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BRITAIN IN PALESTINE, 1838-
1882: THE ROOTS OF THE
BALFOUR POLICY

ALEXANDER SCHOLCH

In order to understand what happened in Palestine in the early twentieth
century, and more specifically how the Palestine conflict was imposed on the
Near East (for this conflict did not arise in the region itself but was planted
there from the outside), we must delve into the foundations of European
policy in the “Holy Land.” These foundations were laid in the nineteenth
century.

Writing history can easily turn into a historiography of success—the story,
that is, of successful movements. In these cases the history of the “clever” is
dealt with more intensively than usual, and success takes on an appearance
of inevitability.

Yet up to the end of World War I, the exclusive control of the “Holy
Land”—as Palestine was called until the establishment of the British Man-
date—by a single European power seemed unthinkable. From the opening
of the “Holy Land” to Europe’s political and religious-cultural penetration
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during the Egyptian domination of Syria and Palestine from 1831 to 1840,
the European powers—and chiefly England, Russia, France, and Prussia
(Germany)—all endeavored to build up and expand their presence in Pales-
tine. This they did particularly through religious-cultural means, including
the “protection” of religious minorities. Toward this end, each energetically
supported the philanthropical, cultural, and missionary activities of its own
citizens.

European interests in nineteenth-century Palestine can be discussed on
two levels: on the level of politics among the European governments, and on
the level of the nongovernmental and social aspirations, trends, and move-
ments in the context of which nineteenth-century European policy on Pales-
tine developed. Among the latter must be counted both the notion of a
“Peaceful Crusade,” which was widespread on the continent, and traditional
Christian and Jewish interests in Palestine, especially the English chiliastic
concept of the “restoration of the Jews.” Demands for European coloniza-
tion of Palestine, often connected with the aforementioned trends, were tied
to efforts of European Jews even before the rise of Zionism.

A study of European interests in Palestine would thus show that the Zion-
ist movement represented only one of many European movements during the
nineteenth century that were dedicated to the “‘reclamation” and colonization
of Palestine. The Zionist movement did not appear in its institutional form
until relatively late in the game. Moreover, until British mandatory domina-
tion was established, it was by no means certain that the Zionist movement
would triumph over rival aspirations.! The fact that it did triumph was not
the result of the skill of Zionism’s representatives or the magnanimity of indi-
vidual British politicians. Rather, it was the consequence of the constellation
of World War I powers and a partial convergence of interests of British impe-
rialism and the Zionist movement. The English “Gentile Zionists” of the
nineteenth century, the forerunners of the non-Jewish supporters of Zionism,
had carried out the ideological advance work for this convergence.

The point of departure for all these developments was the opening of the
“Holy Land” to Europe’s political and religious-cultural penetration, which
began during the period from the end of the 1830s to the Crimean War. In
1831, Muhammad ‘Ali, ruler of Egypt, sent his army, commanded by his son
Ibrahim, against his sovereign, the sultan in Constantinople. He conquered
the entire geographical region of Syria, which included Palestine. To secure
the goodwill of the European powers, especially England, in the face of his
expansionist policies, Muhammad ‘Ali did two things. First, he eliminated
all forms of open discrimination against the members of non-Muslim reli-
gious communities in the areas he had conquered. As subjects of the new
ruler, these people had the same rights as the majority and even became to
some degree privileged. Second, he facilitated political and religious-cultural
penetration by the Europeans by permitting them to open consulates in the
interior, and to expand and institutionalize religious missionary activities.
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The most important event in Palestine in this connection was the estab-
lishment of a British consulate in Jerusalem in 1838. Because the Ottomans
had to continue with Muhammad ‘Ali’s policy even after the Egyptians were
expelled in 1840, Jerusalem witnessed the entrance of still other European
consuls? and religious dignitaries. As a result, the European public’s interest
in the “Holy Land” markedly increased. Thus, Palestine fell into that whirl-
pool of opposing European interests: the Great Powers’ “Eastern question”
of the nineteenth century. Once the “Holy Land” had come into view, inor-
dinate desires were awakened, plans were devised, and visions were given
free reign. None of these, however, was politically feasible, despite the fact
that the sultan would not have been able to drive the Egyptians out of Syria
and Palestine without European (primarily British and Austrian) help.

Given that European intervention was undertaken for the sake of main-
taining the integrity of the Ottoman Empire (Britain’s Middle Eastern policy
in particular held the conservation of the empire’s core as an urgent goal),
there could be no question of partitioning Ottoman territories. The prob-
lem—the nineteenth century’s “Eastern question”—was how much of the
Ottoman Empire had to be preserved, and in what form, in order to protect
the interests of the European powers. Since European penetration could not
take the form of territorial control, then, it could only be a matter of influ-
ence. One of the most important vehicles through which the European pow-
ers tried to exercise their influence was the “protection” of non-Muslim
minorities in the Ottoman Empire.

The Establishment of the English Presence and European
Cultural-Religious Penetration

In England’s view, Russia and France had taken the lead in the race to
gain influence by means of “protecting” minorities. The former was the
traditional “‘protecting power” of the Orthodox Christians, while the latter
held the same position for Catholic Christians, both in Palestine and in the
Middle East generally. It was high time that this lead was narrowed. But as
heads of Europe’s Protestant powers, England and Prussia first had to find
(or, more exactly, create) their own protégés: Jews and Protestants. They
recognized that, just to set foot in Palestine and exercise any right to be in-
volved, they would to some extent have to contest the “natural” strong points
of Russia and France. This resulted in the appointment of a British consul
for Jerusalem in 1838. At the outset, he was supposed to form a counter-
weight to the feared expansion of Russian influence.> Thus the first step in a
systematic European penetration of Palestine was made in the context of Eu-
ropean rivalries concerning the ‘“Eastern question.” This rivalry continued to
be the most important factor in the period under consideration.

But Protestantism still had no institutional base in the “Holy Land” from
which it could compete with the religious institutions of the Orthodox and
the Catholics. This base was created with the establishment of an Anglo-
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Prussian Episcopal See in Jerusalem in 1841, and the building of a Protestant
“cathedral””: Christ Church, dedicated in 1849.* The installation of a Protes-
tant bishop resulted from the activities of British missionary societies (pri-
marily the Church Missionary Society, founded in 1799, and the London
Society for Promoting Christianity amongst the Jews, founded in 1809),” as
well as from the political interests of the British government and the Prussian
church policies carried out under Friedrich Wilhelm 1V.

In England, the idea of a Protestant episcopate in Palestine was not new; it
had been especially promoted by the influential Earl of Shaftesbury. Hence,
an understanding with Prussia quickly materialized, particularly since the
Anglican church had greater influence. The bishops would be appointed
alternately by the English and Prussian crowns, but would always be or-
dained by the archbishop of Canterbury. Both Prussia and England would
contribute equal shares for their support.

The choice of the first bishop—the converted Jew, Michael Solomon Alex-
ander®—was influenced by the goal of creating a nucleus around which a
Protestant community could crystallize. Another determining factor was the
“restoration of the Jews,” the conversion of the Jews, which was supposed to
receive its decisive impulse from Jerusalem.” Before the appointment of a
consul, the missionaries of the London Society for Promoting Christianity
amongst the Jews had been the most important British representatives in the
“Holy Land.” The chief task of Bishop Alexander was therefore supposed to
be the conversion of Jews; he still had to create a Protestant congregation out
of converted Jews. It was also the representative of the above-niamed London
Society who, without the permission of the authorities, had already begun—
in 1839—to build a Protestant church. It was not until 1845 that the sultan’s
Sfirman conclusively granted approval for this. Christ Church was finally dedi-
cated in 1849.

The rate of conversion of the Jews was, to be sure, minimal; their resist-
ance seemed insurmountable. For this reason Alexander’s successor, Samuel
Gobat®—who in accordance with the turn-taking agreement was appointed
by Prussia and sent to Jerusalem in 1849—set this original goal aside. He
directed his missionary zeal primarily toward the native Orthodox Christians.
In conjunction with this shift in the political line and the proselytizing activi-
ties of the episcopate, the Jews of Palestine were placed under the amplified
political protection of England.® Young, the first British consul, had been
directed in 1839 to attend to the general protection of the Jews as an impor-
tant part of his official duties, and when his successor, Finn, entered govern-
ment service there in the spring of 1846, he also was enjoined to carry out
this task. He was supposed to take all Jews under his wing, whether they
were British subjects or not. Young wrote in an 1839 report that two groups
would doubtless demand a strong voice in the future concerns of Palestine:
the first were the Jews, to whom God had originally given ownership of this
land; and the second were the Protestant Christians, their legitimate succes-
sors. Great Britain would be the natural protector of both groups, which
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henceforth would form a common front to realize their aspirations for
Palestine.'®

In 1850, the Protestants were recognized as an official religious community
in the Ottoman Empire, and thus a secure basis for the exercise of this pro-
tecting function was in place. A Protestant episcopacy had been founded in
cooperation with Prussia, Jerusalem had an evangelical “cathedral,” and
England had assumed the protection of all the Jews in Palestine (especially
those who desired it). All the hopes and strivings of a political nature that
turned on this, however, were doomed to remain the stuff of dreams.

Throughout Europe, projects and demands for “taking possession” or con-
trolling Palestine surfaced during the “Eastern crises” of the 1830s and the
beginning of the 1840s, especially in connection with the European powers’
support of the sultan during the expulsion of the Egyptians from Syria. In
1841, for example, a call was issued from English missionary circles not to
waste this golden opportunity offered by the retreat of the Egyptians, when
the fate of the territories belonging to the ““‘disorganized empire of the Turks”
would be decided. The circular demanded that Europe ask the Porte to unify
Palestine with Christendom so that it could be transformed into an in-
dependent, self-governing, Christian territory under the auspices of the
Christian sovereigns’ of Europe and Asia. A sovereign should be installed
who would be agreeable to all the Christian nations and whose kingly au-
thority they would fully recognize. The sultan would doubtless agree to this,
the circular added, since this Christian kingdom would be a protective barrier
against the expansionist efforts of the ruler of Egypt.'!

This “opportunity” slipped by unexploited. And while European politics
in the Near East acquired a new quality at the beginning of the 1850s through
the forced economic penetration of the country, cultural-religious penetration
of the “Holy Land” continued to be more important in European policies
there. Certainly, the cultural-religious zeal, which accelerated after 1856, was
amalgamated with political claims and demands for a “reconquest,” that is,
colonization. These aspects of the thinking on the future of the “Holy Land”
carried even more weight at the end of the 1870s and the beginning of the
1880s, after Europe had intervened in the region directly and after the
Schwabian Templars had succeeded in maintaining for some time their colo-
nization enterprise (established in 1868). Territorial claims were asserted
and hypothetical spheres of interest were marked off. But as long as the
existence of the Ottoman Empire was not fundamentally called into question
by the Great Powers, demands of this kind could not be realized, neither in
the phase after the Crimean War, nor in the years after the British occupation
of Egypt in 1882.

Thus, even when England’s policy toward the Ottoman Empire changed in
the late nineteenth century, England had to rest content with its role as a
special protecting power for the Protestants and the Jews and with the pro-
motion of its trade. Likewise, France had to be satisfied with the energetic
promotion of Catholic interests in Jerusalem, within the framework of its
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claim to a religious protectorate over all Catholics in the Middle East and
within the context of its Syria policy. Russia, whose primary interest was
focused on Constantinople and the straits, pursued its policy, more defensive
than assertive, of preserving the Orthodox presence and resources in Pales-
tine. Finally, Germany limited itself to forging commercial links and to
building up its presence through Christian charitable works: even the “Ger-
man settlements” in the “Holy Land” were not allowed to endanger the de-
velopment of ties with Constantinople, especially after the 1880s.'> Indeed,
in a certain sense the German Empire even took over England’s position as
the principal guardian of the integrity of the Ottoman Empire. This constel-
lation was only broken by the Zionist movement, which sought one of the
Great Powers as a partner, and by the possibilities that World War I opened
up in this regard.

It was thus that from the outbreak of the Crimean War up until World
War 1, the Western European consuls in Palestine had been instructed to
discontinue anything at their posts that might harm efforts to “‘regenerate”
the Ottoman Empire and undermine its integrity. But at the same time, the
European powers were loudly and frequently calling for a *“‘Peaceful Cru-
sade,” this “effective takeover of the Holy Land.” The large Mediterranean
shipping companies now called at the Palestinian ports regularly and brought
crowds of pilgrims and travellers into the country. During the holiday sea-
sons there seemed to be more pilgrims crowding the streets of Jerusalem than
there were residents in the city. Religious and biblical-archaeological interest
in the “Holy Land” was supported by national associations that had confes-
sional, scientific, and political orientations and, in some cases, publishing
houses. Missionaries, pilgrims, and “Palestine explorers” produced a mass
of literature that could not be overlooked. In the second half of the nine-
teenth century, Europeans could get more detailed information about Pales-
tine than they could get about any other non-European area. The European
public was more convinced that they had “rights of ownership” in Palestine
than in any other non-European territory.

In the climate in which Europe’s Palestine politics developed, the nongov-
ernmental efforts, movements, and demands functioned both as a stimulus
and as ideological legitimization. Only to a limited extent were these aspira-
tions in Palestine “peaceful.” Indeed, during the “Eastern crisis” of the
nineteenth century, they often turned into aggressive demands for European
occupation and rule of Palestine.

“The Restoration of the Jews”

It was in the 1840s that England’s “Gentile Zionists” broke into everyday
politics with their notion of the “‘restoration of the Jews”; such notions were
worked out at the level of foreign policy. In 1840 Palmerston, under the
influence of Lord Shaftesbury, tried to win the sultan over to the idea of a
“return” of the Jews, arguing that they should be encouraged to settle in
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Palestine. On the one hand, the sultan and the empire would profit from the
riches that “a great number of wealthy capitalists” would give to Palestine.
On the other hand, the Jews there would form a barrier against any future
ambitions of Muhammad ‘Ali. During the 1840s many British journalists,
clerics, politicians, colonial officials, and officers were more direct: they de-
manded, in one form or another, Jewish colonies or even a Jewish state
under British protection, to fulfill the goal of the “restoration of the Jews”
and to protect British strategic and commercial interests in the region.'?
Equally pressing demands for direct occupation or control of Palestine by
England were made later on, first during the crisis years around 1880, and
then during World War 1.

The chiliastic concept of the “restoration of the Jews” was rooted in Brit-
ain’s intellectual history. Developed by Anglican messianism and evangel-
ism, the doctrine had already been completely worked out by the beginning
of the nineteenth century;'* hardly a single new thought was added to it in
the voluminous literature during the following hundred years. According to
this doctrine, the fulfillment of the prophecies about the Last Day was indi-
visibly linked to the return of the Jews to the land of their fathers, to which
they had an inalienable right. Their physical and religious ‘‘restoration”—
that is, the end of their diaspora, their gathering in Palestine, and their ac-
ceptance of the Christian gospel—was conceived of as an essential compo-
nent of the divine plan for human redemption and as a prerequisite for the
advent of the Kingdom of Christ. The question often was raised of whether
the conversion of the Jews must take place before their restoration or whether
it could only occur in Palestine.

Interpretations of the “signs of the times”—which proclaimed the “resto-
ration” and with it the advent of the Last Days—Iled again and again to “cor-
rectable errors.” In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, evidence of a
collapse of papal and Islamic power (i.e., Ottoman power) was interpreted as
such a sign. Of necessity, one’s conclusion about which nation or ruler
would be singled out to be the tool of divine providence and take charge of
the “restoration” varied depending on the power constellation. When Napo-
leon landed in Egypt and then even marched toward Palestine (1789-99), he
appeared to have been chosen to carry out God’s will. But in subsequent
years the true doctrine sorted itself out from such errors more clearly in the
eyes of its champions; they saw that this role had gone to England.

These notions had a broader impact when they were reinforced by the
evangelical revivalist movement of the nineteenth century. Every “Eastern
crisis”—at the end of the eighteenth century and beginning of the nineteenth
century; at the end of the 1830s and the beginning of the 1840s; during the
Crimean War, and at the end of the 1870s and the beginning of the 1880s—
triggered a wave of these kinds of chiliastic sermons, pamphlets, books,
projects, and political demands. The conclusions that people drew from such
“fundamental knowledge” varied with each crisis; in other words, they were
tailored to suit the realities and exigencies of day-to-day politics.
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““Britons rejoice!” said a pamphlet during the Crimean War. “It will fall to
you to lead the long dispersed members of the neglected race of Judah back
to their beautiful land and, by planting in their homeland a colony (whose
bond to its protector cannot be doubted) put another obstacle in the path of
the menacing intruder [i.e., Russial.” That the conversion of the Jews to
Christianity represented a truth that had already been predicted, under divine
inspiration, by the prophets was self-evident and hardly had to be empha-
sized again. But the conversion need not take place before the return to the
“Holy Land.”**

One author who lived in Palestine during those years was less enthusiastic.
Where is the statesman, he asked skeptically, who could bring about the
rebirth of the Jewish nation, the establishment of a “regenerated kingdom,
supported by Christian swords and scepters against the now rightful posses-
sors of an inheritance once so hallowed; supported, indeed, against itself,
while the impurities which caused its destruction remain unchanged. . .”?
He consoled himself, however, with the thought that this would occur
through “an open manifestation of creative power at the decreed time.”'°

The Ottoman bankruptcy of 1875 and the year-long crisis that resulted
from it brought forth still more “signs of the times.” *“All Christians . . .
should rejoice at the decline of the Ottoman Empire,” preached Hoare, ‘‘be-
cause the ruin of the Muslims is the hope of the Jews, and the return of the
Jews will be the blissful herald of the triumphant advent of the glorious king-
dom of Jerusalem.” Palestine would be freed from the blight of Turkish mis-
government and ‘“‘its lawful owners, the descendants of Abraham, the nation
to whom God gave it, will thus become a country once again in which milk
and honey flow.”!” But . . . it would be a very poor blessing to [the children
of] Israel if they were restored to their home, but not brought back to God.”*®
The conversion would not happen, however, until after the return.

James Neil, who had lived in Palestine from 1871 to 1874, confirmed that
the “signs of the times” did indeed point to the impending “‘restoration.” He
cited in particular the growth of the Jewish population of the country result-
ing from the increasing number of “‘returning” Jews. But at the same time he
also warned against short-term expectations, especially since the papacy and
the Greek church had settled in Palestine on a massive scale and would not
give ground so quickly.'®

Naturally, the doctrine of the “restoration of the Jews” did not become a
general conviction for the population of Great Britain. But the authoritative
assertion that Palestine was truly the God-given home of the Jews, to which
they sooner or later would return, gained wide currency. In this restricted
sense the idea of the “restoration” became a commonplace bit of knowledge.
Like a self-evident fact that one mentioned only to confirm, it permeated the
English literature on Palestine in the second half of the nineteenth century.*
In association with the “Peaceful Crusade” that was being preached on the
continent, appeals were even made for a crusade that would pave the way for
the Jews.
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“[1f persuasive eloquence was my particular gift,” wrote Walker after a
sojourn in Palestine, ‘I would preach throughout Christendom a new cru-
sade—of the plough and the pruning-hook—for the obliteration from the
sacred soil of Palestine of every trace of the grass-destroying hoof-prints of
the Moslum spoiler.” These “miserable, ignorant, half-wild Arabs, with their
dirty villages and wretched hovels” cannot be the “fit successors and rightful
heirs of the millions of intelligent, refined, highly-civilised, and well-gov-
erned subjects whom David and Solomon ruled over in the days of Israel’s
glory”! If one were to preach a violent crusade to rescue Palestine from the
unbelievers, one would hope that it would be possible to get better results
than those produced by the holy war of the Middle Ages. But those times
were gone, and one could no longer have recourse to these means, since . . .
it has become a recognised duty of powerful and prosperous nations to inter-
fere for the protection of oppressed peoples, and the better ordering of ill-
governed lands”—both by diplomatic means and through “extra-diplomatic
pressure.” More than that would not be necessary in the case of Palestine—
nothing more than what the public opinion of the Christian world would
sanction. Only the Jews had a legitimate right to Palestine, however; who-
ever created order there would have to do this in order to ‘“‘prepare it for the
re-occupancy of its rightful owners.” The task of the “organizing power”
would be fulfilled as soon as the Jews were ready, as a nation, to take over
their country themselves. Until then one could only prepare them for the
responsibilities of an independent national existence.>* Reflections of this
kind were radically formulated; the link between the Crusade motif and the
concept of “restoration” was not an everyday, commonplace thing. But in
light of the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate, one cannot dismiss them as
absurdities.

Toward the end of the 1870s the idea of “restoration” was joined even
more strongly with imperialist tendencies and was linked with all kinds of
projects.>> Edward Cazalet, the British industrialist, called for the establish-
ment of a British protectorate over Palestine in 1878-79, with the goal of
leading the Jews back to Palestine and creating a lasting bond between the
country and England.”*> Charles Warren, one of the well-known activists of
the Palestine Exploration Fund, in the face of the Ottoman bankruptcy pro-
posed that the “Holy Land” be placed under the supervision of a company—
modelled after the East India Company—for twenty years. The company
would guarantee to pay the government in Constantinople a sum equivalent
to the current tax income of Palestine and would pay the government’s credi-
tors a portion of the interest that was due. The company’s task would be to
settle Jews in the country, step by step, so that Palestine would ultimately
come under their ownership and control. Certainly the question might arise
of what would happen to the Arabs of Palestine. Warren said, I ask in turn:
Who are the Arabs?” This was his entire contribution to the solution of this
problem.**
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Conder, the popular director of the Survey of Western Palestine, knew of
something, at least, that could be done with the inhabitants of the country.
In his view, no one was better suited to take charge of the regeneration of
Palestine and instruct its present population in the discipline of agriculture
than its rightful owners, the Jews, who were energetic, industrious, and tact-
ful by nature. To be sure, the native peasants were “‘terribly ignorant, fanatic,
and above all inveterate liars” but they also had qualities “‘that, if developed,
would make a useful population out of them. . .”—useful, that is, for the
owners of the country.?

Once stripped of its chiliastic wrappings, the doctrine of the inalienable
right of the Jews to Palestine, their restoration, and the role that Britain
thereby acquired, became a commonplace in the English literature on Pales-
tine. It was an essential component of the British understanding of Palestine.
Increasingly, the image of the conversion of the Jews to Christianity was lost.
At the onset of World War I the doctrine was still effective in this form. The
fascination of the concept in its secularized form, as it were, was mixed with
the political considerations of war and the imperial strategy that gave birth to
the Balfour Declaration in 1917. When Balfour expressed his conviction in
1919 that Zionism was “of far profounder import than the desires and
prejudices of the 700,000 Arabs who now inhabit the ancient land [Pales-
tine],”2° he was doubtless expressing the innermost thoughts of the majority
of the English population. The goal of the “restoration of the Jews” had
imperceptibly been equated with the goals of Zionism; in the context of
imperialist policy, the “restorationists” identified themselves with the
Zionists.”’

Colonization Projects

A number of suggestions and plans for a colonization of the “Holy Land”
were mentioned in connection with the religious-political strivings and aspi-
rations for Palestine endemic in the nineteenth century. The call for Euro-
pean colonization became especially loud after the middle of the 1860s. It
was consolidated in the form of more or less realistic projects and practical
endeavors.”® The “need” for colonization in order to “improve the country”
became a fundamental element in the European understanding of Palestine.

Anyone who is in some measure familiar with matters as they are, and who
devotes any thought to the question of how this country may be helped
once again, quickly comes to the conclusion that it is only through the
culture brought by the Christian world that this will happen and that a
substantial immigration from Christian, civilized lands is required in order
to prepare the way for new and better conditions.
This is how Schick formulated the issue in 1881.%° To the extent that the
Arab inhabitants of the country were paid any notice at all, the role assigned
to them was by no means enviable.

“It is very much to be desired,” the Heilige Land explained to its readers,

“that many foreign colonists settle there. The famous fertility of the oasis of
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Jericho, the plains of Saron [sic] and Esdrelon [sic], and many other places in
Palestine, once under the hands of industrious and intelligent colonists . . .
would once again gladden the eye and the heart of the pilgrim and would
richly reward the colonists for their labor.”?° It would be an easy thing to set
up European settlements; the fellahin (peasants) would gladly sell their land
to Europeans and in return would expect “‘bread and protection” from them.
The colonists could then make use of the “natives” as agricultural workers.>*
Despite the unencouraging experiences of individual families and groups, the
Heilige Land’s writers would not give up the idea of “stimulating interest in
colonization in Palestine”; they especially hoped for “Catholic colonies.”
They recognized that the settlements of the Templars, which so far were the
only known success, were ‘“‘an indirect tool of providence, a social factor, and
a means of mutual stimulus which was very much needed, especially in
Palestine.”*?

Henry Dunant, the founder of the Red Cross, called for the founding of an
International Society for the Renewal of the Orient in 1866. Its primary goal
would be the mass colonization of Palestine under the protectorate of Napo-
leon I11. The undertaking would nevertheless have an international character
and would lead to the neutralization of Palestine. As part of the project,
particular thought would be devoted to settlement by Jews, a task which the
Jewish financial magnates of Europe should assume. Perhaps the French
emperor could later think about whether to take over the ultimate sovereignty
of ““a small Hebrew state” in Palestine which, although under European pro-
tection, would be dependent on France. The Jews could carry on the civiliz-
ing mission of France and England in Asia. The most important outcome of
the European colonization of Palestine would be the liberation of the “Holy
Land” from the yoke of the Turks, the peaceful termination of the rule of
Islam.?> These ideas, and the international society that would arise from
them, preoccupied the Europeans who were interested in Palestine until the
mid-1870s; however, no tangible results were achieved.*

A specifically Catholic colonization project, brought to life in 1876 in
France in which the well-known architect and writer about Palestine, Pie-
rotti, received the blessing of Pope Pius IX, was also no great success. The
goal of the project was to establish Catholic colonies in the “Holy Land” and
promote Catholic pilgrimages.*®

Shortly before the founding of the first Templar colony near Haifa, the
Viennese geographer Kuhlmann,?® who previously had spent two years ex-
ploring the terrain in the Middle East, urged the Teutonic colonization of
Palestine on the basis of a chauvinistic, racist sense of Teutonic mission,
which viewed the entire Middle East as its field of action. His project was no
more distinguished by a seductive logic than that of Dunant. On the one
hand, Kuhlmann depicted for his readers a Palestine that was to a great ex-
tent empty of people. On the other hand, he warned that the immigrants
could not establish themselves one by one, but must be settled “always in
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large bands with at least a thousand men able to bear arms,” so that they
could hold their own against the Muslim population.?”

In Zionist literature, it is especially the colonization project of Oliphant, a
Scottish diplomat, political activist, and (Christian) mystic, that is described
as “proto-Zionist.”*® On the eve of the first wave of Jewish immigration, and
with the support of the British government, Oliphant was pursuing the plan
for a Jewish colony in the Balga’, on the other side of the Jordan; however,
his endeavors ran afoul of Constantinople.>®

It was not true that, when pursuing such proposals, the colonization en-
thusiasts simply did not perceive the problem of the existence of a native
population. Whereas Kuhlmann proposed a military solution, plain and
simple, Oliphant wanted these elements of the Transjordanian population
who did not give up a nomadic way of life to be put in reservations, like the
Indians of North America. As far as the sedentary agriculturalists were con-
cerned, they would “make a valuable labor force which could be employed
by immigrant capitalists.”*® He also clearly revealed his mindset when he
reported that, with regard to the fertile Hula plains, he wished to imitate the
example of the men of Dan: in earlier times, they had driven out the peas-
ants living there. One had to do this in a “modern way,” however; a joint
stock company could be founded, the owners of the land could be compen-
sated and retained as laborers, and a profitable business in the Hula region
could be set up.*!

Conder, too, believed that one could make use of the native population
and wrn them into “hewers of wood and drawers of water.”** In 1872 his
colleague Tyrwhitt Drake, of the Palestine Exploration Fund, wrote bluntly:

I can only say that it would be a most splendid thing if the [Ottoman]
government could overcome its aversion to selling land to foreigners. With
the right guarantees, a great portion of this land [Palestine] would find a
favorable market, and then the peasants now there would either be cleared
away or transformed into useful members of society, while the increased
income of the Turkish government would be very considerable.*?

In comparison with this, the conclusion reached in 1882 by the director of
the Templar Society, Hoffmann, could actually be described as refreshing:
“The Arabs certainly cannot be driven out, for they are the overwhelming
majority and the rightful owners of the land. What is more, they are not
defenseless; the militarily well-organized force of the Turks would be able to
frustrate any act of violence against the indigenous inhabitants.” For Euro-
pean colonists the protection of a European power would be indispensable.**

In general, however, the potential colonists were not overly concerned
about the indigenous population. Either they fell back on platitudes of an
unpopulated Palestine or they offered simple, ready-made solutions. Thus,
there was an overarching continuity in thinking, extending from the concep-
tions of individual propagandists who promoted the ‘“‘restoration of the Jews”
in the 1840s, to the colonization enthusiasts of various derivations in the last
third of the nineteenth century, and up to the Zionist conceptions of the
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twentieth century. In 1845, Mitford (a “restorationist’”) had the idea that
room could be made for Jewish immigrants by resettling the Muslim popula-
tion in Asia Minor.*> And in 1918 Ballod still believed that, “The least of
our difficulties would be the Arab fellahin. They . .. would gladly leave Pales-
tine if they were offered better conditions somewhere else, for example, in
northern Syria or Babylonia, if it were restored through broad-scale cultural
activities.*®

But of the many colonization projects and enterprises, only two had any
success: the settlements of Templars since 1868 and those of Jewish immi-
grants since 1882. The Templars, a pietistic sect from Wiirttemberg, had set
for themselves the goal of “bringing together the people of God” in Jerusa-
lem. They had declared their basic principles in a proclamation of 1861:
“The mind of the German nation should be directed toward the building of
the [T]lemple in Jerusalem and the occupation of Palestine . . . we must strive
to create a central German authority that pursues this goal.”*” They believed
that the “people of God” (in other words, they themselves) had an inviolable
right to occupy the “Holy Land.” The way to realize their goal was emigra-
tion to Palestine. After lengthy difficulties in getting started, the Schwabian
“people of God” founded four settlements between 1868 and 1873, and three
more were added in the years 1902-1907. The masses of people who were
expected to transform the “Holy Land” failed to appear, however. The
number of Templars settled in Palestine never exceeded a maximum of 2,200
souls.*®

The imperial German government had never elevated settlement activities
to the level of policy, however. For this reason it showed relative caution
with regard to the German colonists. It seemed that the Templars, constantly
quarreling with the local authorities and even going so far as to evade paying
taxes, were an extraordinarily disruptive element for German-Ottoman rela-
tions.*® The Porte naturally had fundamental misgivings. Despite the law of
1867, which conceded to foreigners the right to acquire real estate in the
Ottoman Empire, the Porte opposed the granting of property titles to the
Templars for a long time, fearing that they would make themselves in-
dependent of the national authorities—as the German representative of the
foreign office in Constantinople reported. For the same reason, Keller, the
German consular agent in Haifa, was initially refused recognition; it was
feared that he would become a kind of governor of a small German state.*®
Therefore the Templars were not viewed by the imperial government as an
important bridgehead in the Middle East, nor were they sheltered and pro-
moted accordingly, as they had hoped, especially after their original religious
zeal had flagged. It was more important for the construction of a German
position in Palestine to promote German Protestant and Catholic institutions
and create a “German-Jewish” clientele. This last factor played a significant
role, especially after the 1870s.>! As far as the “protection” of the Jews was
concerned, England had grown into a serious rival of the German Empire.
Thus the historical role of the Templars was reduced to having proved to
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their successful competitors and heirs, the Jewish settlers, that European col-
onization in Palestine could actually succeed. The Jewish settlers tried to
learn from the experience of the Templars.

On the eve of the first wave of Jewish immigration (the first aliya) only
24,000 Jews were living in Palestine. The great majority of them lived in the
“holy cities” of Jerusalem, Safad, Tiberias, and Hebron (although Hebron
had only a relatively small Jewish community). The many-faceted European
aspirations concerning the “Holy Land” and increasing contact with and
knowledge of Palestine gave new impetus to the Jewish Colonization Associ-
ation, and promoted the interest of European Jews in Palestine and in the
situation of the Jews living there—the “old Yishuv.”

Parallel to the Christian colonization projects, there were also Jewish en-
terprises of this kind. For example, in 1860 a Dr. Lorje founded a “‘Coloniza-
tions Union for Palestine” in Frankfurt on the Oder which was well-received
by the Austrian consul general in Jerusalem. Its immediate goal was to found
“a large Jewish agricultural colony in Palestine” while its long-term goal was
the “restoration of the Jewish state.”>* Philanthropists such as the English-
man Sir Moses Montefiore or organizations such as the Alliance Israélite
Universelle supported improvement of the living conditions of their coreli-
gionists in “‘Eretz Israel,” especially by creating incentives for industrial and
agricultural production activities. This led to the first major attempts by Jews
to settle on newly acquired land in Palestine. The Alliance Israélite Univer-
selle established a school for agricultural economics in Jaffa (Mikveh Israel)
in 1870, and in 1878 Jews from Jerusalem founded the first agricultural set-
tlement (Petach Tikva); it was abandoned in 1881.%3

All these were precursors, however, and it was only after 1882 that actual
Jewish colonization began, a colonization that ultimately was to change the
face of Palestine.

NOTES
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19. Neil, pp. 8-11, 36ff., 41, 73-77, 109.

20. For a description of the parallel millenarianism in
the United States, the Protestant evangelical revivalist
movement, and its relationship to Palestine, see Levine.
21. Walker, pp. 39, 255-76, 283-85, 293ff.

22. See Hyamson, British Projects, pp. 22-36; Sharif, p.
133.

23. See Hyamson, British Projects, pp. 33ff.; Kobler, p.
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42. Conder, “The Present Condition of Palestine,” pp.
8ff.; see also Conder, Tent Work, 11, pp. 327ft.

43. Quoted in SWP, Samana, p. 256.

44. Die Warte, 11 May 1882.

45. See Kobler, p. 77.

46. Ballod, p. 30.

47. Quoted in Brugger, p. 39.

48. Concerning the Templars, see especially Carmel,
Die  Siedlungen; see also Paulus; Brugger; Seibt;
Imberger.

49. The documents about the continuous disputes over
taxes and tributes fill volumes in the archives of the
German consulate in Jerusalem; see ISA-DK],
AXIL1S, wvol. 1; AXXILla4, AXXILld,
AXXIL1e. Bd. 1; A.XXIL10.a; A.XXXVL1,, in particu-
lar. This might also be a reason why Miinchhausen, the
consul for Jerusalem, had nothing good to say about the
Templars. He wrote to Keller in Haifa on 2 May 1879
that the needy colony would receive no support from
the foreign office. The emigrants had harmed the Ger-
man state by depriving it of property and productive
forces; therefore they could expect no help. Miinchhau-
sen suggested that the Templars be resettled in Cyprus,
where they could cultivate vineyards under English pro-
tection! (ISA-DKJ, A.XXXI.7.) He had already written
brusquely to Murad in Jaffa on 27 July 1874, saying
that allowing the Templar community to become a state
within a state could not be tolerated. (ISA-DKJ,
A XXXVL1)

50. AA-1.A.B.q. (Turkey), p. 126 (Pera, 29 November
1877); on the real estate question, see also the Acts of
AA-Konst., GEN.76.K.18.d.

51. See Eliav, Die jJuden Paldstinas, Eliav, ‘“‘German
Interests.”

52. A dossier for this can be found in HHSTA-Archiv
Jer., Fasc. 46 (1862/3).

53. See Chouraqui, pp. 357-63, 451-56, 494{f.; Mar-
galith, pp. 42-45.



54

JOURNAL OF PALESTINE STUDIES

REFERENCES

List of Abbreviations

AA = Politisches Archiv des Auswirtigen
Amtes, Bonn [Archives of the German
Foreign Office, Bonn]

HHSTA = Haus-, Hof- und Staatsarchiv, Wien
{Austrian State Archives, Vienna]

HL = Das Heilige Land [The Holy Land]

ISA = Israel State Archives, Jerusalem

OMO = Oisterreichische Monatsschrift fiir den Orient
{Austrian Monthly Magazine for the
Orient]

PRO = Public Record Office, London

SWP = The Survey of Western Palestine

Unpublished Sources

Israel State Archives, Jerusalem
DK] = Files of the German Consulate, Jerusalem.
BCJ = Archives of the British Consulate in
Jerusalem.

Public Record Office, London
F.O. 78 = Foreign Office, Series 78 (1853-1883).
F.O. 195 = Foreign Office, Series 195 (1856-
1882).

Archiv Jer.,, Fasc. = Consular Archives, Jerusalem,
Political and Administrative Files, fascicles 38-62:
correspondences 1856-1882; fascicle 127: eco-
nomic files.

Archiv Konst., Konsulatsberichte = Inter-nunciature
Archives, Constantinople, third consular reports
and instructions, older series 1861-1880, recent se-
ries, Beirut, 1880-1894, and Jerusalem 1881-1896.

[.A B.q(Turkey) 108 = Correspondence with the dele-
gation in Constantinople, and with other embassies
and foreign cabinets about the internal situation
and conditions of Turkey, 16 volumes (1874-
1878).

Konst., GEN.76.K.18.d. = Embassy files, Constanti-
nople: The Wiirttembergian colony-Hoffmanian in
Palestine (Templar communities in Jaffa, Haifa,
and Jerusalem) 1868-1880.

Official Publications and Document Editions

Eliav, Mordechai, ed., Die Juden Paldstinas in der Deut-
schen Politik. Dokumente aus dem Archiv des deut-
schen Konsulats in Jerusalem, 1842-1914. Tel Aviv,
1973.

Hyamson, Albert M., ed., The British Consulate in Jerusa-
lem in Relation to the Jews of Palestine 1838-1914, 2
vols. London, 1939-1941.

Periodicals

Die Warte (The Observation Point} (Organ of the Tem-
plars, until 1877 “‘Stiddeutsche Warte” [South Ger-
man Observation Point], later “Die Warte des
Tempels” [The Observation Point of the Templel;
all quotations are from the following collection of
Warte articles: Alex Carmel (ed.). Paldstina-Chronik
1853 bis 1882. Ulm, 1978.)

Manuscripts

Ballod, Carl. Paldstina als jiidisches Ansiedlungsgebiet.
Berlin, 1918.

Brugger, Hans. Die duetschen Siedlungen in Paldstina.
Bern, 1908.

Carmel, Alex. Die Siedlungen der wiirttembergischen
Templer in Paldstina 1868-1918. Stuttgart, 1973.

——. Geschichte Haifas in der tirkischen Zeit 1516-1918.
Wiesbaden, 1975.

“Die deutsche Paldstina-Politik 1871-1914.”
Jahrbuch des Institutes fiir Deutsche Geschichte, Tel
Aviv, 1V (1975).

——. Christen als Pioniere im Heiligen Land. Basel,
1981.

Chouraqui, André. L'Alliance Israélite Universelle et la
renaissance Juive contemp (1860-1960). Paris,
1965.

Circular of a Project for the Erection of Palestine into an
Independent State. St. Antony’s College, Oxford, Pri-
vate Papers Collection, DS 125.

Conder, Claude Reignier. Tent Work in Palestine, 2 vols.
London, 1878.

——. “The Present Condition of Palestine,” Palestine

Exploration Fund Quarterly Supplement, 1879.

Corey, Muriel W. From Rabbi to Bishop. The Biography
of the Right Reverend Michael Solomon Alexander,
Bishop in Jerusalem. London, n.d.

“Der Ackerbau in Paldstina,” HL XVI (1872).

Dunant, Henry. Société Internationale Universelle pour la
Rénovation de I'Orient, only copy, confidential draft,
1866 (to be found in the Bibliothéque Nationale in
Paris).

Dupuis, Hanmer L. The Holy Places: a Narrative of Two
Years® Residence in Jerusalem and Palestine, 2 vols.
London, 1856.



BRITAIN IN PALESTINE, 1838-1882

Eliav, Mordechai. “German Interests and the Jewish
Community in Nineteenth-Century Palestine,” in
Moshe Ma'oz, ed., Studies on Palestine during the Ot-
toman Period. Jerusalem, 1975.

The Final Exodus; or, the Restoration to Palestine of the
Lost Tribes, the Result of the Present Crisis; with a De-
scription of the Battle of Armageddon, and the Downfall
of Russia, as Deduced Wholly from Prophecy. London,
1854.

Greaves, RW. “The Jerusalem Bishopric, 1841, Eng-
lish Historical Review LX1V (1949).

Hajjar, Joseph. L’Europe et les Destinées du Proche-Orient
(1815-1848). No publisher, 1970.

——. Le Vatican—La France et le Catholicisme Oniental
(1878-1914). Paris, 1979.

Hammad, Hairi. “Filastin mundu ziyarat Montefiore
1849 hatta harakat at-tahrir al-filastiniya 1965.”
At-Talia (May 1965).

Hammer, Karl. Weltmission and Koloniali Munich,

1978.

Hanselmann, Siegfried. Deutsche Evangelische Palds-
tinamission. Erlangen, 1971.

Henderson, Philip. The Life of Laurence Oliphant, Trav-
eller, Diplomat and Mystic. London, 1956.

Hertzberg, Hans Wilhelm. Jerusalem—Geschichte einer
Gemeinde. Kassel, 1965.

Hoare, E. Rome, Turkey, and Jerusalem. London, 1876.
———. Palestine and Russia. London, 1877.

Hyamson, Albert M. British Projects for the Restoration of
the Jews. Leeds, 1917.

Imberger, Karl. Die deutschen landwirtschaftlichen
Kolonien in Paldstina. Ohringen, 1938.

Israel Pocket Library. Immigration and Settlement. Jeru-
salem, 1973.

Kobler, Franz. The Vision Was There. A History of the
British Movement for the Restoration of the Jews to Pal-
estine. London, 1956.

Levine, Samuel H. Changing Concepts of Palestine in
American Literature to 1867. Ph.D. thesis, New
York University. New York, 1953.

Mahafiza, ‘Ali. Al-alagat al-almaniya—al-filastiniya
1841-1945. Beirut, 1981.

Margalith, Israel. Le Baron Edmond de Rothschild et la
Colonisation Juive en Palestine 1882-1899. Paris,
1957.

55

Neil, James. Palestine Re-Peopled; or Scattered Israel’s
Gathering. London, 1877.

Oliphant, Laurence. The Land of Gilead with Excursion in
the Lebanon. Edinburgh and London, 1880.

——. Haifa or Life in the Holy Land 1882-1885. Jerusa-
lem, 1976 (reprint).

Paldstina als Ziel und Boden germanischer Auswanderung
und Kolonisation, mit Ricksicht auf eine germanische
Kolonisation des Orients im Allgemeinen. Pest, Vi-
enna, Leipzig, 1868.

Paulus, Christoph. “Die Tempelcolonien in Paldstina.”
Zeitschrift des Deutschen Paldstinia-Vereins [Review of
the German Palestine Association] VI (1883).

Roi, ]J.F.A. de le. Die evangelische Christenheit und die
Juden unter dem Geischtspunkte der Mission geschich-
tlich betrachtet, 3 vols. Karlsruhe/Leipzig/Berlin,
1884-1892.

Roth, Erwin. PreuPens Gloria im Heiligen Land. Mu-
nich, 1973.

Schick, C. “Studien iiber Colonisirung der Heiligen
Landes.” OMO 7 (1881).

—— “Zur Colonisations-Frage in Palistina.” OMO 8
(1882).

——. “Der gegenwirtige Stand der Colonisationsver-

suche in Paldstina.” OMO 9 (1883).

Schmidt-Clausen, Kurt. Vorweggenommene Einheit. Dir
Gnindung des Bistums Jerusalem im jahre 1841. Ber-
lin 1965.

Seibt, Hans. Moderne Kolonisation in Paldstina, 2 parts.
Stuttgart, 1933.

Sharif, Regina. *“Christians for Zion, 1600-1919.” jour-
nal of Palestine Studies 5, nos. 3-4 (1976).

Sidebotham, Herbert. England and Palestine. Essays to-
wards the Restoration of the jJewish State. London,
1918.

Sinno, Abdel-Raouf. Deutsche Interessen in Syrien und
Paldstina 1841-1898. Berlin, 1982.

The Survey of Western Palestine, 6 vols. Jerusalem, 1970
(reprint of the volumes on Galilee, Samaria, Ju-
daea, Jerusalem, and General Index, London 1881-
1888).

The Survey of Western Palestine, Special Papers. London,
1881.

Sykes, Christopher. Kreuzwege nach Isracl. Munich,
1967.



56

Tibawi, A.L. British Interests in Palestine, 1800-1901: A
Study of Religious and FEducational Enterprise.
London, 1961.

Vereté, Mayir. “Why Was a British Consulate Estab-
lished in Jerusalem?" English Historical Review
LXXXV (1970).

——. "The Restoration of the Jews in English Protes-
tant Thought 1790-1840." Middle Eastern Studies 8,
no. 1 (1972).

“A Plan for the Internationalization of Jerusa-
lem, 1840-1841." Asian and African Studies 12, no.
1 (1978).

Montefiore. Translation of a Letter Addressed by Sir Moses
Montefiore . . . to the Jewish Congregations in the Holy

JOURNAL OF PALESTINE STUDIES

Land, on the Promotion of Agriculture and Other In-
dustrial Pursuits in that Country, and of the Replies Re-
ceived Thereto. London, 1874.

——. An Open Letter Addressed to Sir Moses Montefiore
... Together with a Narrative of a Forty Day’s Sojourn
in the Holy Land. London, 1875.

Walker, B. The Future of Palestine as a Problem of Inter-
national Policy and in Connection with the Require-
ments of Christianity and the Expectation of the Jews.
London, 1881.

Warren, Charles. The Land of Promise; or, Turkey’s
Guarantee. London, 1875.

~——. Underground Jerusalem. London, 1876.



	Contents
	p. [39]
	p. 40
	p. 41
	p. 42
	p. 43
	p. 44
	p. 45
	p. 46
	p. 47
	p. 48
	p. 49
	p. 50
	p. 51
	p. 52
	p. 53
	p. 54
	p. 55
	p. 56

	Issue Table of Contents
	Journal of Palestine Studies, Vol. 22, No. 1 (Autumn, 1992) pp. 1-207
	Volume Information [pp. ]
	Front Matter [pp. ]
	The Palestinians in the Peace Process: The Risks and the Opportunities [pp. 5-17]
	Acknowledging the Other's Nationhood: How to Create a Momentum for the Israeli-Palestinian Negotiations [pp. 18-38]
	Britain in Palestine, 1838-1882: The Roots of the Balfour Policy [pp. 39-56]
	Interview
	Reflections on the Peace Process: An Interview with Haydar 'Abd Al-Shafi [pp. 57-69]
	Reflections on the Peace Process: An Interview with Nabil Shaath [pp. 70-77]

	Special Report
	Life under Occupation in the Golan Heights [pp. 78-93]

	Letter from Jerusalem
	Rabin and Jerusalem: Judge and Adversary? [pp. 94-99]

	West Bank and Gaza Strip: Report
	Current Developments and the Peace Process [pp. 100-107]

	Recent Books
	Jewish Neighborhoods in Jerusalem [pp. 108-109]
	Palestine to 1948 [pp. 109-111]
	The Village and the Intifada [pp. 111-112]
	The Price of Success [pp. 113-114]
	Collection of Verse [pp. 114-115]
	False Bridges over the Jordan [pp. 115-117]
	Dilemmas of Arab Christianity [pp. 117-119]
	Compact History [pp. 119-121]
	Dogs and Tails [pp. 121-123]
	The Lobby on the Lobby [pp. 123-124]

	Shorter Notices [pp. 124-126]
	Documents and Source Material [pp. 127-169]
	Chronology: 16 May-15 August 1992 [pp. 170-190]
	Bibliography of Periodical Literature [pp. 191-207]
	Back Matter [pp. ]



