.!~...:P~i~l~~~~~~~~~~~~O::.f 
Israe Gohen (London, 2.9 p. 272. The New York ,Times', 

,Septe ber~14, .a9JO. 
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the se turbulent developments. tercts Namier reported that the "moderates" 

who supporled Dr. Weizmann narrowly defeated the lI extremists. uJ2 Despite 

this detailed information, the Colonial Office was unimpressed by ~e 

fact that Weizmann had attempted to repudiate the possibility of 

Jewish sovereignty in Palestine. Instead, departmental officiaIs were 

preoccupied by another 'aspect of the Berlin'meetings, namely the 

resolution that called for the British Government to consider an Agency 

memorandum in drafting its forthcoming statement of future policy. 

This memorandum had besn written by Lewis Namier, and submitted 

ta the Colonial Office in ~y, 1930. J3 It contained sections that 

upset departmental officiaIs. Especially contentious issue~ such as 

immigration, l~nd, Trans-Jordan, and the p~sition of the Jewish 
, 

Agency wer~ discussed. In this brief, the Jewish Agency offic~ally 
. , 

sought the power to regulate Jewish immigration through the delegation 

of appro~riate authority by the Palesti~e Government. 34 Moreover, the 

Agency demanded access to arable land held by the Government of 
1 ' 

, Palestine, claimin~, that it had been discriminated aga in st in the 

distribution of this ~land.35 In addition, the Jewish Agen~y req~ested 
financial support from the Government of Palestine to enco~ge Jewlsh 

1 36 settlement. Referring ta ~rans-Jordan, the Agency called for open 

32This ;eport was cbntain;d in a lett~r fro~ Williams to 
Shiels, September 5, 1930, C0733/193/77368/II. 

33Namier Memorandum, Namier-to Wil~n, letter and ené1osure, 
May 27, 1930, C0733/192/77275. . 

34Ib1d• 1 pp. 14-15. 
,. 

:35Ibid ., pp. 21 ff. The Shaw Commission made this partlcu1ar 
observation;--see Shaw Report, pp. 22-23. 

36 Ibid., p. 38. 
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Jewish' settlement. Emphasizing tha.t "Trans-Jordan is legally part of 
• 

Pa.lestine," Lewis Namier 'showed "f;.bat Mandate provisions barrilJg racia.l 

a.nd religious disqrimination had been broken with the continued 

exclusion 'of Jews. Citing the opposition of the Perfuanent Mandates 

Commission to this pract~c,e 1 'he requested the unification ~f the two 

segments of Palestine under the obligation for the establishment of 

the Jewish National Home. 37 Discussing the position of the Jewish . 

Âgency Namier, like the Colonial Office, wanted a clear definition of 

the status of the Jewish Agency. Unlike them, however, he1intended 

that this interpretation' should strengthen the position of the AgenCYl38 

,', ,Those functions (under the terms of the Mandate] 
are inter alia political, and, although an exact analogy 
cannot be found, correspond in sorne measure witb those of 
the Chartered Companies constituted from time to time for 
the settlement and development of imperial terri tories , 

It is evident that Colonial Office officiaIs were infuriated 

by this memerandum mainly because the Ageney' s requests ran sa contrary 

te departmental thinking. Indeed, the May brief was later cited 

to justify the contemp1ated curtailment of the Agency's status. 39 

••• As an instance of the way in which the Jewish Ageney 
regards its' position, it May be noted that ~hey suggest ••• 
that their funetions correspond in sorne measure to those 
of the chartered co~ies ••• Such chartered companies as the 
Brritis1!J S ~uthl A l!ric~ Company and the Niger Company were, 
or course, invested with administrative powers of a wide 
character, and were v1rtually the Government of the Territory 
concerned. 

37Ibid., pp. 65 ff. 

38Ibid., p. 71. 

39Copy of unsigned and undated Colonial Office memorandum~ 
prepared in 1ate December, 1930, p. 26. Extant only in F0371/1532S/E17 
717731. ' ' 
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It appears that the nature of these JeWiSh,Agencf demands en

couraged officiaIs to strive for the reversaI of the Jewish National Home 

policy. Namier's memorandÙffi clearly created strong feelings among civil 

servants. Observing O.G.R. ~illiams' reaction to the AugUst, 1930 
, 

Jewish Agency resolution, it can be readily observed that he was angered 

by the prospect of reconsidering the May brief. This particular issue 

reveals a distinct hardening of ~illiams' attitude towards Zionism. 

He believed that the Agency's brief had received-enough attention and 

did not merit reference in the pending policy paper. However, Williams 

wrote the following comment: 40 

••• It i5 of course one of the Jewish contentions that 
"the Jewish National Home is the central purpose of the 
Palestine Mandate" and any special promin~nce given in our 
statement of pol~cy ta the Jewish memorandum might be used 
in support of this contention. This i8, however, a view 
which H.M.G. do not accept and, as wa8 made very clear by 
the Permanent Mandates Commission, and in the report of the 
rapporteur to the Council of the League, is regarded as 
incompatible with the proper interp~tation of our mandat ory 
obl_igations. .-

1 

Nevertheless, although the correlation between the Jewish 

Agency Memorandum of May, 1930 and this change in attitude cannot be 

proven conclusively, it is evident that Williams' opinio~ on the purpose 
. J 

of Brita~n's presence in Palestine had shifted dramatically over the 

previous nine months. In reviewing Chancellor's dispatch of January, 
• 

1930, Williams had supported the general consensus that the 'Jewish 

~ National Home project was the so~tiona1e for the British Manda~e 
, 41 

of Palestine, commenting: 

40 "', 1 
Minute by Williams, September 17,,1930, '00733/192/77275. 

4~inute by Williams, February 2, 1930, C0733/182/77050/A• 
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With the lJewish) National Home policy eliminated our 
excuse for rema'ining in Palestine would be reduced to litt1e 
more than that of a territory containing the Holy Places 
of three religions being under the protection of a strong 
European power p1edged to the maintenance of equal treat-
ment between the rival p~ies. 1 

Whi1e -Williams provides the Most readily avai1able illustration 

of this \ransformation, this shift permeated throughout the C6ioniai 
l , " , 1 

Office. Williams was a senior official in the department. His opinion 

on this issue was accepted by higher authority.42 It should be stressed 

that his views had_greater weight than usual at that time on account 

of Sir John Shuckburgh's ~our-month absence due to illness, from mid-
.. 

. July to mid-November, 1930; During this crucial period in the 
, 

deve10pment of :British policy for Palesf..ine, Williams was., the major 
- ; 

source of continutty. His influence in the deciSiOn-maki~ process was, 
. 

therefore, pivotaI. 

~2Minute by Sir Gilbert Grindle (1869-1934), September 17., 
1930, 00733/192/77275. Grindle was Senior Assistant Under-Secretary 
of State. He MaS managing Shuckburgh's responsibl1ities dur1ng bis 
absence. 
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Hope Simpson's Findings 

~ Politicians and civil servants viewed the Hope Simpson inquiry 

as the essential element for the resolution of Palestine policy • 
, 

Specifically, Ramsay MacDonald regarded this investigation aS,an effort 

to quieten co~troversy created by the weaknesses Inherent in the Shaw 

Report and the suspension of Jewish immigration cerlificates. The 

Prime Minister maintained an open mind on the possible outcome of 

Hope Simpson's findings. What R~say MacDonald desire~s an irrefutable' 

~port that would solidly support any viable policy in Palestine with 

~ the minimum of fuss. 

Mbile the Prime'Minister was non-committal, Passfield and his 
-~ 

Colonial Office staff were note In response to the High Cèmmissioner's 

January l7th dispatch, 'the Colonial Office secretly had evolved a 

policy based on the,interrelated land "and immigration question~ to 

reverse the Jewish National Home project. The findings of the Shaw 

, Commission had added impetus ta this policy option. Having determined 

that the future dev910pment of the Jewlsh community in Palestine should 

rest on political as opposed to economic grounds,-the Middle East 
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Department had resolved to haIt tl,'1 growth of the Jewish Natior,al Home 
/ 

project. OfficiaIs were determined to implem~nt this strategy, 

notwithstanding the appointment.of Sir JOruTHope Simpson to conduct 

an i~dependent study of the questions of land\ immigration, and 

development. 

Nerertheless, this 'stand did not lead to conflic,t between ~ 

Hope Simpson and deparimental officiaIs. This was due to the fact that 

Hope SimpsRn'~ ~ersonal bias had precluded the possibility of a fully 

objective~investigation. Indeed, Hope Simpson became from the - . 
beginning of bis assignment an authoritative source for the confirmation 

of existing.Colonial Office assumptions. Before going ta Palestine, 

he was asked ta comment on draft legislation submitted by Chancellor 

to restrict Jewish land acquisitions. Complying with this request, 

Hope Simpson~wrote a brief report in which he asserted that this 

legislation was essential. His assessment was not based on personal 

investigation, but upon a cursor,y perusal of Colonial Office files 

m the land question. While favouring restrictive land legislation, 

he objected ta overt discrimination against non-Arabs. His recommendation 

dea,J.iJg wi th tacHes also supports the notion thàt he was not entirely 

objective in bis approach to the forthcoming investigation: 43 

43 . 
Memorandum by Hope Simpson, May l, 1930, C0733/l85/77072/II. 

The proposed legislation was dropped temporarily to avoid worsening 
the controversy created because of the immigration suspension. Minute 
by Shuckburgh, June 18, 1930, 00733/l85/77072/r. This legis1ation 
was resurrected in November, 1930. 
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It might be weIl to limit the 'application of this \ 
legis1ation, in orde:r. to emphasise its temporary nature. \ 
The poliey should bé settled, and permanent legislation \ 
possible in twelve months. 

The major implic~~ion of this comment was his suggestion tbat 

future poliey would not bè~ormulated on th~ basis of an objective 

inquiry but merely "se~t:Led~\ Hope S:i,mpson clearly envisa~ed the 

inevitability of permanent legislation as the result of his investigation. , 
, 

Scarcely two weeks after his May 20th arrivaI in Palestine, Hope . 

Simpson -informed Passfield that restrictive legislation was urgeftt1y ~ " . , 
required to protect the Arab peasantry. Moreover, he considered the 

, 
situation of Arab peasant debt to have been as acute a problem as in 

1ndia. Challeellor's appointment of Claude F. Strickland to investigate 

• the e$tablishment of Arab co-operative credit societies was based on 

this finding. 44 

. Hope Si~pson freely.admitted that the sources for his 

c9nclusions were Arab Iandowners. While conceding that,his unnamed . . 
informants May have exaggerated the conditions of the Arab peasantry" 

./ 
he plaeed great credence on their views. Accepting these assessme~ts, 

apparentIy without question, Hope Simpson relied on supporting informa

tion furnished by officiaIs of the Palestine Government. Às a result, 

Most of his critical findings were based on superficial data. For 

hi~clusion of a high level of Arab unemployment in urban areas, he 

~--------------
-t.. . - 44Claude F. Strick1and (1881-1962) had served in the India' 

C> 

Civil Service from 1905 until just prior to this appointment. He 
had been Registrar of Co-operative Societies in the Punjab for a 
major portion of ohis career. Hope Simpson to Passfie1d, cable, 
June 2, 1930, C0733/185177072/1II; Chancellor to Passfield, cable, 
June 7, 1930, C0733/l92/77299. Strickland's appointment for a term 
of two months was announced in The Times, July 25, 1930. 
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accepted on trust'oral assessments provided by Edward Keith-Roach, 
- 1:\ 

Deputy District Commissioner of Jerusalem) and A.T. Barker, a Ha1fa 
" \\ " 

policeman. 4.5 0 

To s~bstantiate bis finding that the Jewish Agency had 
, 

displaced 'Arab farmers through extensive land purchases, he relied on 
• 1 

the recent survey conducted by a committee of mandat ory officiaIs 
\ . 
-. headed\by 1l.J. Johnson and R.E.H. Crosbie to stu~ the' position of l,) 

Arab famers with respect to the Palestine Government. In the ApriJ, 

',\ to July period ûuring which the investigation was conducte~ the ' • 
" 

cornmittee had examined what it considered to have constituted a 

representative sample of rural Arab villages. Accord.:i,ng to Hs 

findings, 29.4% of the residents scrutinized had been forced off the 
o , 

land as a consequence of Jewish Agency expansion. It should be noted 

that n? distinction was made between migrant farm workers, tenant 

farmers, persans whose ~oldings had been foreclosed for non-payment 

of mortgages, or nomads. Interpolating ~his percentage to the previous 

census total of 86,980 rural Arab vil lagers, the committee determined 

that 2.5,572 Arabs were land1ess and destitute because of Zionist land 

acquisitions. Hope Simpson accepted these conclusions, as weIl as the 
. \ ' . 46 

rather Imprecise methods by whiéh they were formulated without question. 

4.5Hope Simpson to Chancellor, letter, July Il, 19)0, Chancel~or 
Papers 16/6. See Palestine. Re ort on !rnmi tibn Land Settlement 

, and Development, - by Sir John Hope Simpson, Cmd. )686. London,. October, 
19)0), cited below as the Hope Simpson Report, pp. 1)1-140. . 1 , 

46' .!lli., pp. 26 and 142. This data was not mentioned in 
the Johnson-Crosbie Report. See Government of Palestine, Report of a 
Committee on the Economie Condition of A ieulturalists in Palestine 
and the Fiscal Measures of Government in Relàtlon thereto Jerusalem, 
i9)0J. 

. . ... --------------------------------------
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To establish his finding that the amount of available arable 

land in Palestine was approximately 50% less t~ that stated p~viausly, 
Hope Simpson personally conducted brief ,aerial surveys. On the basis 

.of this superficial examination of a small section of terri to~, he 

determined that existing statistics relating to the disposition of 

land we~ inaccurate. In 1925, the Government of Pale3tine had , , 
calculated that the amount of arable land in the area excluding the 

\ " 

~ Negev Desert totalled 12,500,000 dunams; one dunam being equivalent 

to over a quarter of an acre. 47 Hôwëver, Hop~ Simpson now claimed 

that 6,544,000 dUh~ms had actually been:available. 48 
< 

Hope Simpson submi~ted his report ta Passfield on August 22, 

-1930. 0 The"rep'ort confirmed depattmental attitudes on land and 

immigration. ~ope Simpson a.dvoèated a freeze on land transactions". 

Moreover, he support~d the increas~d restriction of Jewish immigration 

to avoid prejudicing the position of Arabs. He crit~eized the 

inalienability of Jewish National Fund land as weIl as the exclusive 

Jewish Ageney employment practiees. However, Hope Simpson urged the 

~stabliBhment of a development commission to overcome the apparent 

Arab.lan~ crisis and to ensure the economic absorptive capacity for 

continued Jewish immigration, according to British Mandate obligations. 

This development scheme was to be financed by a Iban backed by the 
4 

British Government. It should be stressed that the tone of his report 

47Lords , May 20, 1925, vol. 61, cols. 417-420. 
~ 

'. 4?Hope Simpson Report', pp. 2) and 6o. During the balance of 
the British Mandate of Palestine, no systematic survey that could have 
substantiated or refuted this finding HaS ever completed. 

1 .kl b 
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was concilato~. 49 
., 

Hope Simpson's major thesis was re need for mutual co-operation 

and understanding between the Arab and Je 'sh communities. Thîs theme 
,f ' 

was repeated throughout, emphasizing his si pathy for bi-nationalisme 
\ 

Although Hope Simpson personally shared ma,y of the Colonial Office 
\ -

reservations towa.rd.s the Jewish National H ~me project, ~'had made an 

effort to formulate a policy that would acc'mmodate conflicting claims 
\ . 
\ 

in Palestine. The development scheme.to hi 'was the keystone to the 

reconciliation of both communities. While t is proposaI constituted 
\ \ , 

an even-handed suggestion, of benefit to bot~ Jews and A~bs, it caught 

the ministry by surprise. What Colonial Off~~e officiaIs had expected 

from Hope Simpson was a mere description of cfnditions. Restrictive 

action, instead of the positive policy presen~e~was viewed as the 

inevitab1e consequence of his inquiry. \ 

With bis repbrt, Hope' Simpson enclose4 two covering letters. 

The first was dated August 18, 1930; the seconJ, August 22, 1930. 50 
1\ 'f> 

1 l 
His fi:&;t note was a candid elaboration of his investigation intended 

for private Colonial Office consumptton; his se~ond, a formaI note to 

accompany the publication of the report • • 
\ .. 

In hiJ first letter, Hope 
\ 

Simpson criticized successive British and Palestrne administrations 

for "failure to carry out the terms of the Mandate." While personally 
l , , 

49Ibid., pp. 141-153, 87-91. The draft ~eport was circulated 
to the Cabinet as C.P. 301 (30), CAB 24/215. It ks released unchanged 
as Cmd. 3686. A companiop vol~e consi~ting of mAps was published 
in February, 1931. See Palestine. Report on Immigration, Land 
Sett1ement and Development, by Sir John Hope Simpson, Appendix Contain1ng 
Maps {tn continuation of Crnd. 368p) , Cmd 3687 (London, 1930). \ 

- 0 • \ 

50C•P• 301 (30), CAB 24/215. " . 
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opposed to this principle, Hope Simpson viewed the major British 

responsibility i~i ~tine as the establishment of the Jewlsh National 

Home ~th the caveat of ensuring the rights ?f the existing population. 

The key theme of this comment was that the abdication of the Palestine 

Government from provi~ing direction ta development had brought about 
"', 

1 

~--- -
the growth of the Jewish Agency as a para-government. 

The attitude of the Administ~tion has resembled that ' 
of a spectator- - perhaps an interested spectator - of a 
social experiment carried on before his eyes, but tn which 
he does not fee~ that he has a dut Y to take an'active part. 
Now and then when trouble developed the GovBrnment has been 
compelled.to take a hand, but once the trouble over, the, 
sta tus quo was :r:'esumed. 

The formation of a development commission emerged as the 

by which the'B~itish and Palestine Gove~ments could play an active 

role in implefuenting Ma~date obligations. The màjor aspect of this . 

proposaI revolved around the necessity o~ making the increased s~ttIe~nt 
of Jews compatable with the protection of Arab rights Hope Simpson 

stated. "ither the existing area must be reooered ca~le o~ \ 

~upporting or the admission"of Jews. to settle on \ 

the 
, \ 

t be prevented." 

etailing his objections to Jewish land-holding and 

emp~oyment p ctices, Hope Simpson was more blunt than in his report • 
. 

His attac~ ind rectly identifie~ misinterpreted, and condemned ieizmann's 
~ 

infiltration p ,liey: - /. 

Tpe PO~iCY of the Zionists indicates that their ultimate " 
intention, by means of steady and consistént land purchases J 

and settlement with the provisiops noted, is to buy the 
country, and ta buy i~ under con~'tions which will render it 
impossible for any Arab to eam H s daily bread in the 
territ ory which they have acquire, It is a policy of the 
inevitability of gradualness of t e most sinister kind. . . 

\ 

\ 

\ 
\ 
\ 
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To nullify this~ctivity, ~ope Simpson proposed that long~term 

leaseholding should become· the feature of .all' future agricul tural 

deve.lopment. It should be stressed that this had been characteristic 
, . 

of agricul tural de;velopment progt'ails that he had admini~tered in India. 

His suggested development commission, with British financial backing~ 
. ~ 

would either purchase tracts of land when available on the open market 

or expropriate undeveloped land. In addition, this body: would contr9l . 

the use of state lands. ~oreover, he envisaged a bi~national principle 

in the ope;ratiota of this project. As far a~ the proposed structure 
r 

. . . '8 
ws concerned, Hope Simpson recommel'l:ded the J>a.ri~ of Jewish and Ara.b 

repres~ntation on the commission. ~e àlso urged the establishment of 
l , 

'''Arab and Jewish settlements on the same tracts oj: land ta reduce 

sectionalism. This leasehold system would be applicable to both Jews '., 
: 

and Arabs. As Hope Simpson stated, "It ls noticeable that the Mandate 
, . 

C6~S no pr~vision whatever, contemplatin-g purchase of land by Jews." 

. \ 

The main consequence of the implementation of tbis proposaI woald 

lead ta the total dependence of grbwth in Jewish immigration on the 
:.:: 

policy of the Palestine Government. 

\ 

./'
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Hope Simpson's Development Plan 

" By late July, 193b, Colonial Office officiaIs became aware 

that Hope Simpson intended to sl.lbmit a morè~comprehensïve report than 

they ha.d ,antiQipated. They reali~ed that he ylanned to recommend 

d~tailed devel?pment prop~sais ti~d to a ~i-national. foÏamat. l However, " 

depa~mèntal officiaIs were not perturbed by this unexpected'develop-

ment. They merely integrated this element into their overall strategie 
. ' ~ , 0 

In a briefi~g memorandum ta the'Cabinet Committee on Palesttàe that . . 
was prepa..red JJy the Middle East Deparlment for Passfield "S signature 

immediately pri'O,r ,~q .Hs first meeti.ng, lia .poliey of de~elopm:nt (as J 
' . . 

the principal constructive feÇl.ture of the new statement of poliey" 
o 

'0 

,riaS deemed to b.e of the utmost importance in order "to reconcile" the 

tw4omm~ties.2. :Ye-t, mqsi of the' po~icy optipns bontained in this 

paper were actually intended to conciliate one segment of the 

. l . . \ 
Passfield to'Ram~y MacDonald, letter, Ju1y 23,1930, 

Premier i/102. . .r.. 

'~Passfield to ~ MacDonald, letter and en~losures,'Au~st 
12, 1930, )9id, Appendix -I., Memo$dwn l of do~uments under héading . 
P.P.C. (3'0 2.' -
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population, namely the Arabs. I~ doing so, the Colonial Office was 
\ 

acceding to the minimum demand made,by Arab leaders, which called for 

the crystallization, of the Jewish National Home. Nevertheless, this 

was not meriti6ned in the memorandum. An omission such ~ this was 

by,lio means atlcidental. Throughout the development of '~l~~!p~oposed 
polie y statement, Colonial Office civil servants, with Passfield's 

consent, influenced the Cabinet Gommi ttee by z:é"moving opinions 
l , 

that did not conform to thei~ expectations. AlI intimation 

of the very rea1 radical change in policy eontemplated by these 

officiaIs was shrouded from view. As the on1y source of information 
1 ~ _ 

on Palestine affaira, the nature and content ,of background papers such 

as this could not be easi1y challenged. 

The ministty's treatment of the Zionist cause was, 'at best, 

superficial; at worst, hostile and one-sided. Passfield wrote that 

~ations between the JewiS~ Agency and the Briti~h Government had 

det~riorated. However, he attributed this situation to hostile 

propaganda. He stated that, as a 'result of this alleged agitation, the 

Jewish,Agency had recorded a drop in donations for Zionist-settlement , . 

in Palestine. Moreover, he ~uggested that this apparent setback was 

a conscious effort to' emb~rrass the P~lestine Goverrment as a strong 

JBwish presence generated the revenue that sustained it. Although the .. 
Jewish Agency's po~itiôn paper of May, 1930 was not circulated to the 

Cabinet Committee, as requested, Passfield gave it short shrift. He' 
l , 

referred brlefly to the Agency's the~is of the tleobet~en Jewish' 

inv~stmel'J.t and o~n immigration', and commented that t/us briei' minimized 

" ' 

',' 
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the alleged Jewish evictions of Ar abs: 3 

The contentions of the Jewish Agency are sa directl~ 
contrary ta the eonclusions of Sir John Hope Simpson, so 
far as they can be foreshadowed, ••• that it appears very 
difficul t ta consider this aspect of fut~ poliey wi thout 
a eareful ej{amination of his full report. 

Describing the forthcoming po1icy statement as a reaffirmation 
" , 

or clarification 'of previous policy, especially the Churchill, White 

Paper, Passfield introduced e1ements favourable ta the Arabs. The 

tenor of this memorandum in deseri bing fut-ute poliey as mwhanging 

was clearly misleading. Ta begin with, he noted that the Ma;y Statement 
, 

to the League of Na tians' commi tted the B'ri tish Goverrunent to a 

definitive outline of pOlicy.4 Passfield added that tbis paper also 

called for a more preciœ explanation of the rights of non-Jews in Pale.s-

tine. Moreover, he stated that the giving of "more explicit directions 

as' ta the conduct of poUcy" on land ,and immigration was required. 

Passfield ~ote that the raIe of the Jeli;ish Agency in the Churchill 

White Paper should be reaff'irmêd with a "more precise definition" , of 

Hs position. 

ihile co~ceding that the Report of' the Seventeent4 Session 

of the Permanent Mandates Commission stressed that BFitain should'not 

crystallize the Jewish National Home prQject, Passf'ield stated that the 

minimal A~at position called for a statlc' sltuatlo~ with a r~t to( 
~ Jewlsh land acquisition and immigration. In one parlicularly note-\ 

worthy distortion of' the truth, Passfield asserted that the solutipn 
'\, 

3Ibid• See Namier MemorandUlll. 
-."'1 

4 Cma.. 3582. 
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to the constitutional question relating to self-government was the 

introduction of a legislatttre on the 1922 model as a "safety valve." 

Passfield wrote that because there was "little indication" of Arab 

acceptanc~ this proposaI could be included without risk in the pending 

white paper. However, this statement ms false. A legislature on 
" 

the 1922 model represented one of the major demands made by the Arab 

delegation to Britain in May, 1930. 

Passfield' s memorandum ms the major element of the package 

of briefing mate rial that was furnished by the Colonial Office to 

guide the deliberations of the Cabinet Cornrnittee. The three other 

papers had been prepared by Sir John Campbell, Sir Spencer Davis, and 

Sir John Chanpellor. 5 Campbell's brief concerned developrnent. In it, 

he predicted that Hope Simpson's proposed development plan would 

require a loan of ~2, 000,000 to be guaranteed by the British Government, 

but indicated that financing should not prove difficult. Davis' 

paper dealt with defence and finance. He stressed that weaImesses in 

the defence of Palestine, obvious at the tirne of the 1929 Arab riots; 

had bee~ remedied. Nevertheless, he was less optirnistic on the 

question of the fin,ancial position of the Palestine Governrnent. 

According to his sobering assessment, the Governrnent of Palestine 
" 

facedlf financial crisis because. its rev~nues were unable to co~ 
- . 

with its expenditures. C~cellor's paper :related to constitutional 

5Sir Spencer Davis (1875-1950) was Treasurer of the Palestine' 
Governrnenf:. He had se~ed p;,eviously wi th the Govemment of the 
Mandate of Tanganyika. During the 1~JO-1931 period, he acted as the 
Officer Administering Govemment in, the absence of the High Comrnissione+. 
For reports, see appendices under heading p.P.C. (JO) 2, Premier 
1/102., 
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and political prospects. Basical1y, this assessment was a restatement 

of his January 17th, dispatch, Chancellor's Most important suggestion 

was that Britain should decla.re the establishment of the Jewish 

National Home as completed in o~er to promote ..Arab independence for 

Palestine on the Iraqi model, 
, 

These documents. had the effect of complementing Pa.ssfield' s 
{ 

Memorandum. On account of ~heir authoritative nature, they had a 

tremendous impact on the outcome of the Commi ttee 's review of the 
• 

Palestine question. It is significant that this collection of papers 

was the only comprehensive background correspondence dealing with 

Palestine ~~ which the Committee had access during its deliberations; 

Thè Cabinet Commi ttee met three times prior to the publication 

of the Hope Simpson Report and the subsequent pOli~ s:tatement. The 

Colonial Office briefing material was discussed at t~Committeets 

first meeting, .held on August 18, 1930; however, action VIaS defe:x;r:ed 

pending the receipt of Hope Simpson' s report, expec~ed aro~ 
\ 

25th. At the qommittee's second meeting' of'September, 10, 1930, 

Hope Simpson t s finding~ and the 

prepared by O.G.R. 'Williâms on 

August 12, l 

to the 

ft policy statement, that had been 
, 

of Passfield's memorandum of 

These two documents were presented 

comprehènsive set' of recommenda-

'. l' 

6Committee on Policy in Palestine. Report, September 15, 
1930, C,Pil301 (30), CAB 24/215. 
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The Cabinet Commi ttee accrrpted the text of tl!e proposed 

policy statement without question, and suggested that the Cabinet 

approve i t Il in the form set out" together wi th Hope Simpson' s report.· 

At this point, the draft white paper was a provocative document. 

Nevertheless, the Cabinet Committee raised no objections against 

its inflarnmatory tone. Instead, the Committee concentrated its 

attention. on Hope Simpson's proposaIs concerning development. Because 

of the finantial implications of these recommendations, the Committee 

had taken upon its.elf the establishment of an expert sub-committee 

to assess the development issue, informing the Cabinet of this after 

the facto Philip Snowden, Chairman of the Cabinet Commi~tee, inspired 

this action. The' role of the Chancellor of the Exchequer emphas1zed 

the important position of the Treasury in political affairs, an , 

involvement that was symptomatic of Britain's deteriorating financial 

position. Therefore, in attempting to account for the failure of 
'- \ 

'\ 1 

the Cabinet Uommittee ta take issue with the ~ft poli~y statement, 

it can be observed thaf'Committee'~embers were preoccupièd with the 

financial consequences of the forthcoming policy, to the exclusion of 

. "", the equa\1y significant political considerations. ~~~cabinét deferred 

i ts final approval 9f the poUcy sta tement pending the 0 t9_ome of the 
"'.. 

Sub-Committee's revie~ of the development question. As a re-\ult of tbis 
• 

decision, , Hope Simpson's report was left in abeyance.? 

o 

, 7~blnet Meetlng,.September 19, ,1930, Cabinet Conclusions ~ 
(30), CAB 23/63. .) 
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, ' 
The Expert Sub-Commi ttee :i.ncluded Sir John Campbell. Siri 

John Hope Simpson, Percival Waterfield of the Treasury. B O.G.R. ~illiams. 

and Norman Mayle as &lcretary. The Chairman of this body was Sir 

Basil Blackett, a Director of the Bank of England. 9 Despite the 
1 

fact that Snowden established tight financial guidelines before it 
1 

~ . 
ever met. the Sub-Committee influenced the outcome of the deve 

poliey. Snowden's ceiling of tIOO,OOO on expenditures to 

families was ignored. 

To begin wi th, Hope Simpson objected to this 

1 

o~ment 

13,000 

\ 

\ 

stating that his-plans envisaged a total expenditure of E6,500,OO 
.r ' 

I~ ~ , 

opposed to the E2,OOO,000 that ~mpbell had arbit~rily forecast. 
~ .... 

He added that the ceiling imposed by Snowden would restrict the 

1 
,1 

j 

.. , . 

1 . ~ 
development scheme to Arabs and not inolude Jews.~ver, Sir Easi"-];-------- ~ 

Blackett was not prepared to question the Chancellor of the Exchequer's 
1 

dictum. Commenting that the question was complicated by Snowden's 
, 

reluctance ta authorize a large loan as weIl as by the poor financial 

position of the Palestine Goverrunent, he suggested that the British 

Government should admit this finaneial weakness to the League and a-
~ -

dopt tœneutral po si tion of consolidating existing Jewish settlement and 

nly with immediate Axab problems. As the minutes of this 

. 
8percival ~aterfield (18B8-1965), an Assistant Secretary at 

asury, later served as Principal ~ssistant Secretary from 1934 
uni' 1939. In 1938. he was a member of the Palestine Partition 

ission, known as the Woodhead Commission. See Palestine Partition 
Commission Report, Cmd. 5854 (London. October. 193B). , 

9Si~ Basil Blackett (1882-1935) was a former senior official 
at the Treasury. He ha:d. served ~s Finance Member of the Executive 
Counei1 of the Governor-General 6f India. At this time, he was 
Chairman of the Colonial Deve10pment Advisory dommi ttee, which had 
been established in 1929. 
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meeting sta te: 
.-:~~ . 

"Mr. lIilliams observed that the adoption of such a' -
. /" 

course might lead t great difficulties at Gen~va, and might 

concei vably resul t n the Mandate being transferred to another power." 

Blackett's proposaJ received no further consideration! Instead, 

Waterfield was dele tel to persu~de Snowden to alter his position. lO 

1 , 1 

Although Snowden refused to reconsider bis stand on this issue, 

the Expert Sub-Commi tie~ remained undeterred. ll Its report to 
, 

the Cabinet Committee gave priority to settling 10,000' Arab 

~~icultural'families - a priVate estimate by Hope Simpson - that 
,. 

a~legédly had been made landless as ~he resuIt·of Jewish Agency 

12 development. A formula for spending among Jews rabs was -----
one-to-fi ve. 

A~ a resuIt, it was proposed that 2,000 Jews would be sett1ed, bringing 
1 

the projected cost of. the development project to E2,640,ooo. Sub-

Committee members recognized that the Iack of parity could generate 

Jewish hostility. In addition, they conceded that an adverse 

Jewish reaction, coupled with a cut in outside Jewish support, could 

1eave the Palestine Government in a difficult position in attempting 

to maintain existing Jewish communi ties. 

C.P. 

ibid. 

ibid • 

'. 

i: 
10Minutes 0 Palestine" Sub-Committee, September 18, 193b, 

309 (30), ~! 4/215. U 
~ .,"> 

11Minut~s Palestine'Sub-Committee, September 19, 1930, 
( " 

12 . 1 ~; 
Report 0 the Palestine Sub-Committee, September 20, 1930, 
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The Sub-Committee expref,Ged its regret flbr having broken 

Snowden' S precondi tians. Its members admitted that their findings 

'" and recommenda.tiôns exceeded their terms of ,reference, but rationalized 

this action on the grounds that J ewish immigration could not continue 

- , 

withoùt an adequate developmËmt pro gram for Arab farmers. However, 

they added that considering the Jewish National Home as a completed 

project.was an unthinkable poliey. 
\ 

The allotmènt of p:\"iori ties for this seheme was rema~kâ.ble 
beeause of i ts inconsistency with established~ British policy. In 

fomalizing the development scheme, the Sub-Committee consciously 

threw off balance Ramsay MacDonald' s recently reiterated equal 

obligation interpretation of the Mandate. The principle of' parit-y 

that formed the basis of this policy was rejected rd th the proposaI 

for disproportio~ate spending on the Araq community. The equal 

treatment position.advocated by Hope Simpson in the presentation of 

his development scheme was emasculatpd. This crucial segment of ms 

report remained a dead let ter • 

The Sub-Commi ttee report ws examined by the Palestine Cabinet 

Committee on September ~nd. The Cabinet Cornmittee concluded that it 

was "politica.lly impracticable" te declare inunediately that the 

Jêwish National Home was completed. However, it stated that 

Great B:r-i tain hak a legal and moral obligation to help the Arabs but 

no financial responsibili ty ta assist the Jews. 13 l t should be noted 

l3Committee on Poliey in PalestiM...-.Second Report, September 
22, 1930, ibid. 

/' 
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that the terms of'the Mandate were characteristically vague on this 

issue because they neither app~oved nor rejected, the possibility of 

financial support for any segment in Palestine. As a resuIt, the 

Cabinet Committee categorically rejected the participation of the 

Jewish community in the development sCheme"l Hope Simpson's parity 
o • 

, 1 

scheme for development was totally destroyed. ~The Committee recommended 

that a È2,500,OOO loan, guaranteed by t?e British Government, be 
l,.; 

allotted for the settlement of the 10,000 allegedly landless Arab 

families, as estimated bJ Hope Simpson. This provision, somewhat' 

disingenuously, carried the proviso that "the settlement of Jews is 

not excluded from consideration. 1I 
/' 

The final Committee report called for the amendment of the 

draft policy statement to remave any reference te t,Qe equal development 
)o~ " 

proposaIs outlined in Hope Simpson's Report. As it stood, the white 

paper noted that the British Government would undertake a program of 

joint development. In addition, the Cabinet Committee made three 
1 

oth~far-reaching recommendations. These proposals included a freeze 

on aIl Jewishhnd acquisitions for five years, the restriction of 

Jewish immigration, and the enactment of legislatio? dealing with 

Arab agricultural tenancy. 

The formulation of these conclusions was a rushed proc~ss.1 

~oreover, financiàl expediency was the essential,factor that determine,d 

them. The timing of the three meetings held by the Cabinet Committee , . 
and the somewhat hurried nature of developments that occurred in them 

suggest"that the roles of participants other than Paasfield and 

-' 
1 

/' 1 
..,.._---------....... ------------------ ._'_L 4~ 
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Snowden were negligible. Armed .r}-th sufficient one-sided and 

irrefutable information, Passfield exerted tremendous influence on 

the~proceedings. For the ill-informe~ cabinet ministers, the subtleties 

of policies relating ta Palestine undoub~edly were a formidable 

challenge to analyse. Therefore, sophisticated issues/such as 

constitutional develapment, the McMahon Correspondence, and the nature 

of, the Balfour Declaration had virtually nothing to do with the final 

outcome of the Cabinet Committee's review of the Palestine question. 

ft Instead, the issue became slmplifie(i. To members of the Cabinet 
;" 

Committee, it HaS the problem of remedying an apparent inequity 
"'~ 

facing 10,000 Arabs who 
'1 

. ~ 

had been made hameless as the result of Jewish 

Agency expansion~, 'This consideration was the key factor that motivated 

the restrictive view taken 01 the Jewish National Home project. In 
~ 

'its final report t'o the Cabinet, the Cabinet Committee stated: 

Our conclusions and recommendations may be summarised 
as follaws:-

(i) His Majesty's Government are, in our view, 
morally bound to see that provision is made 
for those Arab tenants, who have been dis
possessed af their holdings as a result af the 
manner in which the poliey of the Balfour 
Declaration and the Mandate has hitherto been 
appliedlA • 

Perhaps the major conseq~enee of the Cabinet Committee report 

was the proposed five.-year freeze on the Jewish' National Home project, 
o 

as opposed to an even-handed development scheme for Jews and Arabs. 
- . 

This aspect of the Committee's recomme~dations represented the 

acceptance of the mi~al Arab position concerning the~Jewlsh presence 

/ 
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in Palestine. In addition to acC'''pting Hope Simpson 1 s figure of . -10,000 land1ess Arabs, the Cabinet Committee placeŒ great credence in 
,;' 

, 
his finding that the a~ount of arable land was substantially l~ss thp.n 

had been believed earlier. Despite these conclusions, Hope Simpson was 

personally convinced that a program of intensive development could rem~dy 

these two problems and equally benefit the Arab and Jewish communities. 

Therefore, noting the ~nf1uence ~f Passfield and Snowden on the 
',' 1 

deliberations, it can be observed that this policy emerged as an 

alternative-to equal develop~ent mainly ror financial reasons. 

Snowden had ruled out total development, as advocated by Hope S~pson, 

on economic grounds. The modified developmept program éonstituted 
. 

a holding action designed to ~ettle 10,000 Arabs at minimal cast whi1e 

restricting for at 1east five years, the growth of the Jewish National 

Jjome to its own reserve land • .l It should be stressed that the Colonial < 

. 
Secretary did not fight in Cabinet for a larger expenditure to enable 

joint development. The demi se of Hope Simpson's development scheme 

las not mourned at the Colonial Office as officiaIs had achieved 

precisely what-they had set out ta dotnamely haIt the pro~ess of th~ 

Jewish National Home. O.G.R. Williams was satisfied ~ith the prospect 

of a five-year freeze~ Commenting on this decision, Willi~s noted:14 

14Minute. by Williams, September 18, 1930, c073j/IB3/770SO/C• 
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/' The result makes the Statement rather lame & vague 
in effect & tends to obsdure ~he fact that our policy 
vis à vis the JeWish National Home is - at any rate for 
the next 5 years - dangerously static & to that extent 
difficult to defend against criticis~\at Geneva. But it 
has the advantage of not tying down H.M~. too definitely 
as to the precise manner of procedure, &'of saving the 
face of the Jewish leaders by avoiding to~ftefinite a 
declaration of restrictive measures • 

.. 

\ 

,.. 

\ 
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The Events Behind The "White Paper 

On Poliey of Oetober, 1930 

T~e White Paper of Oetober, 1930 was written by O.G.R. 

Williams. It represented the outcome of Colonial Office efforts to 

remould British poliey in Palestine. ~Basically, tbis paper was an 

invidious docume'nt. The five-year freeze on Jensh growth was 

purposely obscured w While Hope Simpson's recommendation to limit 

Jewish agrieultural expansion to existing reserve lands ~s followed, 

o~fieial support of bis dlternative s~ggestian of a jotnt development 
4, • 

project had been deleted. The May immigration suspension, moreover, 
~ v 

the hasis' of the eeanomie ass~sdment in Hope Simpson's 
, ' 

was justified on , . 
/ 

report, as oppose,d to the political rationale in bis undisclosed eable 

of August ~20, 1930. 15 In addition, the su'bordinate posit~on of the 

Jewish Agency as a force in the administration ~f It-he Mandate was' 

. . 16 
empha.si~ed. 

.. .. 
l.5pa1.estlne. 's GOvernment 

in the United Kingdom, Cmd.'\: 692 London, Oetober, 19J~ clted below 
as the Passfield 'White Paper, p. 21. Hope Simpson ,to Passfielu" ca.ble, 
AUf5Ust 20, 19JO, éxtant only tn FOJ71!14500/FJ.t.;A6/1774/65. This w1re ' 
was not Circulated to the Cabinet COmth1 ttee or to the ~ime Minister. 

16 . 
Passfield White Paper, pp. 7-8. 
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.. lfuile the White ~aper paid 'lip-service",.to the concept of the 
1 ' " • 1 .... ~ 
l ',. 

Mandate as consti tuting à. dual 0 biiga tion, tea.:ff1:riielJ . 
il " 

by Ramsay MacDonald on April' 3, "1930, i t clear;LY>!J tH te~ the l;>alance 
, , 

against the Zionist position. The aim of the Manuate as the , 

establiShmen~h NatiGnal Home was O~Viously negated by the 

, comm~rÎt that "the population of Palestine as a whole, and not any 
t 

sectional in'terest, is to be the object of the Goverrurieni' s dare-." 
, J 

~ Thinking" wi thin the ,Colonial Office on the ra tionale of Bri tain' s 

purpose in Palestine had shifte~ drastically. Williams himself had , . , 
, . 

stated nine months earlier that the Jewish National Heme~project was 

the sole justification for the British pres~nce in Palestine.17 ' 
o 

It should be stressed that the Poliey Statement bitte~ly 
~ /' . .... 

cxiticized the role of the Histadru]h. Earlier, ~he Shaw Report had 
\ , 

accused this body of encouraging chauvinistie ,lab~ur practices in' 

Palestine and of screening prospective immigrants accordlng to their -
, / ' 

"5 

political baliefs. The attack on the Histadruth had been,explicitly 
o 

mounted in, the May, 1930 White Paper. Sir John Chancellor 

consistently opposed this grbup fo~ its socialist and exclusively 

Je~sh di~?ti~" . Hope ;im~son identif:ed the Histadruth with' "the 

social expeximent of the Commurii;;t type" in communal farming. He 
o • 

, / 

bl:untly stated that Zïonist policy was "dictated" by this organiza-

,tion. In writing 'off the doctrines of the 'Hista.d.:ri.ltn as "peculiar," 

. '18 
he suggested that its authority be curtailed. 

p:' 8. 
(30), 

t<. 

l7Ibid.', 10 11-' pp., -. • -, 

18 . 
~., pp. 19-22. Shaw Report, pp. 103-111'. Cmd. 3.582, 

Hope Simpson to Passfield, letter, AÛgust 18, ~930, C.P. 301 
CAB 24/215. , 6' 

or " 

{~\ q 

\ -. .,. \ 
>, 

'. ' 

. , 



1 

.C 

-

" 

1]4 

-In this discussion of the question of immigration and the Histadruth, 

it must be added that a very real fear of Communism e~sted with the 

Palestine Administration. Arthur Mavrogordato, the Police Commandant, was 
- 1 

a vociferous red hunter. A 1929 sedition ordinante had outlawed the 

existence of the Communist ,,~arty. Chancellor' s regime was characterized by 

deporiations of Jewish immigrants baek ta the U.S.S.R. f?r alleged Communist 

leanings. The Histadruth was, therefore, suspect for its political 
-

orientation. 19 J 

.. 
The ~hite Paper attack on the Jewish labour organization was aIl 

1~~ 

the more remarkable con~dering the fact that a Dabour Government held 

power. In condemning the ~istadruth's employment polieies, the WhiteoPaper 

statedl 20 
t 

,. 

The Executive of the General Federation of JewiS~Labour, 
which exereises a very important influence on tqe ~irection of 
Zionist po1icy, ~s contended that su~h restrictions are 
necessary~o secure the largest possible amount of Jewish 
immigration and to safeguard the standard of life '~f the 
Jewish labourer from the danger of falling td the lower 
standard of the A~b. 

However logical such argumen~ay be ••. it must.,. 
be pointed out that'they take no aeeount of the provisions 
of Article 6 of the Mandate, which expressly requires that, }n . 

19 ~ 
Arthur Mavrogordalto (b.1886) was found ta be incompetent as 

the result of an investigation of the Pal~stine ,Gendarmarie by Hecbert 
Dowbiggin (1880-1966), Inspector-General of the eeYlbn Police. This inquiry 
had bean brought about as a consequence of the Arab riots. Sir Samuel 
Wilson believed that the department " ••• ought not infliet him on any 
colony...... Wilson ta C~lor, letter, January 14, 1,931, Chancellor 
Papers 17/3. Neverlheless, Mavrogordato was transferred to Trinidad in 
July, 1931. See C07JJ!20J!87116/ (1931)" entitled' "Deportations to U.S.S.R," 

20passfield White-Paper, p. 18. Labour polieies under Chanc~ltor 
were regressive.despite the fact that a Labour Government was in power. 
The Government of Palestine was slow in dealing with issues such as factqtY~-~ 
le gislati on , the recognltlq~ pf~rade unions, and social insurance. This' 
sluggishness galled the Histadruth, British-trade unionists, Drummond Shieîs, 
and even Passfield. See C07337189/77149 (1930), entitled "LaboUr, Unions, 
Insurance, Factories," and a073J/:J.91/7(186 (01930), entitled "Raillfays, Unipn 
of Rail -way, Postal, and Telegraph ll?rkers." 
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facilitating Jewish~immigration and close settlement 
. by Jews on the land,'the Administration of Palestine 
must ensure that "the rights and position of otper 
sections of the population are not prejudiced." 

, 

This attitude ran contrary to the relev~t'object of the Labour 

Party, expressed in Labour and ths,"':Néition, which committed tOhe Party:2l 
1 • 

Ta co-operate witb the Labour and Socialist 
organisations in the Dominions and Dependencies with 
a view to prom~ting the purposes of the Party and to 
take common action for the promotion of a higher standard 
of social and economic life for the ~orking population of 
the respective countries. 

1 • 

The events revolving around the publication of the ~te Papeïf-

are somewhat difficult to account for because.of the fragmented documènta-

tian. Howevèr, one f~ature that should be e~mined ls the role of 

Dr. Drummond Shiels in the process. Shiels had been dispatched to Palestine 

and Cyprus ta investigate the situation first-hand. He left Britain on 

September )rd, arrived in Palestine on October 4th, and departed on 

Oatober 14th. Shiels was absent from White hall during the crucial period 

in which the Policy Statement was prepared and Hope Simppon's.development 

proposa~s were debated. It ls evident that before his departure Shiels 

wante~ the publication of the Policy Statement delayed until his return. 

In noting t~is attitude, Williams personally saw no objection to his 

request. Moreover, Shiels favoured,consultations with the Jewish Agency , , 

on the question 'of the styl~ as apposed to the content of the White Paper. 

Williams supported this pr~posa.l for "modifications of detail" to remove 

"causes of misapprehenslon as to the. intentions of His-Majesty's Government" 
, 22 

and to avald "any unnecessa.ry in jury to Jewish susoeptibilities." , 

,9 210E• ci t., Object, (f) '0 p. 6. 
1 ~ 

<> 

2~inute by Williams, SePtem~er 18, 1930, C07);/183/77050/C• 
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On Sepiember 9th and 18th, Jewish Agency representatives 

c met with Williams to attempt to discuss the pending Policy Statement 

• 

before publication. At the first meeting, Dr. Selig Brodetsky 
\ 

forcefully asserted the right of the Jewish Agency to such consultations. 

At the, second interview, Lewis Namier took a more moderate attitude in 
, 

requesting consent for the Jewish Agency to comment on the Statement. 

Land and immigration were cruciai issues that concerned the Jewish 

Agency. In addition, 'the constitutional question created anxiety. 

Aside from the demand for consultations on the White Paper, this 

problem was the paramount issue at the September 9th meeting between 

Brodetsky and Williams.' At tbis point, the Jewish Agency opposed the 

formation of ~ legislative council, a reversaI from its position 

maintained sinee 1922. The constitutional question had been a 

subsidiary issue throughout 193Ç.23 
1 

~ Chanoellor, in his January 17th dispatch, had proposed the 

establishment of a legislative cauncil with majority Arab representa-

tion. In the meantime, Dr. Yeizmann had opposed the formation of 

sueh a body on the, grounds that this step would 1mpede the Jewish 

National Home. ihat ~eizmann envisaged was the encouragement of lo~al 

government and the formation of paraI leI J~wish and Arab national 

couneils. Drummond Shiels viewed his suggestion posi ti vely: "':Chis 

is a very good letter from the wisest of the· Zionist leaders, and there 

i5 much to be said for bis l~ews on the setti~g up of a leg~Sla{ive) 
24 .0 

couneil in the near future." -

~--------------_.---.-/ ~1.._; ..... 
~ "Minutes by 'Williams, September 9, 1930 and September 18,-

/#~ 1930,~: 
\ 

24 . -
Weizmann to Shuckburgh, létter, 

Mareh 22. 1930. 00733/187/77105. 
March 5, 1930; minute by 

0.shi els, 

~ 
! ,; . 
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The recommendation of the Shaw Commission that favoured the 

development of self-government undoubtedly had encouraged th 
1 • 

Government to keep this question alive. It is evident that ncellor 

and Robert Drayton, the Solicitor-General, believed that 

of a legislative council with an Arab majority would serve as the 

appropriate concession to obtain Arab support for the Màndate. In 

a letter to Chancellor, Drayton expressed his sympathies·with Arab 

demands for self-government through a legislative council. He added 

the caveat that the matters of land and immigration should be withheld 
, 

from the competence.of such a body. Chancellor echoed this view in his 

covering let ter to these observations. Shuckburgh minuted that he 

doubted wheth~r this suggestion was helpful. Shiels was blunter in 

his assessment: 25 

l fancy that the Sol[;icitor) Gen(eralJ does not quite 
grasp the Arab objective. It is to get such governing , 
institutions as will enable them-- as'a majority - to make 
the principles of the Mandate ineffective. It would not 
meet them to take most of the important matters out of the 
hands of the body they hope to control. 

Passfield's comment, partly attributable to his stormy 

'enc~unter with the Arab delegation, echoed Shiel~ minute: "It would 

have to be a definite obligation on any such Council to legislate fot 

the execution of the Mandate. To this the Arab del~gation returned an 

absolute refusaI. No acti~n at p:z;esent." This question remained in· 
. 

limbo although brief mention was made to the development of self-governing 
,:; 

institutions in the White Paper addressed to the League of Nations in 

1930; 
Ibid. 

25ChancellOr' to Shuokburgh, letter and enclosure, April" 
minutes by'Shuckburgh, April 29, 1930 and Shiels, May" 1930. 
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May, 1930. The Permanent Mandat~s Commission followed a position 
. 26 

similar,to that expressed privately by Shiels. 
1 

The theme of constitutional dévelopment was an important 

feature of the Policy Statement of October, 1930. Nevertheless, it 

was purposely buried in the text. During the consideration given to 

it by the Colonial Office, proposaIs on this issue were attributed to 

Sir John Chancellor. Ttle Churchill White Paper had included provision 

for the establishment of a legislative couneil consisting of twelve 

elected and eleven official members. Of the twelve elected members, 

there were to have been eight Moslems, two Jews, and two Christians. 

In calling for the creation of a legis1ative couneil on the basis Q 

of C~urehili'~ formula, Williams addéd one innovative provision. If 

any group, Moslem, Christian, or Jewish, refused to participate in the 

~leetion of non-official members assigned to it, the Pàlestine 
1 

Government would have the right to appoint its allotted representatives. 

This feature was intended to prevent the recurrence of a 'boycott " 
1 i 

comparable to that organized by the,Arab Executive in 1922 that had 

scuttled this proposaI. 

Passfield placed great emphasis on this measure in submitting 

the draft Policy Statement to Cabinet. It should be n9ted that ne did 

not mention thàt this provision would complement Colonial Office 
, . 

policies intended to crystallize the Jewish National Home. The 

establishment of the constitutional framework would ensurJ the 

perpetuation of the 1922 status quo in terms of Jewish political 

26Cmd • 3582, pp. 8-9. "Report to the Council ·of the League 
of Nations on the Work of the Session," P.M.C. Minutes, pp. 142-143. 
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representation. The consequences of this meas~re would be profound. Not 
1 

only would the growth of the Jewish National Home be halted economically 

'and numerically, but it would also be limited POlitica~ly.27 
", .. 

On receipt of the page-proofs of the White Paper, Chancellor 
," -

viewed this section with enthusiasm. However, he noted that the 

Zionists were attempting to reverse this proposaI. ,Shiels had met 
. 

with a de1egation from the Histadruth on October 10, 1930. While the 

Pa~liamentary Under-Secretary had refused to discuss future British 

po1icy, he did state that the British Goverrimant coniemplated "sorne 

fOrIn of Parliament" for Palestine. Although Chancellor stressed that, 

Shiels was ill when the Zionist representatives lobbied him on this 

issue, he refused Shiels" request fo~ assistance in telegraphing a 

message to the Colonial ,Office to modify this provision. It appears . , 
/ l' 

that ~hiels ~~ second thoughts on tbis aspect of the White Paper. 

~ccusing the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of ~hirking bis responsibilities, 

Chancellor informed ~illiams that Shiels wanted tbis cqmmitment trans-

formed into a vague promise. phancellor even believed that Shiels was 

a too~ of the Zionists. In a private note to Chancellor commenting on 

his account of Shiels' visit to Palestine, Sir John Hope Simpson, 

noted: " ••• it fJrtifies the [low] opinion neld of him ~hiel~ by 

Passfield."Z8 

27Memorandum by Passfield, September 18, 1930, C.P. 301 (30), 
CAB 24/215. ' 

28 ., 
. Chancellor to Williams, letter, October 18, 1930, C0733/183/ 

- 77050/C. The New York Times, October Il, 1930. Shiels had been 
afflicted with acute food poisoning at the welcoming reception in his 
honour tendered by the High Commissioner. See The Times" October 30, 
1930. Hope Simpson to Chancellor, 1etter, October 22, 1930, Chancellor 
Papers 16/6. , 
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In asseSsingjthis remarkable episode, a :a~tali-

zing question can be posed. Was there a conscious effort on the part 
.,. 

of senior civil servants, especially Sir Samuel Wilson, to.exclude 

Drummond Shiels fram a potentially moderating role in determining 

palicy by shipping him off to the Middle East for eight important 

weeks? The Parliamentary Under-Secretary was absent from London 

during the deliberations of the Palestine Cabinet Committee and the 
; 

Expert Sub-Cammittee. Moreover, he was not present at the Colonial 

OffiCe during the critical period when the draft Statement was being 

framed for pre~entation to the\cabinet. Indeed, the first opportunity 

he ~ to examine the Poliey Statement in a substantive form occurred 

in Palestine when he was shown the page-proofs of the White Paper 

that had been dispatehed to the High Commissioner. Although Shiels' 

somewhat frantie effort to tone down part of the Wh~e Paper lends 

credencë to the thesis that 1fficials inten~io~~~ly removed • 

from an active policy-making function, no soliq e.vitience eAsts to sup-

port this hypothesis. Nevertheless, the fact remains that, even had 

civil servants acted in the best of faith, Shiels was 1eft comp1etely 

OUr of the pieture wnen important policy matters for which he was 

, responsible in the House of Commons were belng sett1ed. 
'J 

1 

When reviewing the factors that led to the publication of 
) . 

the White Paper on Palestine of October, 1930, the questitn of lts 

approval by the Cabinet should be dlscussed. 29 In' Reflections on the 

Constitution, Harold Laski has argued that the Palicy Statement was 

29ThiS eva1uation is an elaboration of the discussion 
presented by Professor ~.A. Rose, op. cit., pp. 16-18. 
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ratified by the Cabinet "wi thout 3'dequate discussion." This 

assefts the release of the White Paper ~o constitute a perversion 

of the British Cabinet system and represent an illegitimate 

~xpression of Government policy.30 However, an examination of the 

circumstances surrounding the approval of this policy by the Cabinet 

can effectively refute this thesis. 

The Policy Statement was, in fact, discussed at two Cabinet 

meetings. On September 19, .1930, the Cabinet ratified the proposed 

White Paper, contingent on the findings of the Expert Sub-Committe~.31 

With the presentation of its final report to the Cabinet on Septémber 

24, 1930, aIl of the recommendations made by the Palestine Cabinet 

Committee were approved. Included in this comprehensive ratification 

ras i ts principal proposaI urging , . the approval of the draft 
. 

Statement subject to limited amendments at the discretion of the 

Colonial Secrètary and the Chancellor of the Exchequer. This authority 

was restricted. Passfield and Snowden-were empowered to modify the 

text onJy in order to make it consistent wi th the terrns of the Cabinet 
fi 

Committee's proposaIs. It should be stressed that in approving the 

October White Paper the Cabinet gave little scope to the Colonial 

Secretar,y to amend lt before publication. Rather than representing a 

deviation :trom the British Cabine,t system, this eplsode constituted a 

reinforcement of it. 32 

)°Harold Laski, Ref1ections on the Constitution (Manchester, 
1951), pp. 122-12). 

31Cabinet Conclusions j4 (30), CAB 23/63. 
- -

J2Committee on Po1icy in Palestine. Second Report, September 
22, 1930, C.P. )09 (30), CAB 24/215. Cabinet Conclusions 55 ()o), 
CAB 23/64. 
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Indeed, far from being ignorant of the imp1icationsof'the Po1icy 

Statement,·Cabinet ministers immediate1y recognized the unfavourab1e 

consequences of the proposed policy to Ziopist interests when presented 

with the draft text. When first discussing the Statement, the Cabinet 

considered instructing Passfie1d to consu1t with Dr. Weizmann prior to , 

its publication to fo~esta11 hostile Jewish reaction, but deferred its 

decision on this proposaI pending the outcome of the ~xpert Sub-Committee's 

findings. Confronted with these qOnC1~ions at its me~ting of September 24, 

1930, the Cabinet rea1ized that t~e Zionists would be worse off than it 

earlie* had believed, , Therefore, not only .as Pas~f~eld specifically 

reqUest\d to inform Dr. Weizmann "verba.lly" of the contents of the White 

Paper, Jft al~o ~e was strongly urged to h~ld a simi1ar meeting with the 

Marquess' of Reading before briefing Weizmann.)3 

The following day, O.G.R. Williams modified the White Paper, as 

directed by the Cabinet. At this point, ~o further ~Îerence to Cabinet 
, 

was required. The text was immediate1y approved by Sir George Grindle, acting 

for the ai1ing Shuckburgh. Sir Samuel Wilson concurred with this decision. 

In doing so, he minuted his agreement with earlier comments made by Sir 

John Campbell and Sir Basil Blackett to the effect that the Statement was too 

long. However, noting that its length cou1d prec1ude press criticism on the 
. 

grounds,8Z superficiali ty, he did not have i t change~. Passfie1d ratified . 
this version of the White Paper on October 2, 1930. 34 Although the 

33Ibid• 

~Minutes by Grind~e, September 25, 1930; Wilson, September 27, 
1930; andPassfield, October 2, 19jO. C0733/183/7.7050/C. ~ 
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Poliey Statement w~s completed, t~e praetical steps to implement its 

polieies particularl~' on the land question were not resolved. Sir 

John Hope Simpson had used his'India Office experience to examine the 

Palestine situation and to offer practical suggestions. However, while 

concluding the White Paper, Middle East Department officiaIs noted 

that Hope Simpson had not revealed the appropriate lndian laws that 

would solve the key land qu~stion, now identified by Colonial Office _ 

civil servants and sùpported by him. As far.as Williams was concerned, 

the major task facing the Middle East Department ~t this point was the , 
enactment of land legislation. Nevertheless, this question was not 

settled by the time tIft the 1~te Paper was ;"eleased. 35 
~ . 

Meanwhile, Pass~eld had met with Reading on September 25th 

to inform him of the contents of the Policy Statement and Hope Simpson 

Report. No account of this interview is extant, in departmental 

cotrespondence. Nevertheless, more information exists on Passfield's 

October lst encounter with Dr. Weizmann. In a let ter reporting the 

matter to the Prime Minis~er, Passfield stated that he had informed 

the Zionist leader of the gist of Hope Simpson's report and of the 

',"proposaIs" for the PoUcy .Statement. 36 He noted that Weizmann "took 

it very weIl indeed, but, of course, explained that he could not 

express an opinion until he had seen the documents." II). response ta 

~eizmann's concern that a definite numerieal limit was to be imposed 

on the ultimate number of Jewish settlers, Passfiel9. reportedl "This 

3.5r.tinute by 1il111ams, October 2 ~ 19)0, ~.'_ 

36passfield to Ramsay MacDonald, letter, October J, 1930. 
Premier ~/102. A cON of tbis let!-er liaS sent to Snowden • 
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l was able to tell him was not in quest~~n at present, though it might 
'" 

one day come to that." The Colonial Secretary added: .. l think he was 

contented te hear that the agricultural colonisation could gô on, for 

some years at least, on the land already acquired." 

In fact, Dr. Weizmann, suspecting the intent of the White 

Paper policy, informed Passfield on October l)th that he would have 

ne choiee but to resign if the Statement were issued. Through the 

intervention of Maleolm MacDonald, a second meeting betwee;Wei3ffiann 
o 

and Passfield was held at the Colonial Office on Oetober 15th in a 

last-minute attempt to resolve this crisis. However, according to the 

Jewish Agency's account of this interview, "' ••• Lord Passfield tried 

to say everytQing he could to prevent any kind of unpleasantness or 

diffïcul ties and was playing for -time •••• 1 .. )7 l t should be emphasized 

that.the ColonialoSecretary did not revise, his assessment of Weizmann's 

attitudes concerning the White Paper policy. Neither the Prime 

Minister nor Snowden were told of the strong opposition expressed by 
1 

the Zionis~leader against the coming po~icy after nis meeting of 

October lst with Passfield. 

The Colonial Office had no intention of requesting the Cabinet 

ta reconsider the Pelicy Statement. Proofs of the ]bite Paper were 

forward~d to the Prime Minister and Snowden on October 6th. Snowden 

had no comments ta (lffer. Meanwhile, Ra.ms~y MacDonald 1 s re~ction ta 
. . 

the Statement was symptomatic of his ambivalance towa~s Palestine 

• 1 
affairs. The Prime Minister bell~ved that a vlgorous examlnation of 

• 
37 Jewish Agency minutes, October 15, 1930" cUed in Rose, .ru2.!. 

cit., p. 16. 
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problems in Palestine ha.d been cart'Ïed out and that i ts resul iF; should 
. 

be implemented accordingly. The on1y amendment that he presented 

dea1t with the final paragraph of the W~ite Paper. It should be noted 

that thi~ intervention/was fulüy consistent with his Government's 
, \~ 

practics of delegating the final approval of policy papers to him 

as it~ head. Instead of making an appea1 for co-operation 
1 

ta the Zionists, Ramsay MacDonald suggested that the Statement should 

. 38 
also inc1ude a request for A~b sup~. This was ·the limit of 

Ramsay MacDonald' s intervention in the matt.er. The change was quickly 

made and the Statement of Policy, together with the HO~_~impson Report, 

was tab1ed in the Houreof Commons on October 20, 1930. 

Prior ta this, advance copies of these documents were delivered 
1 

to the Jewish Agency on October 17,1930 •. The Zionists frantical1y 
, , 

, a ttenfpted to persuade the Colonial Office to modify the White Paper or, 

"failing this, at least to delay publication pending further discussion. 

Nevertheless, Weizmann's 1ast-ditch telephone conversation with Pass-~ 

field of October 18th was ta no avail. The Colonial Office had no 
/' 

intention o~ changing i ts course. As in the case of 'Meizmann' s prote st 

of the previous week, ths Colonial Office kept both Ramsay MacDonald 
, " 

and Philip Snowden ignorant of bis second intervention. 39 

Eva1uating the activity of the Colonial Office, .it can be 
~ ~ .~ -. 1 

observed that Passfield and his civil seriants had allowed serious flaws -
\ 

to enter their work. They th~ught that they had prepared,a conclusive 

)BUThe Orlglns of the Palestine Statement of Policy, Il undated 
and unsigned memorandum, C073J/18Z/77050/A• ! 

J9R~e, op. cit., pp. 16-lB. 
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white paper ~sed on the ostensib]y concrete findings of Hope Simpson's 

report. To a certain extent they were justified. Radical changes Qin 

t~ fabrie of poliey relating to Palestine were masked in the 

reaffirmations and reiterations given to previous principle. However, , 

praetieal measures to implement this poliey had not been settled. . " 
1 

Moreover, weaknesses of detail within,the Hope Simpson Report proved 
l , 

to be sources of griéf to the Middle East Department and to' the 

Colonial Office • . " , 

In addition, Passfield and his officiaIs had not been,conscio~ 

enough of Jewish sensibilities. They permitted a brusquely worâed 

~ document to appear. ControverSY emerged as rnuch ove~ the presentation 

of the Yhite ~aper as over the issue of poliey expressed in it. Although 

the Hope Simpson Report was even-handed towa~s both,segments of 

Palestine, the ihite Paper was one-s11ed. The Policy Statement clearly 

lacked the finesse of Hope Simpson's conciliatory proposaIs. The two 

divergent documents were indi~ative of conflicting attitudes on 

Palestine. While Hope Simpson privately held reservations against 

Zionism, he had evolved a formula to encourage the co-existence of both 

communities. Britain's obligation for the Jewish National Home cauld 
\ 

be .ccmpatible with the "dual obligation" policy that emphasized Arab 

rig!lts as an e'lual part of British Mandate responsibi11tles. Bi

natianalism was the inherent feature of the Hope Simpson Report. 

., 
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On the other hand, Colonial Office officiaIs disliked the 

Jewish Na~ionallHome projec~ and were determined to undermine it in 
. 

favour of Aiab natio~al~sm. Aspec~s of thé--Zionist efforts were 

severely and rather gratuitoùsly criticized in the Vhite Paper. ' This 

biased attitude characterized the' P~y St~temeht. This 'â.oèument ," .... 

became so assoc~ated with Passfield that it has-been termed the Passfield 
-

White Paper. Although Passfield·had little to do with its actual 

preparation,' he bore ~tÏJnate :tesponsibility for it. ' 
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CHAPI'ER 4 

TWO ~TE PAPERS, ONE POLITICAL 

CONTROVERSY 

- lmmedia te Reaction 

, 

1 

'. 

G> ' 
Reacti9n to the White Paper was both immediate and hostile. 

Dr. Chaim Weizmann resign~d from the Presidency of the Jewish A~ency 
. 

and the World Zionist Organization on October 20th. ~he t~xt of 

Weizmann's angry letter to Passfield was distributed quickly to the 

. l 
press to ensure the,widest possible publ~city. Even more sensational 

was the wholehearted support given to Dr. Weizmann by two noted non-

Zionist Jews. Felix Warburg and Lord Melehett both resigned their 

positions in ~e J~wiSh ~èncy. 'In doing 50, they ~ook great pains 

to pùblieize their opinions that the Poliey Statement repudiated 

Mandate obligations. 2 

( The Labour Government was faced' with an embarrassing situatlqn. 

The Middle East Department wa.s confronted With the coalesCence of 

diverse Jewish factions,' Zioni$t and non-Zionis't, on this is~ue. By 

, .' resigning, ~eizmann had broken off official relations between the 

Jewish Agency, the 'body representing Jewish participation in the Mandate,' 

, 1 

lweizmann to Passfie1d, letter, October 20, 1930, published in 
The.Timês, October 21, 1930. 

i ' 

2 Ibid., October 22, 1930. 
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and the British Government, the Ma 1 Ida tory power in Palestine. This 

unprecedented action dramatized Zionist antagonism, created by the 
JI,! 

very real shift in British policy. Dr. Weizmann could take no other 

stand. The ]hite Paper proposaIs had undermined the long-term Zionist 

policy, formulated and fostered by Weizmann, of dependence on 

British sponsorship for'the creation of the Jewish National Home. 

:Weizmann termed the new policy a "profound change," and stressed tha:f. 

it crYstallized the development of the Jewish Natio~l Home: He 

maintained that the ]bite Paper repudiated British assurances on . -
future policy given by Arthur Henderson to the League Council the 

p~evious month. 
\ . 

Because of its nature, Weizmann adamantly rejected 
1 

, the White Paper as a basis for further co-opepation between t~e Jewish~ 

Agency and the British Government. 

\ 

Such controversy alone would have created difficulties for 

the Government. However, Ramsay MacDonald's problems were complicated 

further by denunciations of the White Paper pullcy on the part of 

opposition pollticians. Palestine again,had emerged as a source of 

weakness for his minority' government., The Prime Minister had succeeded 

in forestalling political opposition against the recommendations of 
, 

the Shaw Commission the previous April. However, the White Paper 

generated intense politicaJ. heat. An important feature that 

" distinguished this policy frÇ>m the one presented in April, 1930 was' 

thè lack of an alI-party consensus. The Primé Minister did not hold 
, "-

, 
consultations with opposition leaders on future policy for Palestine 

as he had done the previous April. The harsh reactlon of MacDonald 1 s 

opponents agalnst the Policy Statemen~ lndioates t~t this omission 

~ 
~. 
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was considered a slight. As a result, this factor contributed greatly 

in tran~forming a non-partisan issue into a domestic political 

controversy. Notwithstanding this, it is extremely likely that the 

Whi.te Paper on its own merits wouJ.d have disturbed the opposition. 

However, the ill-will created by what was interpreted as a calculated 

insult compounded the seriousness of the political crisis that 

confronted Ramsay MdcDonald • 
. 

A prominent group of Conservatives led the attack by 

cri ticizing the White Paper policy in a let ter to The Times on 

October 23rd.. Stanley Baldwin, Sir Austen Chamberlain,3 and 

4 ' 
~eopold Amery co-signed the letter, giving it weight as an authoritative 

rebuke.· The lfui te Paper was castigated for i ts harshness towards the 

Zionist cause. Moreover, the new policy was al~o attacked for its 

contradiction with British Mandate obligations to the Zionists. 

In addition, David Lloyd George was even more vociferous in 

bis condemnation of the Policy Statement. During a political speech 

delivered on October 24th, he endorsed"the Baldwin-Chamberlain-Amery 

lettex, and then tore into the White Paper. Lloyd George accused 

the Labour Government of a "'breach of national faith. , .. 5 He elaborated 

3An active participant in Brttish poli'tical lUe, Sir Austen 
o Chamber1aip (1863-1937) haa held the positions of Postmaster-General, 

Chancellor of the Exch~quer, Secretary of State for India, and 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 'He was a member of the War 
Cabinet in 1918. 

4Leopo1d Amery~(1873-1955)_had sefved as Colonial Secretary 
in the 1924-1929 Conse.rvative Government. In 1919-1920, he had been 
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for,the Colonies. Amery was 
subsequently Secretar,y of State for India trom 1940 unt!l 1945. 

1 

5xhe Times, October 25, 1930. 
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this charge by stating that the Government intended te '" souttle'" 

its obligations to the.Zionists. 

General Jan Smuts again felt it necessary to interveI1l9 on 

the Palestine question. The previous May, he questioned the immigration 

suspension. Hewever, this'initiative had little impact as the Colonial 

Office 'effectively stifled his protest by withholding it from the 

Prime Ministen. Nevertheless, his co-signed letter to The Times of 

December, 1929 had led Ramsay MacDonald to establish Hope Simpson' s 

inquiry. Smuts' latest'intervention alse influenced the course of 

Government polioy in Palestine. To begin with, his cable of October 

22, 1930 was addressed to the Prime Minister. In it, he strongly 
\", 

criticized .th~ -white Paper poliey, but coneluded by providing a set 

of recommendations ta remedy what he eonsidered ta have represented 

a seri ous injustice: 

l would most strongly urge the Goyernment that a 
statement be issued that the terms of the Baifour Declara
tion be fully carried out in good fa1th and that the 
Government's Palestine Policy will be recast aceord~ngly. 

The Prime Minister immediately requested advice from the 

1 

'. (. 
Colonial Office, and promptly reeeived a draft reply statin~that the 

policl for Palest~ne remaiiled unehanged and that the BFi ti~h Goverrunent ' 

did not' "aim at ;rystall!Zing the Jewish' National Home at its present 

stage of development.!' The Co1ol1ta.l 0;fUce rebutta1 was wired to 

Smuts wi thout amendmen1;..... In responding to this explanation -w! th, his 

cable of October 24, -1930 , Smuts accepted' th~ Prime Minister' s 
, ~ 

. account of the situation, but retalned' atrong reaervatfons concerning . . . 
the'future direction of British l'olley in Palestine, shrewdly drawing 

jt;J 
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attention to the restrictive land and immigration strategies that the 

Colonial Office intended ta use il1 order to haIt the Jewish National 

Home p:t;:oject~ 

l specially welcome your assurance that the recent 
statement does not definitely crystallize th~ Govern
ment 1 s policy on the Nati:onal Home, as my impression 
remains that, both as regards land purchase and 
immigration, the Government 1 s statement does not 
9orrespond to the active obligation for a National 
Home ~dertaken in the Balfour Declara~ion. 

Nevertheless, Smuts inadverlently adde~ to Ramsay MacDonald 1 s 

difficulties. Misunderstanding the confidential nature of this ' 

'" exchange, ne released copies of tre. three cables to the press. Smuts 

merely informed the Prime Minister of this action as a courtesy while 

acknowledging his ~ualified acceptance of the explanation provided 

to him. The Prime Minister's objections did not arrive in time to . 
prevent the distribution of tbis correspondence. ~ Smuts promptly 

apologized for this action. However, faced with a fait accompli, 

Ramsay MacDonald reluctantly authoriz~d his staff to distribute the 

taxt of this exchange to the press in L01;ldon. The impact of this 

correspondence, coming from a pers anal it y of the stature of Smuts, 

contributed enormously to the growing c~~mour against, the 1fui te l'aper 

paliéy.6 

6Smuts to Ramsay MacDonald, cable, October 22, 1930; Vincent 
ta Boyd, letter, October 23, 1930; Hoyd ta Vincent, letter anQ. enclosur~, 

, October 23, 1930; Ramsay MacDonald tQ Smuts, c,able, October 23, 1930; 
Smuts to Ramsay MacDonald, c~ble, October 24; 1930. Premier 1/103. 
See The Times, October,25 and 27, 19'0. • -
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The opening of Par1iament provided additional opportunity 

for criticism of the White Paper. In his rep1y ta the King's Speech, 
1 

Stanley Baldwin termed the Policy Statement lia very s~rious a1teration." 
<1 

To him, Palestine represented an important political issue, ranking 

second on his list of pressing tapies of the day - behind India but . ' 

ahead of the serious domestic prob1em of unemployment. 7 In his 

somewhat limp rebuttal to Baldwin's attack, Ramsay MacDonald set thé 

tone for his Government's response to criticisms of the ~ite Paper 

T ~ 8 policy. his position Woas maintained throughout the controversy. 

l repeat, there is nothing that has amazed t~e Colonial 
Office more than the extraordinary meaning and the extra
ordinary intention~,attributed to the Colonial Office and 
the Government on account of the publication of the White 
Paper. . 

David Lloyd George undermined the Prime Minister's rep1y with 

a devastating speech the following aay. He ridiculed Ramsay MacDonald's 

assertion that no shift'in po1icy had occurred by commenting that if 

there had been no change there would have been no opposition to 

Government policy. Moreover, Lloyd George effectively hit a key 

weakness in poliéy by questioning the terms and nature of the proposed 

development'fund. In conclusion, he requeste~ a special debate. 9 

7Commons, October 28, 1930; vol. 244, col. 18. The question of 
independence for India'had re-emerged with the publication of a report by 
Sir John SLmon, which recommended.responsible government on a graduaI 
basis. On account of the controversy created by tbis proposaI, the 
British Government had arranged for a conference of representatives from 
India, the British politica1 parties, and the British and Indian Govern
ments. to be held in London the fo110wing month to discuss the future 
constitutional status of India. This méeting, whlch became known as the 
Round Table Conference, was the first. of a series of gatherings conducted 
throughout the 1930's on this question. Jt took place from No~ember 20, 
1930 until January 19r 1931. . , 

8 1!.. 
Ibid., col. 24. 

9Ibid., October 29, 1930, cols. 46-47. 
~ 
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Ta compound Ramsay Mac~onald's political woes, Harry Gossling, , 
Labour M.P. for Whitechapel, died suddenly on October 24th. The loss of 

a member would have been troublesome enough for the minority Government. 
) ? 

The fact- t,ha t-Gossling ha.d. represented a con"sti tuency wi th a large 

of graxe concern to the Labo~~ Party. . ;' 

had been considered a safe Labour seat. Poale Zion, the -"'-

f---------j~nri:m~a.hQ!!.r- affiliate, was'instrumental in ensuring recent electoral 
/",,,, / 

successés. As ~~S~U~l~t~~~~~~~~ov~e~r~p~al~e:s~t~i~ne~,~t~h~e~~~~~~ 
c y could not have 

Government. 
10 

1 Meanwhlle, the White Paper aroused antagonism wi thin the Labour 

Party. This opposition focused on the glaring inconsistencies between 
,,r- . 

Labour Par d Government poUcy on Palestine. . At the Thirtieth Labour 

Pitrty sponsored by 
, 

~~Brr-rr&~~~nm~L--_______ -1~ __ Poale Zion was approved. This resolution urged the Bn l.S , , 

to promote and to finance Jewish immigration to Palestine. The conven-

~._ tion specifically lauded the minority view expressed by Harry Snell in 

----------~~~~ ~~ami~ent, T!ab~a-S Lieutenant-Comman~"-~~----'" 
,---~ 

~--~---

lQThe assessment of the political situation in ~itechapel by 
G.R. Shepherd, the National .Agent .of "the Labour Parly, was -quite 
gloomy. Report dated November 25, 1930, Labour Party Papers, vol. 57. 

l~he Labour Party of Grea.t Brlta1n and Northern lreland,o 
Report of the Thirtieth Annual Conference (London, 1930), pp. 220-222. 
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Joseph Kenworth/2 and Colonel J osiah Wedgwoodl ) had no compunction 

about publicly expressing their dislike of the October Policy Paper • 
• 

In letters to The Times, Parliamentary debates, and public sp~eches, 

14 they vociferously condemned Government policy. 
~ ~ 

~ ~~I 

i 
} 

! , 

( 

, 
, ; 

" 

Strong opposition to the ]hite Paper and adverse reaction ~ 

from the constituencies made the
O 

PéilËfst'iiie question a pr~~ 
l ~" 

within the Labour caucus. At a stormy mee~f the Parliamentary 
~~-

Labour Party held on October JI r-1.93 0 , Passfield attempted to assure' 
:/' ' 

his colleagues that no shift in policy towards Palestine had been 

intended. According to Passfield, t~e White Paper had '" created a 

most deplorable impression "'. among Jews. Admitting that the wording 

of the Policy Statement was unfortunate, Passfield disingenuously stated 

that the text was '" perhaps ,ope!l to anti-Jemsh interpretation which 

was not meant by the.---Colonial Office. ," Neverthe1ess, the Colonial -----
f '----secretâXY~~xPlanation did 1ittle to reduce oppositi~n to the White l L------------------- .. 

t Paper poUcy. Passfield fai1ed to Convince opponents wi thin his own 

t party that this policy did not :t'epresent an innovation in Government 

1 ~ 
r 12Lieu.ten nt-Commander Jo~eph KenW~hy (1886-1953), later the 

J ... t 

tenth Baron St~bolgi. Bee Joseph M.K. Strabolgi, Sail ors , Statesmen -
and ethers, and Autobiography (London, 1933). -

13 . 
Colonel Josiah Wedgwood (1872-1943) had served in Ramsay 

MacDonald's First Labour Government as Chancellor of'the Dutchy of 
Lancaster. In 1928,' h~ began ta lobby for the transformai:,ion of 
Palestine into a se1f-governing Jewish dominion, establishing a pressure 
group for this purpose: the Seventh Dominion League. See Josiah\ C. r 
Wedgwood, The Seventh Dominion (London, 1928) and N,A. Rose, "The 
Seventh Dominion," The Historical Journal XIV (2), June, 1971, pp. 397-
416. At this poi~t, Wedgwood believed that the White Paper had killed 
his project. 

14See The Times, October 28 and )0, 1930. 
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Th:çoughout the conttover~y, the Government took the position 

that the White Paper furorewas a misunderstanding. Tactically speaking 

~~--~--- -----__.. the Government could take no other stand. 
--~----

A frank"admission of the 

~\ designs of the Colonial Office Middle East Department on Palestine 

would probably have dismayed and embarrassed·the Prime Minister as weIl 

as members of. the Palestine Cabinet Committee that oqtensi bly .lad, 
@" 

de~ermined tbis po1icy. 

In London, the Zionist Organization opposed the White Paper on 

two fr9nts. ~he,movement strenuously attempted to discredit Government 

poliey by fostering opposition among Jewlsh ànd non~~ewish sympathizers 

as weIl as among the genera1 public, particu1arly in Briiain. In 

addition, ,the Zionist 9rganizat:i,on develop~d an active response to the 

Policy Statemento" Zio~1ist energies were geareci to neutralizing the new 

policy on the basis of international 1aw. It appears that the Marquess e 

of Reading was instrumental in developing this stra tegy. Basically, 
-

tbis policy envisaged JewishAgency representations before the Counci~ 
, , 

of the L~ague'of Nations to obtain an ~nfavourable interpretation of the 
~ 16 

~hite Paper policy from the Permanent Court at the Hague. 

l5The New York TimJs, Novembar l, 1930, also reported thà.t the 
Prime Minister -was considering the possi bili ty of issuing a second 
statement to remedy the controversy created by the first. 

16See Israel Cohen, op. ci t. '. Il. 27:; a.nd The New York Times', . 
October 22, 1930. 
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This Zionist strategy wan supported by Lord Hai1sham17 and 

Sir John Simon,18 two noted lawyers whose views carried much weight 

because theYohad served as senior law officers of the Crown. 

letter to The Times, they condemned the White Paper policy as a 
\ 

violation of international làw. Both persona1ities stated their 

1earned opinion that the new po1icy involved lia departure. from the 
J 

obligations of the 'Mandate. Il ln particular, they dep10red the sections 

of the Policy Statement that restricted unoccupied state lands to 

Arabs, that ·condemned the exclusively Jewish employment policy on 

ZioniJt projects, and that continued the susp~nsion of Jewish immigra-

ti9n. Moreover, Hailsham and Simon urged the Britis~ qQvernfuent to , 

suspend contested provisions of the Yhite Paper pending an advisory 
, 

- 19 opinion from the Hague Court. 

"17 . 
Douglas McGarel Hogg (1872-1950) had:-been created Viscount 

Hailsham in 1928. He had he1d office as Attorney-General (1922-1924, 
1924-1928) and Lord Chancellor (1928-1929) in former Conservative 
Governments. At this ti~e, he was Leader of the Opposition in the 
House"of Lords. He later served as Secretar1 of State for War anà 
Leader of the House of Lords (1931-1935), Lord Chancellor-for a second 
time (1935-1938), and Lord President of the Cauncil (1938). 

18Sir John Simon (1873-1954) had been Attorney-General (1913-
1915) and Home Secretary (1915-1916) in various Liberal Governments. 
He 1ater served as Forei~-Secretary (1931-1935), Home Secretary for a 
sec9nd time and Depuiy Le~der of the ~ouse of C9mmons (1935-1937), 
Chancellor of th~ .Exchequer (1937rI940) ,. and Lord Chancellor (19l}0-
1945). -, _' _ 

19The Timesk~ove~ber 4, 1930. 
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. The Colonial Office on 
the Defensive 

Colonial Office officiaIs did not anticipate the uproar that 

the PolicY,Statement would genérate. 20 The Middle East Department 
/ 

wàs stung by the intensity of hostility against the White Paper. Dr. 

Welzmann's resignation at this point had. been unexpected. Moreover, 

the ~étive opposition on the part of British politicians dismayed 

officiaIs. Reacting to this widespread antagonism, the .Colonial Office 

deliberately fostered the' stand that the White Paper poliey involved ~ 

no departure from prev~qus Government poliey. Colonial Office civil 
, 

servants were aware that the ministry was in a vulnerable position. 
1 

1 
1 

Throughout the entire controversy, officials strove ta protect their 

position by again consciously distorting or omitting the truth in . , 

dealings with the Zionists, politicians, an~ other depa~ments,_ 

including the Prime Minister'à office. 

20Sea "The Origins of. the Palestine 
..... op""-. ,-.0 ..... 1 t..-. J 007331182/77050/ A. 
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A readily available example of this procedure is Passfield's • 
reply of October 25" 1930 to Dr. Weizmann r s l~tter of resi~ation • 

. - ~ 

The text of the Colonial Secretary's letter was give~ to The Times by 

Dr. }lelzmann, together with his rebuttal: 21 Pass~ie1d wro~ 

Weizmann' s resignation was "based on an imperfect appreciation of the 

"-1 
Government 's a tH tude and intentions." 0 Moreover, he noted tha t the 

<J' 1 

Bri tish Government did not intend '" io crystallize the development of 

the Jewish National Home at the present stage of development, "' as 

Weizmann had charged. Passfield concluded by asserting that verbal 
o 

representations from .• the Zionists had been considered and "certain 

changes in the wording" of the White Paper had been made'. 

Dr. Weizmann challenged Pàssfield qn the basis of inco~sis-
<; 

tencies between the Hope Simpson Report and the White Paper. The only 

point on which he cjOuld refute Passfield on fact was PassfHüd' s 

...... , 
declaration of pri~r consultations betw~en the Jewish Agency and the 

Colonial Office over the text of the Policy Stateme~t. In reali ty, 

Colonial Office officiaIs at the highest level consistently rebuffed 

Jewish Agency attempts to offer suggesti.ons ~m the wording of the 

White Paper.' Instead of misconstruing the intent of ttia,White Paper 1 ~_ 

policy, the Jewish Agency had accurately identified its ~~lications, 
, ( 

especially the land-freeze section. The strategy of using the' 
, ... 

accessibilHy of land as a leve:!;' to curia.ll Jewish immigration, and 

ultimately the Jewish National Rome project, ~s recognized. 

" 
- 2lpassfield to Weizmànn, lètter, October 25, 1930; Weizmann 

to Passf1eld, letter, October JO, 1930. The Times, October 31, 1930. 
~ 
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, O.G.R. 'Williams, the civil servant who had originated. and developed 

this. scheme, minuted that the ~ite Paper policy would haIt the 

Zionist enterprise for at least five years. 
1 

The emergence of Palestin~ as a partisan political issue upset 

British officia:ls.~ The 'activity of opposition politicians in 

contesting the Policy Statement angered senior ci vil servants. 

Colonial Office officiaIs were ~rt~cularly incensed by the Hailsham

~imon letter. Williams ,was vociferous in his condemnation of it: 22 

If the policy cf His Majesty' s Government is ta be 
immobilised b~cause a certain number of irresponsible or 
interested persans chOOSè ta suggest tbat it is in conflict 
rii th the Mandate, l do not see how the administration can 
be carried on. 

Sir John Shuckburgh noted: "It strikes me as amazing that 
" 

Lord lfailsham & Sir J. Simon should put their names to such a dôcument/ 

Within the Middle East Department, it was recognized that the mere 

-consideration of this matter by the Hague Court would damage British 

interests. The tapor of Williams' remarks on th~ subjéct indicates 

that this ~ctive Zionist strategy was both credible and potentiallt 

effective. Willi'ams wrctte: 23 

. It ls extre!)\ely unlikely that WB should get an opinion 
l , from the Hague Court which would be of the slightest 

practical value in elucidating our difficulties. It would, 
l think, either be a compromise, on familiar Unes, between 
the contending parties, or i t would be so 1'ramed as to be 
exceedingly unfavourable and humiliating ta His Majesty's 
Government; and the latter alte~ive is the more likely 
owing ta the peculiar composition <\1' the Hague Court. 

22Minute by Williams, November 4, 1930, C0733/182/77050. 
! 

23Minutes by Shuckburgh, November 4, 19JO and -Williams, \ 
Noyember 4, 1930, ibid. 
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The wsulting rebuttal WJ.S publi!?hed under Passfield' s 

signature in The Times on November 6, 1930. 'W'riting that an "in?,ccurate 

representation" of the sections of. the White Paper crlticized made their 

" ~rguments plausible, he praceeded ta minimize tpe impact pf their âttack 
r-' " , 

by dealing with the issues que~tioned: On the problem of' state lands, 
. 

Passfield ~ommented, most 4isingenuously, that the Policy Statement did 
~ 

not rule Dut the,possibility ~f ~rmitting Jewish settle~ent on this~ 

land. In :Ga.ct, Colonial Offiee poliey 'WaS based on the prohibition of 
J 

Jewish settlement on state land. Passfield attempted ta, refute the 

attackmade on the White Paper pro~isiDn that criticized ex~lüsive 

Jewish empl"ayment pra~tices. He argued that the Policy Statemen~ did 

'not actually ~ean that the se policies would be ended by Gove!llffient 
~ , 

intervention. However, the use of Government pressure ta discourage 

these practice~ was an option,accepted by the Colonial Office. On 

the question of immigration; Passfield wrot~ that it~was not the f6t~n

tian O'f the llhi te Paper policy ta ~urtail J-ensh immigration as' long 

as '" any Arab' remained wi thout employment," as HaÙsham and Simon 
& «.-' C" 

Istated. This comment clearly contradieted the opinions" expressed by 
1 

Colonial Officè civil servants on the subject t~ xationalize the, ~hange 

in poliey. 
/ 

Pas?field's re~on~e'was based on a liteZal interpre~tion of 

the text of the' Policy Statement. ihile his reply may have been' 
o 

consistent with the straig~t taxt of the ~ite Paper, it revea1ed on~y 

part of the truth. Colonial Office att1 tudes clearly favoured the l '_ 

.J 

provisions of the" White Paper criticized by· Hailsha.m and- Simon. Desp~ -, 

the efforts of Colonial Office civil servants, the effects of'the 

• 
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Hailsham-Simon letter remaihed. This attack, coming from individuals 

as prominent in the' law as they were, was an embarrassment to the 

Go~ernment and a further,blow to tQe Colonial Off~ce • 

• While official~ in London were uneasy at the outcome of the 

PoEcy Statement, t,he High Commissioner of Palestine was jubilant. 

, "i\.~~ir John Chancellor was pleased Hi th Weizmann' s resigna tion, and 

minimized what he interpreted as an organized'campaign of international 

Jewish hosti~ity, against G!eat.Britain. 24 

In view of the enormous opposition generated by the Palicy 

Statement, the Prime Minister became dissatisfied with the performance 

of the Colonial Office. By this time, Ramsay MacDonald was "weIl aware 

t~~inc~sistencies existed in what the Colonial Office nad led him 

to believe would be the unchanging nature of policy in Palestine. The 

subtleties of the change, in Palestine policy, as expressed in the Wh1~e 
" . 

Paper, clearly escaped the Prime Minister. As far as he was concerned, 

the "equal obligation'! p<?sition that he enunciated the previous April 

still stood when, in reality~ the balanc~ had just been tilted to favour. 
} 

Arab interests. ...... 

However, upon consideration of the Colonial Office practice 
~ 

o,f promoting its policies by wi thholding vital information, tbis 1ack 
, " 

of awareness on the" Prime Minister's part was ta be expected •. Ramsay 
• 

MacDonald had no ide a of the evolution of the anti-Zionist policy at 

l:the Colonial Office from i ts origins in Januaxy 1 1930;- Tl}roughout 1930, . , 

Passfleld's officiaIs conslstently had furnished the Prime Min1ster 
< 

, 24Chanoe11or ta Wll1~s, le tter , oOt~r 22, 1930, C07?31183/ 
77~50/D/ A" - ..' 

" 
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with selected information designed ta condition him to the very real 

shift in policy envisaged by the Middle East Depa~tment in the October 

,lhi te Paper. As a resul t, Ramsay MacDonald had accepted the final 

draft of the Policy Statement with only one m~nor amendment. 
<) 

By late October, he"began ta have second t00ughts ort the 

validity of the policy outlined in the White Paper. The Prime Minister 

'had auth9rized the Hope Simpspn survéy and a definitive policy 

statement in order to Ündo the controversy on Palestine created by 

the Sha.;:r Commission. ·This manoeuvre had backfired. Ramsay MacDonald 

~aced a serious domestic ~olitical èrisis over Palestine. As a 

re~tion, from the opposition to the Poliey Statement, the Prime 

Minister attempted to detach himself as much as po~sible. 

Ramsay MacDortald laft hi's Colon~al Secretary to bear tJ:)e brûnt of 'the 
. 

widespread hostility toQthe White Paper by doing little to support 
. 
either the Poliey Statement or Passfield. Throughou~ the eontroverpy, 

\ 

the Prime Minister defended the White Paper in a limited fashion by 

taking the position that it had been ~isundersto6d. It ls obvi~us that 
• .< 

the Prime Minister wanted to extricate himself from the·taint of . 
liability for 'the Policy Statement. , 

One striking example of tbis lack of suppo~ was Ramsay 

MacDonald'~ failure effectively to refute assertions made by L~oyd 

George and Joseph Kenworthy to the effect that the White Paper had been 

published without the approval of the Cabinet. The undoubtedly 
,1 

jaundiced views of Passfield's permanent officiaIs to tbis political 
r .' 

bluge~ing are unfo;-tunately not extant. However, Beatrice 'Webb, his 

t 
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wife, viewed this scuttling quite gr~mly in her Diaries. According to 

her, Passfie1d passive1y accepted this brusque treatment without 

objec~ion.25 

Less than two' weeRs after the release of the October White 

Paper on Palestine,' the,Prime Minister was seriously considering a 

modification of Pflicy to~itigate the outcr,y. His options were 

limited. For the sake of consistency, he could not ~epudiate his own 

Government'~ policy outright. In considering this altern~tive, 

Ramsay MacDonald was influenced by General Smuts' calI for the reversaI 

of the White Paper through the publication of an interpretative 
• 

statement. Nevertheles~, he initiated this,èhange of position 

unofficially ?n~ indirectly by, respbnding,to Dr •. Weizmann's rebuttal 
• 

to Passfield's reply of Octeber 25th, which the Zionist leader had sent 
. ' \ 

him before publication in The Times. Instead of letting the matter 
. , 

stand with a description of the controversy as a misunderstanding, as 

Passfield had done in his letter, MacDonald took the initiative to 
1> 

open the door ta discussions as. a means of reducing '''differences'' 

created by the White Pape:r:. Ci ting the immediate prùblem of the 

Imperial C9nference as cause for delay, Ramsay MacDonald invited 
1 • r 

Weizmann to a private interview the following week to consider "precise 

points." The Prime Minister laft the formuiation of an' agenda to 

25r.loyd George made this c~ge' ~ the House of Commons. 
See Commons, No'vember 17, 1930; vol. 245, cols. 79-80.' Kenworthy's 
accusation was ?arried in Th~,Times, October 28, 1930 •. Sèe Beatrice 
Webb's niaries, entry for De embar 14, 1930, p. 260.-

t • 

- .. ------~-----------------------------



1 

Cr 

..... .. 
~ .. 1 

'. 

Wei~mann, and requested.the Zionlst leade~ ta submit one ta him through 

26 his son Malcolm. 
/ 

In this note, Ramsay MacDonald departed from the strictures of 

the White :Paper policy. His proposaI to subject contentious provi'sions 

to a "thorough exploration, Il with a view to modifying them, repudia~ed 

tre somewhat strident White Paper cpmment that Palestine pali'cy ~wuld 

not be changed because of outside pressure. Although the Prime 

Minister did not specify whether these talks waUJd'le~d ta an 

explanatory state~ent, he strangly hinted at this possibility: 

•.. 1 am more convinced than ever that ••• the great bulk 
of t~e divis~ons betwee~ us are words, interpretations upon 
words, assumptions of what is'or is not inevitable or 
consequential ••• r am more ce . ain than ever -ehat ••• a 
thoraugh exploration wou Id r move practically everything 
and reduc~ the real differen es'between us to such smaIl ' 
proportions and importance a ta enable co-operation ta 
continue. 

The remarkable feature of 'this initiative is the fact-_that 
• • 

the ~olonial'Office was not con~ulted beforehand. Passfield was merely 
1 

informed that the 'Prime Minister would meet with Dr. Weizmann after 

the invitation had been issued. The Prime Minister's office sent a 

copy,of this note to the Colonial Office only on November 13th. Had .. 
Colonial Office civil servànts been aware of its contents before lts 

dispatch, ~hey ~doubtedly would have made strong representations to' 

26 ' . 
Weizmann ta PaQsf~eld, letter, October 30, 1930, pÛbllshed 

.) e t> 

in The Times, October 31, 1930. Ramsay MacDonald to Weizmann, letter, 
October 31,'1930, Premier 1/103. The Imperial Conference was held from 
October ~, 193Q until Novemp~r 14, 1930. See' The l1~es, October 22, 
1930.and .November 1.5, 1930. At this _conference·,/Ramsél.Y Ma.cDonald' s 
Government agreed to acknowledge t~potr~al equa1ity between the' . 
Dominions and Great Britafn~ grant the Dominions full independence 
in enac~ing legisla~ese measures were ,forma1ized by the Stat~te 
of 'Westmin~t~31..- "" - -. ' . 

,-
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dissuade' Ramsày MacDonald from pursuing this course of'action. 27 
o 

In addition to initiating the modi~ication of the Whit~ 

Pap~r policy, the Prime~Minister effectively vetoed the Immediate 

implemèntation of th~S POI/CY by blocking the quick introduction of 

restrictive la~d legislation. Concerned by information received from 

Dr. Meizmann to the effect that new land ordinance~ were about to be 

proclaimed in Jerusalem, the Prime Minister strongly suggested to 

Passfield that an opportunity might be taken to get into closer touch 
1 

with the Zionists through consultations on such legislation. Ramsay' 

MacDonald vas ~roubled enough by this question to send a fol1ow-up 

letter to the Colonial Secretary. Reiteratin~ his concern ovex the 

land ordinances situation, he wrote: " ••• although the White Paper says 

that co-6peration with the Jews is to be sought, nothing is known by 
, . 

the Zlonist agenoy about them." Ramsay MacDonald feared that the 

arbitrary imposition bf land laws at this time by the Palestine 

~ G 28 overnment would exacerbate an already delicate situation: 
'\ . 

The result will be that whatever they contain will be 
the subject of further propaganda ~nd mischi~f-making. l 
do hope that Chancellor ls handling the situation with 
dl?cretion. He must see the tremendous issues involved. 

• 27V~néent to Boyd, letter and enclosure, November 13, 1930, 
Premier 1/10). 

j 28See The -New York Times" November 3, 1930. The Primé Minister 
had originally ~ade'this request in a note to Passfield dated 
approximate1y November'l, 1930, of which nQ trace exists. Ramsay 
MacDonald to"Passfield, letter, November 4, 19.30, C07331185177072jrV. 
This land legisaation had been shelved the previous May_because of the 
controversy created by the suspension of the Jewish Labour Schedule~ 
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Faced'with this explicit instruction, Sir JohnShuckburgh 

recommended that the High Commissioner should be informed accordingly. 

The result of this suggestion was an unprecedented cabl~ to" Chancellor 

in which Passfield instructed the High Commissioner"to consult fully 
-

with the Jewish Agency "to minimize future' controversy." Although 

the ~rime Minister delayed the implementation of the White Paper .. 
policy, he did sa inadvertently. In dealing with'this question, 

Ramsay MacDonald revealed his:lack of awareness of the significance 

of the land question in ac~eving this policy. The "speedy imposition 
-

of restrictive land laws was the only,viable means of ena~ting the 

new policy. The Zionists were weIl aware bf the implications of the l 

land issue. ~ith such consultations, they could actively resiat 

aspects of the legislation that prejudiced their interests by. prolonging 

discussions. Colonial Office officiaIs recognized that a delay of 

any sort would damage, theit policy for Palestine. 29 

( 

. 29Minutes by Shuckburgh, Novembe;\S, 1930 and ~i1liams, Novembe~ 
10-, 1930, C0733/l85/77072/r. Passfield ta Chancellor, cable" November 
5,_ 1930, C0733/+851?7072/~v. : ' ' 
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The Intervention of Arthur Henderson and the 
Reeonsideration of Government Poliey 

. 1\ 

" 

The intervention of Arthur Henderson gave impetus to Jan 

official Government policy to cope with the'up~oar over the Policy 

Statement, Government pronouncements descrlbing the pontroversy as 
, 

a ~isunderst~ding had failed ~o ext~icafe lt from its political 

trotibles, At the Cabin~t meeting of Nov~mber 6, 1930, Arthur Henderson 
/ 

took the initiative of raising the tapie of Palestine on the graunds 

that the urgency of the situation adversely affected bot~ his dealings 

with the League of Nations as Foreign Secfetary and his domestic 

political responsibilities as Labour Party Secretary, It should be 

stressed that the subject of Palestine was not on the agenda for tbis 

Cabinet meeting,30 

------------------- , 'IV" 

, 30Cabinet Conclusions 66 ()o), CAB 2)/65, A~hur Henderson 
(1863-1935) had served as Home,Secretary in th~.First Labour 
Government, A political organlzer of great abil~ty~ He remained 
Se cre tary, of the Labour Party durlng the perlod of the Second Labour 
Government. Henderson not only admln!stered the Foreign Office 
effect! vely, but also managed the Labour Party competently. ' 

,/ ~ 
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" 
This initiative was all the· more remarkable when one considers 

the attitude of Foreign Office officiaIs on the Palestine ~hite Paper. 

Members of the Eastern Department shared the opinions and prejudices 

of their Colonial Of Lice counterparts concerning the Palestine question. 

The Foreign Office had an interest in the matter because of its 

connection to the League of,Nations. Unofficial consultations were 

carried on among officiaIs in both ministr~es. The Colonial Office 

Middle East Department usually kept the Eastern Department informed 

of developments in Palestine. Occasionally, copies of telegrams and 
i 

notes between Chancellor and Passfield were sent to the Foreign Office 

as a matter of courtesy. 

In evaluating Hope Simpson's report and private letter ta 

Passfield of August 18, 19JO, the Foreign Office supported his views. 

George Rendel regarded the letten in particular to have constituted 

an accu~ate reflection of conditions in Palestine. Jl More inte~esting, 
o~ 

pé:r:haps, was his assessment of the final report of the Cabine't Committee , 

on Palestinè. He considered the proposaI to redefine the Jewish 

- National Home as a çompleted project to have been a viable option, but 

concurred with the Cornmittee's decision not tOlissue such a statemènt 

on political grounds: "Indeed, any such reversaI of policy, apart 

- ~ 
from leading to a dangerous conflict with the Jews aIl ovèr the world, 

might even end in suggestions that the Mandate should be tr~~ferred 
ta sorne other power." Ho.wever, while holding similar opinions on the 

31 -Hope Simpson ta Passfield, letter, Augu~t 18, 1930, C.P. , 
o 301 (30), CAB 24/215. Minute by Rendel," Octi;ber Jl''lIjJO, , F0371/14Jf93/ 

E52181400/6S. 
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justification of this policy, Foreign Office officiàls were more aware 

than their Coloninl Office~~ounterparts of the potentially explosive --.~-

effecta-of t~- White Paper: 32 

~-----

.. 

It will be seen ••. that the whole ~uestion Is to be 
t 

discussed informally with Dr. Yeizmann, and possibly with 
Lord Reading, before Sir'J. Hope Simpson's Report, and the 
statement of poliey whieh is to accompany it, are published. 
It is Hoped that this May render it possible to find sorne 
means of mitigating the Jewish outcry and the gène raI 
Zionist attack on His Majesty's Government which are almost 
bound ta fallow the publication of the se two doc~ents. 

~ith the uproar following thei~ publication, FO~ign,Office 

officiaIs, together with their Colonial Office counterparts, were 

~oncerned by ~he emergence of Palestine as a partisan.domestic 

political ~uestion. Rendel was highly critical. of the latter signed by 

Baldwin, Chamberlain, and Amer.y, which had appeared in The Times on 

October 22, 19301 He Nrote that he wondered whether the note would 

have been written had they known "aIl the facts, Il referring to 

Hope Simpson's August 18th letter and the repori of the Expert Sub

Committee. 33 

Left on its o~, the Foreign Office would have maintained 

i ts support' of the White Paper. However, as Arthur Henderson' s views 

became known, the attitudes of officiaIs 'changed drastically. Befare 
f 

any outline of h~s involvement in the Palestine controversy is 

p~sented, his raIe as Foreign Sepretary should first be discussed. 

From the start of his con~roversial appolntment as Foreign Secretary, 

32Minute by Rendel, October 3, 1930, F0371/14493/E5219/400/65. 

31Minute by Rendel, Octaber 27, 1930, F037i/I449J/E5718!400!65. 
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Arthu~ Henderson i~posed his persona1it~ and will on the Foreign Office. 

Ta begin with, Henderson immediately removed Sir Robert Li?dsay from 

his post as Permanent Under-Secretary because he doubted his 

loyal ty. Al though Sir Robert Vansi ttart was assigned by Ramsay 

MacDona1d ta,monitor Hendersôn because of the tension that existed 

between the two, he performed his duties conscientiously as Henderson's 

Per~ent Under-Secretary.34 Mareover, with the appointment of Sir 

Wa1forà Selby, Henderson had chosen a capable and dependable private 

secretary.3.5 . , 
In a comparison of the characteristics of Henderson and 

Passfield in dealing with the Palestine question, one ostensibly 
.,. 

similar trait has been identified by David Carlton in Henderson. 

Carlton has written that Henderson's conduct as minister was somewhat 

detached. 36 At first glanee this a100fness may be viewed as a lack 

of interest. However, lt ean be observed that in the case of the 

\ 0 

34In one of the few informative memoirs written by a senior 
British ojficia1, Robèrt Vansittart (1881-1957) has provided a persona1 
account of the Palestine controversy of 1930-1931. See The Mist 
Procession. The Autobiography of Lord Vansittart (London, 19.58), 
pp. 383-386. 

35Sir Walford Selby (1881-1965) was a ~areer official. He' 
had served as Assistant Private Secretary to Viscount Grey (1911-191.5), 
First Secretary at the Residency in Cairo (1919-1922), and Principal 
Private Secretary tp Secretaries of State ~ince 1924. He Was later 
Ambassador to Austria (1933-1937) and Portugal (1937-1940). In his 

" ~utspoken autobiography, Se1by considered Hende~son "an a~irable 
~ppointment." See Diplomatie Twilight ;t930-l940 (L~:mdon, 1953), pp. 3-4. 

36Dàvid Carlton, MacDonald versus Henderson. The Forei 
Poliey of the Second Labour Covernment L6~don, 1970 , p. 22. 
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Palestine controversy, at least, IIenderson conce~ated .his attention 

on broad outlines of'policy as opposed to its detailed administra~ion. 

This assess~ent,substantiates Carlton's thesis. 

An examinatlon oÏ Foreign Office correspondence on ~al~stine 

reveals that Henderson rarely read the relevant documents and minutes. 

-The-signature of Walford Selby, 6h?!2ve~. ap~ars .2n.;t~~~.&1::11;~~et.a.----__ -
~ . 

~ 

Selby was the key link in Henderson's administrative structur~. He 

digested informationOon the files, and presented it orally to ~ 

Henderson in précis forro. Throughout the Palestine uproar, Selby 

managed to retain a sense oÏ objectivity. Henderson had nO'axe to 

grind ort the Pale'stin~ question. As a result, he 'HaS willing to reject 
l 

the early assessments and recommendations of his Eastern Department 
-..", 

on the White Paper. 

Passfield's attitude tOQ was seemingly oneoof detachment. 

Unlike Henderspn, Passfi~ld played a day-to-day role in P~estine 
/ 

matters. However, he was clearly apathetic in the key activity of - , 
determining policy trends or the consequences of policy decisions. 

Passfield's passivity relegat~d h1m td a position of ratifying 
~ . 

sugg9stions which inqluded a revised policy for Palestine made by his 

senior civil servants, Almost aIl of his notations in departmental 

minutes were restricted to bis signature and the appI'opriate date', 

A study'of extant docum~ntatlo~ relating to Pa~estine in the 1930-1931 

period reveals that Passfield seldom challenged any rec~mmendatlons 

presented by his subord.i~'es in Whi tehall. 

, ' 
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One of Passfield '.s main !'Ieaknesses on the Palestine questiôn 

was his lack of objectivity. As a weak and ineffectual minister, 

Passfi~ld was wi]jingly manipuiated by his permanent subordinates on 
- 'J 

Pale~tine matters, at least. There seems ta have been no malice 
, • 

intended/by his civil 
~ 

servants ~gainst Passfield pérsonally. Throughout 

1930, Colonial Office officiaIs confidèntly believed that ~heir 
proposed anti-Zionist plans were just and practicable. Passfield 

~hared this attitude. Hi~ subordinates had been waiting for an 
... 

opportunity to impose an anti-Zionist shift to British policy in 

Palestine. Since l~21, previous Colonial Secretaries had managed'to 

'resist this pressure. WinstoIT Churchill, Lord Devonshire, and Leopold 

Amery had beep mo~~~ceful administrators ort this issue than Passfie!d. 
o 

In rea~ting to the Palestine controversy, Arthur Henderson 

had taken Weizmann's resignation quite seriously. Through Walford 

Selby, Henderson inquired,whether statements that he had made on 

British policy for Palestine at the League Council meeting, the previous 

'month, were inconsistent.with the provisions of the White Paper, as 

alleged by Dr. Wei:zmann. George Rendel minuted thatothe' "crystallizàtion" 

of the Jewish National Home was not intended by the Policy Statement: 
, , • 1 

however, he admitted that Henderson's descriptio~ of the immigration 

suspension as temporary was incompat19le with White,Paper policy.37 J' 
1 

. ,. 

37Minute by Rendel, October 22, 1930, F037l/l4493/E5716/400 
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The Foreign Secretary accepted this assessment. He 

undoubtedly wou1d have continued to maintain this attitude had not 

the Hailsham-Simon lètter been published. The appearance of this 

letter in The Times brought about Henderson's active involvement in 
1 

the Palestine question. Examining the let ter , ,the Foreign Sacretary 
o • 

was clearly impressed by the credible case that could be made before 

the Hague Court again,st the Policy Statement. Aware èl"f the ipterna-' 

ti~nal,ramifications of an.unfavourable verdict, he considered the , 
1 

matter grave enough to Warrant the Immediate attention of his Cabinet 

colre'agups. By promoting an active British policy, he intended to" -

rem ove this threat. 
1 - , 

The Cabinet favoured the establishment of another co~ittee 
,to consider the whole question. Despite the publication of Passfield's 

1 

rebuttal in The Times that very morning, the Hailsham-Simon letter 

continued to impress his colleagues. Consultations with a legal 

authori ty on "juridical aspects of the question" were recommended. 

As a result, the Lord Advocate for Scotland, Craigie Aitchison, was 

nominated for the task: J8 An unnamed Cabinet member proposed that 

this committee should'establish contact with Zioni?t representatives 

~d recommend the "attitude to be taken by the Government , view of 

the receptt~on of the recentl~ .iSSU~d ~? Péltper: Il. However, nei ther 

the-nature ~f this action was-defined ~ was the notion of a 'second 

statement considered at this meeting. In!addition, the committee 'was 

urged to pressure the Government of Palestine to keep in "close touch" 

J8Cra.igie Aitchiso~ (1882-1941) remained Lord Advocate in 
. Ramsay MacDonald' s Nati'~nal Government of 1931. 
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i-li th botp the Jews and the Arabs b~:fo~e "issuing certain edièts now 
t ' 

under consideration," undoubtedly a re1'erertce to the proposed land 
l\., : 

ordinances intended t,o implement th~ 'ne~" policy. 39 -

Arthur Henderson influenced the ultimate conclusions of the 

~eeting. The first resolution decreed that the Colonial Office 

should consult the "Foreign Office before issuing any public statement 

"in regard. ta our policy in Palestine." As justification for this 
- • • f • / • 

proposaI, the involvement of the Foreign Secretary as the representative 

of the British Government at the League of Nations was cited. 'Wi th 

this recOmmendation, Henderson explicitly questioned the wisdom of 
\"< 

the White l?aper poUcy. " The hostility of' ~orèigri· Office ci vil 

servants to·the Policy Statement emerged after Henderson'had made 

his stand knorm. 

The seconœ conclusion formally established another Cabinet , . 
, 0 

Commi~tee on Palestihe composed of Passfield, Hen~ersonJ A.V. Alexander, 

the First Lord of the Admiralty,O and Thomas Shaw, the !/ar Minister. 

Members of the previous Committee who were omitted included 

Lord Thomson, the former Air Minister, J.H. Thomas, the Secretary of , " 

State for the Dominions; and Philip Snowden, the Chancellor of the 

" Exchequer. Th~ crucial addi~ion to the Committee HaS Arthur Henderson. 
'. -

The ostensible role of this reconstituted forum was to consider 

0' objections raised 'again~t thè Whi t~ Paper poUcy. The resul ts of\ 
. \ 

the Prime Minister's meeting with Dr. Weizmann, scheduled for tha~ 
~ 

afternoon, were'expecte~to \r~fl~ence the function of, the new Cabinet' 

Committee. ' 

39Cabinet Meeting, November 6, 1930, .Cabinet Conclusions 
66(30), CAB 23/65. 
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,,§valuating the eonsequOJ1I!es of Henderson 1 s intervention during 
l' 

the Cabinet meeting of November 6, 1930, it should be stryssed ttat 
J . 

the Foreign Seëretary, while questioning the' validity of the Whi~e 

Paper policy, did not offer a conerete alternative. He ne ver 

raised the possibility of a second éxplanâtion either at the Cabinet 

session of Novembe,r 6th or at thé following meeting of 'November Il th. 

Il 

The initiativ~ for dis,euSSions between th~ Government and the ~ionïsts,~ 

with a view to a different explanation, came from the Prime Mini~ter. e: ' , 
His Odtober 31st letter to Dr. lIeizmann had been intended to derdse 

fil 

L the ~alestine eontroversy. However, Ramsay MacDonald was keeping 

\ 
'-; 

this o]tion ta himself. He did not irlfbrm his'C~b~net~olleagu~s of 

the nature of his Oatober 31st note td the Z10nist leader. 

This seo>reey'on the part of the Prime Minister can aceount for the 
o , .. 

rather indefinite role eontemplated for the reconstructed Cabinet· 

Committee. 

Because Ramsay MaeDonalq did not discuss the cortseque~ces 

of sueh talks at the November 6th Cabinet meeting, the whole question: 

/ 'of discussio~s between th~ Cabinet Committee a~d the zionist~,remained 
• c 

vague and dependent on the outeome of~the Prime Minister's interview 
-, . 

with Dr. Wevmann. This meetîng ,viaS vieVfed as an unoffielal 
. 

exploratory enc9unter. Ramsay MâeDonald wanted to present ~nformally 
,~, .1 

~the option of discussions to Dr. lIeizmann as a conce$sion to obtain 
p. ~ ~ .. 

the restor~tion~of official co~tact·beiwèen the JeW~Sh Agency and the 
"",' 1. 

Gov~rnment. Such a reconciliation was considered a major step.towards 
~ . 

" 
reducing,his Government's political difficult+es. Eowever, the .. ') 

, " 

\ ". 

. ' 

\. 
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Prime Minister did not commit'bis Government to this alternative 
,0 

in advance as he was evidentlY'uneertain Gf the terms under which 

the Zionists'would choose to re-establishcontact and enter,into 
l 

negotiations. 

Dr. ,Weizmann considered the White Paper a totally unaccepta~le 

document. Ramsay MaéDonald was clearly concerned about the possible_ 
,. '.. '" 

basis on which discussions could fol~ow. For the sake of consistency, 

his Government'had taken the position that the whole problem was a 

misunderstanding. Ramsay' MacDonald 1 s goal of ne~otia tions ~seems ta 
1 .... \ 

have been the accommod~tion of Zio~~t objections within the fabric 

of White Paper policy. The repudiation of the Policy Statement as 

a precondi tiop fo~ discussions ~s clearly out of thé ~qUéstio~-;.' ' 
, 1 ~ .1r\,,,,·-;. .Jo. 

<;). '"', ' ,... ~ 

No ac-count is extant in the Public Rec:ord:' Offlce of 'thé 

November 6th meeting between the'Prime Minister-and Dr. Weizmann. 

However, develàpments that followed this int~rview indicate that' 

Weizmann d~scribed his per~onal position as favourihg discussions' 

on specifie provisions 9f the White Paper, without accepting t~em as 
, 

ground.s for negotiatf:ons. In exchange, it seems that Rariisay MacDonald 

mentioned the possibility of a second explanation, However, 

circum~tantial evidence sugge.sts that Dr. Y~izmann was, purposely ,', , 
~__ li • 

/'~gue in ~is commi tment of the' Zionist Organization and the Jewish 
, 

Agency to this'formula, 

: 

" 

, . . . 
• 

1 

'. 

"1,." • 

, 
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Yeizrnann's position can be attributed to the fact that the 
1 

General Council of the Zionïst Organization was then holding an 

emergency meeting in London. While condemning the ~hite'Paper, the 

Councll empowered i;s executive and a special po~it~cal cornmit~e to, 

conduct negotiations on behalf of the Jewish Agency.. This polit~al 
committee was composed of five members, ~ncluding two representatives' 

from the Zionist Organization of America and the Va-ad Leumi. Chaim 

Yetzrnann was mandated ta remain in his two offices pending the 

forthcoming Zionist Congress and Jewish Agency Assembly, scheduled 

for Februa:r:y, 1931. The main implication of these meetings was that 

Dr. Weizmann had los~ his freedom of action in dealing with the 

Bri tisn Governmant. ". His negotiations ri th the British would now 
l ' 

,depend on the consent of his Zionist Executive and the special 

":- 40 committee of f~ve. 

Neverlheless , the meeting'with Dr. Veizmann,convinced 
i 

Ram~y MacDonald that 
,1 

his Government could conduct discussions with 

the Zionists. On his father's instructions, Malcolm MacDonald drafted 

a forma,l invitation to Dr~ .. Weizmann to disèUSS the PoUcy Statement 
. 41 

, with the recently regrouped Cabinet Committee: 

7' In view of, the fact ~hat the recent White Paper on 
Palestine has proved liable to serious misuriderstanding 
and doubts have been raised as ta the compatability, of 
some passages wi th certain articles of the Palestine 
Mandate, . l should Q~ glad if you and some of yo~ . 
colleagues would come and exchange views on these matt~ra 

o wi th sorne rnembers of the ~binet. 

40 Y : " , 
The minutes of these meetings were published in the November, 

1930 issue of New Judea, a publication of the ~orld·Zionist Organiiation. 

41Ra.msay 'MacDo~a.~d to Weizmann, letter, N'ovem~r 8,0 1930, 
, Premier 1/10). " 

Il 
... 

t 
\ , 
-1 , 
Ji 
; 
.; 

-,~ 

~ 

<: -1 -, . 



r - .. 

) . 

. ' 

159 

"' ù 

. 
• 

The outco~e of the talks had geen left open. These terms 

did net mention th~ poss,iple modii'ic.ation of 'White Paper policy as a . 
~ . 

- 'd 

resul t of the af'scuss:i"ons by a second statement. It is apparent, 

however, that such an explanation represented an implicit conse~uence ... ," 

of the n~gotiations. The Prime Minister had committed, his Government 
, • 0 

to nothing drastic other'than f~l talks ~ith the Zionikts. Under 

those conditions" he ~s certain that di~cussions could take place 

on a basis acceptable-to him and his Government. 
, 

A~nur Henderson's account to the Cabinet meeting of 
'" , 

Noveînber Ilth is our only British source of information for the 

, eVènts that led up to the re-establishment of formaI relattons between 

the British Goverhment and the ziolists. 42 It see~s that Dr. Weizmann 

and his executive had accepted Ramsay MacDonald's somewhat limited 
. 

invitation to negotiat~ with the Càbinet Comm~ttee. While the Cabinet 
l' 

, . 
Committee wanted to_meet with the Zionists during the week of " 

N6vember lOtb-16th, the Zionists ~d re~uested a delay pending the 

arrivaI of a delegate from theoZionist,Organization of America.43~ As 

far as Henderson had been concerned,.everything was in order for a 

conference to have been held during the ~eek of November 17th-24th. 

, ' 

. " ~2CabineVaonclusions 67 (JO), CAB 23/63. 
4 ( . 

JSuch representation never materialized.' Instead, Harold 
Laski 'substituted for tpe leaders of the Zionist Organization of 
America. 1 

, . 

" 

• t 

" 
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However, Henderson report'9d that Passfield had committed a 

faux pas, jeopardizing the proposed discussions. The Zionists were 

dismayed by an interview between Passfield and the Managing Editor . , . 

of'the Yiddish .daily, The New York Forward, published on November 7, 

1930, lin which the Colonial Secretary was reporled to have said: 
") , , 

"'It [the ~lhite Paper] is not my document; it is the Cabinet's document; 

01 am only technical1y responsible. , .. 44 Henderson ~s parlicularly 

angered because this public pronouncement had not been cleared by the 

Foreign Office, as required by the resolut.ion enacted at the preV'io.u~ 
1 1". t::r..r.if ' 

1 

Cabinet meeting. " According to Passfie1d ' s apo10gy to Ramsay MacDonald, 

the interview had taken place at 'Ernest Bevin's insistance to aid the 

,~techapel by-e1ection campaign.45 The format bf the meeting was that 

of a bac,kground briefing designed to expIa in "misinterpretations" ~è~ 
- 1 

the Po1icy Statement to a left-wing ~erican Jewish readefship. One 

of the precon~itions for this interview was that aIl comments were 
o 

'to be unattributab1e in nature. Passfie1d's nama was not to have been 

mentidned. liowever, The Forward correspondent reporled this encounter 

as a formaI intervie~. At the time of gis accoUnt to thé Prime Minister, 

Passfie1d was uncerlain as to which parlicu1ar feature of his conversa- " 
, 46 / 

tion had upset the Zionists. ,( 

44Leopo1d Amery exp1oiteq. this ahic1e in, an attack on Govern
ment po1icy in the House ·of Commons. See Commons, November 17, 1930, 
vol. 245, col. l14. 

45At this point, Ernest Bevin (1881-1951) headed the Trades 
Union Congress. As Foreign Secretary il) the Thi~ Labour Government 
(1945-1951), Bevin was a controvfrsia1 figure because of his pub1ic1y 
stated hosti1ity against the Jewlsh National Home project. The Foreign 
Office then parlicipated active1y in the 'administration of the Palestine 
Mandate because of tht lnternatlona1i~ation. of this question follpwing the 
Second 1Jorld War. DuH.ng his tenure of office, the Mandate "HaS abandonned 
in 1948. ~ 

" ' 46 Passfle1d to Ramsay MacDonald, 1etter, November 12, 1930, 
Premier 1/103. " 
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The ~wara inte-rview precipitated a crisis between the Cabinet 

Committee and the Zionists. The resol~tion of this controversy resulted 

in the granting of greater concessions than intended from the British 

Government. These concessions were made in order to obtain Zionist 

participation in 
1 

political crisis 

to meet with '{he 

negotiations and, as a conseq~ence, end the serious 

still faced by the Government~ The Zionists refused 
.. f~J, 

Cabinet Committee until ~e publication of a second 

polic~ statement was assured. In his report to the Cabinet meeting of 

November llth, Hendersonoadded that the Zionists had informed him t~t 

their preserice at these talks "would only resul,~ in splitting th~ 
, 

Zionist movement. '! Dr. Weizmann had suggested a fomula for an 

announcement 'dhich Henderson read to the Cabinêt. No trace of this 

version is extant at the Public Record Office. '" However, Henderson 

then ~ad ê. sta tement which he personally had prepared. The text of 

this formula was hot1y contestedl in Cabinet. 

Finally, Henderson was requested to ask the Zionists whether 

they would accept an invitation to meet with the Cabinet Cornmittee 
'# 

" 
under the te~s agreed ~o by Cabinet and with the public announcement 

of th"e Government' s revised offer. This formula cOlnrni tted the Government 
, . ~ 

to a further statement. Significantly, this initiative carne from 

Henderson; not the Prime Minister. It constituted a retreat from the 

restrained invitation made the previous weekl 47 

\ 
47The underlined sections indicate where the Cabinet amended~ 

Henderson's draft. Oralgie Aitchison was formally appointed legal 
adviser to the Cabinet Commlttee at this Cabinet meeting. 
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DoubtG hfl.ving been expre:;',c<1 as to the compatibility of 
sorne passages of the White Pa]"}r of October 21st wi th certain 
Articles of the Palestine Mandate, and other passages having 
proved li~b1e to serious misunderstandings,'His Majesty's 
Government will make a further statement concerning these 
matters and they have invited representatives of the Jel'Tish 
A enc to confer with sorne members of the Cabin t on the 0 

subject. \ 
1 

~he question that left.Zionist participation in doubt was the 

issue of whether the Governrnent\would implernent.contested aspects of 

the White Paper. The Zionists had refused to negotiate on the basis 

of the "Policy Sta telnent. However, the Government position did not 

contemplate a repudiation of the ~ite Paper. To complicate matters, 

the Cabinet consensus precluded Henderson's proPJsed diplomatic 

~ccommodation of these two difficult p'oint~That would have involved 

suspending outright the implementation of contentious provisions of 

the White Paper pending the outcome of the talks. - As a :çesult, the 
\\ 

Policy Statement received an additional ratification. Despite this 

rebuff, the Foreign Secretary agreed to attempt to persuade t1!e 

Zionists ta accept the Cabinet statement, without a special formula 

that considered the sensibilities of the Zionists: "Pending. 

promulgation of the intende~ statement no act~on will be taken on the 

points in question." 

Arthur Henderson met with Dr. Weizmann and Lewis Namier at 

the Foreign Office on November 12th. Weizmann accepted the conditions 

approved by Cabinet. In an official letter to the Prim~/Minister, 

: Weizmann officially acknowledged Ramsay MacDonald 1 s invitation of 

Noyember 8th, as amended by Cabinet, and ~greed to negotiations on the 

basis of the contentiou~ formula. Dr. Weizmann sent the Prime Min~ster 

-------

1 
,,, 
" 
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an addi tional lett-er requesting the participation of M'alcolm MacDonald 

in the talks. 48 

He has our complete .confidence, and ifr you will aUow 
me to say so, our most sincere affection and respect. W~ 
should like him to be present as a link between us and the 

,Cabinet delegation, and still more as a link between us and 
yourself. lie should further like him to be able to report 
to you from ~is own personal knowledge both the progress 
made and the difficulties ~ncountered in the conference. 

The significant feature of the establishment of discussions 

between the Jewish Agency and the Government is the fact that it was 

not handled through the Colonial Office. The Colonial Office was only 

sent a copy of the Prime Minister' s October 31st letter to Weizmann 

f on November 13th, after the direction of Government policy towards 

th~ White Pap~r ~ shifted. The consultations leading up ta the talks 

were not conducted by Passfield, Chalrman of the Cabinet Comrnittee on 
1 

Palestine, but by Arthur Henderson. 

It is clear that Ramsay MacDonald wanted a rltpprochement with 

the Jewish Agency at almost all costs. Because Passfield was 

unacceptable to the Zionists; Henderson, through his initial intervention 

on the issue, became the British intermediary by default. The Cabinet 
\ 

resolution of November 6, 1930 that had made Colonial Office consultations 

with the Fdreign Office mandatory on public statements relating to 

Palestine, in effect, had established ,the position of the Foreign Office 

as the substi tute ministry to deal wi th Palestine. As a result, the 

Colonial Office was frozen out of fuil control of Palestine policy 

48 . 
. W:eizmann to, Ma.cDon~ld, official ietter, November 12, 1930; 

lleizmann to MacDonald, unofficial letter, November 12, 1930. Premier 
1/103. 
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for several months. In ~dition, the Foreign Office '~d de facto vet~ 

power over day-to~day decisions relating to the administration of 

Palestine. 

To emphasize this situation, it should be noted that 

Arthur Henderson ans~ered Dr. Weizmann's unofflcial letter to the 

Prime Minister of November 12th. "In conformi ty wi th your w;lshes 1" 

he wrote, '~I intend to attaeh Mr. Malcolm MacDonald as my personal 

assistant. ,,49 The Foreign sec~etary had made no attempt to appoint 

an official from ei ther his ministry or the Colonial Off~ee to oecupy 

this 'sensitive ~osition. To ensure that this controverty was resolved 

as expedlently as possible, he clearly intended to rnaintain persona1 

control over -ç.he negotlations. ' 

Meanwhile, the Prime Minister ~ indicated in the House of, 

Commons' that the Gùvernment proposed to publish a supplementary state- . 
ment to interpret the White Paper. On, the evening of November 14, ~930, 

1 the Prime Minister' s Offlce issued a statement to announee officiallt l 
~.: 

the resumption of relations between the Jewish Agency and the British 

Governmen-e' and the stan of joint dÜ;icussions to formulate a mutually 

accePtab1e~ation of the White Paper. 50 
4 . 

49Henderson ta Weizmann, letter, November 13, 1930, ibid. 
" 

50Commons, November 12, 1930, vol. 244, col. 1655. The Times, 
November 15, 1930. 
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CHAPl'ER 5 

THE MODIFICATION OF GOVERNMENT 

/ POLICY 
/ 

1 

Consternation Jt the Colonial Office and Controvers 
! in the HOllS! of Commons 

J 

1 

/ 

Colonial Office officiaIs viewed the shift in policy with 

, dismay. Quick 1.mplementation of· the essential provisions -of the 

White Paper ,had been foiled. Beeause of the imposition of an additional 

'ratemen~ 1i policy on the Colonial Office, the ~. 500, 000 loan-

plan was considered delayed until after the new year. l The immediate 

enactmeJ{ of restric~ive land ordinances was ilso postponed ~cause 
_ of the- Cabinet resolut1on requiring prior consultations betweeu the 

l,. 

Government 'of Palestine and the Jewish and Arab communities. Sir 

J ahn Shuckburgh well expressed the mood of anger and frustration 
. 2 

\prevalent at the Colonial Office: 

Ît is of course not for me to criticise the poliey of 
the Cabinet, but l do feel,strongly that great and quite 
unnecessary risks are being taken. The proposed statement 
rannouncing discussions] - as ta the terms of which, as you 
know. we were not consu1ted & can accept no responsibility 
whatever - may purchase a temporar,y abatement of Jewish 
invective; but that relief (whatever may be its exact value) 
will be dearly bought at the priee of renewed unrest in , 

; 

IMinute by Shuckburgh, November Il, 1930, C0733/182/77050. 

~inùte by Shuckburgh. NovembeD 13, 1930, C07J3/1~3/77050/D/A. 
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Palestiné & of aU 10ss of confidence in the will or po~er 
of H.M.G. to pursue a consistent policy. 

--
Just as Colonial Office civil servants initially declin~d to 

accept responsibility for a changed Palestine policy, so too did 

Foreign Office officiaIs. A situation 4 emerged in which both minlstries 

'" declined to acknowledge willingly any responsibility for the consequences 
/ -

of this shift. The imposition of a de facto Foreign Office,veto on aIl 

F~lestine matters exacerbated relations between the two dep~ents. 
Foreign Office officiaIs quickly adjusted to the st~d on 

the P~lestine controversy taken by Henderson at,the Novembe~ '6th Cabinet 

meeting. As a résult, two distinct trends in the attitu"des cf-·Foreign 

Office offici~ls to this issue can be detected. With the publication 

of the White Paper, individuals such as George Rendel held opinions 

similar to those of their Colonial Office counterparts. However, 

after Henderson's intervention, Foreign pffice civil servants pro~ptly 

reversed 'themsel'ves. In a Memorandum requested by Henderson through 

Selby on the circumstances behind the final draft of the White Paper, 

Ge~ge'Rendel performed an abrupt about-face. He criticized the 

Colonial Office for :paor judgement. "While absolving the Foreign Office 

of any blame for the fiasco, Rendel considered the Colonial Office 

as being entirely re&ponsible for ltl 3 

In viewrof the fact that.the ~oreign Office were not 
represented on the Cabinet committeè, this procedure was 
perhaps not unnatural. Moreover, in view of the importance 
of. the authority under which the statement of policy was 
prepared, it would have been exceedingly difficult for r 

Foreign Office officiaIs to put forward any criticisms. 

400/65. 
~emorand~ by Rendel, November 8, 1930, F03?1/ 
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On the oth~r band, it ls unfortunate tbat neither the statement 
ln i ts fimLl fom, nor the renul t of Lord Passfielc;l' s interview 
with Dr. Weizmann were communicated to the F6reign Office, 
since this might have enabled us to anticipate, and ~ossibly 
forestall, sorne of the difficulties that have arisen. 

O.G.R. lUlliams became aware of Foreign Office "dissatisfaction" 

and prepared a refutation. T~s Jt be~ame an informaI "Dear Van" 

letter from Sir Samuel Wilson to Sir Robert Vansittart. In this note, 

Wilson malntained the Colonial Office position that attributed the 

responsi bili ty for the Policy Statement to the Cabinet Commi ttee. He 

, wrote: '''The whole matter [of the final version of the White Paper) 

was more or less taken out of our hands •.• ," and ragretted that this 

commUtee structllre precluded consultation, on "normal departmental " , 
lines." According to, Wilson, the fact that Arthur Henderson had been 

excluded from the Cabinet Commi ttee made prior discùssion difficult. 4 
, 0 

,~ concil1atory reply; Vansi ttart m'O;te ~ 5 , 

l don' t think anyone here conversant ID tn the facts 
feels that the Colonial Office we~ to blame for the fact 
that the Foreign Office were not consulted befora publica
tion of that statement ••• That we did not see the statement 
in its final form before pu151ication, and that we were not 
informed of the resul t of Lord Passfield' s discussions wi th 
Dr. Weizmann, is perhaps regrettable, but not unnatural 
considering that the Foreign Office were not represented 
on the Cabinet Committee. In any case l personally have 
no feeling that any blame attaches to the officiaIs of 
the Colonial Office. 

4Minute by Williams,' November 1), 1930; ltIilson to Vansittart, 
letter, November 14, 1930. C073J/182/77050/D7A. 

5vansittart to Wilson, letter, November 19, 1930, ibid. 
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Before the new Palestine policy was changed by the Cabinet, 

Colonial Office civil servants were confident that their plans would. 

be realized. On the day that the two state papers 'W'ere published, 

O.G.R. Williams obtained Treasury approval ta pay the salaries of 

the Director of the development program and of an aS1:}istant, 13:S 

proposed in the Hope Simpson Re~ort and lihite Paper. Sir John Hope 

Simpson was offered the directorship, almost immediately, for a fi ve-

6 year term. He promptly accepted. 

The Prime Minister was "dubious" of the wisdom of making 

this offer in view of the hostile reaction to the Poliey Statem~nt. 
, . 

Passfield took issue with Ramsay MacDonald' s reservations by 

emphasizing that Hop~ Simpson was indispensable for the position. 

Despfte this, the appointment was withdrawn at the Prime Minister's 

"insistance. 7 The significance of MacDonald' s tntervention i~ 

" note-worthy. Chronologically, it occurred between bis October 31st 

011 ve' branch to Dr. Weizmann and their November 6th meeting. The 

suspension marked the ,first occasion in wbich the Prime Minister had 

rejeeted action suggest~Hby the Colonial Office relating to Palestine, 
'1 

" ,< . 
in 1930, at least. The establishment ?f the deve10pment commission 

was perhaps the major ingredient of th~ ~ te Paper policy. Coming 

when i t ~ did, tbis re b~f'f foreshadowed the modification of the Jihi te 

. 6 ' -
Waterfield to Wi11iamp, latter, Oct~ber 21, 1930; Passfield 

tç Hope Simpson, cable, Dctober 22, 1930;' Hope Simpson to Passfield, 
cable, October 24, ;1.930. C0733/194/77402. . ' 

, 7Duff to Boyd, letter, October 27 f 1930p Passfiel~ to ,Ramsay 
MacDonald, letter, November ), 1930; Duff to Pàssfia1d, letter, November 4, 

'1930; Passfield to Hope Simpson, cable" November 6, 1930. Ibid. 
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Paper poliey contemplated by the Prime M~nister. However, the Colonial 

Office seems ta have been oblivio~s ta ihis rather ominous deve~opment, 

as far as their hopes for Palestine were concerned. Deparlmenial 

minutes dealing with this proposed appoint~nt s:ontain none of the 
1 

comments of alann that iater characterized the thinking of officials 

after the- November llth Cabinet meeting. 

Meanwhile, the ,Middle East Department attempted to placate 

opinion aroused over the White Paper,by partially removing the 

suspension of ~ewish immigration ~erlificates impos~d the p~YiOUS 

May. On November 7, 1930, 1,500 p9mi ts, were granted uncondi tionally 

under the Jewish LaboUI: Schedu1~ for the" next six months, as opposed 

to the 2,300 permits withdrawn in May,l 1930. Beca~se this gesture 

consti ted a half-measure, the Colonial Office failed to obtain 

n 

Although the Jewish AgencYrbénefited, it did 

consider thi~ decision to have represented a con~ili~tor.y déma~~ 

~e pirt of the Colonial Office sufficient to toster "the :re-. L 
ishment of communications. Opposition to the Poliey Statement, 

1 8 ' -
was not tangibly redu,?ed. 

with their initial reverse by the Cabinet on November 

llth, departmental officiaIs struggled frantlcally ta salvage their 

poliey for Palestine. On the basis of a recommendation put forward 

Shuckburgh, they attempted to neutralize the pendin§ announcement of 
o ' 

~ • ~ e • a 

negotlations between the Government and the Jewish Agency.9 They 

8 ~ . 
Minutes by Williams, November 1, 1930; Shuckburgh, November J, 

1930; lIilson, November 4', 19JOr and Passfield, November 4, 1930; 
Passfield to Chancellor, cabloe, November 5, 1930. , a0733/188/77113/II • 
See The Manchest2r Guardian, November Il, -1930. 

9Minute ' by Shuckburgh, November 1'3, i930, C073Ji183/77050/D/Â •.. 
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advocated the reie~se of a para~lel pommunigué on' b~half of the Ara?s, 
b 

wqich,would state that British policy regarding the wnite Paper was to 
, . 

~ern~~n firme The ~orrnula tp reconcil@ the Je~ish Agency had not yét 

been disc1osed. Shuckburgh's proposaI was cl~ari; intended to 
; .~-

. , 
" 1;'\. • 

. inf~ue~ce I!0t .only the tenor' of 'future d~scussions but also the nature-

of the expl~nation t'hat would ernerge out of these talks.. However, such 
, tth. ~ , ", l 

was the weakened positfon of the Colonial Offic~ in Palestine affairs 
. \' 

thàt officiaIs were in no position topress this suggestion successfully. 
, -

An attempt to pressure the Prime Minister to repudiate this change 
, . 

~n pol~~y\through the use of qcare tactics failed. . . 
r " ' .. 

In a letter to Ramsay MacDonald, sent immediately following 
-, ~ 

,~ 

·,.~hi~ deoisive Cabinet me~g, Passfield ~isc~aimed responsib~lity_on 
. , 

behalf of himself and his ministry for what he interpreted as H'lé 
. • 1 , 

di~e .con~èquences ,of the announ~ernent of,.neg~tiations'. 

select., assortment of corresponàence froin the Hig.h Cornmissioner.: he . , 
atternpted.to drarnatize the political'sit~ation in Palestine. . ' . 
• ';. - , 10 
was inteI].ded to promote the :fear of renewed Arab disturbanées: 

. ~ 

. 
, , In .~f _ my reluctance t; trouble yeu rat tlÎis 

moment, l cannot do othentise than, subIll;,i{ to you the " 
enclosed telegrams frornJthe ~igh Cornm[issione] r: l am 
af'raid: l must leave ft to you and, HeI!derson to dec,ide 
about what you publish immedia~ely. 

" 
As the High ~ornmissi~ner was un;ware of the Novémb~r Ilth 

"''' , 

" formula, Passfil11d was faced with thé ta'Sk of. informing him of the 
t· II' 

" ~ ,. t • ~ :. Il J 

rhang~ in policy. At the Colonial Office, ,there Was' eoncern that . ~" '.' 

Chancellor 'w~uld resigrl in protèst ove;"this. 4 In .his note to the 
" 

'0 , 

10 . , , . ' 
" Minute by Shuckburgh, November;J.3 ~ 1930, C07JJ/185/nO?2/I • 

Passfie1d to Ramsay MacD~nald, ,l~tt.er a.l'!-d e~closures" ~ovem9.er)3" 1930, 
,Pr-emier 1/103. . 0" " • 
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Prime Minister, Passfield added: t" ' 

AlI that c;uld be done to ~itig~te e.ny 'ham (as to 
Arab opinion) would be,for mé ta send a private and, 
personal telegram to the High Commri~onelr at the . 
earliest moment expl~ining that pu~lication had to bé 
made, for reasons h~re ••• 

With the consent of Ramsay.Maq~onald, Pa~s(ield wired the 

. High, COl]'lJJJissione,r to explain that he had. attempted vâinly to main tain 

the White Paper. Attributing the shi ft in policy to international , 

considerations, he noted that tHe public statemént announcing the 
-!. 

negotiations with the Je~sh Agency had been determin~d despi~e his 

last minute intervention with the Prim~ Minister. In~o~clusion, 

the Colonial Seqretary made i t q,ui te clear that Art~ur He~nderson was 
, 

~sponsible ~qr the final version of this statement. ll 

- . 
f ~ .. < 

Not surp:visingly, ~he High Commissione:J:' belil'av.ed .that~. \-. . 
change was, il1-advised.' H?wever" he did riQt 

on the situation, 'he 'wr~2' 
( . 

resign. 
1\ 

Comm'en~ing 
~ 

, ' 

, Ilpassfield to Chancellor, cablé, N~vember 14, 1930, coi33/ 
, 0 ·,'183/77050/n/A• 0 This was one of the few instances in which a private 

". 
and personal message to ~pe High Commissibner of Palestine was 
circulated outside of the department in the 1930-1931'period. Because 
ot: tpe candid nature of such cab;t.es, deparlmental "OfficiaIs preferred 
to retain them'within the Colonial Office. ,Communications of this 
sort were considered so sensitive 'that it was standard procedure for 

· ... private secre'taries, to Spcretaries of State and colonial governors 
to encode and decipher private and personal cables in the inter-war' 

',period. See Major Sir Ralph Furs1' Aucupafius. Recollections of a 
Hecruiting Officer (Lond~n, 1962), p~ 16. Furse (1887-1973) was 
respo~sible for tne recruitment of Colonial Office personnel durlng 
this periode 

12 1 ~ • 

C~ncellor to Shuckburgh, latter, Novambe~ 16, 19jO; 
4v~i1ab1e ~n1y Ip Premier 1/103~ . 
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l have had a disagreeab1e fou~ weeks with the Jews, 
who rrere beginning to œlm down and ta realise the 
extravagance and baselessness of their c'riticisms of the 

e White Paper, when the present new development occurred ••• 

Expressing his ~ong-held OPin~on that the ~ews with~0~hei~_ \ 

Jewish Agency held an ~fair advantage over the Arabs, he noted: 

l wish there was a body of Arab propagandists in 
Downing Street to counter the Jewish propaganda. Alas 
there is none, 50 the Arab side of the ,case does not 
~ceive equal,attentiqn. Iobave both Arabs and Jews to 
encounter here, sa the scales are h~avily loaded against 
me. 

Chancellor attributed the intense Zianist activity ~o the 

Bal~win-Chamberlain-Amery letter~ and shared ShU~b~gh'S view of 

its "mischievous 'cha:racter." Suggesting a Hm band in the 

negotiations,' the High Commissioner wrotel 
\ 

The Jews do not accept "No" when you say it ta them 
the first time; but when they come ta you a second time 
and you say "No! damn you!" (I: speak figuratively, for l 
am always courteous to them) they do accept lt. That bas 
been my experience. -

- ~ 
Despite it~'reconcl1iation ~ith the Zionists, the Cbvernment 

.. < , 

was unable to calm the 'domestic political controversy ereated by 

\ 

the White Paper. Indeed, opposition politicians intensified their 

demands for a special debate on Palesti?e poliey. "on November lJ, 1930, 

the Gbvernment aceeded ta their'demanda, scheduling the discussion 

for the evening of November 17th. Intende~ as the motion for 

adjournment, the debate became an eight-h?ur marathon. Opposition 

figures such as David Lloyd George, Sir Herbert Samuel, Leopold *mery, 
• 

and Major Valter Elliot effectively attacked the,covernment. Although 
1 • 

present durlng the debate, Stanley Baldwin was silent. Meanwhile,. 
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Labour members such as Joseph Kemlorthy s criticisrn. In 

addition, Henry Mond13 and James de RothsChild,14 two supporters of 
, 

the J~wish Agency, participated. Opposi~ion to Governrnent policy 

focused on key questions such as the status of the Jewish Natio~a1 

Horne project,' the position of the Histadruth, i~gration, land, and -

particulàrly on'the White ,Paper itse1f. 
" 

Drummond Shie1s carried the burden ,of the Governrnent defence. 

Th~,general tenor of bis rebutta1 was one of equivocation. It is 

clear that the Governrnent was attempting to retain some semblance of .'. 
ri, ' 

the White Paper policy, despite cr:1.ticisrn:' Inconsistencies within 

the White Paper and between the ~ite Pap~r and the Hope Simpson Report, 

as weIl as b~tween the White Paper and previous policy, were'explained 

away as misunderstandings. The Government took great pains to avoid 

antagonizing both Jews and Arabs. As a resu1t, Drummond Shie1s went ' 

through rigorous contorti~~s'~o interpret the Policy St~tement in such 
, 0 

varied ways as to derte,ct attack. Ultimately, the White Paper proved 

to be rnal1eab1e, and remained 'intact by,the end of the debate. 
...... " 10 \ 

Shie1s consistently maintained that the Po1icy Statement 

:).nvo1 ved no deparlure from previous polic~. Using a certain amount of 

~uplicity, 

,1 Government 

he stated: "" •• it is obvious that the suggestion that 'this 

is se\king to crystallise.the Jewish National Home in its 

j------
13Henry Mond (1898~l949), a Conservative M.P., was the ,son 

of Lord Melchett. Melchett had resigned from bis position as Chairman 
of the Jewish Agency in prote st against the White Paper. 

14 \ 
James de Rothschild o(1878-19S7), a Liberal M.P., was 

President of the Palestine Jewish Colonization Association: Hé later 
pa~icipated.actively with the Jewish Agency in the negotiations with 
the Government over the White Paper. 
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present position is without a sBadow of foundation." While the 

Government as a whole was ambivalent in regard ta ttlis freeze, the 

J Colonial Office had promoted this poliey quite actively. Probably 

the only ~ew public revelation of Governmentethinking during this 

debate was the disclosure oÎthe stand that the Arabs must be eonc~l-
l • 

iated, to persuade them to tQlerat& the Jewish National H~me. Shiels 
\ 

optimistically noted that the Arabs were showing signs of co-operation. 
, ' 

He add~d: " ••• the wisest al?-d the sanest leaders of Zionlsm rèalise 

that without a cont~nted Arab population, the full success of the Jewish 
~ 16 
National Home cannot be assured." , 

ThraUghout the debat~hie~s was espeoially vague whon 

dealing with the positi/on of the White ~aper. This approach was 

clearly the Most advisable one for him ta follow as the Government was . . 
attempting to avoid any possible controversy at this point. ' 

Nevertheless, this tactie so ups~t members ?,n both Government and 

opposition benches that the evening sitting was prolonged in an effort 

to obtain a ?lear account of the sta~us of the White Paper. , 
, 1 

Indeed, 'one member suggested that a motion of censure should be 
~ . , : 

introduced if such an exi>ianation were not made. Clearly caught on 

the spot, Shiels attemp~ed to find a means of escape out of his 

predicament by becoming even more ev&sive on the issue. This ploy 
, e h' \i ' 

backfired. Pressed furt el', helfound himself' pinned down, and liaS 
1 
1 • 

- 15 ' li Commons, vol. 245, c 1. 96. Participating d.uring the debate, 
the Prime Minlster spoke in gene lities of the ~ewish contribution to 
Palestine and the need for parallel Arab development. See ibid., 
cols. 115-120. 
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forced to give a_straightforward 3tatement:17 
, 

. l have 'made it perfectIy clear how the Government 
stand. It is quite obvious, surely, that the answer 
to the question put to me Is tnat the White Paper, as 
explained and amplified to-day, certainly stands. 

Such a blunt assertion was not in the bèst interests of the 

qovernment. 'T~e terms of the negotiatlons w~th the Jewish Agency 
, 1 

purposely had left this matter undefined to enable Zionist 

participation. The public reaction, of Jews to, this statement WÇl.S 

s~lence, except in Pale'stine. ~owever, it should be noted that a 
J 

specifie statement of this nature could only serve ta 'undermine the 

discuss~?ns with the ~ewish Agency. 

Nevertheless, Shiels' comment enabled the debate ta 

end wit;hout further incident. Because the debate ha.d been l1nked to . ~ . 
a motion of adjournment, as opposed to one of non-confidence, the 

.' 

1 

question of the Government's policy in Palesti~e was not put to a 
. 

formaI vote. Although the minority Labour Government had not been 
\ 

in jeopardy, it,had endured the ,attacks of the most articulate British 

politicians of the day. Howev~r, the Government had acted astutely 
1 

in holding the debate. By pr~iding members with an opportunity to 

" i "-ventila te their c,ri ticisms of 1 the lihi te Paper poliey, the Government 

effectively defused the domestic political crisis confronting it over 

Palestine. Following the debate, the Palestine eontroversy ceased 

to have the same level of intensity. 

1 17 Ibid., col. 210. 
adjournment beforehand. 

Shiels had failed to put the 'mot~on of 
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It should be added that,the'Palestine question HaS a non-issue 
• • ,1 

in the House of Lords where Passfield sato The only major eri~ieism' 

of Government poliey of the Fa!l, 1930 session was made by the Marquess 
/ 

of Reading as part of thJ Liberal Party reply to the King's Sp;;~18 

Beeause the Palestine question reeeived so little attention in the 

Lords, Drummond Shiels, not Passfield, HaS faeed with the aetual task 

of defending the Government politieally sinee practieally aIl attaeks 

against the White 'Papér poliey were made in the Commons. 

.' 

l8Lords , Oëtober 28, 1930, vol. -7g, cols. 27-28. 
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The Negotiations betwean the Government Jnd the 
,'Jewish Agenc:'( - The Flrst Phase 

l' 

Before dealing with the negotiations between the Government 

and the Zionists, the goals and strategies of both sides should first , 
--- ,\ 

be discussed. During the November 17th debate, Rhys Hopkin, a Zionist 
, . 

sllPporter, stated: "I think the House will ag:ree that the test of 

the success or failuxe of this debate will depend upon whether the 

~tatus QUO can be es4blished."19 Hm'Iever, did the 'Governmant or 

Zionists envisage a return to the status quo in formulating their 

gama-plans? 
, ' 

caution. 

The position of the Government was in fact one lf extreme 

Short-term pOfitical conside~tio~s had motiva ed the shift 

in White Paper poliey. However, it is clear that Ramsay MacDonald, 

Arthur Henderson, and Passf'ield were awé.~ of the 'possible damage to 

the credibility of their Government that an outright repudiation of 

policy could cause. In maintaining a tight defensive strategy, the 
" 

Government intended ta placate the,Zionistsoby granting the most minimal 

concessions possible. Nevertheless, throughout the negotiatioI\S, the 

\ 19 _Commons, vol. 2451 col. 183. 
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Government maintained a facade of flexibi!ity. Wh~le a return to t~ '. , 
status qUO was a te~le possibillty for the Government, such an 

eventuality depended on the form of its Implementation. 
1 

Although the Government adhered to a strategy of firmness, , 
-

the Jewish Agency maintained a posture of agressiveness 'in striving 

to obtain Iong-term benefits from the negotiations. Dr~ Weizmann was 
(' 

weIl aware of the s~ort-term political advanta~e that the Jewish 

Ageocy held in ~hese talks, and exploited ~t to the chagrin of British 

officiaIs. As ,the essential goal of these talks, a return to the 

status qUO emerged as the minimal Zienist aim • 
. 

Nevertheless, the leadership of the Jewish Agency appreciated 

the dilemma of the Government's inability te repudiate the Poliey 

Statement itself. Responsible Zionist leaders such,as 

Dr. Weizmann did not calI for the outright annulment of the White 

Paper. Instead, they refused to acknowledge the legitimacy of the 
• .1' 

Poliey Statement, and directed their attention ta the reversaI oL 

Government poliey. The status of the Vh1te Paper was nôt mentioned 

, in the deliberations that led to th~ negotiations. The Zionists 

~re able ta claim that discussions would not be condueted on the 

basis of the ihite Paper. The Government concurred with this position 

by not cnallenging it. Moreover, Government spokesmen went out of 

their way to equivocate on the status of the White Paper, as shown 

during the November 17th debate. However, wi th the progress. of the 

deliberations,' this mutually accepted lack of precision regarding the ~ 

.standing of the Policy Statement ultimately requlred clarification. , 
Controversy was to revolve as mueh around the form of this statement 

(i 
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as around its content. Whether this interpretation would emerge as 
. 

a white ptper ,or not was to be vigorously debated' since the '. 

publication of this explanation as a formaI statement of policy would 

constitute a de facto repudiation of the October White Paper. 1 

Negotiations lasted from November, 1930 until FebruarJ, 1931. 
:;: 
'. In this period, six formaI sessions taok place between the Pales~e 

"A 

• 
~ Cabinet Committee and the Jéwish Agency. However,·a more meaningful 

part of these discussions was conducted at the sub-committee level 

during -Ehe infonnai se'ssions dealing ID th the drafting of the explanation • 

. Nevertheless, the Most essential aspects of the talks revolved around' 

personal con~acts between Dr. Cbaim W~izmann, on one band, and 
1 • 

\ 1 
Arthur Henderpon, on the other, with Ma~colm MacDonald occupying 
- . 
the raIe of trusted intermediary. -. 

Although the Zionist leader was held more accountable to 

the Jewish Agency than ever before! he managed to avercome the 

constraints imposed upon him by his organization and ta dominate 

proceedings. ~eizmann -was the centraY figure in the negotiations. 

Aware of his position, he was able ta successfully manip~late the 

Agency's bargaining role. The resulting explanatian, therefore, . 

represented another natewarthy instance of Weizmann's use of personal 
, -

diplomacy comparable in stature, perhaps, to that €mployed to obtain 
. 

the Balfo~ Declaration and the British Mandate of Palestine. 
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The Zionists based their negotiating demands on a memoran~um 

prepared by Leonard Stein. 20 From the start of the discussions, 
) 

Dr. Weizmann made it c1ear that the Jewish Agency viewed"the pending 

explanation in terms of a reply to tbis statement. To begin with, 

the Zionists called for the withdrawal of the-White Paper po1icy 

through its non-implementation. As far as the Agency was concerned, 

the tWQ key consequences of the resulting retum to normality in 

Palestine policy were the remova1 of re~traintsl on immigration and 
, , 

land. The Zionists envisaged thè parallel development of both 
. . 

communities, as opposed ro what they v~e~ed as th~ Colonial Office 

poUcy of "balancing one. section of the popul.ation ••• against another. ,,21 

Subsidiary i~sues raised by the Agency included Jewish sett1ement in 

Tr~ns-Jordan and irrcreased Jewish participation in public works. 
" 

- At the first conference he1d on November 17, 1930, 
1 

1 Dr. Weizmann immediately took issue with the White Paper provision 

that limited policy consultations by the twa cammunities ta tre level 

of the High Commissioner. .He ~trong1y oppased the principle of \ 

negotiations between the Jewish Agency and High Commissloner on any .. 
- -

aspect of the Po.licy Statement, especially the proposed land. ordinances. . , 

Exploiting its access to the Cabinet Commityee, the Agency résisted 
u 

tbis attempt to curtail Zionlst access tq.officials and"politicians 

in ihite~ll.22 ' • 

20Jewish A~ency, The Palestine ~te Pa r of October 1 a, 
Memorandum by Leonard J. Stein London, 1930 , cited below as the Stein 
Memorandum. 

21Ibid., p. 11. 

2~inutes, C.P.I. (30) lst Conf., November 17, 1930, CAB 27/433. 
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The Government's negotiat.ing team, under Henderson's leadership, 

made no attempt to enforee' tbis aspect of the White Paper policy. 
~ , . 

Indeed, by remaining non-committal on this issue, the Palestine Cabinet 

Commit~ee m~nage. to reduce,potential confliet between the Colonlal 

Offfce and the Jewish Agency on this
O 

score, at least. Henderson and 

his Committee became the focal point of aIl major Agency dealingsl~ith 

the British Government relating ta day-to-day affairs in Palestine. 
, . 

The Cabinet Committee neither,{~~ged nor discouraged contac~i ~f 

this nature. Although memberi of the Committee had not intended to. 

act in this capacity, they listened patiently to the varied representa

tio~s made by the Zionist~. Ii should'be emphasized ~hat the subject 

matter of some of these interventions bore little relevance to the 

i~ediate business at hand of preparihg a mutu~lly acçeptable 

interpretation of the White Paper. 

Anxious to defus~ the political uproar c~ated by the 'PoliCy~ 
- . 1 

Statemeht, Arthur Henderson to~Zionist.protests quite seriously, and, 

on behâlf of the Committee, actually recommended remedial action to 

the Colonial Office. Impressed by'Dr. Wei~mann'~ criticism of the 

proposed land ordinanc~s for Palestine, the Foreign Secretary requeste~ 

Passfield to avoid any pQssible controversy on this issue. As a 

result, Passfield sent the High Commission "a general warning to coyer 
, \ JI contingencies." This message 'instructed ChanC~~lOr to obtain, 

Passfleld' s authority before' issuing any land legis1ati,on.~? 
, -t . 

2~- " 
jMinute by Shuckburgh, November 20, 1930,. ~0733/185/77072/I. 

Passfie1d to Chancellor, cable, November 21,,19)0, C0733/1~51?7072/IV • 

• 1 

i 
1 , 

.. 



, 

. , 

1 

o / 

Meanwhile, Craigie Aitchison prepared a qraft explanation on 

the basis of the Stein Memorandum. Specific' Zionist objections to 

the White Paper~ere dealt with in a dispassionate manner. However, 

this preliminary.text generated a fierce reaction at the 'Colonial 

Office. The exten~ of Colo~ia~ Office'antipathy that foilowed the 

presentation of this draft can be gauged by the fact that Passfield , . 
was unçharac~eristic~lly vocal in bis denunciation of it. To begin 

with, Passfield objected to this text as lt implied to him that the 

British Government was coming ta an agreement wit~ the Zionists'as 

a quasi-governmental body. Viewing this process as tantamount to 

providing the Jewish Agency with a veto over British po1icy in 

Palestine 1 th,e Colpnial Secretary vociferQusly cri ticize,d .i t. In 
q /' 

addition, Passfield disliked the notion of pub1ishing the statement 

, both as a letter and a.o tlbite pape~ "without considering that we are i 

. r 0 

not having similar ,conversations with the Aralils .... ' These criticisms " 
1 

'were clearly not ~imed specifically at the Lord Advocate's draft, 

explanation. Ill;stead" they. were foèused on the principle of an ' 

interpretative.stateme~t. On the basis of these comments, it can be 

readily observed that Passfield&and h1s officials had not reconciled 
l 

themselves ta the Government's policy of conducting talks with tbe 

24 Jewish Agency. 

24 ' " . 
Minutes by Williams and Shuckburg~, Nove~ber 21, 1930; 

Passfie1d to Hendersol\, latter'; Novamber 24, 1930. - 00733/183/77050/ 
D/A. 

-- ? 

l 
~ 
L . 
\ 

1 
1 

,~ , 
\ , 
1 
1 
1, 
,\ . 
~ 
i 

~~ 

. 
! 

.' 
1 0 

" 

\ 

\ 



1 

, - 1 

f-

( 

1 

1,-

1 " 

~ 

t 

/' 

/ 

, , 

lB3 

The CabJinet Committee met on NQvember 24, 1930 to'~onsider 

the Lo~ ~voca~e's draft explanation. Because ~f the strong 
1 • 

objections Yoiced by Passfield, Craigie:Aitchlson and Mal-colm MacDon~ld 
'l, 

were delegated tO'rewr~te it.25 They presen~ed ~he secon~ version ~o 
a drafting ~ub~committee compased of officiaIs from the Colonial and 

, ~ - . - .. 
" 

Foreign Offices" ~n addition to Ai tchison and MacDonald, on November, . 
• 0 

u 

, " 
29th. 

" .)" 
Durlng this meeting, Walford Sel~y, on b~half of the F~reign 

~ 

Secretary, disclaamed the Foreign Office of ultimate responsibility r 

for the final explanation •. !bis'action was most remarkable consid~rin~ . -.... . - ~ 

the fact thai<, Arthur Henderson,' s "'\n~ervention had.. in the firs.t ·'R:J,.ac,e 

persuqded the Government to negotiate an interpretative statement with 
-, . , 

, " thè Zionists. Al though the Foreign Secret~ry had op ini tiated -
1 • _ _ .... , • e 

tbis policy, he was not willing to be accountable for the consequences 
, t'. ./1. '. .. . ~ 

o~,this course 'of action. Comm~nïring'on this meetipg, George Rendel 
\; , . 

. t d 26 ml.nu e : , 

, Mr. Selby made lt c~ear at~e'beginning of the 
meeting that the Fpreigru Of~ide were not in a position 
ta take any major responsibility in connexion with - -
this Qocument, which dealt with matters falilng primarily 
wi thin the Colonial Office sphere, and thltt our role liaS \ ' 

to s~gê'st drafting amendments ~ther than to deal with) 
points of policy." '- :'1'. ~ _, 

- ~ JI ~ 1 , 
Burvlving documents indicate that this point liaS miased by , 

" . "'" . 
Colonial Offic,e- officiaIs wh~ attended tbis sessio0oTheiZ\ commenys 

, 
1 

( 

• d~alt e~clusiv:ely with the content 'and 'natlÎre Qf~ t"he proposed..'stâtement. 
) ' C $> 

2~inut~s, C.P.t: (30) 2nd Mtg:, November 2~ 1930, CAB 27/l.rJJf. ' 

• 2~1tlute" by Rende~, No~em~r '26, ~930, F0371/14494/E6390/4fJ9/': 
> f> 
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Civil servants up to the highest level expressed their pessimistic 
l , 

views,on the whole situat;on of the negotiatfons, but did not refer 

to the Foreigp Office abdication from" accountability. 

O.G.R. 'Williams commentedl "Even as it ,[ the explanation] 

stands, l fear it will be interpr~ted as a v~rtual emasculation of the . 
1 1 

lfui te Pa~r." • Moreover, he lredicted "serious trouble wi th the 
~ 

Arabs." "Williams was also bothered by the intervention of Malcolm 

MacDonald to eliminate the veto of the Palestine Government over land 
, 

transactions. Believing that the draft we?t as far as the Colonial 
Il :. 

Office wanted "toWards placating Jewlsh sensibilities," Williams 
() 

added that the Committee was striving td maintain co-operation with . -; ~ 

the Zionists.. According to Williams, the next step in negotiations, 

-. 
after Jewish Agèncy agreement tD the 4raf~, would be discussions on 

- 27 
~ development. 

.... 
Cha~cterizing the expl~a~ion policy as an arbitrary . .. - -

imposition on the Colonial Office, Sir John Shuckbu,rgh wrote: "If 
,<; 

tha t is so! there is no more to be said. ! High Policy 1 ls beyond 

the purview of the Department or of myself ••• ~t is only on the above 

assumption that we could accept any responsibillty in connection 

with the draft Memorandum." '1 He opposed pubÙc~Von on the grounds 
< • 

that fi ••• It will look like a surrentr, 'nll lnfuriate' the Arabs 
"'/l 1 lJ 

and will expose to our/critics lrr e ry camp a wide new sUr.raëe for 

attack and misrep~sentt;).tion." 'HDwever, he addedl fllf-it cornes to 
, . 

publishing, l would prefer to do 50 ~n the form of a letter to 
• < 

27Mlnute br .liilli~B, Nov:m%er 26, 1930, C0733/183/77050/D/A
l. '. 'If 
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Dr. Weizmann Dr other of the Jewlsh leaders rather than in that of a 

statement o~ POliCY,/ Another parliamentazy paper ls t~be avoided 

at aIl ·costs. ,,28 ... 

Discussing the possibility of negotiat1:9ns on the development 
t •• 

scheme with the Jewish âgency, Shuckburgh recommênded that the Arabs ) 

should be involved: . "iIt is just barely conceivabl'è (I am the la-st 

person in tpe world ~o be over-optimistic on the "point) that a , 
'golden moment' might arrive at which we cOufd put our whole future 

policy in Palesti,ne 0 on something like an agreed basis."· On the . ~ , 

question of British funding for the Jewish Natio~al -Home, he criticized 
~ ~ 

a provision of the dràft explanation favouring this end: 

The word=; seem to' me most dangerous. They amaunt ta 
an admission that it ls part of our mandatary dut Y to find 
money for the development of the Jewish National Home in 
Palestine. This may be true (though l doubt it), but it 
would clearly never do ta admit it. It would lead ta 
endless demands upon our purse. 

In ad~ition, Shuckburgh questioned the expediency of promising 

the ZioÏlists a share of the development fund: "lt may ease our 

difficulties for the moment to pretend ta the Jews tha# theré will 

be something for them; but I fear that in the long run we shall have 

ta !l8!y for the deception." '. 
1 

Sir Samuel Vilson's angeT at the helplessness of the Colonial 

Office in this negotiation si.tuatiQn was evident, Concurring wlth the . ' . 
general consensus against publishing this explanation as a pelicy • 

• 29 statement, the Permanent Under-Secretary wrotel 

, ' 

2~inute by Shuckburgh, Nevember_26, 1930, ~. 

29Minute by Wilson, November 27, 1930, ~. 
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We have nbthing to;aporogise for, and every unbiased 
person that l have hearq discussing the matter takes thls 
view. It may be that the White Paper was a little tao 
definite but the real reason for its not belng 'liked ls 
that it tells the truth, which the Zi~nists and pro
Zionists have been shutting their eyes te ever sinee the 
War: and they don't.like being told it: 

During the November 27th,meeting of the Câbinet Committee, 

the format df the explanation was determined. Arthur Henderson 
.... .II ! 

suggested that this statement should emerge as a letter from him 
. 

to Dr. Weizmann. The Foreign Secre~ary opposed publication of the 

interpretation as a policy staternent on the'grounds that such a,move 

would represent the repudiation of the October White Paper and·weuld 

create héstile reaction amortg Arabs. Stating that he did not intend 

ta present his views on this issue immediately to the Cabinet, 

Henderson commented that he would await the anticipated Jewish 

initiative coneerning the vehicle for this explanation. Henderson's 
Il 

proposaI HaS adopted unanirnously by the Committee. It should be 
\ \ . 

1 

stressed that the Foreign Office, as oppos~d to the Colonial Office, 

HaS instructed by the Cabinet Committee to redraft Aitchison's draft 
. JO explanation into the form of a personal latter. 

Meanwhile, on November 28th, Dr. Weizmann appealed to Valford 
/ 1 

Selby for an immediate response to the Stein Memorandum. Claiming that 
, 

hls position as Zionist leader would be made intolerable unless he 

received a prompt reply, Weizmann informed Selby that he was under 

intense political pressure from within his organization. A statement 

that a reply wou1d be sent shortly by t~vernment to Weizmann had 

0' 

27/433. 

30' ' ...j 1 
Minutes, C.P.I. (JO) 3rd Mtg. t November'27, 1930, CAB 
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been made by Michael Marcus, M. P. at a Labour Parly rally in 1rlhi techapel 

the previous evening. 3l 

As a consequence of this development, a meeting of the Cabinet 

Committee was cal1ed for the fo11owing day, Saturday, November 29, 

1930. Participants at the extraordinary session included Henderson, 
. 

Passfield, Shaw, and Malcolm Macponald. The major conclusion of the 

gathering HaS a resolution ta send the first part 6f the draft letter, 

that had been prepared at the Foreign Office the previous day, under 

Henderson's signature to Dr. Weizmann. 32 

By the time of the third formaI conference held on December S, 

1930, Dr. Weizmann's political difficul~es within .the Jewish ~gency 

, had eased. Upder his leadership, the Zionists now, took a more 

aggressive stand' in the discussions by broadening t~e scope of issues 

under consideration. To begin with, Weizmann demanded that the new 

statement should have the ~ame weight as the October White Paper. In 

response to this proposaI, Henderson maintained a non-committa1 

position. However, it should be added that the Foreign Secretary bound 

the British Government to the "interpretation of the Mandate by the 

Hague Court 'failing satisfaction. '",33 

3~inutes by Rendel and Selby, November 28, 1930, F0371/14494/ 
E6391/400/6S. Minute by Shuckburgh, November 28, 1930, C0733/183/77050/ 

. DIA. Selby to Passfie1d, 1etter, November 28, 1930, C0733/183/77050/ 
niB. Marcus (1894-1960) was the Member of Parliament for Dundee. 

27/433. 
3~inutes, C~P.I. (30) 4th Mtg., November 29, 1936, CAB 

33.Minu~es, C.P.I. (30) 3rd Conf., December 5, 1930, CAB 27/433. 
Minute by Yi11iams, December 16, 1930, C0733/183/77050/n/A. 
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This promise c6nstituted a remarkable concession to the 

Zi9nists. In opposing the White Paper immediately follow1ng its 
l , 
l , 

publication, the Jewish Agency was ser;1.ously considering the Malu~~s 
l , 

of Reading's suggestion to refer the Policy~tatement to the Ha e 

Court. Howeve~any possibl~ decisio~; no matter how favourable to 

Zion1st interests, would have been m~aningless without'British 

recQgnition qf the Court's jurisdiction in the matter. Henderson's 

guarantee assured the Agency that the British Government would 
~ 0 , 

acknowledge the competence of thelriternàtional Court to adjudicate 

conflicting Brit~sh and Zionist interpretations of the Mandate. The 

Jewlsh Agency not only had obtained the modificati~>n_ of the White PapeZ1 

'but alsôbap. recei ved official British sanction to appeaJ. insoluble 
t 

grievances to the Hague Court for binding arbitration. 

During this m'eeting, the Zionist leader actively promoted 

subst~ntial phanges in policy. Dr. Weizmann urged the establishment 

F 
-: -

of a nteed Jewish quota for aIl public works positions on 'the 

basi of Jewish contributions to general tax revenue. He pressed for a 

dis tch to be sent to the High Commissioner "emphasizing that there --
1s racial disorim~na tion in regard to P &bli~ _ 11 [orks] • Il 

As ar as immigration was concerned, the Zionist leader reco~ended a 

dra tic alteration to the restr*ctive White Paper provision on the 

Lab Schedule. 

On the crucial land question, Dr. Weifmann bluntly stated 

Jewish Agency's Palestine Executive had been instructed·to 

boy ott discussions of the draft ordinances with the High Commissioner 

bec use the Zlonists considered the terms of the proposed legislation 
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o 

inconsistent with the Hope Simpson Report: Obviously anxious to 

retain the opportunity for consultations in London, he added that a 

'. Jewish Agency memorandum on this issue would be placed befora the .. 
Cabinet Commit tee for consideration. 

Moreover, Dr. Weizmann used this conference as a forum in 

which to raise the possibility of Arab settlemeht programs in Beersheba 

and Trans-Jordan. He concluded his presentation by noting that an addi-

:cional 
'-

Jewish Agency statement dealing with proposaIs for land 
(> 

p~licy in Palestine would be submitted in addition to the announced 

critique on the land ordinances. 

Reaction in the Middle East Department to Meizmann's extensive 

proposaIs wa~ unusually restrained. Departmental officiaIs were more 

preoccupied with Henderson's commit~t to refer British and Zionist 

differences over the terms of the Mandate to the International Court 

at the Hague for adjudication upon the re~uest of the Jewish Agency. , 
Colonial Office civil servants were especially concerned as such a 

step was unpreced.ented. Sir John Shuckburgh believed that the Foreign 

Secretary had placed the British Government in an extremely difficult 

position. J4 

Despite this concession, Dr. Weizmann continued to vigorously 

pursue the Jewish Agency l'oliey of preventing the implementation of 

important ~te Paper provisions, es~cially those relating to land. 

In bis letter to Henderson of December 9, 1930, the ~lonist leader 

oPPi~~ the decentralization of negotiations on the ordlnances to the 

J4Minute by Shuckburgh, December 17, 1930, ibid. 
• - , 
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190 . 
level of the High Commissioner. ~xpressing his dislike for the land 

l~gislation, Dr. Weizmann requesLed Henderson ta, have it stapped. The 
) ' j 

letter was Fromptly sent ta the Colonial Office for th~ preparation 
'l, 

of a reply ta be signed by the Foreign Secretary. A personal and 

private telegram te Sir John Chàncellor on this issue was also drafted 

for Passfield's signature b; the Middle East Department. Shuckburgh's 

assessment of W~izmann's note and of bis ministry's position was , 

bitter 35 . , 
The tdne of Dr. ~eizmann's letter strikes me as 

distinctly insolent; and l feel that this palicy af' 
"canciliating" the Zionist leaders - whose demands rise 
& will continue ta rise with each fresh concession - is 
heading the Government lnto an impossible position. 
. l do not understand that aur views are desired as 
ia the e~ediency of acceding to this latest demand. 
Assuming that it has been decided to accede; then the ., 
drafts represent, in my view, the least desirable method 
of doing 50. '. . In his covering note to Henderson, which accompanied the 

. . 1/ 
draft reply ta Weizmann's letter, Passfield barely concealed the rage 

felt in his department over Wei~mann's most recent intervention. 36 

Describing the High Commissioner's position as difficult, the Colonial 

Secretary emphasized the desire prevalent in the Colonial Office te 

restrict aIl offic~al Jewish Agency contacts ta the level of the 

Palestine Government. 

35weizmann to Henderson, 'letter, December 9, 1930, C0733/185/ 
77072/1 V: Minute by Shuckburgh, December Il, 1930, C0733/l85/77072/I. 

36passfield to Henderson, letter, Decembe~ Il, 1930, C0733/ 
18S/77072j}.V. 
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The response prepared br the Colonial Office to the Zionist 

l~ader, on the other hand, was a model of restrafpt. The discussions 
'1\ 

in Palestine were justified on the basis of the encouragement given 
\1 , 

by the Permanent ,Mandates Commission to local government. The land 
1 

ordinances were shown to be ~ecessary in'terms of honouring the 

Government's commitment to settle the 10,000 alleg~dly landless Arab 

families. 

• ! Passfie1d also enclosed the text of the ct:rilft telegram 

describing the Zionist position on the land ordinancis to the High 

Commissioner for Henderson's approval. With this cable, the Colonial 
" 

Secreta~ intended,to inform Chancellor of the Jewish, Agency boycott 

and to advise him not to request Hs views. The dispatch of this 

wire brought about the indefin~te suspension of action tp implement 

tbis essential provision of the ~te Paper. Dr. Weizmann's ifiterven

tion on tbis question had proved extremely effective. J7 

In the interval, the drafting sub-committee of the Cabinet 

Committee met again on December Il, 1930 to consider the Most recent 

Jewish Agency "remarks" on the iss~es at band. Because of the 

composition of tbis body, the tenor of the meeting tended to be 

unsympatbetic to the Jewish Agency memorandum, especially to th~ 

criticisms of Hope Simpson's statis~!cs. George Rendel described the 

Zionlst amendments to Henderson's letter of November 29th as "aIl 

slightly 1endentious in tone." He added that " ••• the cumula ti ve effect 

of the alterations ••• may be to alter very considerably the tone and 

~. 
37 Passf1e1d to Chancellor,. cable,i- December 13, 1930, 
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balance of our defenCe. tlJ8 

At the conference held on December 5, 1930, points of drafting 

were delegated to~ub-committees of the Cabinet Committee and the 

Jewish Agency. Therefore, the Lord Advocate's sub-committee met with . . 
Lewis Narnier and Harry Sacher, of the Jewish Agency, on December Il, , , 

1930 to discuss points in contention. However, this session became 

deadlocked over the definition of the Mandate prOVision that concerned 

"safeguarding the ci vil and religious rights of aIl the inhabi tants 

of Palestine.. • • .. Sacher' s interpr!3tation of "ci vil rights" as personal 
< 

liberties was hotly contested by Colonial Office officiaIs who were 

present. 39 · . 

Shortly after this stormy encounter, the Jewish Agency submi tted 

its promised position paper on land policy to the Cabinet Committee 

through Malcolm MacDonald ,on December 17, 1?30. In this Memorandum, 

the Agency stressed the necessity of maintaining the alienation of land 

tenure in Paléstine. It.should be noted that the Zionists had obtained. 

support from a Most unlikely source for this point of view. In ~ply 

to a recent question in the House of Lords, Passfield had stated that 

the alienability of land tenure constituted a traditional Arab practice. 

The Colonial Secretary's disclosure implied that the introduction of a 

system of land tenure based on the inalienability of holdings wàuld 

represent an 'intrusion upon a historie Arab custom. Moreover, in their 

J8Memo~d~ by Rendel, December-ll, 1930, available only in 
C0733/183/77050/D/B. 

)9~in~tes, C.P.I. (30) 3rd Conf., December 5,1930, CAB 27/43). 
Article II of the Mandate. Minutes of meet4n~ held December n, 1930, . 
CP733/l83/77050/D/B. Harry Sacher {1881-1971}, a close associate of ~ 
Veizmann, was a member of the World Zionist Organ~zation executive. As-' , 
a member of the Editorial Board of The Manchester Guardian in 1917, he 
had. endouraged this newspaper to favour the creation of the Jewish 
National Home under British sponsorship •• 

,1 

., 
" 
.J 



1 

1 

( 

Cr 

+ 

statement, the Zionists reiteratetl their position on the fom of the ;~ 

'. explanation, immigration, Trans-Jordan, security, ~nd the statu~ t~1 

Jewish Agency. In addition, the Jewish Agency again requested a share 

of the devel?pment fund. 40 

Reaction at the Colonial Office to this brief was cool. In 

an early assessment, llilliams claimed that the adoption of Zionist 

proposaIs by the British Government would destroy t~ basis of the 

White Paper pOliçy: Citing the Hope Simpson Report as justificatiol}, he 

maintained tha-t the Jewish Agency al one should 00, forced to change :\ ts 

land tenure practices. On the question of Jewish participation in the 

development program, Williams commented that Cabinet approval would 

G 41 
be needed. 

Meanwhile, the drafting sub-committee met on December l7th ta 

rework contentious sections of.Henderson's November 29th letter. 

These amendments were discussed with Jewish Agency delegates Harry 

Sacher, Lewis Namier, and Leonard Stein on December 18th. Reviewing 

this meeting, O.G.R. ~illiams noted that " ••• as much controversial ' 
( 

"matter as po~ib1e [was excised] from the letter as an 'olive branch' 

to the J ews &: not as a rep1y to Mr. Stein' s memo." Descrt bing the 

attitu~es of the Zionist slokesmen, Williams added: "At last nigrt's 
-

meeting Kr. Stein was present &: was very reasonable &: conciliatory. 
\ 

. 42 
Kr. Namier &: Mr. Sacher were as intransigent as normal." 

40 • Jew1sh AXnCy, "Memorandum,lon Larrl Deve1opment," unpublished 
paper (London, n.d. December, 1930]), C0733/185/77072/IV. Lords, 
December 3, 1930, vo • 79, cols. 4)9-454. 

4~inute by 11111iams, December 23, 1930, a0733/183/7705Q/D/A. 

4~inute by Vi11iams, December 19, 1930, ~. 
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,. The Foreign Off'ice evalua.ted the Jewish Agency paper in gene::ra1 

tenns. l t is clear that the apprehension expresseq by Colonial O:ff'ice 

civil servants over the possibility of a new policy statement was 

shared by their Foreign Office counterparts. George Rendel hoped"that 

the Palestine Cabinet Committee llould: 43 

" ••• resist the Jewish demand f'or a nell "Sta~ment of 
Policy". It is one thing to publish 5'-s a white paper an 
explanatory correspondence with t~ Jewis~ Agency. This 
proceeding could cause no adverse comment. But the issue 
of a nell "Statement of' PoUcy" would inevitably be regarded 
as a repudiation of' the original lIhi te Pa~r - even if it did 
not repudiate i t in tenns ••• 

. 
At the fourth .f9~conf'e:rence, held on Décember 19, 1930, 

Arthur Henderson inf'ormed the'Jewish Agency delegation that Zionist 

requests to ~ve issues such as immigration, land? tenure, self-government, 

securlty, and Jensh settlement in Tra.ns-Jo:rdan considered by' the Cabinet 
" 

( , Conunittee were beyond its tems of reference.44 The Jewish Agency's 

attempt to transform the ,Cabinet Committee into an operational body ----, 
as the official Br! tish lialSôrr-linIL!d th the Zio~, ~tead of 

the Colonial Office, was thlfél;fted as a result of' this intervention. 
• ., 1 ..... 

, , ' 

Undaunted by this, reverSe, Chaim Weizmann immediately c'a1).ed 
" 

for a round table conference to be held in London betireen the Br! tish 

45 Govemment, the Zionists, and the .Arabs. Commenting on tœ, 

4.3m.nute by Rendel, Decel!lber 19, 1930, F0371/l44f;J4/E68Jl/400/65., 

'~inutes, C.P.I. (30) 4th Conf., December 19, 1930, CAB 27/4)). 

4.5Tms proposaI evidently was inspP=ed by _ the' Round Table 
Conf'erenc~ on India~in progress at the tiae. One of' the major problellS 
aÎfect~lthe constitutional i~e was the tension between the Hindu , 
and Moslem éommuni ti~ rega.:rdi.ng the status of the min or! ty Moslem 0 

population. Despite théir political dif'ferences, Hindu and Moslelll 
representatlves were at least tal.Idng to one another with the active 
encouragement of RaaSa.y MacDonald as media.tor. 
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feasibili t.y of snch a meeting, ~ssfield stated pessiDistica1ly that 

both lews and ,Arabs l(OtÙd ~fuse te:> parlici:pate. Weizmann ~ly 

vouched for Jelfish Agency acceptance. However, this point- was not 

\ 
resolved by the end of this session. Neverlheless, at YejZJDaJtD'S 

request, Henderson consenW to the distribution of a press release " 

on the ~gress of negotiatlons that T to be d:ra:fted by Malcoln 

~cDonald. 

besp1te the Foreign Secretary" s rebu.ff to ~onist atte~ts 

to broaden the scope of the Cabinet ColIlIIIi ttee. Dr. lIeizmann sènt hiD 

a letter almœt immediately following this foxmal. session in llhich"he 

'pressed the issue of' ~xtending its teœs of' ref'~:rence. Iwoodition, 

lIeizmann 's no~e of Decemoor 19, 1930 followed. up Zionist demands 

conceming land, jmmj~tion, consti"futional developnent. and securlty 

that had. ooen presented to the Palestine Cabinet Comdttee for , , 
, 46 • 

consideration. ~ 

A CON of this -J..etter MaS sent -1:0 the go1:onia1 Office for 
• . 

c01llll1ent. Heedless to say. depa.rt.llental officials were outraged. ,by it. 

O.G.R. 1f.i.1liams lIaS f'urious because he viewed It as an at.tenpt on 
~ 

the part of the Jewish Agency to claim. an expanded part in the 
" . \ 

administzation of the Palestine Mandate. The fact, that ~he Zionists 

advocated a minimal role for the Colonial Office in this process 

46.nu.s let-ter 1s currently unavailable in Colonial Of'fice. 
- .. ~- ---Foreign Office, Prime Kinisterial. or Cabinet correspondence. It is 

included, howver, in Colonial Office File ?70:fJ/r.. entitled 
"Representations of the Jensh Agency. ft tha~ is closed untu 1981. 
See Regi~try Book for Colonial Office M1dd1~ East Departaent, fX1l93/13. 
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pa.rÜcularly upset mn as )(eU as ether civil serdmts. Si.r Jehn 

Shuckb~ s~red ,VilliaJlt~· disda.ln\for Yei~lllfID's Iatest latter. and 
, ' 

wrote ..... the Jewish de~?4s are &rowing more and i!l0re in&i.?tan~, not 
'. 

t '. l t ';47, o ~y lnSO en •••• 
1 

~n:fronted, by the povrerlesbess' or"' his de~lltent and 0 the , 

o intense.activity of"the Jewish Agency. Passfield rea,ated ~~:rongly to , 

" 

this situation. He wrote a sp~ited six-pa~ letter ta Arthur Henderson.48 
~ 0 

In doing so. ha eXhibited. unusual vigour. This incident is remarkable 

because he acted out of character~hen colltpa~.to his almost pass ve . \ 
style of administering Palestine affairs. To begin wit'h. Passfield 

vehemently crlticized. the. raIe played by Weizmann and ms supporters 
. , 

in. the negotiations: He vi."èw:ed with a.+arm thè l:ntroduction by the 

Zionists ef the issues of Tra.ns-JO:x:Ç.âll, im.m.içation p land-ord:i.nances~ 
" , 

.' development, and the legisl~ti va council into the discUssions. Moreover. . 
... 

'. : 
he 'cODlnt~nted that the talks vere endangering the political situation 

in Palest.ine. which he described. as tense. , 

f CUa.iming that. the Jewish A~cy was stalltng proceedings to 
, 

gain time ,f~. fund ral.sing. Passfield repeated. an accuS}tion tha..t he 

had made previouru,y to the' Prime" Minister.49 He wrote that the ZiQnj.sts 
0-

were e~oiting the White Paper ..... in order to counteract the g;ra.ve 

financial effects of the Americëi4 slUlltp,. If •• Horeover ~ Passîield rejected 

, " 47M'inutes Dy Williams and Sh~ckburgh. December 23. 15?30; CO'lJJI 
18J/7?050/D/A •. 

_ 48 0 .1> 

Pas:rl'ield to Henderson, letter, December 26, 1.930. availahle 
o~ in CO?JJ/183lnQ50/D/B., 

1 491'00' Co1omal. Secretary ha.d ~e this ~harge in his letter te 
Ramsay MacDonald of' HoveJllOOr 3. 1930, Preld.er 1/103. . 
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If 
~ 

the Zionist request for a permanent ,arrangement of monthly meetings 

between the Jewis~~.~~cYland Colonial Offic~ in London to discuss 

Pa:t-estine matterS'"'-'~H'e' characterized this proPQsal as being contrary to 

his department's view that official contact between the Zionists and the 

of the! ~~rnment of!r, 
1 ;r:~ . . , 
, .t . , -

British Government should be limited to the lev~l 

Palestine. < ' 

Referring to Jewish Agency opiniona on the development scheme, 
\ 

Passfield opposed al terations to this plan, other than as recommended . 

. 

by an expert recognized by his ministry. He condemned the Jewish Agency -, 

aSBesBment on the land question as being "purêly neg;ktive,- without,;( 

single constructive suggestion." Focusing on Weizmann, he wrote: "I 

can imagine ~. Weizmann expounding these criticisms, big and little 
;.. 

together, in a whole series of meetings, which can hardly be dignifled 
\ 

by the name of discussion." In conclusion, Passfield appealed to 

Hendexson to limit the current conferences to ·"explanations of the 

White Paper." 

At the end of.Decembêr, 1930, negotiations dealing with the 

interpretation of the White Paper were progressing at a slow rate. 
-

Discussion on the exp1anation was clearly secondary te the struggle 

being conducted between the Jewish Agency, on one hand, and the Colonial 
o 

Office, on-the other, ovar the possible expansion of th~ scope of the 
, . 

Cabinet Committee. Arthur ~enderson had acted decisively to limit the 

'terms of reference of thislCommittee. However, the Jewish Age~cy 
:' 

continued to ~ge the reconsiderat1on of this decision. 

,.. 

, • $ 3i , 7 

;. 



r . . 

( 

. if. -
., .1·~ 

() 

; 

" 

The 'Whi teChap~ By-Election 

. 
As !far as the effect of the policy shift on domestic poli tics 
w .., '\ .. ; 

was concerned, the Whitechapel by-election emerged as the barome-tèr . , 

. " . 

of Jewish opinion in Britain. The writ for this contest -was issued 
--. ~ "'" .. 

on November 17, 1930, schedul~ng it for December 3rd. The timing of 

this announc~t was linked to the House of Commons debate on the 1fu1te'-

Paper and the negotiations between the Jewis~. ).gency and the British 
~. . 

Governnr~. The Trades Union Congress, under t.he leadership of 
4~ '. .. 

Ernest Bevin, '1td' 'been assigned the :responsibili:ty of organizing the 

Labour campaign. Neverthelesel", the. role of Arthur Henderson, -as Labour 

Party Sec;etary, in guiding th~~bY-election c~1n0t be underestimated •. 

Desp;'te the bit~r f~elings c~atedi-by the Pcf.licy Statemeflt, the P~e 
Zion actively sGpported the Labour Paxiy. in the bYrelection. 

]bile doèumentat~on relating to the~by-elect1on is remarkably 

SCaree in surviving Colo:nial Office files, it is evident that Colonial 

Office civil servants held the <View that the alteration of pol~cy had 
, , ~~, 

~- , 50) 
beeTrmot1vated by po:J.itical reasons over thi:;; contest. The tinU.ng of 

50Hope S1mpson~t~ Chancellor, latter, December 3,J 1930, Chan
cellor Papers~ 16/6. 
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the partial removal of the suspenédon on Jewish immigration to Palestine 

a.nd the pending interpreta.tion of the Policy Statement were emphatically 

stressed by Labour propagan~sts during the campaign. This strategy 

worked. The Labour Party retained the seat, but with a vastly reduced 

majori ty .51 

~ The Whiteahapel by-election, neveriheless, posed serious 

difficulties for Dr. lYeizmann because of its controversial nature. While 

attemptin,g to steer the Zionist movement clear of any connection with 

this contentious campaign, he faced a situation in which many of his 

prominent support~rs took sides. To begin with Dr. Selig Brodetsky, his 

associate, was offered the Liberal nomination, but declined. 52 Moreover, 
o 

t~e Mond family câmpaigned vigorously for the Conservative.~andidate; 

while Sir Herbert Samuel supported the Liberal nominee. 
~ , 

The premature release of confidential ~nfor.mation concerning 
-~ 

the discussions irritated both Weizmann and the Colonial Office, and 

affected the course of the negotiations. On November: 27th, Michael 

Marcus, a Labour M.P., informed an election rally:53 

51A comparison between the resul ts of the by-election and of 
the polI held during the previous genera1 election (in parentheses) 
indicates that the Labom" Party suffered a 10S8 of populari ty on 
account of the October White Paper: 

Hall: Labour-
Janner: Liberal
Guiness: Conservative
PoUi tt: c'ommùnfst-

8,.544 
7,445 
3;735 
2,106 

See The Manchest~r Guardian, ~cember 4, 1930 • 

1

1.3,701) 
/ 4,.521) 

.3,478) 
(Not contested) 

.52nr. Selig Brodetsky, Memoirs (London, 1960) 1 p. 139. 

5JThe Times, .November 28, 1930. 
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l have already seen last night a dOC1.\Inent, a copy of whicp. 
ls being sent to Dr. Weizmann to .... night by the British Government, 
which cont",ins proposals which Jill materially influence the 
present position in favour of the Zionist movement. ..' 

In view of the fact t-hat the sole copy of this teri was being 

retained at the Foreign Office where i t had. been formulated, it appears 

that Arthur Henderson ,was lnvo1ved in the po1itical1y inspired leak of 

the lette:c. This disclosure p1a.ced Dr. Weizmann and Colonial Office 

officiaIs in an embarrassing position because they had not yet sean the 

note. 

Weizmann faced possible censure from his own organization for 

failing to communicate a document which it 'WaS alleged he possessed; 

Colonial Office civil servants lacked an important paper of direct 

consequence to a sensitive area of their responsibility. It should be 

noted that this ~pre .. ture release preCiPita~~ruShed dispatch of 

the first part of the British explanatton to Dr. We,izmann on November' 

54 29, 1930. 

'. " 

or< 

.540010nia,1 Office o~fic:Lals :are rur{ous at thl.s ~eak. See <> " 

minutes by Williams" November 28, 1930 and December 1, 1930, C0733/183/ 
77050/ D/ A., '4 
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CHAPTmR 6 

THE MACDONALD LE.TTER 

The conClUSion, of Neg~tiations 

Throughout the P,9riod of the negotiations, the Colonial Office 

found itself at a dead end in the day-to-day admini~tration of Palestine. 
, . ' 

OfficiaIs and p~liticians in the ministry had becornë extrernely cautious. 
~ '.;-

.' 

The disastrous effects of recent Colonial Office policy decisions had 

màde them reluctant to take any decision~ on Palestine, even or the most 
.. 1 • L 

-. t.tivial nature, without first obtaining sanction from higher authority. 

'As a result, actions that previously had been considered routine were 
, 

subjected to the scrutiny of the Foreign Secretary, in his capacity as 

'. \ Chairman of the Cabinet Committee, arta more infrequently tO,the perusal 

of the Pr~me Minister. The comnlications c~ted b; these extensive 
"l,', 

- consultations bothered officiaIs and pôliticians alike at the Colonial 

i . 
\" ' , \ 

Officé. 

The fact that Arthur Henderson was reluctan~o read Colonial 

Office files submitted for ,his attention exasperat~ ~~l serv~ts. 
Commenting on one such instance, Sir John Shuckburgh_~otefl 

Mr. Selby returned the papers ron Jewish land ~cquisitlon~ 
.-with a minute saying that hè did not think it ~ecessa.ry .. a.t 
that stage, to show the corresRondence ta the S[ecretary1 of 

, S(tate] for F[orelgn] A [t~alrs J. In co~versation he
1
'-tol1L me 

_ IMinute by Shuckburgh, January 14, 1931, ~C07J3/20o/87082. 
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~hat he despaired of getting Mr. Hendefson ta read papers. in 
this fom, & hoped that we Hould not send him more of our 
files. ' J' 

~ t seems Jo me that we are in a h9'peless position, & tha t 
whatever we do is bound to be Hrong. If we send papers ta 
the F[oreign] o [rfice] , we are told not ta be sa, troublesome; 
if we don 't, .W8 are charged with deliberately_withholding 
vital info~àtion. ',J 

However, the procedure of referring proposed administrative 

decisions to Malcolm MacDonald simply infuriated departmental officials. 

During the 1930-1931 period, Malcolm ~èDonald~acted as a liaison between 

the Jewlsh Agency and various Government departments. Because of his 

close ties with members of the Jewish Agency executive, Henderson and his 

father valued·him as an expert on Zionist attitudes, and consulted him 

during the negotiations. However, as far as Colonial Office civil 

servants were"conèerned, Malcolm MacDonald, despite his relati?nship 

to the Prime Minister, was a mere back-bench Member of Parliament. 

While Colonial Office officiaIs were cautious over Palestine 

matters, the Foreign Secretary was also prudent. Henderson wanted no 

controversy whatever to be generated by Government departments during 

the talks with the Jewish Agency. Therefore, to minimize the risk of 

Zionist unease, the Foreign' Secretary, through Walford Selby, encouraged 

u,utt--J.:lC!.è:Oonald to gauge Jewish Agency opin.ion before off'ering comment 

on proP9sed Colonial 'Office measures. It should be stressed that at no 

time as a result of Malcolm MacDonald's consultations with the Zionists 

was a Colonial Office decision challenged. 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
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The events revol ving a'rotmd the appointment of an official ta 
! \ . 
supervise the acti vi ty of the Pilestine press reveal the extent of this 

" \'. 
\ 

practice. ~alford Selby ?luntly ~uggested that tbis decision should first 
\ 

- be cleared wi th Malcolm MacDonald. \ The tenor of opinion in the ministry 

was one of anger. O.G.R! Willia;ns ~~d Sir John Shuckburgh minuted thlit 
, \ 

Selby's recommendation should ~be ignored. 1fuile sympathizing with 

" \ ' 2 
these reservations, SiF Samuel ~ilson ~emurred: 

; , 
We aIl ~greed t~t the present\arrangement is Most 

unsatisfactory, and nothing seems l~kely for the moment ta 
change it. Wou1d it not be better to try to do this 
through Mr. Malcolm MacDonald by frankly explaining to h1m 
how impossible the present situation ds .•• 

\ 

~le Drummond Shie1s sympathize~ with the objections voiced by 

Wiiliams and ~huckburgh, he concurred with ~ilson's proposaI, writing 

that MacDonald " ••• might be helpful, both with a near relative of bis 
i , 

~d with the Jewish Agency, in enabling'them to see that the pre~ent 

posi tion cannat go on." Passfield agre,~ wi th Wilson' s rec ommenda. tion. 3 

./, i ~ 

As a result, th~ Colonial Office embarked on a project to influence 
1 

Malcolm MacDonald. This attempt prove~ successful in that it aChieved, 
i 

the virtual e1imination of such consultations. Malcolm MacDonald ceased 
! 

ta intervene actively in Palestine ma~ters for the next six months. In 
1 

addition, the newly developed rapportlbetween the Colonial Office and 

the Prime Minister's son enab1ed depaXtmental officiaIs ta influence the 
• 1 

ultimate form of the negotiated explanation of the Octobér White Paper. 

2Selby to BQy.d, letter, Jan~ry 1), '1931. Minutes by Williams, {J 

Jan~ry 21, 19)1; Shuckburgh, Januar,Y 24, 19J1; and Wllson, January 28, 
1931. C07JJ/190/77168. ,~ 

.\rinutes by Shiels and Passfield, January 29, 1931, ibid. 
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Meanwhile, the sluggish ::3.ce of the discussions between the 
• 

Jewish Agency and the Cabinet Committee picked up in the new year . 

. Encouraged by Henderson' s desire ta wind up the negoti'ations, the draft 

letter of explanation that had been sent to Dr. Weizmann on November 29, 

19.30 underwent extensive deliberations on the sub-committee leveI. 

Throughout this phase of the negotiati~nst the Jewish Agency and 
• '>. 

the Colonial Office were engaged in an intense struggle. On the one 

band, th~ Jewish Agency, having"obtained concessions from the Cabinet 

Committee before Christmas, was attempting to secure further advantages. 

On the other, the Colonial Office was stri ving to pre vent the Commi ttee 

from conceding additional points requested by the Agency. Moreover, 

• 
the ]IIinistry was even trying ta persuade the politicians to witlrlraw, 

certain key concessions granted to the Zionists, particular1y those 

rela ting to land, immigration, and agricultural development. 
\ 

On January )0, 19.31, thé Jewish Agency unexpectedly ratified 

the draft explanation. According to thinking in the Colonial Office, 

the American Zionists had not been as difficu1t to satisfy as had been 

expected. 4 This effecti vely ended the Colonial Office efforts to 

dilu~e the"explanation. At the meeting of the Cabinet Committee, held 

immediately before the conference, Passfield had attempted to alter the 

text with recommendations from the High Commissioner. In ruidition, he 

had promoted the idea of a parallei letter for the Arabs. At the time 

Tom Shaw and Arthur Henderson, who undoubtedly had som~ idea that the 

Zionists were ready to settIe, had strongly opposed Passfield's propo~s 

4passfield to Chancellor, letter, February 6, 1931, 00733/197/ 
870.50 Pt. 1. 

• 
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on tpe grounds that their introduction at this point would reopen the 

discussions entirely. Vith the text of the letter closed, Passfield was 

unable to press his objections further. 5 

-Tactica1ly, the Jewish Agen~y acted superbly. By setting 
\ 

rea1istically high minimum dernands, Zionist leaders obtained the de facto 

repudiation of the PoIicy Statement. During the early stages of the ta1ks,. 

Jewish Agency negotiators had introduced additional elements. Discussions 

on the status of Trans-Jordan and the po1itica1 administration of the 

-Manda te can be viewed as di versions added to encourage Br! tish assent , ' 

to the minimal Zionist demands intended to neutra1ize the Po1icy State~ent, 

As bargaining cards, these two subjects w~re irrelevant to the sought-

after ~pudi~tion of the White Paper po1iey. 
l"~ 

The J ewish Agency had nothing to lo.s~ ~d everything to gain 
'. , 

in presenting the~ especially with the political advantage it he1d.' 

Referring to Weizmann's p~~posed rapprochement with the Arabs, 

Dr. Drummond Shiels criticized this hard. ,?argaining stand: "If 

Dr. Weizmann is sineere about wishing an agreemE!nt with moderate Ar8.bs, 

he{would have been ~ser not to push hi~ political adVantages to the 

utmost in recent weeks ... 6 

Nevertheless, when the final texi of the letter was on the v~rge 

of approval by the Cabinet Committee, the Jewish Agency revived the 

question of the political,adrninistration of the Palestine Mandate. During 

C.P.I. 
'Minutes, C.P.I. (30) 5th Conf •• Janua~ JO, 1931. Minutes, 

(30) 6th Mtg., January 30, 1931. CAB 27/433, 
6 ' 
Minute by Shiels, February 7, 1931;' C0733/197/8705O Pt. 1. 
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the early phase of negotiations, +.&e Zionists gad attempted unsuccessfully 
, 

to have the political control for the conduct of-the Mandate transferred 
1 .. 

from the Colonial Office to the Cabinet Committee. This effort had been 
~ r 

firmly, but politely, rebuffed by Arthur Henderson. 

The Agency embarked on a two-pronged attempt to have the 

responsibility for the administration of the Mandate removed from the 

Colonial Office. To begin with, the Zionists indirectly renewed their 

earlier prop~sàl to ha~e the Palestine Cabinet Committee transformed into 

a permanent body, with de facto control of Palestine affairs held by the 

Foreign Office. In a six-point memorandum, discussed by the Cabinet 

Committee on January 30th, the Jewish Àgency advocated a continuous " ~ 

process ~f cQnsultations between the Jewish Agency and the Committee. 

Topiès' for consideration would include development, Trans-Jordan, a 

legislative council for Palestine, and the status of the Jewish 

Agency.7 

The Zionists' second thrust was more direct. At the January 

30th formaI conference, in the presence of PassfieltÎ himself, Weizmann 

requested the transfer of jurisdiction for the Palestine Mandate to the 

Foreign Office, explaining that he had no confidence in the Colonial 
. 

Office. ~ile Henderson apparently was flattered by the Jewish Agency's 

appreciation, hè bluntly stated 1 that he did not want "more ifork.'! 

Refe~ng also to the Zionists' six-point note, the Foreign Secretary 
o 

added that such a change, direct or indirect, required Cabinet consent. 8 

7Minutes, C.P.I. (30) 6th Mtg., January 30, 1931, CAB· 27/433. 

~inutes, C.P.I. (30) 5th Conf., January 30,~ 1931,· CAB 27/433. 
'" Weizmann followed up this proposaI at an informal meetillg wi th Sir Robert 

Vansittart ·held on February 4, 1931. Minute by Vansittart, February 4, 
1931, F037!/1528I/E623/44416S. , 
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Meanwhile, the whole question of departmental jurisdiction in 

the M~e East was reopened. in Ca~inet independently of this Jewi~h 
t; 

Agency activity. The previous July, the Cabinet had rejected. a 
" , 

recommendation from the Committee of Imperial Defence to unify~he 

administration of Middle Easter.n matters under the.control of the Foreign 
. 

Office. At that time, discussion had concentrated on political aspects 

of the question; Howev~r, during the January 20th Cabinet meeting, a 

new element was injected.: financlal e~ency. The Prime Minister 

reported that the Treasury wanted the matter reconsidered. 9 

OfficiaIs in the Colonial and Foreign Offices drafted separate 

papers to support the status quo. ,Civil servants from both departments 

collaborated in the preparation of the se two papers. lO It is evident 

that Arthur Henderson had no desire to shift his opposition to such a 

ç. change, vo1ced the previous July. The Jewish Agency's formaI proposaI 

to extend the ].ife of the Cabinet Commi ttee ostensibly wa.s considered 

seriously, by the Foreign Secretary. He presented this question to 

., . ....... .,.. 
\. 

~' . ...,.", 

it- 1!Jt . 

Cabinet for a decision, together with the ,final draft of the explanation. 

While he left the extension of the Committee to the discretion of the 
, Il 

Cabinet, Henderson noted. that he would. participate with re1uctaI:J,ce: 

9Cabinet ConclusionsB (31), CAB 23/66: 

10Memorandum by Passfie1d, January 31, 1931, C.P. 27 (31) • 
. Memorandum by Henderson, Pebruary 5, 1931, D'.P. 28 (31). CAB 24/219. 

~emorandum by Henderson, January 30, 1931, C.P. 25 (31), ibid. 

. , 
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If ther~ is ta be any ex~ension of the terms of 
reference of the Commi ttee in accordance wi th the wishes 
of the Jewish Agency, it must, in my opinion, be laid down 
quite c17arly that the Committee cannot be made in any way 
-responsible for the day-to-day administration of Palestine. 
Further consideration of this problem by the Committee 'as 
at present constituted, under my Chairmanship, will in any 
case involve claims upon time which l can ill afford to 
spare, having regard to the present difficult European 
situation and wi th the Disarmament Conference and other 

\. important matters requiring my urgent attention. 

, At the January 30th fotmaJ. conference, Dr. Weizmann's posture 
'" 

on the extension of the Cabinet Committee was one of flexibility. 
Cr (1 \ 

It 
, 

~pears that he was sounding out the Commit~ee on this question. 

should be added that he did not pursue either bis six-poin~ plan 

It 

or his 

direct propo~l as Mamant take-it-or-leave-it propositions.' Howe,ver, 

the one question on which he stood firm was that of development. The 

attitude of Colonial Office civil servants to ~eizmann's renewed attempt 

to extend the Cabinet Committee was hostile. Sir John Shuckburgh 

minuted:12 

.••• the present intolerable state of affairs~ in ~ch 
no one knows where the real authority for the administration 
of Palestille resides, will be continueQ wi thout check .•• 
they (the Jewish Agency proposaIS] seem likely to end by 
.setting up something in the nature of a permanent, secret 
trtbunal for the Government of Palestine. l can conceive 
nothing further :remo';'ed from British ideas of ~stration 
and nothing mpre likely to lead to disaster on the spot ••• 
there is grave danger that concessions may be madé,"!., to them 
[the Zionists] which will seriously hamper the Pal~stine 
Administra;tion in i ts already very difficul t task of holding" 
the bal~ce equally between ail sections of the population ••• 

, 1 

pepartmental officials focused their criticism df this proposal 
, '0 

on Henderson's refusai to accept ~ccountability in the event the Cabinet 

Committee was prolonged. Shuckburgh wrote: "But who 1s to be respons1ble? 

, ~ute by Shu~kburgb, February 2, 1931, 00733/197/87050/5. 
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1 

èlearly some one must he; but 50 long as" the' Sub-CoDlltÙtt[ee] remains in 

-
being, the unf'orlûnate 'some one' will have to discharge bis task under 

absolutely ilIlpossible conditions ...... 13 The Foreign Office clearly had 

establisbed this impossible precondition on the question of acco~tabi1ity 
, . 

to ensure the inevitable demisè of Wei~'s suggestion. Shuckburgh's 

acerbic comments go on to :reveal: "The 'Whole question bas been discussed 
» 

rdthoMr. SeIby, who thinks it important that Lord Passfield should be in 
'l 

considerations [Colonial Office objections] 

before the Cabinet." 

l t should be st:ressed that Colonial Of'fice. officiaIs sail through 

the Jevish Agency :rationale for this ci)a..nge. Sir Samuel 'Wilson indicat~ 

that adop~io~ of the proposed a.dm1.ni.strative structure would effectively 

emascUlate the authority of the Palestine Government, something that the 

Zionists would not have lamented. Agreein~ rlth the objections of civil 

servants to the operational problems of such a change, ~ond Shiels 
.., 

px:,ovided Passfield vith some blun't advice: "y ou should make i t clear 

that the Colonial Office 'cannat accept responsibility for what may 

14 occur." 
Î/ 

Thi~ opinion p:revailed at the Februar,y ',5th meeting of the 

drafting sub-committee: VaJ..1'ord SeIlly requested. recOJIlJDendations 'from . . 
this body ta enable ,rthe Foreign Secretary ta clear up "the issues raised . . 
b,y Dr. lleizmann's request •••• rr Reviewing the Jewish Agency'pxoppsal. in 

-1'l._ . 
• -'Minutee- by S.huckburgh, Febrt:ta.ry J, 1931" CO?3J/197/870jIJ Pt. 1. 

14Minut-es by Vtison and Shiels, February J. 1931, ibid. 
\. 
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• 

conjunction Jd th the terms of ref~rence that had establ1.shed the. Cabinet. 

• 

~ , 

Committee, t.he sub-c~tt:ee concluded that. the Cabinet ~ttee had the 

authority to discuss only ":the cOBlpositi~' and po"1lerS of the Developlllent 

COllllIlission" on a continulDg œsis wi th the Agency. . However t i t su@:gested 
." 

that. such negotiatlons should '00 diverled t.o "the department~: .:respons~ble 

a> for the ~on of Palestine." The su~cODiDù.tte, aIso Pro~sed 

~~t ail future contacts vith the Jewish Agency <ShOul/ be texmi.na.ted'after 
a <' 

on~ furlher session. MOJeover, lt" rec01l1lDel1d.ed that J~~sh A~ncy vievs' 

,on Uîe question of a round table l!1eeting should be considered, "through 
. 

the ordinar,y cbannels;" lI'hich in ~fect lIleant the Colonial Office. In , 

conclusion. po~ible discusSio~on Trans-Jordan was rejected out of 

hand. 15 
/' 

Dr. Weizm..cüm retained a somewhat flexible attitud~when 

confr~nted with the se conclusions during bis February 6th interview ovith 
o _ 

Selby and Ma1.colm MacDona,ld. As in the" case of the January 30th 

conferen'ce, Veizma.nn f:irmly JDaintained that. thë committee should at 
<. 

1east hold discussions on t.he developll@t question with ,the Agency. 

àhl.ford Se1by recorded t~t. 1feizmann stressed:- the possibility of a "-very 

, difficult situation •.• ~n~i only for hi~f bût ~o for His Majesty'sc 
, /' 

Govermaent if' lt 'Nere not found. possible to Beet bis wishes to the 

extent that he aad. indicated •••• "l~ ." , 

\ 

\ 
1 
\, 

1~-- ' 1li.nutes ()f sub-cOllld.ttee àeeting, Februa:r,y ~t 1931, Ibid. 
16- 0 

,~ ~lby to Boyd. let.t.er. February 6. 1931. ibid. 
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In view of Dr. ~eizmann'§ adamant position, the sub-committee 

reconvene~ on February 9, 1931 to reconsider its.previous proposaI to 

direct discussions concexning.development to the Colonial Office . . 
Malcolm MacDonald, who had been absent from the Febru~ 5th session, 

. 
brought about a compromise solution ta this impasse. As a resul t of 

o 1 • 

his intervention, the sub-co~ittee now suggested the establishment of 

an ad hoc inter-departmental committee ta negotiate with the Zionists 
. 

exclusively ondevelopment, ..r.. , The Cabinet Comm~ttee quickly approved tne 
, 
" 

recommendations of the sub-committe~, Jewish Agency represen~tives 

accepted this formuda, and withdrew their request for the far-~eaching 

extension of the aabine~ Committee,17 \ 

Meanwhile, the sub-commlttee also had been ~reoccupied with 
\ '''-

completing arrangements for ;tfi~~lease of the explanation, The text 
~" J 

1 ~ \, • 

of the interpretation had been complëted on J~nuary 30, 1931. Hawever, 
l 

two impo~é!llt details 'concerning its publicat:lon,.;J;emained ta be settled. , 

The first problem related to the format of the statemen~. Earl~ versions 

of the explanation had taken the form of a letter from Arthur Henderson 
• 0 

ta Dr. rTeizmann. The publication of the statement al'l an interpretative 

correspondence had been settled in November. Both the Jewish Agency 
.J' 

and the Cabil1et Committee had round tl:d:s fonnat'acceptable. 

17Memorandum by Henderson, February 10, 1931, a.p. 40 (31), 
CAB 24/219. The Agency'also consented to Passfield's proposaI to,estaplish 
~lle1 discussions on development between the High Commissloner and the 

~Arabs in p'alestine. 
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However, the Zionist effo~ to obtain the transfer of the 

political administration of the Mandate frôm the Colonial Oifice to the 
. l , 

Foreign Office had created controversy in Government cir~s. 
., 

The 

advisability of Art~ur Henderson a~ signatory to the letter was being , 

questioned. Moreover, the participation of Arthur Henderson in this 

capacity had become equally unpalatable ta both the Foreign Secretary 

himself and Passfield. Contemporary press accounts were r~~e with 
1 

rumours of the imminent transfer of responsibllity over Palestine frorn 

the Colonial Office ta the Foreign Office. Indeed, there waSj a question 

. \ 

on the Commons Order Paper inquiring " ••• whether it ls proposed ta transfer 

the supervision of Palestine affalrs frorn the Colonial Office to the 

Foreign Offic!3." Therefore, .Henderson' s invol vernent as signatory would 

have been viewed as tantamount tp such a shift. The Cabinet Committee 

recommendation that the Prime M1niste! should sign'the final form of 

the letter, proposed by Henderson in his memorandum to the Cabinet of 

January 30th, was adopted by the Cabinet on February 4th. 18 . 

Because Passfield and Henderson were unable to stgn the letter, 

the Prime Min~ster had emerged as the only aut~oritative political 

~igure who could provide credibili ty to this document. Nevertheless, 
',~ 

the Prime Minister did not appreciate the merit of this Cabinet decision., 
\ . 
" , Ramsay MacDonald remairied reluctant to aign the letter, until the last 

ct! l 
J 

nI am not q}lite sure that l should sign this let ter commentingF / minute: 

18 . 
An article in The DatIf Telegraph, February 7, 1931, aroused 

part~cular interest in Governrn""ènt circles. See Premier 1/10). Cabinet 
Meeting, February 4, 193~ Cabinet Conclusions Il (31), CAB 23/66. -
Drummond ~hiels emphati~Îly denied that the Government intend~d to pursue 
this courSe of-action. See Commons, February Il,1931, vol. 248, ,Q91s. 1 

388-390. 0 
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) 
upon a paper issued by the ,Colonial Office. Has this been adequately 

considered and are the reasons good? l do not like it.,,19 

In reply to the Prime Minister's reservations, Passfield 

forcefully reiterated the yosition held by both pim and Henderson un 
~., ... 

this.issue, while conceding that Ramsay Ma~onald, as Prime Minister, had 

the right to overrule his Cabinet: 20 . 

It real1y would be very bad for Hènderson to sign it -
not that l mind being thrown ovèr (as this woul~ be interpreted 
to mean) - but because it would seem to the Jewish Agency to 
indicate that their insistent demand that Palestine should be 
transferred to the F.O. was:favoured. 

The Foreign Secretary'presented similar arguments to the Prime 

Minister. As a result of these strong representations, Ramsay MacDonald 

became reluc~antly' reconciled to this action. 21 Despite his unwillingness 

to become associated with this document, the eXPla~ion became known 

as the 'MacDonald Letter after i ts release. 

The second matter concerning the publication of the let~er that 
Il 

remained tp be resolved was the question of lts status. While considering 

the format of the proposed explanation in November, the Cabinet Committee 

had vetoed the presentation of this Interpretation as a white paper 

-,,- statement comparable to that of the October Policy statement. Although 

the Committee had decided that the explanation should be published as 

a letter, it had not determined whether the letter should be released as 

a command paper. 

19Undated.' minute, Premier 1/103. 
20 . . 

Passfield ta Ramsay MacDonald, latter, February 9, 1931;0 . 
ibid. 

2~inute by Vincent, February 9; 19)1, ~. 

~--------~------~,-.~\------------------~~~ .. --------~----...-----.................. ------.. 
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Arthur Henderson's covering memorandum to Cabinet of January )0, 

1931 formed the basis of Cabinet resolutions on th~ forthcoming 

explanation. Nevertheless, this document contained no referenpe to its 

status. In the relevant Cabinet conclusion, however, the Cabinet gave 

authority for publication of. the letter as a white paper. Colonial. 

Office civil servants were appalled by this decision. Although Sir 

Samuel Wilson instructed his officiaIs to begin preparations to. 

publish the let ter as a command paper, he sought to ~everse the 

Cabinet's resolution. Passfield's rOle in this intervention was 

characteristi~ally passive. The Pe~nent Under-Secretary re~uested 

Malcolm MacDonald ta 'visit hirn on February 9th to discuss the question. 

Wilson's explanation was forceful enough.to persuade ~alcolm MacDonald 

to change his mind on this subject. G.A.C. Cliffe, Wilson's Private 

S '. t 22 ecretary, ml nu ed: 

Mr. Malcolm MacDonald entirely grées t the letter 
ta Dr. Weizmann sh [oul] d bè publish d in the press & not as 
à li' [hi te] Pa per. He left Sir S. Wilson a t 12 0' clock and 
was going off direct to speak to the P [rime] M [inister) 
about it. 

, 
l 

\. 

Sir Samuel Wilson's initiative was successful-. Malcolm MacDonald 

emerged as the key figure who determined the ultimate forrn of the 

explanation. ihile he suppoxte~ the Colonial Office view on tbis 

matter, Malcolm MacDonald doubted whether the Zionists would accept this 

• format. Th~ Prime Minister also questioned the expediency of Wilson's 
, , 

prop'osal. He fearèd that this action would reopen negotiations, an anxiety .-

. shared by the Foreign Office: 23 

2~inutes by Boyd, February 5, 1931 and C11ffe, Februar,y 9, 1~3l, 
00733/197/87050 Pt. 1. 

2~~ute by Duff, February 10; 1931; undated minute by Iiktsay 
MaoDonald. Premier 1/103. 
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Hankey's recollection is that either Henderson Passfield 
or Thomas [Shawl suggested that letter ta li(e:tzmann] must be 
published as the Jews anyhow w(ouJj d publish H. The prev(ious] 
pp. was a W[hite] P fitper] ... this imust be a W[hite] P[aper]. 

However, on February 10, 1931, Malcolm MacDonald managed ta 

convinca Chaim Weizmann and his executive to accept publication of the 

l~tter in the ffrm of a statement ta the press. This change was ratified 

by the Cabinet on Fe?ruary llth "owing ta the bad impression which 

pub1icity in so prominJnt a forro was like1y to make on Arab opinion in 

Palestine." Nevertheless, Ramsay MacDonald l'etained the option,of 

pub1ishing 'the explanation with the votes in Hansard, if pressed to do so. 

In addition, t~e alternative of publication as a white paper was left to 

the discretion of the Prime Ninister in the event of extremely rough 

- 24 
Parliamentary opposition. 

During the Cabinet meeting of Fepruary llth, two other related 

problems were resolved. The first question concerned the proposaI for 

concentration of the administration of Middle East matters at the Foreign , . 
Office; the sècond, related to the Jewish Agency request for the extension , 

Jf the Cabinet Committee. Both Passfield and Henderson objected forcefully 

ta the centralization o~ the responsibility for Middle East affairs at 

the Foreign Office. The Palestine controversy was clearly the underlying -

feature of this debate. Passfield was noted as observi~g thait "most of 

the difficulties of Pale?tine an~ Trans-Jordan are inherent and will 

p.ersist no-matter what Minister or Department bears the responsibility." 
f" 

24Minutes by-Shuckburgh, February 10, 1931, c0733/~97/870S0 
Pt.,l and Durf, February 10,1931, Premier 1/103. Cabinet Meeting, 
Februar,y 11, 1931, Cabine~ Conclusions 13 (31), CAB 23/66. 
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In deference to the oPPOSition' of Henderson and Passfield, the 

Cabinet concluded tha t i t would l)e "inexpedient" to al ter the sta tus quo. 

The consultative inter-departmental committee struéture, established in 

July, 1930, was confirmed. Interestingly enough, the issue of financial 

expediency did ~ot figure a& an important element of discussi01 e~ther 

in the Cabinet meet·ing or in relevant briefing papers. Although the 

Treasury had revi~the question, Philip Snowden ·played no major p~ 

in these deliberations. The Cabinet resolved this issue on the basis 
, ..... 

of administrative and political factors. Economic considerations did 

not enter the picture at aIl. 

The Cabinet also dealt with the projected extension of the 

Palestine Cabinet Committee. Arthur Henderson presented the compromise 

agreement negotiated between the Jewish Agency and the Committee, and 

recommended its acceptance. The Cabinet ratified t~s suggestion. As 

,1 ~i a consequenc~, the transfo_ ~on of the Cabinet Committee into a 

" permanent body was officially rejected. However, the conversion of the 

Crmmittee into an ad hoc negotiating body restricted·to agricultural 

development was sanctioned, with the caveat that simultaneous talks 

be held between the Hlgh Commissioner and the Arab's in Jerusalem. The 

composition of the Cabinet Committee remained the same. In adaition, 

Malcolm MacDonald and the Lord Advocate were ~~appointed advisers to 

this body. 

Meanwhile, opposition politicians were aware that the release 

of the explanation was imminent. ~uestioned closely on the status of 

this interpretation by Sir Austen Chamberlain, the Prime Minister notedt 

"If lt were laid before Parliament [as a white paper] ••• it would ~vë 

1 

i .. , 
,; , 
1, 
1 
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the paper a status which i t is undesirable it ~hOU1d have ... 25 Ta meet 

Chamberlain's wishes, Ramsay MacDonald promised publication with the 

votes "sa that it [the letter J will become official in tha~ sense." This 

offer effectively short-circuited Parliamen~~ry demands for its 

presentation as a command paper. The Prime Minister's definition of 
" 

the let~er, however, upset Zionist officiaIs. Dr. Weizmann took stron~ 

exception to the demeaning interpretation given to the explanation. As 

a result, Ramsay Ma~Donald rèvised his previous statement in Parliament 

on the fol1o~ng day, thereby elevating the position of the 1etter.26 ~ " 

-The letter was p~blished in Hansard on February 13, 1931.27 It 
l , 

contained enormous.concessions to the Zionists. Important White Paper 

provisions co~cerning land, immigration, the status of the Jewish Agency, 

the Histadruth, and public works were, in effect, neutralized. This 

statement swung British po1icy back ta the "equal obligation" position, 

expressed by Ramsay MacDonald in April, 1930. In addition, it. pointed.ly 

rejected the crystallization of the Jewish Nation,l Home as Government 
, .. 

policy. 

Elaborating on the major elements of the interpretation, it can 

be observed that future land'regulation was Iimited ta t~t of a temporary 
1 

nature intended ta solv~ the problem of the "landless Arabs" through the 

contemplated deve10pment scheme. Impediments to Jewish immigration, 

25Commons, February Il, 1931, vol. 248, cols. 388-390, 
26' l' 

Minutes, C.P.I. (30) 6th Conf" F~bruary 12, 1931, CAB 27/433. 
Commons, February 12, 1931, vol. 248, cols. 599-600. 

27Commbns, February 13, 1931, vol. 248, cols. 751-757. 
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envisaged in the October Policy SC'l.tement, were explained away. The 

~te Paper attacks on the Jewish Agency and Histadruth were softened to 1 
(J. 

the point of reversaI. On the question of public works, Jewish contribu-

tions to the revenues of the Government of Palestine were to de termine a .. 
set-ratio of Jewlsh labour. 'Such a formula had represented a key demand 

of the Zionists. 

One important omission, however, was any reference to constitutional 
~,." 

development, that is the introduction of a legislqtive council, as proposed ' 

in t~e October Policy Statementf It should be added that the 

prospect of Zionist involvement in the development project received greater 

emphasis than it had obtained in the White Paper. 

Chaim Weizmann was satisfied with the e~lanation. However, in 

his official acknowledgement to the Prime Minister, he str;;Sêd-that it 

was necessary for the Colonial Office to follow the terms of the letter. 

He clearly realized the key role of Colonial Office officiaIs in generating 

,un;:;ympathetic policies towards the Zionists. He feared that the se civil 

servants would not implement the policy laid down in the explanation. 

Based on previous experience, Weiz~'s apprehension was well-founded. 28 

The Jewish Agency's acceptance of the interpretation as an 

official letter witho4t the status of a command paper had been unexpected 

by British politicians and officiaIs. By proposing the extension of the 

Cabinet Committee, the Zionists had succeeded in diverling thei'attention 

"\' of officiaIs and politicians away from the text of the explanation. As a 

ploy, the m9ve was brilliantly successful. Sir John Chancellor's vociferous 

2Bweizmann to Ramsay MacDonald, latter, February 14, 1931, 
PreJllier 1/103. 
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eriticisms had been rejected out 0f band. Passfield1s proposaI for an 

additional explanation on bebalf of the Arabs had met a s~lar fate. 

The Zionists under Weiz~nnls leadership had retained one basie 

goal throughout the negotlations: to neutralize the elements of Briti~h 
, . 29 

poliey that would stifle the Jewish National Home. In tbis, the Jewish 

Agency succeeded'admirably, The ~onstitutional question aside,. the only 

point that remained fully unresolved was the development scheme. However, 
{ 

a firm negotiating strategy hqd obtained furtper high-level talks on tbis , 

question. '. 
While the Zionists were aggressive bargainers"they possessed 

the acute sense of timing ta bend at the right momept. In renewing the 

exte sion proposaIs, Jewi~h Agency officials were undoubtedly serieus in 
\ 

their intentions. This effort appears t~ have represented an att~mpt to 

sound out Br~itish n~gotiators and to obtain additional concessions that 
.\. 

woUJ.d have l'roven -superf?:.uous in terms of neutralizing ~he _W.!d te Paper, 

but useful for the Zionists. However, being realists, the Zionists 

quickly had conceded a number of points in exchange for the ad hoc committee 
.Ik 

on development. They were awa.re of the ·political problems facing the' 

Labour Government over this isèue. An additional white paper would have __ ~ 
, ----1 ~ ____ ----

damaged its credibility. The Agency consciously accepted tne letter 

format of the éxplanation as a gestuxa to enable the Government to save 

face. 

29See Dr. Chaim 'Weizmann, op.' cit., pp. 334 ff. 
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The Arabs of Palestine and 
British Po1ic,Y 

b leadership of Palestine offered a diffuse reaction 
, 

ber White Paper and the MàcDona1d Let*)er oc This may 

o the fact that the Arab hierarchy lBS in turmoi1 when 

these ~wo documents were re1eased. 'During the Fa11 of 1930, The New 

York Times consistent1y reported that there was continued dissension 
'\ 

among"~rabs on re1igious 1ines. Mos1ems were openly feuding with 
\\ 

Christians. 30 To comp1icate this sectarian strife, the Christians tended 

to be politica1 moderates, favouring acceptance of the White Paper ' 

po1icy,' especia1ly thé~egisiative counci1 p~ovision, as an enormous 
i.., 

concession to Arab interests. 

However, the Mos1ems, w:uler the leadership of .t}le Mufti, were 

ostensib1y non-commita1, but they opposed the stand of the moderates. 

Moreover, this' fact!on cOndemned,the nature of Arab ~presentation on 

the.proposed 1egis1ative council. During this peri od , dispatches in 

- The New York Times ind.lcated that the Moslems would reject the White 

30See The New York Times, October 24, 1930; October 25, 1930; 
November 2, 1930; November J,1930; November $, 1930; December 10; 19301 
December 14, 1930; and December 21, 19JO. 
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Paper for alleged inadequacies. The !rab Executiv,e, neverlheless, issued 

a statement on December 28, 19JO in which the Policy Statement ~s 

accepted ,onlY, as a minima~ ~ffering, a full two mont~ after publication. Jl 

In the same manner, response to the MacDonald Létter was 

indefinite. Other than submitting a prote st note in which omirtous 

reprisals were threatened, the Arab leadership did little of substance 

to Ïollow up this matter. J2 Cert.inly. Arab opinion to the letter~ 

as ~nticipated, ·hostile. However, the general political situation in 

Palestine did not in any way deteriorate to a crisis-stage çdmparable 

to that of 1929. The dire predictions contained in the gloomy telegrams 

from the High Commissioner ta the Colon~al Secretary, that were ' 

circulated to. the Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary during the 

negotiations,' never materialized. 

To account for this state ofaffairs, it should first be notëd 

that, througli'out this per:i:od of apparent indecision on the part of the 

Arab hieràrchy, the Mufti was fighting for his political life. The': 

major threat facing his position of pre-eminence in the Arab community 

of Palestine came from within the Arab leaderphip. This factionalism 

was due tO~ligiOUS and social fa~tors. On the one band, the moderate 

element, in whicn the Christians constituted a recognizably significant 
1 

group, were interested in neutralizing him because of his religious - -

and political"extremism. On the other hand, members of the rival 
, .,. 

" 
Nashishibi family wanted, him out of the Hâ.y purely" for sectarian as 

/ 31Ibid., Decem:œr 29, 19JO. 
32 ) 

Chancellor ta Passfield, cable, Februaxy 17, 1931, C0733/ 
197/870SO/4. See The New York Times, February 18, 1931. • 
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opposed to ideological reasons. The interne cine strife between the two 

families had re-emerged following the publication of the MacDonald Letter. 

This blood feud, .which md been patched up the previou~ Spring 

immediately prlor to the meetings held between the Arab leadership 
~ 

and the British Government in Londo~, had ~ow resumed.with intensity. 

The Mufti's position had so deteriorated by early March, 1931, 

that this combination of Christians and dissident Moslems managed to 

obtain effective control of the Arab Executive. In formulating the 

Executive's tepid respons~ to the MacDonald Letter, this faction had 

soundly bea ten back extremist resolutions proposed b~_ the Mufti' s 

group. Indeed, the official position of the Arab Execùtive favoured 

participation in the legislative couneil policy of the October White 

Pape~ and rejected the policy ~f economie or other reprisaIs against 

the Jewish community or the British. As a particular expression of its 

disapproval of the MacDonald Letter, the Executive resolved not to 

meet Dr. Weizmann, who was expeeted'in Palestine the following week 

to hold talks with the Arabs. Considering the filet that the Mufti and 

bis followers were still a force to be reckoned with, the moderates 

clearly-had been forced to act warily on this question. Nevertheless, 

the Éxecutive did lnake it clear that this rebuff did not rule out the 

possibility of discussions at a later time. 3J While on the surface the 
, -, . 

~rab Executive had béen hostile to the idea of talks leading to sorne 

sort of understanding wi th the Jewish communi ty'l i t should he noted 

that lines of communications had 'been establlshed. Before this, ,the 

JJ ' Ibid., Ma.rch 4, 1931. 

, 
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idea of contact wi th the Jewish C "Jmmunity, and especially wi th Dr. 
u 

Weizmann, had peen considered 'unthinkable by the Axab Executive.
o 

To complicate matters within the AraD community furlher, the 

Mufti was preoccupied with grand political designs of his OHn. At 

this point, he was engaged in no less a project than the re-establishment 
, f 

and re-locat~on of the Moslem ,Caliphate in Jerusalem with himself as 

head. This would place him in a position of pre-eminence in the Moslem 

world. However, because of. the dissension wi thin the communi ty f Arabs 

in Palestine were deeply di vided on thi~ issue as weIl. 

Meanwhile, the ColOIfial Office was also questioning the Mufti r s 

political future. Vhen formulating future policy for the October ihite 

Paper, the Co~onial Office had begun ta consider seriously the option 

of " ••• reducing his[the-Mufti'S] prestige and influence as saon as 
, ' 

possible •••• ,,34 The intervention of l:!ric Mills on tbis question led 

directly ta thls proposal."5 In addition., a confidential a~sessment on 

the Mufti by Sir John Hope Simpson influenced the Middle East Department 
, 1) 

'36 . 
grearly: . 

.' 
34Minute by Williams,.. August 27, 1930, C07J3/193/77J(A.. The 

previous day, Auni Bey Abdul Radi, a prominent Koslem lawyer, resigned. 
from the Arab Executive, and announced his intention to form a 
poli tical party of his own wi th" the specifie goal of opposing the Mufti. 
He had. been one of the principal Arab counse1s dupng the hearings of 
the Shaw Commission. This act marked. the be~)ng of internal strife 
within the Arab community in the 1-930-1931 panad. See The New York 
~, August 27, 1930. 

3~c Mil15 (1892-1961) was Assistant Chief Sec~ of the 
Government of PalestiÎie. He had been seconded ta the Mj,ddl'e East 

\ Department by the Palestine Government fxom 1921-until 1925. -

_ 36uope Simpson to ~ie1~, letter, August 18; 1930, C~P. 
------.. --3Ql_ (JO), CAB 24/215. o. 
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" . 
Palitically, the difficu~ ey bet:ween JeN and Arab is largel)" 

due to the Grand Mufti. He i; a 'man of small attainments. and, 
had he not been appointed Gra:ld Mufti by Sir Herbert Samuel,' 
nothing would ever 'have been hea.xd of' him. ••• He bas a petty mind, 
and bis whole attention is directed. to manoeuvres which will 
forlify ms persona! papi tion. l anderstand that there ois an 
intention ta rem.ove him. The sooner tha.t is done the better 
for Palestine. él 

The Mufti 's paNer is based on ms command of the purse ••• 
There is at present no audit of the expenditure of thls lUoney, 
and li tUe doubt that the Mufti is uSing i t for his own encIs. 
Chancellor is contemplating legislation to prov:tde for an 
annual audit. That will be excellent. 

Biitish officials in Whitehall, therefore, consid~~ the 

Mufti ..... the p;rincipal obstacle ta any compromise or rapprochement 
o 

, . 
between JeNS and A:ra.bs. Il As such, they now entertained the idea of 

. , 

weakening him poli tically • However, a B:ri tiShtinspired move ta force 
. . ) . 

him from either or both of bis offices as Mufti of JeruSa.lem or 

President of the Supreme Moslem Council was considered extremely unwi.se 1 

in this volatile poli tical envi.rQnment. Therefore, the Middle East . -..\ ~ 

Depa.rtment decided to consider an indirect course of action ta achieve 

this end. D.G.R. Williams proposed. ta elimirJate the Mufti 's financial 

power base as President of the Supreme Moslem CouncU by having the 

administration of the extensive comm~l :f\q:l~ or' ~ and the MQSlelll, 

civil courts or Sharia courts removed from bis control. These tNO 

elements were the key ~ctions of the Councir. 37 

Ta implemoot the first recOmmendation, the Middle East Dep:lrtment 
o • _ 
- ~ 

intended ta place" the administration of" the !29! into t~ bands of' a 

se~te departJnent of the Palestine Government, staff'ed. entirely by 
, .' 

Koslems. It ~ anticipated that COJllDluna.l funds could thus he strictly 

J7Minute 'by llilliams, Au~t 27, 193Ô: 00733/193/77364. 
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audited and conscientiously adminlsLerêd. The examplé o~ the 

administration of ,the 1Yagf in Cyprus, was cited as a, suitable model 

to follow. To carry out 'the second proposaI, the Colonial,Office was\ 

prepared to inc@rporate the Sharia courts into the judicial structure 

,of Palestine by making them subordinate to the jurisdiction of the 

Chief Justice of Palestine. Judges of the Sharia courts were to ' 

bene fit from the security of pensionable status and tenure of office. 

This measure was intended to e"lSure "appr9ifiate safeguards" in the 
f 0 

admini,stratiop. .of, civil justice wi thin the Moslem community. By linking 

i:\ " \ 
the reforms to an obvious increas~in the prestige of these~ two functions, 

officiaIs intended to imPlement them in a manner that would consider 

the sensibilities of the Moslem community. 

As far as O. G. R. Jlilliams was concerned, Il ••• the Supreme 

Moslem Council, for practical purposes, means 'the Mufti. .•• " Because 

_ t1)e Supreme Moslem Council had been created by the Goyernment of ' 

Palestine in 1922'and since ~he Mufti, a~ President of this body, was 

a sala~ied official of the Palestine Government, adequate authority 1 

t existed to implement the two proposed reform measures. The Government 

'of Palestine had ample grounds to take such action. British officiaIs 

were weIl aware of the exte~t of the misappropriation of communal funds 

and the corruption of the Sharia courts. By September, 1930, the 

plunder, of communal funds hatl beeil sa extensive, that the Council ha.d 

incur~d a defic,i t in excess' of loP. JO, 000. J8.< Moreover, offic\ials 

realized that this situation could not be remedied without,outside 

J8Extract from "Police Wèekly Appreciation Summary," Sept'ember 
6, 19JO, extant only in ibid. The loP. t;ad a par value withothe I. 
Sterling. Il> 
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intervention.' Throughout his tenUre as President of the Supreme Moslem . 
Council, the Mufti ~ consistently usurped power for himself and his 

followers by'refusing to hold gene~l elections, as stipulated in the 

consti tution imposed.!> by the Palestine Government "li th the creation· of 

the Council. 
q 

At first, the Middle East Deparlment was anxious to have the 
1 

Mufti neutralizéd as Williams had recommended. Nevertheless, although 

these measures met with the' approval of Sir John Chancellor, who was in 

London at the time, Sir Spencer Davis, the, Officer Administering the 

Government of Palestine, tin Chancellor' s absence, opposed their adoption. 

Whileoconceding that " ••• such reform will be in the generaÎ\ interest 

ôf the Moslem. community ••• ," Davis feared that, 39 

;' 

.•• any declaration of intention by H.M. liovernment at 
present will be opposed'as being designed to place (the] 
Moslem communi ty in [an] invidious position in, regard. to 
[the] management of Hs own aff~irs ••• and will only strengthen 
popular allegiance ta the Mufti'. ' 

-
These two arguments sa impressed Colonial Office officials 

that they~~eCided to let the matter drop for the momen~.40 Although this 

decision was perhaps an ~derstandable one at the time, the Middle. 

Ea~t Department allowed the question ta remain dorm~nt indefinitely. 

OfficiaIs chose not to impIe ment these ~roposals when the Mufti's 

position within the Arab Executive deteriorated to its lowest point after 

J9passfield -&0 Da:vis, cable" August 30, 1930; ,Davis to Passfield, 
cable, qeptember 4, 193~. ibid. .' ' ' 

/ 40 ~ 
, lünùtes by May1e, September ,8, 1930; Harold Beckett, September 

9, 1930; Williams, September 9, 193ai Grindle, September 15, 193Q1 and 
Passfield, Septe~ber 15, 1.930. Davis was in:formed that the matter was 
,in abeyance. 'Pafisfield to Davis, cable, September ~6, 1930. , Ibid. 
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1 
the publication of the MacDonald Letter. 1nstead of capitalizing on this 

situation to support the sizable moderate element on the Arab Executive, 

and thereby increase the possibility of a rapprochement between the 

two communities, British officials decided to maintain the status quo • 
. ' 

By refusing to act decisi vely, they missed an ideal opportuni ty to 

neutralize the Mufti wi th the minimum of adverse reaction. The Arab 

moderates had gone as far as they could to eliminate the Mufti from 

effecti ve control of the Arab Executive, and thus from his po si tion of ~ 

dominance within the Arab community. To consolidate their gains, 

comparable action on the part of the Palestine Goveinment had been impe-

rative as the Mufti was its political creation. 

To açcount. for this puzzling about-face', the factor of strategy 

must be considered. While officiaIs disliked the Mufti, they wished 

to retain him as the bulwark against Communism among the Arabs in 

Palestine. The one feature in the Mufti's political make-up ~hat 

redeemed him in the eyes of the Colonial Office and the Government of 

Palestine was his virulent anti-Communist stand. This reason emerged as, 

the param~:lUnt consideration that justified the retention of a bands-off 
. 41 

pol~cy tôwards him in Whitetall and Jerusalem. 

41It sflould be noted that this antipl:l.thy was mutual. The 
ù Palestine Communist Party considered the Mufti a clerical reactionary 

who was serving as an agent of British Imperialism in Pa;lestine. See 
Arthur Ma vrogorda to, "Memorandum on Recent Acti vi ty of the Palestine 
Communist Party," Chancellor to Passfield', dispatch and enclosure, June 

~17, 1930, extant_only"in F037l/l4500/E3997/36J4!65. See also the report 
by E.P. Q.uigley {b.1889), June 18, "1931, C0733/204/871;,6/1. Quig1ey 
was a District Commissioner with the Government of Palestine. 
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British officiaIs in Whitepall and Jerusalem had become deeply 

troubled bi' what they viewed as the growing threat of Communism in 

Palestine. Their concern was attributable to the recent s~~ft in po1icy 

by Soviet authorities to Arabize the outlawed Communist Party df 

Palestine. This measure had been ins}ituted in December, 1929. Before 

this change in direction, the leadership and fo1lowing of the Communist 

" Party had been comprised rnainly of European immigrants, who were almost 

exclusively Jewish, from Eastern Europe. Because of the antipathy 

betw~en the Jewish and Arab communities, Arab participation had been 

minimal. Now British officiaIs had become aware of the steady stream 

of Arabs who were being trained in Moscow for duties with the movement 

in Palestine., This alone was unsettling enough. However, officiaIs in 

London and Jerusa1em believed"that Soviet activities throughoüt the 

Middle East were basad in Palestine. The prospect of a Communist-led 

revoIt to be ini tiated in Palestine against British interests in the 

Middle East was considered the inevitable consequence of this activity 

unless firm action was taken to_counter it. By vigorously suppressing 

Communist activity anq by retainipg the Mufti as i counterweight, 

officiaIs believed that they cou1d overcome this menace. . 

British officiaIs were weIl aware of the Mufti's own sinister 
l' 

designs for Pales.tine and the Middle East. Al though the transfer of 
, , 

British support to the rival Nashisnibi farnily was considered, this 
, 

option was ruled out. O. G. R. llilJ.iarns fe1 t tha t this clan- ,,' ••• wou1d 

dèvelop as hostile an attitude to the British Governrnent as that of 

'42 . "" which the Mufti ls sul'linActed •••• n Moreover, he feared that the 
1 r-. 1 

• • 1 

1 4~lnut~,'by l(illlam~';ecember 4, ,1931, 00733/193/77364. 
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'ensuing strife between the two families w,ould create a diversion that 

the Communists could exploit. Therefore, in the interests of warding 

off ~he imponderable Communis~ threat, British officiaIs effectively 

sacrificed the possibility of an Arab-Jewish rapprochement by electing 

to retain the Mufti. Despite this decision, the Colonial Office and ... 
the Government of Palestine maintained the policy of at~empting to 

obtain an understanding between the two communities. 
,; 

. This pqssibili ty was considered most unlikely by British 

authoriti~s, in any event. Evaluating the MacDonald,Letter, Chancellor 

took the position that the explanation " ••• serious1y militated against 

.:1 any Arab co-operation with the Jews in Palestine." However, the High 

Commissioner, bis officiaIs, and, for that matter, the Colonial Office 

1 • 

were aware that rapprochement was virtually impossible with the 

continued presence in Arab politica1 life of the extremist faction 

led by the Mufti. In a letter to Passfield dated February 13, 1931, 

Chancellor had, in fact, referred to the problem of the Mufti as the 

major impediment to improved Arab-Jewish relations. 43 

British officials to1erated the Mufti's nefarious activities 

as an alternative more palatable than the advance of Communism. 

This position brought the Colonial Office into conflict with the FOreign 
, 

Office. ~he Foreign Office discounted the threat of Communism~in 
• . . 

Palestine and the Middle East at this time. Instead, Forëign Office 
1 
\ 

officia1s evidently considered the Mufti to have represented the ~jor-

menace to British interests in this region. 

4~Chancellor to Passfield, cable, February 17, 1930, C073311197;1 
87050/4. Chancellor to Passfleld, 1etter, February 13, 1931, C073) 197 
87050 Pt: 1. Chancelldr's cable HaS passed to the Prime Minister and 
Arthur Henderson, whi1e, his "private and personal" let ter was not. 

( 
1 
l 
l 

" 



1 

c 

J ' 

-p 

230 

The Foreign Office was especially troubled by the Mufti's 

efforts to establish an Islamic lforld Congress. This matter had become 

an irritant in Anglo-Turkish relations as the Turkish Government vlewed 

with dismay this brazen attempt to recreate a Pan-Islamic hegemony. 

Moreover, the Foreign Office Eastern Department feared that the Congress 

could b~ exploited as a springboard for anti-Britisltactivity t~oughout 

th~iddle East on religious as opposed.to political lines. Such was 

ttconcern at the Foreign Office that. the Colonial Office was requested 

to " ••• put to the High Comm[issione] r' the suggestion ~hat the Mufti 
,,-

should be threatened with removal Irom the post of President of the, 

Supreme Moslem Ctuneil if hè did not exercise proper control of 

discussions ~t the forthcoming Moslem Congress. ,,44 

The High Commissloner of the day, Sir Arthur Wauchope, rejected 

this proposaI outright, and the Colonial Office ~upported him , ' 

wholeheartedly. Throughout this inter-departmental controversy, the 

Colonial Office minimiZed the potential consequence of Moslem unit y 

under the Mufti. Commentlng on this matter, Sir John Shuckburgh noted:45 

. A combined Arab rising ls a possibility; but Arabs as 
a whole are so mueh di vided among themsel ves tha t anything 
like coneerted action among them, on a wide scale, does 
not peem a very probable contingency. 

" 

As the result of the Islamic Congress, the Mufti's prestige 

in the Moslem·world was enhaneed~ Although the Caliphate had not been 
..J' ~ i, • • 

formally restored in ~m, this had been done for aIl intents and 
" 

purposes. The ft1ufti had emerged " ••• as ackno'\oll~dged leader in Islam l' 
,/ " . i-

,II ~ 1 ~~ 

Minute by Williams, December 4, 19J1, CO?JJ/19J/??J64. This 
assessment was a revlew of avents that were 1inked to the Is1amic World 
Congress in progress at the tlme. The Mufti had intended to use tbis 
meeting as the means by which te secure his appointment to a restored 
Caliphate. . 

4.5rUnute by Shuckburgh; Juna 11, 1931, CO?JJ/20lf/ 
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1 ~/ 

by the way in which he conducted the business of the Mos1em Congress.... 1 

\ / 
The forthright action taken by Arab 'moderat~s to oust the Mufti and his ;' 

\ 

faction, as a result, had been soundly reversed. Beeause of this turn 

of events, it became impossible for British officiaIs to reduce his , 

importance as they had earlie~ contemplated. At'this point, the Colcn~a1 
'-

~ Office and the Gov~rnment~of Palestine had no eholee but to tolerate 

his unsettling acti vi ties on the poli tic al scene of Palestine. Only 

with his involvement in the renewa1 of disturbances in 1936 were they 

in a position to weaken his position. However, at thit time, they again 

chose not,to act~ Instead, the Mufti was permitted, in 1937, to flee 

t~ Lebanon where he continued his subversion. 47 

J. 

; 

46 - / 
Obituary of the Mufti, The Times, July 6, 1974. 

Lt7Ibid• Throughout his :eem of office, h-'rttish of!:icials never 
intervened 'to'""iudit communal funds under his control. This inaction 
was criticlzed by the Royal Commission that 1nvestigated trhe±..-JSs.}i'}tt)1lu:l;atd:i~o5ini"" _---__ .~ 
iflPalestine in 1936. See Cmd. 94-79, pp • .52 ... 53 and 178 
added that the Mufti headed the Islamic which he founded 
in 19:31, until the time of 1974. 
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The Resurgence of the 
~Colonial Office 

Vith the publication of the MacDonald Letter and the. 

ion of the jurisdiction question, thé Colonial Office reassumed 
() 

"ts supremacy in Middle East affairs. The'Foreign Office willingly 

ndered Hs shbrl-term control of Palestine matters. 48 While the 

ign Office Eastern Deparlment"kept up-to-date on Palestine 

developments, its interest ws generally of a casual nature. Once 

again, Foreign Office civil servants observed events in Palestine, 

'''','' 

j. ' and concerned themselves only with arpects ,Of Palestine affairs relating 

L-__ ---;t;;cont;;rladad1itional deparlmental" responsibilitieB. TheBe obligations included' 

r the administratio~ of the foreign relations' of Palef.~ine and the 

representation of British interests in Palestine b~'f~,the Leaguê of 
'\ 

Nations, .. .. 
Upon the 

affairs, éolonial 

political author~ty over Palestine 

ficials attempted to water down,the British 

he Zionists contained in the MacDonald Latter. Extant 

evidence strongly suggests that Passfleld, in collusion with bis 

/ 

~inute by Rendel, February,17, 1931, F0371/15JJO/E755/444/ 
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officiaIs, planned ta place minimal emphasis on the provisions of the 

explanation before it was issued. In his February 6th letter ta 
• 

Chancellor, Passfield referred disparagingly to the section of the . " / 
,.explanation that was intended to guarantee the em:ployment of Jews on 

public works: "You will observe ... that aU that the High' Commissioner 

is required to do under the terms of the paragraph is ta f take into 

account f the Jewish contributions •.•• ,,49 

The MacDonald Letter stipulated that Jews should share in a 

proportion of public works opportunities "takiIig into account Jewish 

contributions ta public revenue." The Jewish. ~gency successfully ha4 
", 

obtained official British sanction to a quota"system based on Jewish 

taxation, and began ta press the Colonial Office on'this promise •. Not 

only did this concession entail the hiring of a minimum pefcentage of 

Jews for public works jobs; 9ut also this guarantee involved their 

employment on terms suitable ta their higher standard of ~iving. In 

fact, a two-tiered payment scheme for public works had been approved. 

Throughout the negotiations j Colonial Office officiaIs 

constant~y opposed this concept. Believing that this provision of 
" . 

the fetter" was tao pro-Jewish, Harold Beèkett minuted: " ••• apparentlY 

the Jews are, afraid of anything that even looks impartial." Determined, 

therefore, ta obstruct the implementation of this guarantee, Colonial 

Office officiaIs were slow ta act on this issue. They merely 
D 

recommended that the High Commissioner should hire Jews. As could be 
, 

expected with such a lack of direction, little was done in Palestine to 

49Passfield to Chancellor, letter, February 6, 1931, C0733/197/ 
87050 Pt. 1 \ 
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fulfil this promise. 50 

However, throughout the remaining days of the Sec~d Labour 

Government, this provision enjoyed the full bac king of the Treasury. 

" In authorizing public works projects of direct"benefit to the Jewish 

communi t:y, the Treasury was li beral. Treasury approva1 for expenditures 
( 

in conformity with the Lette~ HaS provided in response ta Jewish 4gency" 

requests for improved ro~s in are as of Palestine wLth'a large Jewish 

population. In addition, the existing Raifa Harbour project received 

Treasury sanction for the two-tiered scheme of public works wages. 

Because of the uncharacteristically generous support given ta this 

principle by the Treasury, the Colonial Office could not justify its 

failure to implement this guarantee on financial grounds. 51 

In ~ttempting t~stifle this provision of the MacDonald Letter, 

the Colonial Office was confronted with active opposition from the 

,Foreign Office. The Foreign Office intervened over the Haifa Harbour 

project to ensure that the hiring of Jewlsh 1abourers by contractors would 

become an "obligat.ion" instead of a "possibility." Colonial Office 

officiaIs considered this 
" 1· . 

Office Eastern Depa~ment 

request "inadViib1e." However, the Foreign 

tenned the Col~ia1 Office answer "not very 

con~incing." Rendel sent another letter to Wilson in which he forcefully 

criticized the Colonial Office stand and virtually demanded that the 

Foreign Office amendment be enacted. Williams' repJ.y on behalf of the 
, 

Colonial Office claimed that the Foreign Office representations had 

50 ' ~ Minute by Beqkett, February 24, 1931, C0733/203/87130/1, 

51Minutes by Mayle, August 17, 1931 and Williams December 8, 
1931. CO?33/203/87130/II • 
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intention of ~ arrived too late. It is clear that., qa.ving had no 

to Foreign Office wishes, the Colonial Office procrastinated on this 

issue to evade the prospect of reviewing its Position. 52 

This incident and the Colonial Office method of handling the 
1 

~oreign Office ~hiS time emphasize the resurgence of CO~O~i~ Office 

authority over~lestine. Five months earlier, the Colonial Office Middle 

East Department would obediently have accepted a Fore1gn Office request 

on a sUbject as seemingly inconsequential as this. However, Colonial ' , . 
Office officiaIs were' now confident, perhaps over-confident, of their 

.... 
paramount position in administering British-interests in the Middle 

East. 
.... 

On the employment question, at least, this sense of certainty 

was<misplaced. Because of the full support provided to the employment 

gua.ra.ntee of the 1'1acDonald Letter by the Treasury and the F,oreign Office, 
, 

ColonicLl Office resistance to its implementation was particularly obvious. 

As the result of the-violent demonstration of June 16, 1931 that was 

organized by the His~th in Palestine t~atize this inaction, high 

level politicians in Britain became aware of this situation. By resorting 

to unorthodox measures, the ~ionists ultimately obtained~ositive results. 

Vith the intervention of Malcolm MacDonald and the Prime Minister in this 

matter, Colonial Office officiaIs urged the High Commissloner to 

lmplement this aspect of'the.Lettèr. The procrastination on the part 

52Rendel to Vilson, latter, May 9, 931, C0733/198/87058/I. 
llilliams to Vansittart, letter, May 23, 1931, F037l/l5328/E2743/30/31, 
M~nute by Rendel, May. 26, 1931,~. Rende 1 ~i1son, letter, May JO, 
1931, -00733/198/870587I, 'Williams to Vansittart, etter, June 12, 19J1, 
ibid. . 
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of the Colonial Office lBS remedied by mid-July., 1931. Faced lÙth the 
~ .. 

renewal of direct involvement by \he ~rime Minist~r's office in the 
...... . 

~~~stration of the Palestine Man~e, the ministry promptly complied 
,~, \ 

.with ~.say MacDonald's ~shes.5J \ 

Meanwhile, urged on by Chancel~or, the qolonial Office attemp~ed 

to establish a legislative council in Palestine. This measure represented 

an essential ingredie~t of the White Paper'policy"of October, 1930. , , 

Reference to this contentious question was omitted from the MacDonald 

Letter, despite strong Zionist objections. As a result, the issue of " 

constitutional development remained theoonly major element of the October 

.Policy Statement that had not beën modified. 

AnxiQus to salvage some portion oof the!! shattered policy, 

departmental officiaIs focused their attention on this issue. 'While 

graf?ping at straws, the Middle East Deparlment viewed the establishment 
1 

of a legislatiY7 council as the vehicle vith which to implement quietly 

as much of the discredited White Paper policy as possible by crystallizing 

the Jewish National Hom olitically. Colonial Office civil servants 

were~repared and de termine to counter,JewiSh ÀgencY,objections to this 

mes.sure. However, they we:re equipped' to dea.l lÙth, strong Foreign 

Office reserv.;Ltions against ,.it. 

5\tinute _by Shuckb~gn; June 25, 1931, 00733/206/87253. See 
The New York Times, June l 19, 1931. 

54Chancellor 'to Passfleld, 1etter, December 12, 1930. Minutes 
by Beckett and Shuckburgh, MarcholJ, 1931, C0733/202/87105.' Yi11iams 
to Rendel, 1etter, March 25, 1931, F03?1/15J26/EQ525/17/31. , 
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The Foreign Office critjdized the proposed creation of the' 

legislative council on technical as opposed to political grounds. This 

position had emerged upon review of the draft oath of office recommended 

by Chancellor. Following the publication of the ChurCh)ll White Paper in 

1922, prov~sion had been madè for members of the proposed legislative 

council to take an 'oath of loyalty to "the Government of Palestine~" , 
The High Commissioner now ~shed prospective members to swear alleg1ance 

to "His Majesty King George Vth ahd bis heirs and 0 successors. " l1illiam 

Beckett 'was wary Di the consequences of this oath: 55 

If the Legislative Council for Palestine are made to 
take the oath to His Majesty simpliciter in the same' manner 
that, say, the Legislative Council of any British protectorate 
or colony have to take it, and this is an innovation 
introduced now amending preyious ~gements under which the 
oath ms ta be taken to the Goverrunent of Palestine, l'le may 
be quite sure that there are many people at Geneva and 
elsewhere who wi~ seize upon this as being a new claim ta 
sovereignty over Pàlestine. 

Undoubtedl.Y preoccupied with the land and de~elopment issues, 

Colonial Office officials did not follow up this matter immedi~tely by 

fonnulating an alternative that would be acceptable to the Foreign OÏÏice. 

Whi~e' r:his point' aï. detail was min,or when viewed in' perspect~ '{e wi th 

the political aspects of the question, it eÏfecttvely prevented tpe 

establishment 9f an elected leg!slative council for the remain_der.of 

th, Second Labour Government. Indeed, although they'later pursued this 
~ 

" 0 

proposaI, departmental officials never succeeded in instituting a 
v:>O 

'legislative counci1, along the lin\s recommended by W:Ï:1lston Churchill in 

1922, during the balance of the British Manda te of Palestine. , 

5~inute by William E. Beckett, April 2, 1931, ibid. Rendel to 
Williams, letter, April 29, 1931, C07))!202/87l05l . 
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- The Land Ordinance Controversy 

.. 
The land question constituted the major e1ement of contention 

. -
between the Colonial Office and the Jewish Agency untu the fal1 of ", 

the Second Labour Government in August, 1931. Their conflict 'revo1ved - , 

, 
around the problem of 1egislation affecting the t.:ra.nsfer of land and 

~ ~). " ' 
agricultura1 development. The matter of land ordinances, n~vertheless, 

o was perhaps the'most pressing issue in relations between,the Agency and' 
a 

the Uo1onial Office. 

Legislation to restrict the free sale of land was as 

imperative of the White Paper policy. This lIleasure represented thë 
D 

/ 

necessar,y means by which the Colonial Office inte~ded to stifle tne 

Jewish Nati~nal Home project. During the di~cussions ~hich led t~ 

the MacDonald Letter, Sir John Chancellor attempted to impose six 

restrictive land ordinances. Jewish Agency negotiators in London 
. '- . 

we:r::e so incensed by this action that they' attempted unsU·ccessful.ly to 

- have the issue placed on the agenda of the formaI talks. Nevertheless, 
. . 

they managed to persuade the Cabinet Commit tee to consider one of the 

proposed ordipances on the sub-cammitt~evél.56 " 

1 

56runutes: C.P.l. (30) JJrl Conf., December 5. 1930, CAB 27/433.' 
lieizmann to Henderson, latter, December 9; 1930, C07.33/185/77072/IV. 

10 

'/ 
2)8 

-
4 

1 
J 
l 

. 1 

t " 

1· ; 

1 
1 
~ 

----

;, 



1 

( 

o 

2."39 

This particular ordinane~ was a revised act for the temporary 

"protection" of agricultural tenallts pending the establishment Qi' the 
, . 

development scheme. As it sto6d, the draft legislation proYided the 
\ • 

High Commissioner with far-reach~ng discretionary power to annul aIl . 
future rural land transactions, to define tenancy, and to determine 

"adequa te" compensation lfor displaced tena.nt~. 
This ',lack of ,precision troubled the Zionists. However, they 

first attacked the dràrt làw on the'basis of its validity in the con-

text of the pending explanat~on of the October White Paper at a meeting 
1 

held on January 19, 1931. This str~tegy failed. Nevertheless, the 
" 

Zionists received a commitment froID the Cabinet Committee for additional 

discussion of the legis~tiGn at a future meeting between the Agency 
l • 

and the Coron:i,al Office. As a resul t of this ra buff, the J ewish 

Agency shifted its tacties. It now aiméd at having the draft ordinance 

modified insteadlo~ withdrawn. Th~enCy, therefore, attempted to have -the'terms of the otdinance defined as precisely as possible to minimize 

the delegation of discretionary power to the High Commissioner. 57 .. 
~~ith the termination of the Cabinet Committee on Palestine 

after the release of the MacDonald Letter', a second conference on this 

issue was held between representatives of the Colonial Office and the 
'- , 

Je~Sh Agency o~ Maroh 7, 1931. Claiming that politlca.l conàiderations, 

as opposed to economic factors, would prevail in ~he review provisions 

of the legislation, the Jewish Agency representatives took exception with 

the discretionary powers given to the High Commissioner. Although 

57UNotes ~f Conference -t'aiid at the Colonial Office on Monda.y, 
19th January, 1931,." C0733/199/B7072/I. (\-• 
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Sir John Shuckburgh ~emurre4 at the Jewish Agency rationa1e for opposing 
~ 

the contemplated powers of the High Commissioner, he agreed to the 

compromisé formula that was negotiated during the meeting, _ According 

to this understanding, the proposed authorit~ of the ~igh Commissioner 

" to control land transfers on a virtually unlimited basis would remain 

unaltered. However, the compensation provision of the ordinance was to . 
be fUlly delineated. 58 

When ~nformedo of the amendments to the proposed 1egislation, 

the High CommissloneJ ~bjected vehemently to 0 them, He ~sisted the 

compromise draft 9n the groubdS that lt would not enable him to cepe 

with what he interpreted as a cri sis of Zionist-inspired evictions of 
~ ~ 

Arabs, Offic~als in Whiteha11 were impressed by this strident response, 

Shuckburgh accepted his as~essment of conditions in Palestine without 
.JI" 

~uestion, and indicated ~hat tougher land Iegislation was re~uired 

" ..• whether or not the Jews are prepared to agree." Because of 

ChanceIlor's vociferous reaction, the Colonial Office decided to abrogate 
" . 

its agreement with the Jewish Agency on the terms of this major 

ordinance.~However,' officiaIs were unwilling to terminate this 

understanding unila,terally. TO achiev~ this end, they took great pains 
, or' ' 

to protect their department po1itical1y, The set-backs associated with 

the October'Pol~cy Statement had made officiaIs acutely aware of the 

neeessity of paying attention to details of execution as weIl as to . , 

~flitical considerations in planning a,controversial pOliey,59 

;;a"Note of Conference held at the Colonial Office on Saturday, 
7th March, 1931," C0733/199!87072!n, ( 

, , , 

59passfie1d to Chancellor, letter, March 12, 1931: Chancello~ t~ 
Passfield, cables, MarC~25 and April Il, 1931; minute by Spuckburgh, 
April 15, 1931. ~, ' 
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Learning 1 from their mistakes of the previous Autumn, Colonial 

Office civil servants nON realized that contentio~s decisions on 

Palestine would require the 'complete backing of highe~authority. 

Passfield first raised. the question of the High Commissioner's concern 

before Cabinet. Then, shortly a~terwards, a copy of Chancellor's reply 

was sent ta the Prime Minister; This matter was discussed at no less 

than thfe~ Cabi~et meetings. During aIl of these sessions, Passfield 

stressed the situation of the ma5S evictions of Arabs by the Zionists, 
, 

as perceived by the High Commissioner. In doing this, he omitted any 

, 60 
mention of the negotiated draft law until the third Cabinet meeting. 

This activity was part of a carefully contrived effort to 
• 

scuttle the c~mpromise version of the ordinance. The Colonial 

Secretary's intervention on this issue brought about positive results 

for his ministry. By distorting the nature of poli tical c(mdtiion~ in 

Palestine, by misrepresenting the Zionist position on the matter, and 

by placing the negotiated draft in as unfavourable a light as possible, 

Passfield obtained Cabinet sanction to break the co~promise-agreement. 

The ordinance was proclaimed on May JO, 1931. It was enacted 

as a temporary measure for t,he specified period of one- year. However, 
\ 

provision existed for the erl,ension of this legislation at the discretion 
, , ) Q' 

of the High Commissioner. Nevertheless, the renewal of tbis ordinance 
, ' 

would require authority from White hall for po1itical reason~. It should 

be noted that this 1aw was 'the sole land o~nance enacted during the . 
remaining tenn of the Second Labour Gove:rnment. 

60Vilson to Duf!, lE\tter, April 21, 1931, Prelllie~ 1/103 •• Cabin~t'/ 
Meetings April 15, 1931 (mom'ing), April \5, 1931 (afte:moon), and ~ 
April 22, l,jl. Cabinet Conclusions 22 (31), 23 (31), and 24-. (31), CAB 
23/66. ' 
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As can be itnagined, Dr. Chaim Weizmann was furious at this 

unilateral decision. In his.stiffly worded response to Passfield, 

Weizmann accused the Colonial Secretary.of breaking an understanding 

with his organization over this issue. Commenting on this protest, 

Shuck burgh noted tha t i t liaS "fully to be expected. \1 In addi t~ on, he 
. . 

wrote that this tacit agreement could be repudiated as it did not 

exist in w.ritlng. As a result, Passfield rejected Weizmann's reply"by 
v 

, asserting that he could find no basis to such an understanding in . . 
. 61 

deparimental minutes. 

In_e~luàting the events s~ounding the abrupt proqlamation 

of this land law, it can be observed that the Cblonial Office definitely 

had regained .its position of suprernacy over Palestine affairs. The 

frustration evident during the November to February, period was clearly 

dissipated. Colonial Office civil servant~, to the highest level, 

"vi~ually ~d returned to their peremptory Methode of administering 
. , 

Palestine, tempered with an additional element of caution •. Withofull 

Cabinet backing, thts mood of confidence was so strong that officiaIs' 

" had been willing to ris~ an uproar from the Jewish Agency over the 

issue. This attitude is aIl the more remarkable when ?ne consider~ 

that the Permanent Mandates Commission was scheduled to meet'barely 

two weeks after the decision on. the land legislation had been taken. 

-
~~\ 

61 . ~ 
, Yeizmann to Pa§SfiéId, letter, May 27, 1931; minute by 

Shuck'!Jurgh, May .~Î; Passfield to Weizmann, "letter, ,June l, 1931. 
C07JJ!199/8(07Z!U. "'" .... 
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~CHAPTER 7 

THE FINAL"DAYS OF THE SECOND 

LABOUR GOVERNMENT 

A Develo~ment Commission for Palestine: The Sparring 
Between the Colonial Office and the Jewish Agetcy 

" ' 

The issue of asricultural development represented th~ second 

aspect of the land question that concerned tbe Jewish Agency and the' , 

Colonial Office in the remaining days of the, Second Labour Government. 

~ith the publication of the MacDonald Letter, the development issue 

had been reopened. By authorizing discussions between the Jewish Agency 

and the ad hoc Cabinet Committee on this question, the Cabinet had 

reversed its earlier rejection.of"fin~ncial assistance for the Jewish 
Î • • • 

National Home. Colonial ~ffice civil serVants were angered by this .. ' 

change in policy •. Neverth·'-~, -they were forced. to be c~utious in' ... ~ ~ 
their dealings with,thè Jewish Agenqy on thi~ matter ~cause the ministry 

was unable to act arbitrarily. The Cabinet had' specifically committed 

the Gove~ent to neg~iOnS with the J~wish A~ncy. In .addition, the, 

Lord Advocat~ ~6r Scotlann an~'Malcolm MacDonald, who were bothOnoted for 

o their impartiality, had been delegateà to serve on the ad hoc Committee. 1 

Pt. 1. 
1 

. . 

" 

lSee minute by Shuckburgh, March 12, 193i, CO??3/2IO/8?402, .''-....----

f 
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In ,formulating.their department's confidential position, 

Colonial Office officiaIs attempted to r~tain as much of Hope Simpson's 

development plan as possible. They adamantly oppose~ giving the Zionists 
, 

any portion of the development fund whatever because they believed that 
! 

the budgeted amount of ~2,500,000 would merely caver the cost of 

se~tling landless Arabs. However, this strategy failed to tpke into 

acèount the complete reversaI of the Treasury on devèlopment after the 

Cabinet had amended the direction of this program. Not only did the, 

" usually parsimonious,Treasury'authorize the inclusion of Jews in this 

scheme; but also it stipu~ated that there was to be no distinction in , , 

the use of the money. Accordlng to this dictum, benefits were to be' 

applied equal~y and simultaneously té both communities. In addition, the 
, , . 

Treasury reserved the right to approve every expenditure from the 

development fund. 2 

By establishing rigorous operational guidelines, the T~asury 

made it quite'clear that it intended to monitor constantly the 

implementation of the development plan. This imposition of tight control 

demonstrates that the Treasury lacked confidence in the ability of the 

Col~nial Office and the Government of Palestine to execute financlal 
. 

responsibilities within budgeted limits and to follow Treasury directives 

in the disbursement of f~ds. In this time of general fiscal insecurity, 

the Treasury despaired of the financial administration practices employed 

by both the Colonial Office and the Palestine Government. Treasury 

officiaIs, at this point, had little faith in possible promises from 

• 
2~aterfield ta Shuckburgh, letter, March 18, 1931, ibid. The 

Treasury insisted on the appointment of a depattmental official to the 
Cl------ proposeLdev-.elopment commission-,-who-

---- - ~ 'Whi tellall. , 
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either body that the development projèct would be administered on a 

financially sound basis and in an even-handed mann~r.3 

Néedless to say, this emphatic dec~sion placed the Colonial Office 
1 

in a difficult position. Dismayed by the Treasury's stand, department~l 

officiaIs believed that it was especially urgent that the appointment 

of Hope Simpson as Director of Development be secured immediately. They 

had just pressed,this matter'on Malcolm MacDonald and the Lord·Advocate; 

Their initiative took on added importance because of the Treasur.Y\'s 

intervention. Yith th~ speedy creation of an administrative framework 

ta implement the scheme exclusively' on oehalf of the Ara~s, departmental 

offici~ls wanted to impose the original development plan as a fait 

accompli, and thereby,-underout the Treasury. Nevertheless, the Colonial 

Office was unsuccessful. To.the qonsternation of official~ Malcolm 

MacDonald and the Lord Advocate rejected this proposaI, noting that the 

timing of the appointment prior to the negotiations would be ~napprop-

4 
~ riata.. 

To compound the woes of departmental officiaIs, the.lnter-

Departmental Commi~tee, as the ad hoc Committee became known, to6k an 

independent posture in determining its negotiating strategy prior,to 

the talks, instead of deferring to the plan prep&red by the'Middle East 

Department. Under the chairmanship of the Lord Advocate~ the Qommitte&, 

JSee ~arren Fisher to Wilson,· letter, March 18, 1931 and minute 
by Williams, March 26, 1931. C0733/200/87081. 

4Shuckburgh to Malcolm MacDonald', 'letter, March 16, 1931; 
,Shuckburgh to Aitchison, letter, March 16, 19)1; Malcolm MacDonald to 
Shuckburgh, letter, March 19, 1931; Aitchison ~o Shuckburgh, letter, 
March 20, 1931. 00733/210/87402, Pt. '1. ,1 
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decided that its basic position 'f'8B ta be one' of flexibility. This stand 

was contrary ta the wishe. of the Colonial Office. Ta begin with, 

Zionist proposaIs were to be accepted provided they did not prejudice 

the interests of the Arabs. ,In establishing its terms for the 

implementation of the development program, the C,olnmittee concluded that 

the problem of the landlees Arabe was to be dealt with first. 

It rejected the Colonial Office recommendation ta appoint immediately 

Hope Simpson as Director of Development. The Committee also 

diluted the Treasury demand for total control- of the developme~t fund by 

calling for the appointment of a Treasury official to a position on the 

Commission subordinate ta that of the Directo4 and High Commissioner. 5 

It should be noted that the Committee wished ta involve Axab 

leaders in th~ discussions by inviting them to London. Faced with the 

responsibility of copvening the negotiations for th~_ middle of April, 1931, r 

• :4 

Colonial Office officiaIs wènt through the motions of inviting both Jews 

and Arabs to' London., However, the Arab Executive in Palestine eurtly 

rejected this invitation, but expressed willingness to dise,uss the question 

In J erusalem. Fully expecting the Arabs to refuse this proffered 

invitation, the. Middle, East, Deparlment had considered this move "good 

tacHes. ,,6. 

, ~inutes of meeting held on Hareh JO, 19.31 by Shuckburgh,' 
Maroh 31, 1931, ibid. 

6Minute'by William;, Maxch 20, 1931; Passfield to Chancellor, 
cable, March 31, 1931; Chancellor to P~ssfield, cable," April 8, 19;1. 
~. 
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Colonial Office officiaI3 and Passfield ~id not intend to take 

the discussions with the Jewish Agency seriously. Commenting on an 
"> 

interview with'Chaim Weizmann and Selig Brodetsky held before th~ talks, 

Passfield remarked that the whole prC?èess of negotiations was "not a 

matter of coming to an 'agreement with them."? However, on the basis of 

the ,strat~gy established by the Inter-Departmental Committee, O.G.R. 

Williams had prepared a position paper that was distributed to~he Zionists 

prior to the first conference. Incorporating the major recommendations of. 

the Committee, ~ililams had elaborated on them oy providing detailed 

courses of action to implement them. As a result, th!-s brief coqtained ' 
'1 8 

provisions of inestimable value to the Agency. 

lii tl). the recommended nomination of é\. Jewish representative to . 

the opepational framework of the development scheme, the right of 

Zionist participation in the project was clearly recognized. Moreover, 
&,;. 

because this delegate HaS to serve with an Arab member on an equal basis 

under the Director of Development, the principle of e~uality between Jews 

and Arabs in the administration of this project was tacitly acknowledged • 
. ~ , ,\ 

However, toe question of parity in ~he distribution of financial bertefits 

under the program was not mentioned. As far as the responsibilities of 
-:/ 

the Commission were concerned, a further investigation of the agricultural 

situation in Palestine was proposed. According to Williams' suggestion, 

the master-plan of the project would be predicated on an inde pendent basis, 

as opposed to Hope Simpson's Report. The first tas~ of the Commission was 

7Minute by-Passfield, April 16, 1931, ibid. 

8Memorandum by Williams, April 16, 1931, C07JJ/210/8?402 ~. 2 • 

" 

i 



1 

1 

r 

------- --, - - - -

. -

248 

to be the enumeration of the landless Arabs. In putting forward these 
J 

conc~liatory proposaIs, Williams ~s c1ear1y attempting to foresta1l 

what he viewed as the inevitable Agency objections against the development 

scheme by meeting the·Zionists part-way. 

Three form~ meetings were conductèd between the.Inter-Departmental 

Committee and the Jewlsh.ftgency.9 As during the negotiations which led 
1 

to the MacDonald Letter, the Zionists p1ayed their hand astutely. 

Basically, the }ewish Agency conceded the necessity of first settling 

any Arabs who may have been disp1a?ed as the re,sult of its land 

acquisitions. However, capitalizing on Williams' background paper and 

the premature release of Claude F. Strickland's report on agricultura1 

la co-operation.in Palestine, the Zionists demanded parity with the Arabs 

in the expenditur~ of the development fund, and reintroduced the question 

11 
~ of Jewish settlement in Trans-Jordan. Referring to the proposed 

~{ 
t2,500,OOO development loan, the Jewish Agency-called for Èl,G~ : 

allotments each to 2ionist and Arab interests; the remaining ~500,000 

to be used for a~icu1tural surveys and projects to benefit n ••• the country 
- . 

as a whole ••• including Trans-Jordan.~. \ 
\ 

9These conferences took' place on April 16, 1931; April 22, 193.1; 
and April 29, 1931 •. 

lOClaude F. Strickland had been appointed, at Hope Simpson's 
request, to evaluate the potenti~l for agricultural co-operatives in 
Palestine. His report, re1eased in November, 1930, was an unusually 
balanced document. It recommended, among other things, the establishment 
of a Jewish agricultura1 bank to be backed by the Government of Pa1jstine. 
See The Times, November 29, 1930 • 

. 11"Proposals qn the Development Scheme submitted to His Majesty's 
Government by the Jewish Agency for Palestine, Il lieizmann to Shuckburgh,' 
1etter and enc1os~, April 28, 1931, C0733/210/87402 Pt. 2. -
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Following the thrée conferences, the Colonial Office believed 

that the negotiations with the Zionists had reached an impasse. On the 

advice of his officiaIs, Passfield submitted a-copy of ~illiams' position 

~
ap~r to the·Prime Minister for his backing .. This was done to influence 

l • ' 
im to pressure the Agency to accept the Colonial Office proposaIs. 

Meanwhile, the Treasury objected to them on the grounds that pressing 
I( 

4 __ .J._ __ .... _____ 6"'::::::-~ ~-;:!1::;:''' 
financial considerations made the prior definition of the terms of the 

scheme imperative. Nevertheless, Passfield's intervention succeeded in 

achieving its desired goal. Ignoring the Trèasury's advice of caution, 

as weIl as the possibility of Jewish Agency objections, Ramsay MacDonal~ 

. t d 12 mlnu e : 

l am.not acquainted with the facts of negotiations 
set out in these papers, but the Gov't. cannot agree to 
Dr •• W[eizmann 'sl proposaIs. l desire the D [evelopment] 
Corom (issionJ : to be set up wi thout unavoidable de1ay. ( 
On the question of handling, l ~ould suggest that the 
L[or]d Advocate should have a ~ha.nce of an infopnal talk 
wi th Dr. W (eizmann] telling him that the C [olonial] 0 [fficel" 

,1 wishes to proceed expeditiously & feels time [hasl now 
come for doing something & indicating line of letter [to 
the High Commissioner giving the terms of- the projec~ 
proposed ••• 

- ",,---

Commenting on the subsequent luncheon meeting with Dr.·Weizmann 

and the Lord Advocatè, Malcolnr MacDonald temed it a "satisfactory talk." 
o / ! / 

Aitchison had committed ,the British Government to present its proposaIs 

to the Jewish Agency' in writing, i'Lnd had agreed to lieizmann "s suggesti'on 

to appoint a legal assessor from England. In return, Dr. Weizmann 

~ccepted the undefined nature of the development scheme, but considered 

12_- \ ' ' 
-Waterfield to Shuckburgh, lette~, May 2" 1931, ibid. Waterfield 

to Durf, letter, May 2, 1931; Passfield to Ramsay MacDonald, letter, May 3, 
1931; Minute by Ramsay MacDonald, May 3, 1931: Premier 1/103 .. 
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the negotiations still open. l ) 
4 \ 

However, Sir John shuciburgh wanted to seize the qpportunity 

ta terminate aIl discussions on development. Shuckburgh recommended that 
. \ . ,,' ·::-~~I -

wri~ten British proposaIs should be presen~ed ta the Jewish Agency, as 

promised by Aitchison, but without inviting comment. To reformulate the 

British position, the Lord Advocate, Malcolm MacDonald, and Sir John 

Chancellor met at the Colonial Office on May 13, 19)1. Somehow, this 

diverse group managed ta prepare ~ consensus proposaI. This draft received 

immediate and unquestioned Treasury approval. M6reovellt, despite the 

resistance of senior civil servants, a copy of the British scheme was 

submitted to the Jewish Agency for co~ent.14 

, ~)Qs.version of the development project was indefinite in nature. 

The Inter-Depart~~l Cornmittee ratifie~ Williams' proposaI to reject 

Hope Simpson's Report as the hasis for the program. The precise detai1s 

of the scheme were ta be estab1ished by an additional comprehensive 

inq iry. This aspect ,of the Committee's draft terms met Zionist objections 

Hope Simpson Report. While the first priority of the deve10pment 

was ta be the settlement of disp1ac"ed Arabs, the Jewish and Arab . . 

,. 

communities were ta beneflt from the remaining funds. However, the CommLttee 

did not state whether the distribution of such money was ta be done on the 

basis of parity. Though the terms of the deve10pment scheme did not give 

the Zionists lari ty in expendit)ll'è, t.his question was 1eft unsett1-ed. The 

13 ~ 
Minute. by Malcolm MacDonald, May 7, 1931, ibid. Memorandum by 

Aitchison, May 8, 1931, C0733/2l0/87402 Pt. 2. 
14 . 

Note on May 13, 1931 meeting by Shuckburgh, ibid. 
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remainder of the development fund HaS to be allocated after the inquiry 

presented its findings. Nevertheless, the Jewish Agency was 'not really 

at a disadvantage. Although the Zionists did not receive a prior 

commitment, the Arabs were ~n,a similar position. 

In additi~n, mention of Trans-Jordan was purposely omitted from 
• 

these terms. Nor was p~ovision made for the immediate appointment of 

Jewish.and Arab representatives to the Development Commission, as outlined 

in the British position paper of April,. 1931. The Development Director, 

his legal adviser, and the Treasury 'representative were to be its sole 
\ 

members until the terms of the program were resolved. Evidently, this . 
! 

modification had been made to preclude the potentially adverse.effects 

of boycotts on the ~ of bath communities. 

It should'be noted that consultations between the two 

commun:i;l;ies on -€his question were to be 1.imited to the level of the High 

Commissioner. The terms of the scheme envisaged an active role for the 

High Commissioner as the clearing house for anticipated Jewish and !rab 

comments to the Colonial Office. These assessments were expected to 

provide views on the final form of the project ta be determined by the 

new survey. This :;;pecific provision had been inspired by the Jt!idd1e 

East Department as part of its effort ta downgrade the activity of the 

Jewish Agency in London. ) /~\ 

~e~sh Agency reaetion to tbis draft Was one of delay. To 

begin with, Dr. Weizmann's political position within the Zionist movement 

was precarious. Sir John Shuckburgh foresaw this possibility when he 

recommended grantlng the Most minimal of concessions ta the Zionists the 

> , 
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previous February.15 

There ls always the question whether Dr. Weizmann & bis 
friends can "deli:ver the goods". It is quite possible that 
they may be eliminated from the Âgency & succeeded by persons 
who Will not consider themselves bound by any agreement 
reached as the result of the present discussions. We shall,
in that case, find ourselves'in the position of having entered 
into a number of embarrass~ng cpmmitments for no retum 
whatsoever. 

: 

The biennial congress of the World Zionist Organization f postponed 

from February because of the negotiations over tha MacDonald Letter, had~ 

beeh rescheduléd for early July. In the period of May and June, 1931, 

Chaim Weizmann 'liaS struggling to maintain bis pre-eminence wi thin the 

Zionist Organization. He needed another coup corn to tha. t of the 

MacDonald Letter. Because the Jewish At:n 

the,Colonial Office over the Agricult Tenants Ordinance J Weizmann 

was at~empting to salvage som~ benefit for/the Agency in order ta extricate 

himself from the difficult political position in which he found himself. 

Moreover, he was trying to obtain parity for the Jewish community 
(' 

of Palestine in the development project in order to give credibility to 

bis pending effort to commit the Zianist mnvement to a bi-national solution 

ta the Palestine que'Stion. During the 1930-1931 period., Weizmann was 

quietly promoting the idea of d~fining the ultimate end of jthe Jewish 

National Hdme in terms of a bi-national state of Jews and Arabs in Palestine 

and'Trans-Jordan. 

~inuté by Shuckburgh, February 2, 1931,-00733/197/87050/5. , , 
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Previously, ~eizmann had favoured the infiltrat!on technique of 

constructing the Zionist e,,nt! ty ., Througl:lout the 1920' s, he had purposely' 

refrained frqm explainin,g the ultimate goal oi the' Jeldsh National H;>me. 

~~ he f~rs~ departed publicly from this prev}oUsly he1d position 
~ '" <,., 

\'at the Be:çlirt meeti~gs of the Jewish Age~~y and Zionist Or~ization 
executives in August, 19JO. Neverthèless, Weizmann was severely attacked 

for this initiative. While this criticism ostensibly was generated'by 

ideological considerations which called for Jewish sovereignty in Palestine, 

~t should be noted that'his opponents condemned this proposaI 

,~ecause i t represented' a unilateral Und tation of the Zionist 
....... (., 

mainly 

position. 

Zionists were undoubtedly aware of the ~tan~of Biitish"offr~ials on thls 

issue, which ~nterp~ted the rinal goal of the Jewish National Home 

as the creation of a majority Arab state in Palestine with certain minority 

rights for the Jewish~opulation. Because no comparable" concession, HaS ,

forthcoming from the British,'they firmly resisted the idea'oi4~ttering 

away an important bargalning point. 

Therefore, what Wéigma~ nON wanted from British officialdom, 

and the British Government ~or that matter, was_a~emênt to his compromis~ 

proposal of ori~nting the M~~date to the establishment of a fuily bi-

national entity, as opposed t? either a majority Arab or.Jewish sta~~. 
, ' 

In attempting,to embark formally on bis biJna~ionaaism policy, ~eizmann 
~ , 

was looking., for a-concrete quid pro qUO or at least for sorne indication , 
• that. j;he British Government was willing to agree( to this concept. 
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As a result, Weizmann took a two-pronged stand in dealing with 
, c 

the-development project. He first attempted to obtain full recognition 

of pari ty in the expenditure of funds and the general orientation of the 

scheme. Failing this, ~eizmabn, operating on th~ basis that if the ' 

Zionists wereL ,unable to obtain a significant advantage from the plan nb 
" 

" one else would, worked for the abrogation of t~e project, The procràs~ 

tination of the Je~ish Agency to the Ievised British proposaI can be 

explained in this light, Aware of the fact that no immediate opportunity 

€xisteŒ to sink the project outright, Weizmann inspired the ~io?is~ 

resp,onse of delay to avoid prompt imglementation, at least until after 0 

-. 
the Zionist Congress. Creation of the development scheme, on the lines 

proposed, would de al a grave hl..ow to Weizmann' s standing in the Zionist 

.movement. 

As'a result of the negotiations on development, the Jew~sh Agency 

had obtained at least two meaningful concessions from the British 

Government,. Because of Zio~ist objections, the draft developm~6t~.pxogram 

woul'd. not be implemented on the basis of Hope Simpson' s Report •. Moreover, 
" - -..:.: [ 

as a consequence of a ,Jewish Agency initiative, Hope Simpson was 

eliminatad from con~ideration as Director of Development •. Lewis F~nch, . 
another ret'ired India Office civil sei:-van~ wâs appointed Director~ , 

. t ad 16 
~ns e • 

« 

16 ' 
Lewis French (1873-1945) had served in the Punjab 

Colo~zatlon Off~cer of the C~enab Canal irrigation project. 
subsequently had been appointed Director of Lanq Records and 
Secretary to the Government, of Kapurlhala Ste. te •• 

• 
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The Twentieth Session of thè Perman§nt Mandates 
Commission. the Nineteet'lth World :Zion'ist 

Congress', and the Establishment of 
Another Inguiry in ~alestine 

,~ 

t 

In the midst of Us preparations to establish the Dèvelopment 

Commission ,in Palestine, the Middle East Deparlment was required to deal 

_ wi th the Twentieth Session of the Pe:r:1nanent Mandates Commission, The 

Mandates of Palestine and Iraq had been scheduled for review at this 

C' ~,e~ti,ng in JlUle, 1931. Tn~ Palestine Mandate had bean examined p:reviously 

by the Commission at the Seventeenth Extraordinary Session held in June, 

o • 

() 

.. 

" , 

1930. On this occasion, the British delegation had unde~e a rough 

_ ~xamination at the bands Çlf the Commission. Departmental officiaIs s~1l1 

retained bitter memories of this eveli-t and ~he subsequent debacle before . 
'the. ~ague Co~ncil when .Arthur Hendersph :œ-s forced to retrac,: the pfficiaJ.. 

Government cri tique of the, Coinmission' s unfavourable Report. dealing :rl th" 
.r' 

the administration of the Palestir,le Mandate. Such 'Wàs the sentim~nt of 
," . 

senior civil servants that Bl'l",,jnsuccessful attempt, was made to have the 
D 

consideration of Palestine FLnd Iraq postponed to thé November sitting. 

" 
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The intense açtivity of Colonial Office civil servants togéther 

with thej,r Forei.in Offic~ c.ounterparts immediately prior .to this meeting . 
ind~cates that a rough reception' comparable ta that, €If the Seventeenth ./ 

Extraordinary Session was anticipated. The selection of the chief British 

dEflegate was a difficult procedure. Claiming a lack of responsibility , 

for :r;ecent P~legtine policy, Colonial Office officiaIs at first suggested 

sending the Lord Advpcate with M.vA, Young, a high Palestine Government 

official; to represent Britain. pro Drumm6nd Shiels was finally nomina.ted 

for the position', but he accepted this responsibility with the grea;test 

reluctance: '," l don' t Iike the P [e~a.nent] M [anda tes] C [ommissi onJ, as ' 

at present composed. Its chief members are pedantic and, ~mall in outlook 

and with 'on.Palestine at least - an anti-Briotish bias. nl7 

The British case was one of extreme caution. Basically Drtunmond 

Shiels equivocated on British poUcy. His brïef was clearly intended to 

raise the ~inimum .of controversy. 
J. " if 

For example, in determining British 

strategy, Colonial Office officiaIs had rejected'the n9tion of publicly 
.; 

downgrading the status of Jewish Agency contacts to the level of the 

High.Commissioner in Palestin~. In addition"they had decided against 

inviting a ruling on this question because of the potential1y adverse 

consequences of such a decision, Because of the low-key'British position, 

the Twentieth Session of the Permanent Mqndates Commission did not turn 

out as ba.dly as de~rtmenta1 officials' earlier ha.d. feared. The se"ction 
} , 

of the Pe~nent ~dates Commission Report on Palestine that m~st upset 

, ( 

17Minutes by Beckett aild Shuckburgh, March 12, 19~1, minute by 
SMels, ~h 14, .1931. C,0733/204/87151. 
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Bri tish officiaIs ran as follows; 18 
-~---------------_._--

The Mandates COllUTlission, which has followed, 'not without 
some uneasiness, the fluctuations of the mandat ory Power's 
policy in Palestine, earnestly hopes that the new endeavours 
to solve the problem of the relations between .the Arabs and 
J ews will be crowned wi th success. 

Sir John,Shuckburgh minuted that the term '''fluctuations' is 

offensive, ~~d is meant tp be offensive." Dr. Shiels noted that this 

o expression was "meant to a~noy.! •• " However, an indication of the 

unexpected mildness of the Perm~~ent Manda tes Commission' s review was 

the fact that this phrase was not challenged. The British Government did 

not utilize the 'rebuttal procedure to comment on this session as i t 

done in responding to the Seventeenth Meeting. 19 
0 

During the Spring of ,1931-, -the~tire question of relations 

between the J ewish Agency and the Government of Palestine was reviewed 

(1 " ,by the Middle" East Department. This appraisal was precipitated by the 

'" / 

o 

pending resignation of Sir John Chancellor as High C~mmissioner. Chancellor' s 
• 

: early retirement was not a ~udden action motivated by,~ fit of pique over 

the Governm~nt's modification of the October White Paper. Indéed, the 

possi bili ty of his premature departure was rumoured in official circles as 

20 earlj" as September, 1930 before the Policy Statement ha.d even been released. , 
1 

18League of Nations, Permanent Mandates Commission, Minutes of the 
Twentieth.'Session held at Geneva from June ~ 9th to June 27th, 1911. including 
the Re ort of the Commission to t e Couneil, Official No. C,422.M.176.1931. 
VI Geneva, 1931 , -"Report ta the Caune11 on the" Work of ,the Palestine 
Session," Annex 16," p. 2)l. 

19Minutes by Shuckburgh, July 9, 1931, and "Shiels, July 13, 1931, 
C073J/204/S7157. ' 

20See Hope Simpson ta Chancellor, letter, September 29, 1930, 
. Chancellor Papers 16/6. 
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D~partmental officiaIs were weIl aware of the deterioration in 

relations between the Jewish Agency and the Palestine Government during 

Chancellor' s administration. In an assessment oi' the relations between 

1 the Agency and the Palestine adminis~ra tion, Sir John Hope Simpson 

provided first-hand knowledge of the poor state of the se ties. Hope 
/ 

Simpson bluntly stated that Chancellor and bis officiaIs demonstratéd'l~ttle 

or no interest in eithe>r the Jewish Agency or the Jewish National Home 

project. While Chancellor was critical of tMs particular view, O.G.R. 

Williams minuted that Hope Simpson's assessment was not unfounded. He 

added that Chancellor' s antipathy ta the Agency was in fact hardening. To 
, 

remedy this situation, Williams proposed that' the Middle East ,Deparlment 

should interv~ne actively to mend relations between the Jewish Agency and 

the Palestine Government: 2l 

,0 

" l very much sympathise with the" High Commissioner's 
diffoicul ties in regard to this sUbject, but l feel strongly 
that it will be necessary to do what we can to meet the views 
of the Agency so- far as lt is possible without impairing the 
authori ty of the Palestine Admini'stration or seriously 
ham.pering i ts machinery ••• 

'Sir John Shuckburgh agreed with Williams' assessment and his 

recommended solution, observing: "1 think we have been tao passive in our 

• atti tude ;tn Palestine on both sides •••• ,,22 Inherent in-this activity was 

the desire on the Part of Colonial Offiée officiaIs to make contact with 

the Palestine Government more palq.table to the Jewish Agency:-- Implicit 

in their views was the assumption that the Zlonists had. been encouraged to 

take their representa tiôns to London because of the hostil! ty of -the 
~ 

2lMinute by Williams, May 27, 1931, C0733/207/87265. 

2 ' 
~thute by Shuckburgh, May 29, 1931, ~. 
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Government of Palestine towards Ue .Tewi-sh-Agency. By making the Pa.lestine 

Government more amenable to Jewish ~ensibilities and by discouraging 

direct Jewish Agency contacts in London, civil servants cIear1y hoped ta 
1 

limit official Jewish Agency representations to Palestine. 

Returning to the land deve10pment issue, i t can be observed that 

by ear!y June, 1931 ~olania1 Office officiaIs were becoming impatient 

at the Zionist de1ay in rep1ying ta the làtest British proposaI. Sir John 

Shuckburgh wanted th~ matter com'pleted as soo~ as possible. The;re~ore, he 

raised the question by reque~ting Passfield ta write a reminder to Craigie 

Aitchison. He noted: "It ls no goad my writing ta the Lord Advocate:' he 

never takes the slightest notice of my letters." In his letter ta 

" , Aitchison, Passfield suggested that the lack of a Jewish Agency reply 

should be considered as tacit agreement. 2,3 

However, the Lord Advocate promptly replied, ~d enc10sed Welzmann's 

response ta the British draft. 24 Dr. Weizmann wrote that his extensive 

rebuttal had: been prepared with the forlhcôming Zionist congress in mind. 
, • 1 • 

The two major points on which Weizmanri cancentrated his attention were the 

position of the High Commissioner in this scheme and the allocation of 
, 

funds. The Zionist leader demanded the right for the Jewish Agenc~,to 
f 

appeal issues from the High- Commissioner to London. ,In 

addition, Weizmann repeated the Jewish 'Agency request for parity in the 

distribution of benefits. 
1 

1 

2) 1 

Minute by Shuckbur~h, June ID, 1931; 'Passfield to Aitchison, 
letter, June 10, 1931. CO?J3/211/87402 Pt. 3. ' 

24 
Alt~hison to Passfield, letter and enclosure, June Il, 1931, 

'0 
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Passfield firmly resisted accepting the Zionist proposaIs. The 
1 \ 

Colonial Secretary infonned the Lord Ad:vocate that his ministry opposed 

committing itself to the principle of oparity in advance.' The hostile 

opinion of Colonial Office officiaIs to the activity of the Jewish 

Agency in London ensured the rejection of Weizmann' s other request relating 

to the right of appeal iD Whi tehall. Ai tchison discussed the points of 

Passfie1d's tough letter of June 15, 1931 with Weizmann, but was unab1e to r 

offer the Zionist leader anf concessions,25 

OfficiaIs quickly decided that the details of the plan 

l'lere to be re1eased in the form of a dispatch from Passfield to the High 

Commissioner. The Jewish Agency was sent an advance capy of the dra:t:t, 

which had rem~ined unchanged despi te Zionist objections, lnunediate 

publication was recommended by civil servants as highly placed as 

Shuckburgh and Wilson, despite thelr knowledge that Weizmann was then under , , 

severe attack at the Zionlst Congress in Basle, Dr. Drununond Shie1s, 

26 however, strenuously 0 bjected to this proposaI: 

•.• i t [this announpèment] might be a deciding factor -
against Weizmann and might expose us to charges of unfairness 
to Him and responsibility for a very serious disaster to the 
14hole Zionist movemen..t, .• l cerlainly 140uld not take the 
action proposed in the Minutes wi thout the approval of the 
Prime Minister as this May become a serious matter and the 
C.O. should not act without a full backing. We do not 
141sh, 14hert our relations and position have 50 mùch improved, 
to be possibly held responsib1e ,for precipitating a serious 
crisis, wi thout taking steps to get higher authori ty behind 
us, 

25passfield to Aitchison, letter, June 15, 1931; Aitchison to 
Passfield, letter, June 24, 1931. Ibid. 

26 · Minute by Shiels. Ju1y 6, 1931, ~. 

" ' . 
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Nevertheless, Passfield's response to Shiels' strong1y wovded 

comment was non-committal: "If the High Commissioner can postpone 

publicatio~, ask him to do so until,Monday [Jury] 13th." As a result, 

Shie1s' unequivoca1 objection ws presenteQ' to Chancellor as a "suggestion." 

However, the High Commissioner consented to delay the release of the 

announcement.27 

As matters ev~ntually turned out, Weizman~'s poiitical enemies 

within the Zionist movement disclosed the terms ·of the develepment project 

prematurely at the Congress. Becaùse the British did not go far enough 

~n meeting Jewish Agency reservations, Weizm~'s already precarious 

position at the Zionist meeting was further undermined by this Ieak. 

Whi1e observirg the proceedings of ,the stormy conference, DrUmmond Shiels 

minuted: " •• • as things are turning out, l think we acted wisely," 

Mea~w~le, official.publication-of the outline was again postponed, this 

time at the insistence of the Colo~ial Office, from July 18th until 

July.20th. The matter had been p1aced on the Order Paper of the House of 

Commons as a Parliamentary Question tb&t was to be answe~ed on July 20, 

1931.
28 

27Minutes by Passfield and Shuckburgh,'July 7,1931; Passfield 
to Chancellor, cable, July 7, 1931; Chancellor to Passfield, cable, July 8, 
1931. ~. . 

28! . 
See The Times, July 9, 1931 and The New York Times, July 10, 

1931. Minute by ShieIs, July 9, 193;1., C0733!21ï!87402 Pt. 3. The dispatch 
was published in Hansard in response' ta this question. See Commons, 
July 20, 1931, vol. 255, cols. 10)8-1064. 

1. 

.. 



1 

, 

.. 

\ 

262 

The Seventeenth World Zionist Congréss took place'in Basle, 

Switzerland from July lst to July l5th, 1931. FolloRing this conference, 

the biennia1 meeting of the Jewish Agency was held. The.Zionist gathering 
~\ , 

HaS a tumultuous affair. When the ~moke finally cleared, Dr. Weizmann nad 

been rather bloodily deposed from his position as ~sident of the World 

'29 Zionist Organization, and replaced by Nahum Sokolow. ,His status in 
/ 

the Jewish Agency, as a result, had bécomé untenable; and he HaS also 

replaced as leader of this body, ~. , 

While the Zionist movem~ unde~ent convulsions in Basle, its 

administrative personnel and general policy outlook cbanged Uttle. Although 
. " . 

Weizmapn remained out of office ~til 1935, Selig Hrodetsky, 

Israel Cohen" and others retained their positions of influence. Moreover, 

Weizmann's pro gram of quyet infiltration was maintained by the new 

leadership, After the Basle debacle, Weizmann's successors min~mized the 

violent nature of the/Congress, and emphasized the contin~ity in his policy 

of moderation. 

In a ·sense, Dr. Weizmann was the scapegoat for the many problems 

confronting the movement at the time. Delegates attacked him speciflca1ly 

for his position of ~co-'operation wtth Britain in the construction of the 

Jewish National-Home. 'Rennie Smith, a back-bench Labour M.P., was ~n 

observer at the Congress. In a letter ta the Prime ~inister on this event, 

29Nahum Sokolow (1859-1936), the Hebrew journalist and writer, had 
been associated with'Chai~ Weizmann during'the negotiations that had led te 
the Balfour Declaration. See Ms HistolX of Zionism. 1600-1918, 2 vols 
(London, 19l9). Active politically and diplomatic~lly on behalf of the 
Zionist cause, he HaS elected Chairman of the Executive of the Jewish 
Agency iri 1929. Sokolow remained President of t~' World Zionisi Organiza-

. tian and the Jewish Agency untl1 193.5. 
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Smith astutely wrote:' "The Zionists are Îurious wi th the British 

Government over the Passfield White Paper, but since they cannot throw 

the Government out, they have thrown out Dr., Yeizmann. ,,)0 , 

Participants of varied ideological backgrounds combined to defeat 

Weizmann. As a result, Dr. Weizmann was deposed for a number of diverse 

reasons. Some Zionist representatives believed that the MacDonald Letter 

did n9t go far enough to meet their demands. Others took issue with 

Weizmann's handling of the development scheme negotiations, t.peciall~ 
with the provision that restricted the.authority of the JewiSh Agency on 

.C 

this issue to the level of the High Commissione~ in Palestine. 

Weizmann was especially castigated Îor advocating~the boncept of 

political pa~ity for Palestine. The statement that he had made to support 

this principle at the Berlin meetings, the previous August, continùed to 

haunt him. As a result, his plan to introduce this issue at the Congress 

was repudiated. The Zionist Congress rejected out oÎ hand the notion of 

bi-nationalisme In addition to voting him out of ofÎice, the Congress , 

censured Weizmànn fo~ his-stand on political parity. However, while the 

Zionist delegates were militant, they hedged on one essential point:. the 
\ 

definition of the Jewish National Home. They did not adopt the extreme 

demand Îor an overt assertion of Îull Jewish sovereignty, with aIl of the 

polJtical implications inherent with such a resolution. The ultimate aim 

of the Jewish National Home was again officially shroud~d in the double

talk of "recreating in ~z Israel ••• [Jewish]. : • national "life with aU the 

)0 . 
Cited in Vera Yeizmann, The Impossible Takes Longer ed. by 

David Tutaev (London, 1967), p. 120 • 
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. "', J1 essentia1 fea tures of a people' S l1onn,al exi~tèn?e." 

In evalu~ting this avent, Charles Peake, the British Minlster in" 
v 

Berne, accurately observed the prevalent bi tterness towards the British 
~ . 

Goverrunent. Moreover, he noted the unit y of diverse elements that had led 
/ ,,~.-

ta the formation of the new executi ve. Peake a1so commented tbat tbis 

new administration wou1~carry out Weizmann's general policy but that it 
.\ '\ / 

would press J ewish claims more intensi ve~y • In addition, Peake was aware 

of the deteriorating financial situation of the movement, and wrote that 
• 1 

the consideration of the budget had taken a position o,f significance out 

of Place·~th lts status at a meetin~ of tbis nat~e.-)2 _ 

As far aS the Colonial Off tee was concerned, nothing really'had 

changed. mule Mei~mann was out of the picture, officiaIs still found 

themsel ves in constant contact wi th the likes of Brodetsky and 

Cohen. In assessing Peake' s dispatch, O.G.R. Williams considered the 

financial'aspect significant. 33 At tbis point~ the Zionist movement was 

in deep fina~cial' trouble. Because of the substantial drop in ;;ntributions 

as a resul t of the Ame rie an depression, the Zionist Organiza tion was 

experiencing a grave liquidity crisis. On account of tbis shortage 'of 

cash, Jewish-sponsored immigration to' Palestin~ had begun to falter early 

in 1931. Colonial Office officia1s were aware of the fact that the ZÎènists 

had been unable to use their hard-fought entry certificàtes because of a 

J1Resolution Number J, New Judea, July-August, 1931. See also 
The Manchester Guardian, July 20, 1931. 

32' / / Peake to Henderson, dispatch, August 12, 1931, F03?1 15330 
E4259/J04/31. 

33z.tinu~ by Williams, August 26, 1931, C0733/206/87250. 
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1ack of funds., 

In fact, immediately prior to the CongPess, two individuals 

prominent in the Jewish Agency made an unofficial appeal to the British 

Government through Malcolm MacDonald for financial,assistance. This HaS 

done without the approval of lleizmann or his executtve. CHing Oscar 

Wassermann, a leading non-Zionlst member of the _Jewish Ageficy hierarchy 

and Director of the' Deutsche Bank, Maurice Hexter, the American represer:ta

tive on the Pal~stine Executive of the Jewish Agency, informed MacDonald: 35 

It ls no idle statement accordingly when he speaks of the 
financia1 colla l'se which awai ts the movement in Pà.lesti,ne. To 
you who have manifested such an understanding sympathy over our 
work during the past eighteen months l want to turn wi th this 
letter. Do you see any way whereby,H.M.q. can come. to our 
rescue? 

Hexter enclosed a copy of .wassermann' s urgent wire. to Weizmann 

in which the financial situation of the Jewish Agency was described as 

"catastrophic." Adding 'that the' United States was out of the question as 

far ,as Zionist fund-raising was concerned, Wassermann recommended an official 

al'proach to the British Gove:rnment for a 1;250,000 loan on the security of 

Agency land in Palestine. 

Opinion among Colonial Office ci vil servants to this extraoXdinary 

request was hoshle. Sir John Shuckburgh recommended a policy of non-

\ 
invol vement, minuting tha t the British Government should allow the expected 

, 

cra,sh to be "'resoundi~ng." He'~nt,_on te comment: "This may sound brutal, 

~ ~. . 
Minutes by May1e and Harold Beckett, January 12, 19)1 1n response 

te a, letter from Chancellor te Shuckburgh, December 20, 1930. C0733/188/ 
77113/II., . 

1931; 
1931. 

. 3-1fexter to Malcolm MacDonald, 1etter and enclosure, 
Malcolm'MacDonald to Shuckburgh, latter and enclos~B, 

C0733/206/87289. 
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but 1 t is merely only, prudent ta' face the reali ties of tqe case. Il Sir 
, t ' 

Samuel.Wilson elaborated on Shuckburgh's proposaI by suggest1Qg'consulta-

tions with the Chancellor of the Exchequer "as a matter of tactics." 

SUbsequently, Passfield noted: "1 have heard from the C[ hancellor] 'of 

the E[xchequerJ that this is 'out ~f the question in any fonn.~', The Prime 

Minister intervened in this issue to formulate and sign a telegrarn refusing 

" 
this request, though he noted that. he had "no lack ~f sympathy with the 

, 36 
difficulties of the Agency." 

• 

',' 

o 

'. 
o 

, 
c 

o n ,... 

, J 

J~inutes by Shuckburgh', July 2, 1931; W~lson., ~uly J, 19)1; 
and Passfiela, July J, 1931, ibid. 

, 1 

.. ' .. . . 

'1 

" 

" 
~ , ~ 

.~ , 



( 

~ , " 

~. , 
~-", 

" 

t \ 
r 
, 
" ; 

1 

f , 

1 

' .. 

'/ ,-
. 

" 
,. :1'., •• , 

" 

,0 

,.' 

, b 

. 

' .... ~ 

" 

:' 

" 

i 

f' 

\ ( 
, -"'" 

, . 

'. 

Dismay at <,Number 10 Downing Street and Frantic 
Activ~ty at the Colonial 'Office 

" 

Wh!le the COlonial'Officefr~s not ~pset by Véizmann's d~feat, 

the ;Prime Min,ister and' his son were. In. a rather glum .letter Ramsay 
'II:~~ ... l • ,,, ' 

, . 
MacD~nald told Passfield: "The situation in Palestine gets worse and, . , ' 

'. ~ , .j • 
) • 1 '. \ 

worse,. and will'not qe improved by what is gaing on at Basle at the 
~L • ~ ~ • ' " 

present moment...... Malcolm MacDonald ~s angered" br Wei2ima,ru{t~ immillent, 
• n , '# 

defeat. In a siiffly wOrded note'ad~sse~ ta Sir'Samuel Wilson, he 
." t 1 -, ---- " i ' 

castiga~ed the ,Colonial Officé for qreatin~ tbis ~ituationl3:, . 
. . 

••• the High Comm~ssioner's failure to impleme~t the Prime 
.Ministerfs letter ••• following on top of aIl the preyicus trouble, 
has led to a very serious weakening of Dr. Weizmann's position 

" \ ,at the Con~ess, and co~sequently our wi~est and, best fr~end in 
t~e Zi,~MQVeme~~ 1 s', likely to b~ dE!feated ••• 

, It can Çe/obs~rved'tQàt bis bIîa~cen vi~s on'the p~ssible 
. 

solution of the Palestine problem indic~~e that Malcolm MacDonald was not 
1 d '( ~ • "-1: f~ _ ... 

'the rabid 4ionist that Colonial Otffce 'civil serVants cona\de~ hlm'ta be • ..... 

~&\ 1 MacDonald we,nt<lon in h1s letter to· stress bis apprec'iat1on for the 'necesslty 
( 

\ Il' tI 

~~~concl1ing the Arabs to the Man~te, and emphasized his supp~rt for t~e 

'. • r , 

, J7f{amsay MacDortald tQ P~ssf1eld, lette;r" July 14; 1931, cited ih 
, Bea.trice lIebb's 'D:i .. arfes, J>. ,276. Malcolnl,MacDona.ld to Wilson, letter, 
" ~ J1J.ly 10, 1931, 007':33/211/87402 Pt. 3. '" 
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prineiple of parity in Palestine. Aeeording to MacDonald, ~eizma~n hàd 
, 

b!3en on the verge "for two months" • « of launching h~s ".' Poli tieal Pari ty '" \ 

poliey: 
, 

As far as MacDona'ld was eone13rned, British' ineptitude "in the 
• 1 

last.few weeks has .•• probably defeatéd the greatest chance that there HaS 

'of g:tting real eo~o~ration'betw~en the A~~ Jews in Palestine 

in the next' year or two;" Malcolm MaêDonald added: "If he cùuld have 

got that carried at Basle it would have been a tremendous reassuranee to 

the Arabs." The parity que'stion :te;presented one of the major is~ues that 

contr\buted to Weizmann's defeat. 

T~ letter brought a quick reaction from the Colonial Offieè. 

~iQson immediately sent MacDonald a reply. His response HaS intended ~o 

sooth MaeDon~id's strong views' on this question. 
• 

The cr~tical tone of 

'MacDonald's letter troUbled lIils,on, 'and undoubtedly"led hlm to writet "1 

woulet like very much to khow to what y.ou' are referring." Wilson invited 
. ~, , 

MacDonald"to drop---into the Colonial Office, "arl'd'let me 101ow e~ctly what' 

it is you mean. ,,38 /" 
, , . , 

While Dr. C,haim Weizmann sl..\f'fered' politieally for advocating 

'(1 
parity, his succ~ssors intendea to retain'this policy, at leas~ quietly. 

° 
During the Congress, David Ben Gurion faew to'Britain for an interview with 

, ~J Cl 

:A r: \.' ,. ... \ 
the, Prime Mi~ister}9 Lewis Namier aecompanied him to Chequers on" July / 

..., ,1' • f.o 

l .. 'J 

12th~ According to Ram~y MacDonald' s accoimt of the meeting, he ~s 

01/ • 

381olilEiOn, to Malcolm MaeDo~ald, .,lettet, July 10, 1931, .lli.!!. 

39Ben Gurion a~d 'his Labour faction represented ~eizmann's main 
source of support at this point. At ,the Zlonlst Congress, Ben Gurion stood 
b~ Weizm~n as long as he po1it,ica11y dared to. After ~elzmann's defeat, 

,he lmmediat~ly swung hi~group over to the new,executive lnoorder to obtaln 
Labour ~p~ntat1on o~ it. ~See The New York Ti~~s, July 9, 1931. 
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pressed by the Zionists ~o~nnounce Bri~ish support" for "parity as between 

, Jews and Arabs in Palestine. ,,40 The Prïme Minister could not logically 

, object to this principle as i t fi tted in wi th the "equal obligation" 
o • 

interpretatio~ of the Mandate that he had enu~ciated in April, 1930. It 

is clear that Ramsay MqcDonald was evasive in his reply to the Zionists: 

l told them [Namier and Ben Gurion] that l did ~ot know 
exactly what it meant in detail, and in that respect could 
not commit myself one way or the other. 1 said, however, that 
~n principle l thought this was a reasonable formula, though 
in its application l would have to leave you and the Colonial 
Office responsible, together with the Palestinian Government. 

Ramsay MacDonald was deeply concerned by charges that the , 
Paiestine administration was refusing to honour his letter, thereby 

, 

undermining Weizmann's position. Requesting proof, the Prime Mlnisier 
, ' 

promised prompt action to meet Zionist complaints. On this issue, 

,Ramsay MacDonÀld told Passr1eld to be "very yigilant, Il and addedl li ••• if 

there is any doubt ••• the most rigld instru'ctions should be sent [sol tha't 
'- ' ~~ 

,0 

the letter should be carried out in every respect." 
~ , . 

In his reply to Ramsay MacDonald, Passfield, not surprisingly, 
~< ,\ 

expressed vehement Colonial Office oppoài~ion to the acceptance by the 

41 British Government of the principle of pari ty.;. This opinion had "prevailed 

in the Colonial Office throughout the 1930-1931 period. OfficiaIs had 
? 

attempted unsuccessfully to reverse the tenor of the Mandate to favour 

Arab intèrests with vario~s white.~per pronouncements and shifts in the 

1 nature of its administration. As such, even this middle of the road policy • 
40 . r 

Ramsay MacDonald to Passf!~~d, let ter , July 16, 1931, C0733/ 
197/87050/2 pt. 2. :: .. , 

41 . 
Passfield to Ramsay MacDonald, letter, J~y 24, 1931, Premier 
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" favoured by Weizman~ remained anathema to them. 

recognition by the British Government of the 

d rejected the . 

e of bi-nationalism on 

the grounds of strategy and finance: , 

This [pari ty] is a word full of danger. The J ewi~h 
population of Palestine is still under 20 per-cent of the ~ 

whole; ana ~th the Arab birthrate of 55 per 1000 there is 
littlè p~otPect of that proportion beiDg much (if at aIl) 
increased for years t,o come. The application of 11 pari tyll. 
to Land Development would be wholly impracticable. 'The ' 
Government has never àdmitted any obligation actually at 
public expense to settle Jewish Colonists on the land ••• 

Colonial Office reservations against the ide a of parity in Palestine' 

'prevailed. The Second Labour Government under Ramsay MacDonald's leadership 
r 

adhered nominally to the October White Paper as interpreted by the MacDonald" 

Lett~r without anY,further modifications of policy. Nevertheless, Palestine 

policy remainéd in a state of flux throughout its remaining days. 

Be cause the m~in thrust of White Paper policy ravolved'around 

the development scheme fo~ the alleged thousands ;f landless Arab families, 

no immediate action ~ould be taken to.1mplement this course of action 

penGing Lewis French's report which was due at the end of 1931. Sub-

stantive measures on the land question that :were intended to achieve the 

ultimate goal of Colonial Office officiaIs, :the reversaI of the Jewish 

,National Home project in favour of Arab interests by impeding the basis of 

J~wish immigration, depended on the outcome of this investigation. 

Cotonial Office civil se~ants were still attempting to reduce thâ 

role of the Jewish Agency in London. The Middle East Department worked 
~ 

cautiously to i~plement this controversial policy. The terms of the 
, 

embryonic development project can be viewed as the first of many potentially 
• n • 

subtle~anoeuvres aimed at reducing Jewlsh Agency prestige in London. , . 

à-Ji.1 1$ .th . L ( . i.. 
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Departmental officiaIs were astutq cnough, however, to support Shiels' 

proposal for a regularized monthly meeting between the Colonial Office 

and the Jewish Agency. Realizing that Zionist c~mmunications with 
i 

Government offi/ialS in London could not be totally eliminated, they viewed 

these lrffiited consultations both as a sop and as a means to minimize Jewish 

Ageney contact. Civil servants clear~ had no intention of taking Zionist 
\ 

representations seriously, but favoured the line, expressed by Sir John 

Shuckburgh, which involved listen~ng to Jewish Agency complaints and then 

r~ferring the Agency to the High Commissioner. 42 

How6ver, economic and po1itical circumstances worked against 

Colonial Office officials._ Indeed the deteriorating financial situation 

,of Great Britain was one of the main factors that led Ramsay MacDonald te 

sç~tt1e the Second Labour Government arld to form his coalition National 

Government. Economies also u~timately killed the development project and 

aIl of the restrictive measures intended to stifle the Jewish National 

Home project for which the Colonial Office' had been striving. In asse~sing 

the effect of the Government's worsening financial position on Palestine 

1 ' policy, D.G.R. Williams minuted: "The only controversial matter of 
1 

\ \ 
\' 

importance is ,the development scheme, including the ques~ion of legis1ation 

to control land transactions and the problem of resettling displaced Arabs."43 
'1 ' 

~ 1 . 

Minutes by Shuckburgh, Au~st 1, 1931, C0733t206/87250 and 
Williams, August 13, 1931, C0733/197/87050/8. Exhauste4 by his duties as 
Head of the Middle East Department, Shuckburgh was appolnted Senior 
Assistant Under-Secretary of State in July, 1931. See Hope Simpson to 
Chancellor, 1etter, February 26, 1931, Chancellor Paper+ 16/6. 

4~inute by Williams, September 30, 1931, C0733/210/87382. 
1 
1 

1 
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Therefore, Colonial Office officiaIs, anticipating the continued 

deterioration of the Government's financial situation, tried to salvage 

" some of their plans to freeze the Jewish National Home project. Realizing 

the uncertainty of the E2,300,OOO loan, departmental officiaIs attempted 

to have permanent land legislation enacted in late August, 1931. However, 

Sir John Shuckburgh was at first hesitant to recommend th~ immediate 

imposition of these proposed ordin~ces,44 

••. if we go ahead without further consultations with the 
Jews, the! usual outcry ls certain to be raised, and the Office 
will be subjected to the usual attack. It almost becomes a 
question of high polities upon which l hesitate ta advise. 
Probably it will be thought best - in spite ,of the delay and • 
inconvenience involved - to let the Jews see the draft 
Ordinance before we authorise its enactment, and to give 
them an opportunity of putting in their-inevitable protest. 

The Jewish Agency under Brodetsky's leadership vociferously 

resist'ed this ploy on the grounds that the terms of the development project 

had called for the enactment of permanent legislation upon the completion 

of Lewis French's investigation. This argpment enabled them,to obtain the 

indefinite postponement of long-term legislation through the intervention 

of Malcolm MacDonald. Despite'this set-back, O.G.R. Williams, supported by 
l ' 

Sir Samuel Wilson, resolved to continue to fight for ,the imposition of the 
1 

ordinances. 43 However, sueh,! legislation was not enacted until the 
l ' 

1 1 

repudiation of British Mandate obligations towards the Jewish National Home 

was proclaimed in the May, 1939 ~te Paper on Palestine. 

44Minute by Shuckburgh, July 23, 1931, C0733/199/87072/I. 

43srodetsky to ~ilson, letter, August 31, 1931; minutes by 
Williams, September 22, 1931 and Shuckburgh, September 24, 1931. Ibid • 
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With the;fall of the Second Labour Government on AUgllGt 28, 1931, 
". , , 

~amsay MacDonald form~d the coalition National Government. This change 

was f~vourabIB to Zionist interests because prominentJSupporters of the 
./ 

Jewish National Home project from the two oppos~ion parties joined the 
/ 

Cabinet. Members of the two National Gove~nts led by Ramsay -MacDonald 

unti1 1935 inc1uded ~t~ey Baldwin, the ~rquess of Reading, Sir Herbert 

Samuel, Sir John Simon, and Lord Hail~ These personalities aIl had 

played notable roles in the opposition to the October, 1930 Palestine White 

Paper. 

The .irony of their unexpected rise to office was not missed by 

Colonial Office officiaIs. Cabinet solidarity involved consistency of 
') 

po1icy. One extant examp1e of official amusement at this turn of events 
o , 

! was the reaction to a request by Staniey Baldwin to clear a speech te be 

presented at a December, 1931 testimonial dinner for Dr. Weizmann. 
, 46 

O.G.R. Williams minuted: 

Mr. Walford [Baldwinis 'secretarytreferred to a letter 
which Mr. Baldwin &. Mr. Amery had wr1! n to "The Times" on, 
the subject [of Palestine), presumab his message should 
not conÏlict tao strongly with that! 

Meanwhile, Lewis French conducted bis review of the agricultural 

. situation in Palestine witho~t the co-operation of eithe~ the Arab or the 

Jewish communities, The Arab leadership refused to have anything to do witli 
';f'f;tP' 

French's survey. Estab1ishing the withdrawal of the February, 1931 Latter 

As a precondition to participation, they boycotted this inquifY', The . \,,\ 

Jewlsh Agency, for its part, did not co-operate ~ith Lewis French because 

it viewed thls investigation as politica1 rather than economic in nature. 

4~inute by ~i11iams, November 30, 1931, 00733/200/87092.' 
t 
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The Zionists had unsuccessfully requested the implementation of a'development 

scheme on the basis of Claude F. Strickland's report. The Agency, therefore, 

considered French's investigation as a Colonial Office attempt to reverse 

Strickland's balanced recommendations. 

French's final report was presented to the Governrnent of Palestine 

almost five months late in April, 1932. The Arab Executive and Jewlsh 

Agency were given an opportunity for comment. Both organizations rejeêted 

it out of hand. An assessmént of this document has characte~ized it as an 
" 

analysis of the "difficulties, rather than the possibilities of develop

ment." 47 According to French, the amount o,f state land was inadeq,uate for 

either the re-location Jf ti19 so-called land,;J.ess Arabs or the ~ettlement 
~,' 

of Jews. TherefOJ;e, his major proposaI was the expropriation of arable 

land from private owners to provide a base for the implementation of a 

joint development project. 

The high costs of such an undertaking c1early made the British 

Governrnent reluctant to carry out his ~commendations. This financial 

consideration resu1ted in Governrnent inaction. T~,500,000 development 

loan was never enacted. More?ver, it iS,c1ear that th~ Bri~ish Government 

was in no hurry to implement French's somewhat restrictive proposaIs that 

would have made aIl land transactions subject ta the approval of the 

Deve10pment Commission. The Report itself was not made public until July, 
• 

47Esco, op. cit., vol. 2, p. 714. Government of Palestine, 
Re orts on A icultural Develo ment and Land Sett1ement in Palestine by 
Lewis French London, 1933 , cited below as French R~ports. Sèe The TtTes, 
August 20, 1932; November 12, 1932; July 15, 1~33; 'July 17, 1933; July 18, 
1933; and August 23, 1933. ~ee also The New York Times, July 14 and 15, 
1933. This issue was discussed briefly in Parliament. See Commons, Jull 14, i933 , vol. 280, cols. 1439-1443. \ 
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193J! This procrastin~tion was perhaps the major factor that broughl 

about French's resignation in Novumber, 1932.48 

French's final Report did not contain a precise enumeration of 

"landless Arabs." The registra tian and evaluation of claims had. not yet 

been completed. Hawever , French did offer an estimate of 1,000 to 2,000 

families. It should be stressed that this figure was a remarkable drop 

from the estimate of 10,000 families made by Hope Simpson. The Palestine 

Government eventua11y enumerated 656 displaced Arab families, and.released 
, 1 • 

this information in 1935.49 Only 367 families took advantage of 
'1 

resettlement. The expenditure for this project amounted ta t72,240, a 

far cry from the t2,500,000 e~timated by the Expert ~Cammittee in 

September, 1930. 

T~e bogey of Zianist-créated evictians of Arabs, raised by 

officiaIs in Palestine, suppo~ed by Hope Simpson and civil servants in 

~itehall, had in fact turned out ta have been a phantam. The key devel-

opment scheme feature of .the October, 1930 White Paper'was the result of 

faulty analysis. The Colonial Office nad employed this issue ta evolve 

a policy that would limit the Jewish National Home in aIder ultimately to 

foster a majority Arab state in Palestine. The play of enacting tight 

land regulatians ta re~trict immigration and thereby Jewish develapment had 

rested on an unreal bruSis. 

~t 

48See The New York Times, November 17, 1932. , 

49French Reports, p. 60. Great \ Britain, Colonial Office, Report 
by His Majesty 1 s Goverrunent in the United Kingg.om of Great Britain and 
Northern lreland ta the Couneil of the Lea e of Nations on the Adminisira
tian of Palestine and Trans-Jordan for the ear l ,Coll'niai No. 104 
(London, 1935 1 pp. 87-58. 
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• The outcome of the Palestine Government survey represented a 

-devastating rebuttal to the thesis put forward in the Shaw, Hope Simpson, 
. 

and F~nch inquiries - not ta mention the October, 1930 White Paper -

that a substantial portion of the Arab community had been made homeless 

as the result of Jewish settlement. Nevertheless, reaction to this study 

was sparse. Two factors may account for this laek of response. The first 

was the existence of a boom economy in Palestine that made the requirement 

of economic absorptive capacity for increased Jewish settlement'academic; 

the second, the impact of the Nazi takeover of Germany in 1933 on the 

growing deterioration of ~he position of Jews in Central and Eastern . 

'Europe. Bath féatures received a great deal of prominence undoubtedl~ 

because they ~ere more newsworthy than an untimely report. 50 

Circumstances relating ta Palestine in 1935 differed considerably 

from those of the 1930-1931 period. The economic situation aside, it 

should be stressed'that the status of Palestine as the Jewish National 
-
Home had changed dramatically among Ziontsts. Instead of representing 

an abstract and distant goal, i~ now constituted an immediate refuge for 

oppressed Jews. This consideration was particularly urgent because"of the 

J'I'hl.r; r;! i 'le immigration practices preventing Jews from obtaining sanctuary 

elsewhere. The activities of the Zionist movement, from 1933 on, reflected 

a deep concern for the plight of European Jewry. As a result, Jewish 

)OSee The Times, February 27, 1935. T~s issue was raised in 
Parliament only once; by Barnett Janne~ (b,1892), who was then a Liberal 
M.P. Commons, July 25, 1935, vol. 30~, cols. 2109-2112, Janner had 
contested the Whltechape1 by-election unsuccessfully in December, 1930, 
However, ,he had won this constituency in the fo1lowing general election 
held in,October, 1931 • 
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immigration reached unprecedented levels. In 1931, 4,075 Jew\ were 

admitted. This figure rose su~stantially ta 9,553 in 1932, took off to 

30,327 in 1933, and increased further to 42,359 in 1934 and 61,854 in 

1935. 51 

With the assistance' of a sympathetic Government, Jewish 

growth in Palestine continued until 1935, 'the year of MacDonald's 

departure from political leadership. While MacDonald remained 

Prime Minister, the British~dministration of Palestine was generally 

favourable to the Zionist cause. MacDonald's role in this process cannot 

be underestimated. His continuing personal interest in the Jewish National 

Hom~ and the problems confronting th~ Jewish people offset the restrictive 

pressures of Colonial Office officials. 52 Without such high level support, 
1 

departmental officiaIs would have attempted to impose their anti-Zionist 

views on the administration of the Mandate. 

Viewing the se developments in context with the 1930-1931 scene, 

it can 'be observed that pressing Jewish Ageney grievances from this period 

had been resolved or tàble~.· The potentially unfavourable fevelopment 

scheme was aborted. Constitutional development, the establishment of a .. 
legislative council, remained dormant until 1935. The level of immigration , . ~ 

and land acquisitions rose dramatically because of the buoyant economy and 

l' 

~lThese statistics are gleaned from annual reports by the British 
Government on the administration of the Palestine Mandate, op. cit., for 

'0 the 1931-1935 periode For a perceptive account o'f the arpàety expressed 
by Jews' at the Ei'ghteenth Biennial Ziol'}ist Congress, concerning the sta~us 
of European Jewry, see The Times, August 2), 1933. 

52See the text of his speech dellvered at the opening of the 
Anglo-Palestine Exhibition in June, 1933. The Times, June 8, 1933. 
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the consequences of Nazi oppression4 Contrary.to the dire predictions 

by Colonia~ Office officiaIs, especially Sir John Campbellr Zionist grewth 

in Palestine became self-supporting in nature. The effects of the world 

dep~essian had been cansidéred qatastrophic ta the mov~ment by both the 

Jewish Agency and the Colonial Office. By necessity, the Agency was forced 

to adopt an economic policy of self-reliance in 1931 to make the JeWish 

• National Home project pay for itself. 

The October,1930 Policy Statement, as drastically modified by the 

MacDonald letter, remained the official basis of ~ritish policy on 

Palestine until May, 19J9. Desp~te Zionist protests to the contrary, 

especiallyat the 1931 World Zionist Congress, the February, 1931 letter 
!'"~ 

had returned Palestine policy to the pre-White Paper status qUo. As a 

re sult , the Jewish National Home project was able to expand rapidly. 

Bad British officiaIs brought about the crystallization of the 

Zionist enterprise, they would have attempted tQ foster a majority Arab 

political entity along the linès of Iraq. The"rights af the Jewish 

minority would have received the same status as that granted the Kurdish 

minority in Iraq through constitutional guarantees. As in the case of , 

the Kurels in Iraq, the J ewish Community in Palestine ul tima tely would, 'have 

been persecuted and conceivably disbanded, despite"the existence of . 

constitutional provisions guaranteeing communal integrity. The unsteady 

nature of the Zionist projeet at the time would have made sueh a situation 

likely. 
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In 1939, the Colonial aniee under the'leadership of Malcolm· . , 
MacDonald attempted,~p impose an lraqi-stYle solution ta the Palestine 

question. However, by the tinte that_ the British Government repudiated its"l,' 

Mandate ob1i~ationsto the Jews in May, 1939, the Zionists had created a 

substantial ?rese~ce that could not be reduced. This numerioal and 

economic factor was strengthened by'their reso1ve, farmed because of the; 

despe~te position. of European Jewry~to fight the 1939 White Yaper.o As 

a result, the vlability.of the Jewish Community enab1èd it to resist tbis 

reversaI of British policy and ul timately to te~ it ta shreds wi th the #, 

, 
creation of the State of Israel in 1948. 
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CONCLUSION 
," 

1 , 
To conclude this thesis, the principal themes that have been 

~ ~ 

~ 'discussed 'aboye should be reviewed. 'In a.ccounting for thé a.d.Iqini;:>t1ation ' . , 
- .. <#,.--'" 

,ù Q of the Pale~tii1e Mandate in 1930':19.3.l, it may be noted that the Second 
.. .... 0) 1 \. .. 

" ~ 
'Labour Gove~~ht had three major policy 'options from which to choose 

, . 
- . 

when conf:po~A~~b riots of 1929. Fi;rst, thè Goverrunent ?ould 
, 

have ended the pervasive ~olit!cal role of the Mufti, and'encouraged 
• <;) 0 f) 

, • ~ t> -." • ,,'" l' • 

moderate Arab leaders. Secondiy, it could h-ave simyly ele6:ted to ensure 
~ . 

,.that the Covernment of Palestine ~dministered the maridate.in an even-
, 

hànde~ manner. Thlrdly, it could have revived ~he hitherto unsuccessful 

policy of conciliation té reduce Axab opposition to the manuate. ·Gn the 
• 1 • ~ • 

• & ' 

.basis of the concerted press~ exertèd by senior Colonial Offi~e . 
l' , . , 
officials, Ramsay MacDonald's minority Government embarke~ on the third 

, "., t 

, . ... 
alternativej only tQ ~ever5e its~ when.faced with possibl~ pol~ti6~ 

disaster on àccount of the politi~al furore created by ~t. 
a 

.Insteéld of allev:iating" the palestltlEil'j~roblem, the policy-Ofostered 

by Bri~ish officiaIs and ovext~d by their political~leader; served " .. ';. t ' , 
- . 'J.' 

only'to fru~trate bath c9mmunities. The attempt to crystallize ~he 

Jewish National Home alienated the Jews, and th~l~cation of -
(). ... ~ CI ) 

-the MaèDonald L~tter angered the 'Arabs •. Becaus~ of the vagaries of o ! 

u' 1 .. <:" P 

British policy,in the:19JO-19Jl period; neither k-rqup was sàtisfied,' 
1 l ' , • 

'b 1: J ~ 

Indeed, lt can pe arguéd that.the dlfferences'b~t~een bath communitles 
~ , 

, , 
f . ,-

- . . 
• 

, (0 .280. 
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widened on account of the-tension and suspicion caused by these develop-

ments. Therefore, in the absence of â con~iitently positive policy 

towards Jews and Arabs, British interests in' Palestine would hàve been 

better served by the return ta the pollcy of a balanced administration 

1 to maint~in the status quo, with aIl of lts imperfections, that had 

existed prior ta Sir John Chancel~or's arrivaI i~ Paléstine. 

Nevertheless, assessing the possibilities of a mor~ active positive . . 
policy for Palestine, it can be observed, that the British Government would 

,. , 
" 

have been bet'er advised by officiaIs ta select a combination of the first 

two options in an attempt to encourage a rapprochement between Jews and 
d. 

Arabs. This would have involved the removal of the Mufti from the 

political sce~e and the adoption of an energetically impartial administra-

tion on the basis,of bi-nationalism. The implementation of these two . . 
alt~es co~ld have d6ne much,t? calm political disagreemént in 

Pales;tine. However, by not doi~ so at this time, Colonial Office officiaIs 

in London and Jerusalem mis~ed ~ opportunity to resolve the Palestine 

question. In 1930-1931, the differences between Jews and Arabs, while 
. 

irritating, could not be considered irreconcilable, as they later became 
li 

as positions on both sides hardened. ~ 

, , 1 
Malcolm MacDonald recognized this. He"Has appal,led by what he 

viewed as the failure of the Colonial Office to conciliate both communities, 

instead of just the Arabs. ,The fàct that the C~lonial Off~ce had never , 

bothered to consider seriously the option of bi-nationalism as a possible 
, a 

solution to the Palestine questlot;! parlicularly disturbed him. By 
, . 

. lSee Malcolm MacDonald ta lIi180n, letter, July 10, 1931, op. cit., .. l 

00733/211/87402 Pt. 3. , 
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remaining alert to this altern~ti~, MacDonald had encourage~ the 
1 

development of â. modus vivendi among Jews, Arabs, and British officials. r 

While influential Jews and 'Arabs were prepared to be flexible, British 

officiaIs were not. 
1 

Ins~ead, they !continued to strive for the implementa-
o , 

tien of their hardline solutro~ to the Palestine question. 

The inability and unwlilingness of Passfield as Goldnial 

Secre~ary to encourage his ministry to consider bi-nationalism were the 

major factors that militated against the moderation of this firm position. 
'" 

While he had opted out of an-active role.in decision-making, Passfield 
l 

did intervene occasionally only to promote the crystallization of the , -, 

Jewish National Home. Therefore, even had he been ~ more forceful 

administrator, ~t is doubtful whether the policies developed b~ the 

Colonial Office would have been appreciably different • • 
However, as a strong-counterpoint, to Pass~ield, the energetic 

intervention of Dr. Chaim Weizmann was the essential ingredient that· 

enabled the Jews to avercome adverse Colonial Office polioies. Weizmann 
~ 

achiéved this end by s~ccessf~ly ~derminin~ thé ability of the Col~nial 

Office to administer Palestine effectively. Because the Zi~nist lead~r 
, -

adamantly refused ta deal with Passfield, or his,officials following the 

publication af the October White-Paper, they ~ost control of the policy-
, , 

making functio'n for Palestine for a cri ticE+I interval. Passfield was 

'simpiY nat far~eful enough to recaver this authority an behalf of bis 

départment. Weizmann's firmness, coupled with Passfield's weakne~s, led 

to the creation of the ad hoc Cabinet,committee that negotiated specifie . 
Government palicies directly with the Jews, as a subject co~unity of 

~ , . ' 

• . . 
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Palestine, an event that was exceptional in British Colonial administra-
I " ' 

tionl Through t~e ruthless exploitation of this concession, Weizmann and 

his /bolleagues 

repudiation of 

advàntages. 

. 
outmanoeuvred the Colonial Office, and obtained the 

O 
- .,. 

the ctober White Paper, as weIl as otner ~mportant 

Nevertheless, it is unlikely' whether this exercise would ha~e 

been necessary had sorne balance developed tpwards the Jewish National Home 

a~ the Colonial Office. With a modicum of even-hande~ess, it ls possible 

tqat Chaim Weizma~ could have enjoyed sorne sucèess with his bi-national 

solution for the Palestine question. Had the Mufti been ~ased from his 

position of power, rnoderate elernents within the Arab,community of' 

Palestine co~;Ld have emerged ta take u;p Weizmarm' s initia ti ve . As a 
• 0 

consequence; sorne sort of l~ng-term understanding between Jèws and Arabs 

~ight haye been reached. Jewish ~nd Arab agreement ta a bi-national format 

for Palestine, under British sponsorship, eould have finally settled the 

ambiguities and contradictions inherent in ,the Balfour Declaration, regarding 

the ulti~te goal of the-Jewlsh National Home, As a result, the dilemma 
, ~ t " 

in whieh Great Britain found itself on this issue could have been resolved 

sipee the future of Palestine would have'been predieated on a basis that 

liaS accepted by both communities. Thus, H i5 ,çonceivable that sorne of 

tne'conflict tbat bas 5ubsèquently occurred in the Middle East might 

have been avoided. 
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APPElNDIX A '1 , , 

COLONIAL OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE PERTAINING TO PALESTINE, ! A SELECTION O~ DESTROYED POLITICA.L FILES 

~ 
121Q ,1 

... r 
77004 Prevention of Crime OrdinarlCe No. 45 of 1929. 

1 ~ 

.)0 1 
77007 Unemployment Returns. 

77009 Miscellaneous Correspondence. ' . 
77011 Crime Returns. 

. 
77012 1 Wâiling Walll General. l' l, 

7701) Wailing Wall t Commission, Parliamentary QuestiotlS. ~, 

f Ct 7701.5 Police: ReorganisatioID of, Parliamentary Questions. 

t 77018 Advisory Councill Minutes. 
f ~ .;; 

~ 
, 

77019 Newspapers Published in Palestine. 

, 77020 Disturbances: Sitûation Reports. 

~ 77021 Disturbances: Police Summaries. 

'1 77022 Disturbances: Palest,ine Press Summaries. 

77925 . Disturbancesl Miscellaneous. 

77026 Disturbances: Commission of Enquiry, Enquiries, etc • 
... 

77027 Di sturbances , Foreign Press, etc. 
.or 

770)1 Disturbances: Co~ssion o~Enquiry, Report. 
. 

770)3' Disturbances 1 Parliaméntary Questions (Misc.)~ 

77039 Disturbanees 1 Commission of oEnquiry. Protests, etc. 

77045 Emigration and Immigrationl Returns. 

Ct 
9 

284 

" 
, . 



. . 

77047 

77049 

- ~ 1 ---- ~ 

Grand Mufti: Activ~ties of. 

Mandate: Protest against Administration of. 

770.50, Future Policy 1 Parliamentary Q,uestians. 

770.50/3 Future Poliey.: . Protests" Mise. 

, 770.50/4 Future PoUcy: Correspondence . wi th Prime Minister of New 
Zealand rel Protests. 

77062 

77069 

77073 

77077 

77090 

77094 

7709.5 

77096 

77102 

77110 

7713,9 

\77132 

77137 
-

77139 

77143 

77146 

77147 

77151 

77165 

Tel Avivl Financial Position of~ 

Executive Counei1: Minutes. 

Haly P1ac~s Cammission~' 

Education. 

Visas for Russians: 

Activities of Dr. J. Magnes. 

Cost of Palestine to British Exchequer. 

Jewlsh Sett1ement. 

Supreme Mos1em Gouncil: Jarnel al Husseinï. 

Land Settlement (Amendment) ~Ordinance. -
Labour Conditions on Government Works, Par1iamentary Questions. 

Zionist Organisation:· Attitude of H.M. Representatives towards. 
Channel of Communications with H.M.G • .., 
Census of Workers and Industries. 

r . 
Immigration Office at Warsaw. 

Subsidiary Legislation 1930. 

Undesirables. 

Intelligence System in Palestine and Trans-Jordan. . , 

Hayeroft Commission 1921. 
--.J ~ 

Dep'utation ~rom Edinburgh Zionist Association to Dr. D. Shiels. 

, 
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77170 

77175 

77177 

Z7l 78 
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, 

Deportati~n of A. Blumengarten. 

Suspect Index. 

Annual Confidential Reports 1 Senior Officers. 

League of Nations: Minutes of 16th Ses;ion. 

77184 Deportations from Palestine to the Soviet Union. 

77189 -Zionist Dissentions. 

77192 Death of Lord Balfour. 

77193 

77199 

77201 

77207 

77Z11 

77212 

77220 

77227 

77228, 

77229 

77250 

77264 

77268 

77272 

77273 

77276 

77278 

./ 

Correspondence of Professor Frankfurter. 

Immigration and Travel Section: Reorganisation of Personnel. 

Activities of Dr. Jacob AlkoN in U.S.A. 

Land for Jewish Settlement. 

Future Policy: Appointment of Sir J., Hope Simpson, 
Parliamentary Questions. 

Future Policy: Appointment of Sir J. Hope Simpson, Mise. 
Correspondençe. 

Supreme Moslem Counei1: Salaries of Members, Constitution of. 

Annual Report for 1929. 

Aetivities of Abdul Kader Muzaffar. 

Ara~ and JeWiS} Population. Relations. 

Zionist Organi~tion M~mo. to the Permanent Mandates -Commission. 

Immigration: Mise. Correspondence. 

Police: Mr. Dowbiggin's Report. 

"6 War Office Documents: Retention by Miss Nemon. 

Foreign Labour. 

Immigrants from Russia. 

Permanent Mandates Commission: June 1930 Session. 
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77288 Mema. tram Vaad Leumi ta Permanent Mandates Commission. 

77306 • Boycott of British Tr~e by Jews, 

77317 

77322 
1< 

77329 

77349 

77353 

77361 

77363 

77365 

77366 

77397 ' ' 

77437 

77447 

77454 

Visit of Dr. Shiels to Palestine. 

British OfficiaIs in Palestine: Jewish Inflnence on. 

Ziopist Movement in U.S.A. 

System of Liaison be.tween Palestine and Trans-Jordan. 

Palestine Affairs Mise,' 

"Doar. Hayom" N~wspa.per. 

Relations wi th Russia. 

Report of Sir John Hope Simpson: Printing of. 

Zionist Organisation: Congress in Berlin of the. 

Actiyities of Subhi al Khadra and Newspaper "Al Jana al .. Arabia,1I 

Syrio-Palestine Committee. 

~ Visit of Chief of Air Staff, Air Chief Marshal Sir John Salmond, 
" 

Disturbancess Principles for P;evention and Suppression. 
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87011 
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~ 
87018 

~ 87019 

87020 

() 87021 

87022 

• 87027 

87031 

870)2 

87037 

87045 

/87050/3 

87050/7 
• 
870.56 

87057 

r' 

IR , 

, 

Unemployment Returns. ... :\" 

Crime Returns.· 
• 

Advisory Couneil: Minutes. 

Newspapers Published in Palestine. 

Situation Reports. 

Police Summaries. 

Palestine Press Summaries • 

Foreign Press. 

Zionist Or~isation Memo. on Policy. /: 

Conditions in Palestine. 

Zionist Movement in U.S.A. 

Emigration and Immigration: Returns. 

Future Policy. Pr~tesps, Resolutions, etc. 

Future Policy. Reconstftuted. Cabinet Oommittee • 

Land Law (Amendment) Bill. 

Unauthorised Military Organisations. 
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87064/1 Co-operative Societies:- Reports of C.F. Strickland and Messrs •• 
Johnson and.Crosbie. 

87069 
1 

87077 

87090 

87096 

Executive Council: Minutes; 

Education. 

Visas for Russians. ~ 

Mandate Administration and Article by Professor Toynbee. 

87113/1' Immigration - Miscellaneous Correspondence. 

87119 

8712Ô 

87125 

87128 

87143 

,87146 

87150 

87156 

87157/1 

87175 

87176 

87177 

87189 

$7195 

87207 

87229 

87236 

<) 

Communists Activities. 

Immigrants from Russia. 

Treasury Control as Affecting Palestine Staff. 

Deportation'to Poland of individuals who have lost Polish 
Na tionali ty. ' 

Subs~diary Legislation 1931. 

Undesirables. 

Disturbances: Safad Enquiry. 

Situation in Palestine. 

Perm~ent Mandates Commission. 20th Session. Jewish"Agency 
submi9sions to -

Suspect Index. 

Immigration Office at Warsaw. 

Annuàl .confidential Reports: - Senior Officers. 

Activities of Messrs. Rosenfeld, Sommer, Brofman, and Luchinsky. 

Grand Mufti: Acti vi ties Qf. 

Land for Jewish Settlement. 

Arab-Jewish Relations. 

Petitions. 
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872.51 

87282 

87284 

87285 

87307"" 

S'7-313 

87345 

87368 

87381 

87396, 

87405 

290 . , 
Jewish Press Interviews with Representatives of. 

Zionist Revisionists: 

Protection of Cultivators (Amendment) Ordinance. No. 3 of .1931. 

Cost of Palestine to British Exchequer. 

National League. 

Immigration and Travel Section: Reorganisation of. 

Disturbances: Principles for Prevention~~ Suppress~on. 
League of Na. tions: Permanent Mandate Commission 1 s Report. 

1 

Vacancy., Attorney General. • 

Financial Crisis: Economies to meet. 

Supreme Hoslem Council: Constitution of. 
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APPENDIX B 

1 

. i . 
COLONIAL OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE PERTAINING TO 

PALESrINE: CLOSED POLITICAL FILES 

lliQ 

7705b/I' futUre Policy: Represen~tions of J~wish Agency. Closed unti1' 
1981\. 

7705) 

771)5 

77214 

7726) 

77J2) 

Nil. 

Arab Delegation "to London. Closed until 20~1. 

Communist Acti~ties.' Closed unti1 20)!. 

Palestine Sub-Committee. Closed unt.il 1981. 
" 

Future Policy: Discussions wi th Mr. Rutenberg. Closed until 
20)1. 

Immigration and Land Development. Report of Sir John Hope 
Simpson. Closed until 20)1. 
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APPF.:mIX C 
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FOREIGN OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE PERTAININC TO PAI8lTIBB: 
A SELmON OF POLITICAL PAPERS UNAVAILABLE 

AT THE PUBLIC RECdRD OFFICE 

f 

FN}O/184/65 
E6J6!lPA/65 
E90l/l8l}/65 
FÀ099/l84/65 
E4100/184/65 
FM320/l84/65 

-El677/266/65 _ 
E2785/226/65 
E)446/226t65 

EJ84/JPA/65 
(entire file) 

F!#320/400/65 

E51?9/400/6:, 

E6l88/400j65 
E6200!400/65 
E6224!400/65 
E6287/400/65 

E6225/400/65 

• 

Palestine: Pe::rmânent Mandates ColUllÏssion. i7th, 
Extraordinary Sessi on. 

Zionist OrgalÙsation: H.H.G. 's Relations with. 

'. 
Pale~tine. United States Comment and. Cuttings~ 

Palestine (Policy of 'H.M.G.): Notes for British 
representative at forlhcoming session of Permanent 
Mandates Commission. , . 

Palestine (Policy of H.M.G.):. Balfour declaration: 
position vis-à-vis H.M.G."s Statement of new policy: 

... telegrams exchanged between General Smuts and Mr. 
~àmsay MacDonald. , <-

Pale~tine (Policy of H.~.G.): Arab anxiety regarding 
possible modifications in view of Jewish pressuré on 
H.M.G. ' 

Palestine (PollcYlof H.M.G.):. Cabinei Conclusions 
regarding formatibn of Cabinet Commi t'tee and functions 
of: H.M.G. 's invitation to Dr. VeiZJlaJlJl to aeet 
COIIIIIÜ. t tee • 
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E62SJ/400/65 
\ç' 

, 
E6J2J/400/65 
E646i/400/65 

E6J77/400j65 

R64J2/4üQ/65 
E6822/400/65 

E68JO/400!65 

E2504/427/65 
F2994/427/65 

EJIJ8/484/65 
FM24/484/65. 

~ 

---~ 
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, 1 0 ,~9J.~, , 
• u 

... .. r ~ 

Palestine (Policy of H.M.G.): Discussions on Palestine: 
eUorls of" l'tr. Ccctriogan to prevent P&nnanent trandates 

> Commission ,raising the whole '<ltlestion"~ 

Palestine (P91icy,of R.H.G.): Resolutions br variou~ 
Zionist. bodies in U. S. :' list and analysis of by 
Washington Enlœssy. 

" 

Palestine (Policy oÏ R.M:G.): Suspension ofO Jensh 
immigration •• Alléged protest,by PolishAnbassado~ in 
Lood~. . 

Palestine (Poliey of' H.ft.G.): HecolÇendations and 
conclusi~ns of League Couneil regarding adopt.ion of: ' 
measures by H.M.G. in c~ing out conditions of mandate 
:for Palestine. 

• 
. Pal~stiD.e j(Policy of H.M.G.): Menio. p~pared. Py the 

Lord M.~ocat-e in answer ta the Jewish case against t'he 
White Paper: revision of F.O. IlÛnutes (Hr. Handel)'. 

, . " 

Palestine (Poliey of H.M.G.): M. KacDonald: cIra..tt.. . ... 
letter t.o Dr. Veizmann. " 

~estine (Ara~Jewish Gonflict): 
delegation to U.K.: demands o:f: 
towards. 

Visi t of Arab
a~titude of H.M.G. 

Zionist organiSation: Protests etc. against suspension 
of Jewish imm:igra.t~on iD.~o Pales~ine: 'j procedure for 
dealing with resolutions by H.K. re:pre~entatives abroad. , , 
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E713/17/31 

El713/17/31 

E307/307/31 
(entire file) 

El8J4/1428/31 
ElIO 5/1428/31 
E5080/1428/31 

Ei590/1.543/31 

E48J4/1.543/31 

El205/1205/65 
(entire file) 

, , 

\ 

Palestine (Palicy of H.M.G.): Draft letter to i 

Dr. Weizmann: letter ,prepared by CrQWll Advocate: 
meeting of Cabinet Committee te discuss, - Public~tian. " 

r 
4Pales~ine (Palicy of H.M.G.): Haj Amin el Husseini. 
Visit ta ~gypt in connexion With proposed Islamic 

• conference and statement regarding situation in 
Palestine. 

Zionist Organisation. Zionist Organisation of America. 
Report on 34th annual ~onvention. 

Palestine. Palitical situation (palice summaries): 
Communist and Arab activities, etc. 0 

Mandates (Permanent Mandates Comm~ssion). Discussion 
of H.M.G. 's policy in Palestine: British,r~presèntatives'. 

---_/ 

Palestine: acts of brigan<4Lge and' measures to prevent. -

~llegations of Syro-Palestinian delegation that H.M.G. 
intends ta reverse policy"in favour of Jews if Jewlsh 
bankers in United stàtes support the pound s.terl1ng. . ~ 

Islam, Pan Islamic actlVity. 
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1. PRIMARY UNPUBLISHED SOURCES 

• 
The Public Record Office, L.ondon. 

o . 
,The Papers 'of Sir Join1 Chancellor, Rhodes Hou,::;e J.ibrar,r, Oxford ... 

. 
The Labour Party of Great Britain and NortheJ:1l.~!'el~ Transport 

House, London. 

II. PRlMARY - PUBLISHED SQ}!RCES 

(a) Parliamentary Papersl ' 

(b) 

Great Bri ta,in. Parliament!, Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 
5th sere ' 

Great Bri tain. Parliament. Parliamentary hebat~s (House of LOrds), • 
• 5th ser: ' 

Great, Bri tain. Parliament. Pa.rliam~ntan Papers (House of Commons). 
." M • . 

Great Britain. Parliament. Sesslonal Papers (Hquse of Commons). 

. " .. 
submit ed for the 

Miscellan ous No. J 
\ ' 

_ 0 

Mandates. Final Drafts ot the Mandates for Mesopotamia. ,and Palestine 
for the Approval of the Couneil of the 'League of Nations." 
Ornd. 1.500. London, .Aug~ist, 1921. . 

Correspondence with the 
Organisation. 

Mandate 

Miscellaneous No. 
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{tIr.ag. Treaty with Kin.g Feisâl. lO;th October, 1922. Cmd. 1757. 
London, 1922. 

League ,of Nations. Mandate for Palestine. Together with a Note by 
, the Secretary-General Relating ta i ts Application to the 

Terri tory Known -as Trans-Jordan under the Provisions of 
Article 25. Cmd. 1785. London, Dacember, 1922. 

Palestine. Papers Relating to the EiectiorB for the Pales.tine 
Legislative COUIlcil! 1923. Cmd. 1889. London, June, 192). 

"" .. , .... .. ~ .,,,,,,; 
Palestine. Pro osed Formation of an Axab enc. Carres ondence with 

1) the Higbl Commissioner for ,Palestine. Cmd. 1989. London, 19 • 

The Western\.or W~lin€t Wall in Jerusalem •. Memorandum' by the Secreta.:q 
of State for the Colonies. Cmd. 3229. London, November, 1928. 

Policy in 'Iraq. Memorandum by the Secretary~ of State for the 
Colonies. Cma. ;440. London, Novem~~~ 1929. 

l-' 
A eement Between His Ma 'est and the Amir of Trans-Jordan 

Jerusalem, Februa:r:y 20, 1928. Treaty Series No. 7 
~ Gmd. )488. ~ London, 1930. '" 

Report of the Commission on the Palestine Disturbanees of August. f929. 
'$)- Cmd. 3530. London, 1930. • 

Palestine. Statement with regard. to British poiier, , Cmd. 3582. London, 
1930. • . 

( 

:P~a~1~es~t~i~n~e~~R~e~o~~~~~~~~~La~n~d~S~e~t~t1=e?m~e~n~t~a~n~d~De~v~e~l~o~~e~n~by 
Sir ~ ~~. 36861 London, Octob~r, 19 ~~ 

Pale ine. Statement of Polie 's Government in the 
United Kinl?àom. Cmd. October, 1930. 

~ Treaty 

Treaty 

.' ~~ 
Pal~stine Royal Commission Report. Cmd. :J+79. London" July, 1937. 

Palestine Partition Commission Renart. Cmd 1::0 cl. L dOt ~ • JV,7f'. on on, c aber, 
1938. 
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His Ma jesty-' s High 

Miscellaneous No. 3 

Re OTt ider Certain Corres 
herif of necca in l 

1939. 

Palestine. 6019. London, May, 1939. 

(c) ·Great Bri tain., Colonial Office 
o 

Palestine. Report... on Palestine Administration, 1923. Coloniàlr-No. 5. 
London, 1924. 

Report by His Bri tannic Majesty' s Govemment on the Administration 
under Mandate of Palestine and Trans-Jordan for the year 1924. _ 
C'olonial No. 12. London, 19.25. 

Report by His Bri tanni'd Majesty' s Goverrunent to the Counci'J. of the 
League of Nations on the Administration of Palestine and 
Trans-Jordan for the Year 192.:2. Colonial No. 20., London, 
1926 • 

.. • Report ... for the year 1926. Colonial No. 26. Lbndon, 1927. . 

. '; .R.enort •.• for the year 1927. Colonial No,. 31. London, 1928.' 

Report by His Ma.iesty's Government in. the United Kingdom of Great 
Bri tain and Norfuern Ireland to- -the' Council of the Leggue of 
N'ations on the Administration of Palestine and Trans-Jordan 
for the year 1928. Colonial No. 40. London, 1929 • 

•• • Report •.• .for the year 1929. Colonial No. 47. London, 1930 . 

•• • Rep~rt ••• for the year 1930, Colonial No. 59. London, 1931. 

••. Report .•• for the year 1921. Colonial No. 75. London, 1932 • 

.. • Report •.• for the year 1932. Colonia1·~o. 82. London, 1933 • 

•• • Report ••• for the year 1933. Colonial No. 94. London, 1934 • 
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• •• Report ••• for the year 19~. Colonial No, 104. London, 193.5· 

• •• Ri:lport ••• for the year 1935. Colonial No. 112. London, 1936. 

• •• ReE0rt ••• for the year l2J8. Colonial Np. 166. London, 19-39. 

The Government pf Palestine 

Report • of a Gommi ttee on the Economie Condition of MEiculturalists in 
Palestine and the Fi,Bcal Measures of Govezjnment in Relation 
thereto. Jerusalem, 1930. 

Reports.on Agricultural Development and Land Settlement in Palestine 
by Lewis Frenc~. L6n~on, 1933; 

(e) The Jewish Agency 

Agricultural Development and Land Settlement in Palestine. 
Observations by the Jewish Mency on Mr. Lewis French' s 
Reports. London, 1933. 

The Deve10pment of the Jewish National Home in Palestine, Memorandum 
Submitted ta ,His Majesty' s Government by the Jewish Agency 
for Pales"!tine. London, May, 19)0. 

The Establishment in Palestine of the Jewish National-Home: 
Memorandum on th~ Devêlopment of the Jewish National Home, 
1222! Submitted ta the SecretaIT-General of the LeagUe of 
Nations for the Information of the Permanent Mandates 
Commission. London, June, 1930-." \. 

••. Memorandum on the Deve10pment of the Jewish hg.tional Home, 1930 ••• , 
London, June, ~3l • 

•• • Memorandum on the Development of the Jewish' National Home, 1931. •. , 
London. June, 1932. 

~ 

\, 

Memorandum on the "Re art of the Commission on the Pales ine 
Disturbances of August. 1929," by Leonard. J. Ste '~', London, 
May, 1930. ' - , ' S 

- " 
The Palestine White Paper of Oct-ober, 19]0. Memorandum by Leonard J. 

Stein. London, November, 1930. 

} . 

,. 



" 1 

o 

\ 
Newspapers and Periodicals 

The Manchester guardian. 
. -

New Judea, London. s 

The New York Times. 

The Times, London. 
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l ' 

The press cutting collection of the Labour Party 'of Great Britain 
an4 Northern Ireland • 

.-. (g) Reference 

The folloldng represent reference works that wek most freq~entlY 
consul ted l '-

Great Br! tain ~ The British ImBerial Calendar and Ci vil Service List. 
London. 

____ ' Dominions Office and Colonial Office. List. London. 

Foreign Office. ~. London. 

India Office. Tbe Indian Year Book. Bombay, India.. 

Who' s Who. London 

Who Was '.Who. London. 
, , 

(h) Miscellaneous' 

! 
J 

International Commission on the W'ailing Wall. Report of the Commission è 

appointed by His Ma,iestyl s Government in the United Kingdom 
0:( Great Britain and NorlAern Ireland. with the Approval of 
the Council of the League of Nations. te de termine the rights 
and claims' of Moslems and Jews in connaction l'li th the Westerh 
or Wailing Wall at J~rusalem. H.M.S,O •. 58.9096.0.0. London, 
December, 1930. 

Joint Pa~estlne Survey CommisStion. Report. Lon~on, June 18, 1928. 

Reports of the Experts Submitted to the Joint Palestine 
Su.;rvey Commission. Boston, 1928.· . 

The Labour Pa.rty of Great Britain and Norlhern lreland. 1 Labour and 
the Nation. London, n.d. [192aJ. 
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Report of the Thirtieth Annual Conference. ~ondon, 1930. 
1 

of Nations. Permanent Mandates Commission. Minutes of the 
S§.venteen'th (Extraordinary) Sessi'on he1d at Geneva frpm 
June )rd. to 21st, 1930, dnc1uding the Report of the 
Commission to the CounciL nd Comments b the Mandato 
Power. Official No. C.35 .M.147.1930.VI. Geneva, 1930. - { 

,~ ... ~ 4- ..... , ( 

Commission to Council. 
Geneva, 1931. 

III. SECONDARY SOURCES, BOOKS AND ARTICLES 

Abdullah. Memoirs. London, 195). 

Allen, RichardJ Imperialism and Nationa1ism 'in the Fertile Crescent. 
Sources and Prospects of the Arab-Israeli Confliet. New 
York" 1974. 

Amery, L,S. The Forward 'iew. London, 1935. 

MI Political Life. VoL): The Unforgiving Years, 1929-
1940. 'London, 1955. 

Antonius, George. The Arab Awakening. lst Paperback Edition. New 
York, 1965. 

Bentwich, Norman. The Colonial Problem and the Federal Solution. 
.. London, 1941. 

Fulfilment in tle Promised Land 1917-1937. London, 1938. 

" 'My 77 Year~\ Philadelphia, 1961. 
\ 

Bowman, ,Humphrey. Middl~East Window. 

Broadhurst, Joseph F. FreJ Vine Street 

London, 1942. 

t& Jerusa1em. London, 1936. 

Brcdetsky, Dr •• Selig. MemoiI;s. London, 1960. 
, 
Carlton, David. MacDonald versus Henderson. The Foreign Policy of 

the Second Labour Government. London, 1970. 

Cohen, Aharon. Israel and the Arab Wor1d. Lon~on, 1970. 

Cohen, Israel. A Jewish Pil@mage. The Autobiography of Israel 
Cohen. London, 1956. / 
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Cole, G.D'.H. ~A Histon of the Labour Party from 1214. London, 1948 • 
. 

Cole, Margaret, ed. Beatrice Webb's Diaries, 1924-1932. London, 1956. 

____ , ed. The Webb's and their Work. London, 1949. 

ConneU, Jol;m. The "Office": A Study of British Foreign Policy and 
its Makers, 1919-19.51. London, 1958. 

Cross, Colin. The FaU of the British Empire 1918-1968. 1st American 
Edition. New York, 1969. 

Duff, Douglas V. Bailing with a Teaspoon. London, 1953. 

____ .r~·May the Winds Blow. London, 1948. 

Srlord for Hire. London, 1934. 

Esco Foundation for Palestine, Inc. Palestine: A Study of Jewish, 
Arab, and British Policies. 2 vols •. New Haven, 1947. 

'. . 
Furse, Major Sir Ralph. Aucuparius. Recollections of a Recruiting 

Officer. London, 1962 • 
. 

Gregory, Robert G. "Sidney Webb and East Africa; Labour's Experiment 
wi th the Doctrine of Na ti ve Paramountcy." Uni versi ty of 
California Publications in History, Vol. 72. -Berkeley and 
Los Angeles, 1962. 

Hall, Hessel Duncan. Mandates, Dependencies, and Trusteeship. 
Washington, 1948. 

Halpern, Ben. The Idea of the Jewish State. 2nd Edition. 
Massachusetts, 1969. 

Hamilton, Mary Agnes. Arthur Henderson. London, 1938. 

Hancock, W.K. Smuts. Vol. 2: The Fields of Force 1919-1950. 
Cambridge, 1968. 

tif-
Hanna, Paul L. British Policy in Palestine. Washington, 1942. 

Herzberg, Arthur. The Zionist Idea. 
York, 1966 • 

1st Paperback Edition. 1 New . . 

lIeusser, Robert. Yeste_y's Rulera. LOndon11963. 

Hurewitz, J.C. Diplomacy in the Nearand Mi~dle East. Vol. 2: 
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The Struggle for Palestine. New York, 1950. 
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19.56. 
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( ... 

Washington, 1948. 
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England and the Middle East. London, 1956. 
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_t 
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\ 

Lee, John Michael. Colonial Development and Good Government. Oxford, 
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