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Abstract

This thesis thoroughly examines British colonial and foreign policy in the Middle East between
1914 and 1935, exploring the complex interaction of political, economic, and strategic interests
that influenced Britain's actions in the region. The study examines the growth of British
imperialism and economic competition in the Middle East during the late 19" century, starting
with the Industrial Revolution which drove Britain's search for new colonies and strategic
resources. Germany's rise as a dominant force in Europe heightened British concerns, particularly
regarding its economic interests in the Ottoman Empire. This led to significant developments, such
as the initiation of the Berlin-Baghdad Railway project and the exploration of oil in Abadan. British
participation in the Middle East during the Great War and its aftermath was characterised by
strategic necessities, economic interests, and diplomatic tactics. The dissolution of the Ottoman
Empire created both favourable circumstances and difficulties as Britain endeavoured to assert its
supremacy in the area amidst rival ambitions from Germany, Russia, and France. Significant
historical events, including the Gallipoli Campaign, the Mesopotamia Campaign, and the Sykes-
Picot Agreement, influenced British policies and territorial aspirations, as well as the development

of the Jewish question during the war period.

After the war, British policymakers encountered the intricacies of executing their goals while
manoeuvring through regional dynamics. The process involved various treaties, notably the Paris
Peace Conference, the Treaty of Sévres of 1920, the San Remo Conference 1920, the Cairo
Conference of 1921, and the Treaty of Lausanne of 1923. The establishment of mandates,
negotiations with France, and the signing of the Anglo-Iraqgi Treaty of 1922 demonstrated Britain's
efforts to consolidate its influence in Palestine and Mesopotamia. These actions aimed to balance
local aspirations for self-governance. The thesis also analyses significant events such as the Mosul
dispute and the development of infrastructure projects like Haifa Harbour and the Baghdad-Haifa
Oil Pipeline, emphasising the interconnected relationship between economic and imperial interests
in the Middle East. One can gain valuable insights into British policy during this crucial period by
utilising various primary sources, including war cabinet papers, archival documents, and
secondary literature. This study enhances our understanding of the extent of British engagement

in the Middle East and the enduring consequences it has had on the region's geopolitical dynamics.



Keywords: Middle East; Britain; Economic Interest; Ottoman Empire; Baghdad-
Haifa Oil Pipeline.
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Chapter One

1. Introduction:
1.1. Title Definition:

The thesis titled "The Place of the Middle East in British Colonial and Foreign Policy, 1914-1935:
Irag and Palestine as a Case Study™ designates a particular era in British history that was marked
by important changes in geopolitics, aspirations for colonialism, and approaches to foreign policy
in the Middle East. This timeline, which runs from the outbreak of the Great War in 1914 to the
middle of the 1930s, includes significant occurrences and advancements that shaped British

relations and activities in the Middle East.

1.2.  Background and Significance:

As the British Empire expanded in the second half of the 19™" century, strengthening the industrial
economy, and searching for new colonies, became potential subjects of British foreign policy. The
Industrial Revolution was the transition from an agricultural to an industrial economy. The process
began in Britain in the 18" century and quickly spread around the world. Inventions relied on
newly harnessed means of using electricity, steel, and petroleum. Experts typically date the Second
Industrial Revolution from 1870 to 1914. Throughout the first industrial revolution, there was a
tremendous amount of feedback from technology to science. This was analytical by refocusing
scientific thought in the light of advanced technologies.! Volker Berghahn, in Europe in the Era
of Two World Wars, argued that, from 1895 to 1914, the world economy entered a boom period
that, with a few short recessions, lasted until just before the Great War. For example, in Britain the
leading industrial country, annual iron production reached 6.5 million tonnes in the early 1870s.
The German Empire's yearly output had expanded almost twice by 1913. In many aspects, it was
a continuation of the first industrial revolution. After 1870, the extensive use of steel in ship

construction allowed for the construction of larger ships.?

1 Joel Mokyr and Robert H Strotz, ‘The Second Industrial Revolution, 1870-1914°, Storia Dell’economia Mondiale
21945, no. 1 (1998), p. 1.

2 Volker R Berghahn, Europe in the Era of Two World Wars: From Militarism and Genocide to Civil Society, 1900-
1950 (Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2008), pp. 8-9.

1



Llewellyn and Thompson, in ‘Imperialism as a Cause of World War I’ proposed that Britain's
chief concern was to preserve her overseas empire and overseas trade by maintaining a large navy.
After the 1870s, European nations began acquiring colonies in Asia, Africa, and the Pacific.
Between 1895 and 1905, imperialistic expansion reached its climax. The British Empire included
India, Canada, Australia, Burma, South Africa, New Zealand, Egypt, and other parts of Africa.’
Likewise, Neuburger and Stokes, in ‘The Anglo-German Trade Rivalry, 1887-1913’, mentioned
that, from 1870, monopoly capitalism demanded markets, raw materials, and cheap labour.
Capitalism pursued colonialism to satisfy its demands. By 1900, European states had claimed
nearly 90 percent of African territory.* The historians Wolfson and Laver, in their book, Years of
Change: European History, 1890-1990, illustrated that 'Splendid isolation' defined Britain's policy
of diplomatic isolation. All of the Great Powers' armies became larger and greater. The arm race
went on in a vicious circle, particularly after the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913. The Anglo-German

arm race was one of the most essential causes of the Great War.°

Woodhouse’s Britain and the Middle East shows that the new imperialism was an extension of the
European continent's thirst for security and power in an era marked by militant nationalism and
severe international conflicts. After Britain lost its North American colonies due to the
independence of the United States (1783), making India its most important colony. Moreover, in
the late 19" century, Great Britain gave more attention to the Middle East to secure the crucial
route to access the Eastern Ocean and Indian markets. This trend was further amplified by the
opening of the Suez Canal in 1869, which significantly shortened the distance between Europe and
India by about. The emergence of Germany as a strong European power after the unification of
1871 and its commercial and political incursions into the Middle East have heightened British
anxiety about its economic interests in the Ottoman Empire. Furthermore, there is no doubt that
protecting British interests in the Suez Canal was critical to the British Empire's ability to safeguard
its approaches to India. As a route from Western Europe to India, geography dictated a decision

between two primary choices. One route took them by water around the Cape of Good Hope in

3 Jennifer Llewellyn and Steve Thompson, “Imperialism as a Cause of World War 1,” alphahistory.com, 2020,
https://alphahistory.com/worldwarl/imperialism/#The_scramble_for_Africa.

* Hugh Neuburger and Houston H Stokes, ‘The Anglo-German Trade Rivalry, 1887-1913: A Counterfactual
Outcome and Its Implications’, Social Science History 3, no. 2 (1979): p. 187.

® Robert Wolfson and John Laver, Years of Change: European History, 1890-1990 (Hodder & Stoughton, 2001), pp.
165-167.



South Africa. The second option, which was significantly shorter, was to go across the Middle

East by land and water.®

With regard to the Berlin-Baghdad Railway project, Louay Bahri’s work, Baghdad Railway: Study
on the Evolution and Diplomacy of the Berlin-Baghdad Railway Case until 1914, pointed out that,
in the second half of the nineteenth century, the German economy massively increased, and
productivity reached a high level. This economic advancement prompted Germany to seek new
land for its products. Germany decided that the Middle East was the best place for them, and within
a short period of time, German political and economic influence had increased in the area, posing
a threat to British interests in the region. The Baghdad project was a good example of German
influence in the Ottoman Empire. Britain was not the only European country to oppose or express
concern about the increase in German influence in Turkey. France and Russia also expressed

concern and fear about the German expansion in the Ottoman Empire.’

At the beginning of the twentieth century, Mesopotamia’s strategic importance reached a great
degree because of the discovery of oil in Masjid-i-Suleiman in Khuzistan province in Persia, just before
the outbreak of the Great War. The increasing British interest in Mesopotamia prompted British
policy to consider Mesopotamia as a vital area for British political and economic activities. An
example of which is that, in 1892, Lord Curzon, the British Parliament Member (1886-1898),
explained the importance of Iraq by saying, "Baghdad is located within the ports of the Gulf and
must fall within the undisputed British sovereignty."® During his position as a Vicory of India
(1899-1905), Curzon emphasised this importance again in 1911 when he said: "It is a mistake to
suppose that our political interests are confined to the Gulf, for it is not so, nor is it confined to the
area between Basra and Baghdad but extends north to Baghdad itself."® In order to show that this
area was important, the British military started making plans for controlling southern Mesopotamia
before the Great War even started.’® Moreover, the murder of Archduke Franz Ferdinand of

5 Christopher Montague Woodhouse, “Britain and the Middle East,” Pakistan Horizon 62, no. 1 (2009): pp. 90-92.
7 Louay Bahri, Baghdad Railway: Study on the Evolution and Diplomacy of the Berlin-Baghdad Railway Case until
1914 (Baghdad: Baghdad University Press, 1967), https://books.google.hu/books?id=a_4DzgEACAAJ. p.6.
[Translated from Arabic].

& Enas Abdullah, The Modren History of Iraq 1258-1918, 1st ed. (Baghdad: Adnan Press, 1918), https://www.noor-
book.com/dl-xe - (gaau-ali)-1918-1258-Cwaall- Gl jall-g i-iS-pdf. p.581. [Translated from Arabic].

? Ibid.

10 Enas Abdullah, The Modren History of Iraq 1258-1918, 1st ed. (Baghdad: Adnan Press, 1918), https://www.noor-
book.com/dl-ye - (gaaus-li)-1918-1258-Cuaall- Gl jall-g Ji-iS-pdf. p.581. [Translated from Arabic].
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Austria-Hungary was the direct cause of the Great War. Germany declared war on Russia, Serbia’s
ally, on August 1, 1914. Germany then invaded neutral Belgium on August 3, declaring war on
France. On August 4, Britain declared war on Germany.'* During the Great War, all the British
attempts at maintaining a friendly relationship with the Ottoman Empire failed. On the other hand,
Germany was successful in taking the Ottomans to their side. Due to Britain's location in the
Persian Gulf, it seemed inevitable that the country would be required to take part in whatever plans

were devised for the Ottoman Empire's subsequent existence.?

Furthermore, according to Williamson Murray, the primary focus of Britain was to maintain its
commercial interests in the Suez Canal, Dardanelles, Alexandretta, the Persian Gulf, and
Mesopotamia. Britain was worried about the Ottoman participation in the war because this would
put it on the enemy side of the war. Russian aggression towards British interests in Persia prompted
Britain to pay more attention to Persia.’® Besides, John V. Basarin emphasises that oil firing was
widely accepted by senior naval officers due to its many benefits over coal. Admiral Sir Winston
Churchill convinced the British government to purchase shares in the Anglo-Persian Oil Company.
Moreover, Alexandretta, now known as Iskenderun, is strategically located on the Mediterranean
coast of modern-day Turkey. During the early 20th century, this port city was critical for
maintaining British geopolitical and economic interests in the region. Here’s how the presence of
Alexandretta in the Mediterranean Sea ensured the safety of Britain's oil interests in the Persian
Gulf and its land route to the Mediterranean in many aspects such as it is strategic location, military
presence and protection for navy in particular and supplying military operation in the region.** For
such purposes, the British Government’s primary focus was securing the area located within a
triangle line of commercial interests. The line can be drawn from the Persian Gulf to the north at

Mosul Vilayet, to the west at the Mediterranean Sea, and then to the Persian Gulf. To obtain this

1 F. J. Moberly, History of the Great War: Based on Official Documents. The Campaign in Mesopotamia, 1914-
1918. Volume I, 2nd ed. (London: Qatar Digital Archive, 1924), p.75,
https://ia800200.us.archive.org/13/items/campaigninmesopo02mobe/campaigninmesopo02mobe.pdf; George
Peabody Gooch and Harold William Vazeille Temperley, British Documents on the Origins of the War 1898-1914,
1st ed., vol. 6 (London: HM Stationery Office London, 1926). P.75.

12 Gooch and Temperley, British Documents on the Origins of the War 1898-1914.

13 Williamson Murray, James Lacey, and Jim Lacey, The Making of Peace: Rulers, States, and The Aftermath of
War (Cambridge University Press, 2009), p. 241.

14 John V. Basarin, “Oil: The Underlying Reason for Gallipoli,” Australian Institute of International Affairs,
accessed December 14, 2022, https://www.internationalaffairs.org.au/australianoutlook/oil-the-underlying-reason-
for-gallipoli/; CAB 24/1, “G12 Alexandretta and Mesopotamia, Kitchener, 16 March 1915.” (Kitchener, 1915).
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strategy, the British Ambassador to Constantinople, Sir Louis Mallet (1913-1914), argued in
favour of cooperation with an Arab movement led by friendly chiefs such as Ibn Saud and the
Sheikh of Kuwait. This would give Britain control over Mesopotamia, known for its enormous
grain-producing areas and lucrative oil fields, without any trouble at all. Concerns included
disruption to Persian oil supplies, protection of the British position in the Persian Gulf, and the

possibility of a rise in India.®

Thus, once Great Britian entered the war, the British forces attacked the Ottoman troops in the
Basra vilayet south of Iraq in the so called the Mesopotamian campaign. The most notable
challenge of this was the siege of Kut Al-Amara.® Besides, Kappelmann pointed out that the
Mesopotamia campaign and the Gallipoli campaign had witnessed some terrible moments of
British military action. The British had suffered some difficulties in his campaign, an example of
which was the siege of Kut Al-Amara in 1915. From December 1915 to April 1916, the 61" Division
was besieged by Ottoman troops before ultimately surrendering. Consequently, thousands of
British and Indian forces were marched into prison and subjected to horrendous mistreatment and
hunger. A third died because of illness, hunger, and brutal treatment.*’

Furthermore, for the purpose of reinforcing the eastern front of the war, the first Lord of the
Admiralty Winston Churchill (1911-1915) devised a strategy for the Gallipoli Campaign in
September 1914 to defend British soldiers stationed in the Middle East as well as to control the
sea passage from Europe to Russia. It seemed like Churchill planned to use the largest navy of the
day to force his way through the Straits of the Dardanelles and seize Istanbul, the capital of the
Ottoman Empire, to connect with Russia, which was the stated official reason. It may have released
some of the strain on Russia, an ally of Britain. Additionally, it may have allowed supplies to reach
Russia across the Black Sea, thereby ending Turkey's participation in the conflict.*® According to
Basarin, the Gallipoli Campaign was an unsuccessful attempt by the Allies to take control of the

Dardanelles Strait. The assault failed to make any headway into Istanbul, the Ottoman Empire's

15 Title File 3136/1914 Pt 1 “German War. Situation in Turkish Arabia & Persian Gulf”: ADM 137/6. Telegram No.
692 from Sir L. Mallet (Constantinople), 4 September 1914.°, 1914, pp. 261-262.

16 Major Michael Andrew Kappelmann, Parallel Campaigns: The British in Mesopotamia, 1914-1920 and the
United States in Irag, 2003-2004 (Pickle Partners Publishing, 2014), p. 30.

17 Kappelmann, Parallel Campaigns: The British in Mesopotamia, 1914-1920 and the United States in Irag, 2003-
2004.

18 Basarin, “Oil: The Underlying Reason for Gallipoli.”



capital. After nine months of fighting many people died from both sides, it ended with no decisive
victory for the Allies. It was from this sense of national pride that Anzac Day originally

originated.*®

In the south-west of the Ottoman land the British policymakers were successful in gaining local
support from Arabs against Turks. After obtaining the support of Britain in a series of letters known
as the Letters between Sharif Hussein-McMahon, Hussein led the Arab revolution against the
Ottoman rule during the Great War. In June 1916, the Arab revolt against Germany's ally the
Ottoman Empire began, a revolution that the British worked hard to encourage. In October 1916,
Sharif Hussein proclaimed himself the "King of Arabia," although the Allies officially recognized
him only as King of Hijaz.?° Furthermore, the British leadership recognized the significance of
Palestine before, during, and after the Great War. They understood the strategic importance of
securing the Suez Canal from any Ottoman raids, as it was vital for maintaining control over their
imperial trade routes and ensuring communication lines with their colonies in Asia and Africa.
Thus, Britain was eager to establish a strong foothold in the Arab provinces after the fall of the
Ottoman Empire. Britain widely accepted Palestine's strategic importance as a buffer zone for the
Suez Canal. The establishment of the context led to the construction of Haifa Harbour after the

war.?

During the Great War, some controversial debate happened between the two major powers in the
region, Great Britain, and his ally France, regarding the division of the Middle East for their future
economic ambitions. The most well-known agreement that solved the misunderstanding between
them was the Sykes-Picot Agreement of 1916 between Mark Sykes, the British member of the de
Bunsen Committee, and the French ambassador in Beirut, George Picot.?? Britain and France's
Sykes-Picot accords in the Middle East were a product of their ongoing rivalry leading up to the
Great War. The British already controlled several territories when they received mandates in the

area. Myriam Yakoubi argued that British politicians were keen on keeping the French away from

19 Basarin, “Oil: The Underlying Reason for Gallipoli.”

20 Walid Badran, “Sharif Hussein Bin Ali, Who Abdicated the Throne of the Hijaz, and His Two Sons Sat on the
Thrones of Iraq and Jordan,” BBC Arabic, 2022, https://www.google.com/amp/s/www.bbc.com/arabic/middleeast-
54408661.amp. [Translated from Arabic).

21 Edward C Jenkins, “Economic Equality and the Mandates Commission,” Journal of Political Economy 37, no. 5
(1929): pp. 604-616.

22 Christopher M Andrew and Alexander Sydney Kanya-Forstner, “The French Colonial Party and French Colonial
War Aims, 1914-1918,” The Historical Journal 17, no. 1 (1974): p.89.
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Egypt, the Suez Canal, and the Persian Gulf. They quickly questioned the Sykes-Picot
negotiations, which proposed Palestine as an international zone. The British were able to break
their agreement with the French when they issued the Balfour Declaration in 1917, pledging their

support for the establishment of a Jewish national home in Palestine.?

In the last stage of the Great War Britain started the post-war settling of scores in the Middle East.
In this respect, Alev Dilek Aydin, in his book Mosul Question (1918-1926), stated that the Middle
Eastern oil concessions were a major concern for the British Government during the Great War,
leading to the creation of an organisation and policy to guarantee oil supplies for military
operations and post-war territorial aspirations. The Mudros Armistice granted the Allies the right
to take any strategic location inside the Ottoman Empire, allowing them to seize the entire region
and expand their occupation to include entire provinces.?* An example of this was that the Ottoman
Army was in full retreat by October 1918. In that time Sir Arnold Wilson was Acting Civil
Commissioner of the British occupied area of Mesopotamia. He had been in communication with
the British government about occupying the Mosul vilayet. Despite the ceasefire, the British
invaded Hammame-al-Ali in November first (Hammam al-Ali is a spa town south of Mosul). The
Ottoman commander in Mosul, Ali Ihsan Pasha (1915-1908), was given an ultimatum to withdraw

Ottoman soldiers from Mosul, and British forces flew their flag in the city.?®

Martin William Gibson, in his work British Strategy and Oil, 19141923, emphasises that the Paris
Peace Conference resulted in the Treaty of Versailles, which established the League of Nations
(LN) as a global system of collective security. Other conferences followed, including the San
Remo Conference and the Treaty of Serves of 1920, which failed to result in a long-lasting
agreement.?® Lord Curzon suggested that the League or the Peace Conference would need to draft
the form of ““A” mandates for the Middle East, which would be agreed upon by the British and the

French and then presented to the League for approval. As expected, in the San Remo Conference

23 Myriam Yakoubi, ‘The French, the British and Their Middle Eastern Mandates (1918-1939): Two Political
Strategies’, Revue Frangaise de Civilisation Britannique. French Journal of British Studies 27, no. XXVI1-1 (2022).
pp. 3-4.

24 Alev Dilek Aydin, “Mosul Question (1918-1926)” (Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, 2004), pp. 18-19.

5 Jonathan Conlin, “An Oily Entente: France, Britain, and the Mosul Question, 1916-1925,” Diplomacy &
Statecraft 31, no. 2 (2020): p. 231.

26 Martin William Gibson, “British Strategy and Oil, 1914-1923” (University of Glasgow, 2012), p. 143.
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of 1920, France received a mandate over Syria, including Lebanon, while Great Britain received a

mandate over Palestine and Mesopotamia.?’

British-controlled India served as a model for the British administration in Irag, which replaced
the Ottoman government and regulations with British ones and strengthened tribal ties.?® It was
clear that the Balfour Declaration of 1917 advocated for a Jewish "national home™ in Palestine,
and the League of Nations accepted the British mandate over Palestine in July 1922. Britain
committed itself to supporting the establishment of a Jewish political entity in Palestine, with
Herbert Samuel serving as the first High Commissioner (1920-1925). Moreover, Britain
encouraged Zionist immigration to Palestine, leading to the displacement of many Palestinians and
the establishment of settlements to absorb the immigrant Jews.?° The Allies were unable to reach
solutions to the problems of the Middle East after the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, leading to
a Class ‘A’ League of Nations mandate and mass demonstrations in Baghdad. The post-war British
policy in Mesopotamia anger the local people which consequences in an armed revolt against the
British occupation of Irag in 1920 resulted in 2,000 British soldiers and 8,000 Iraqis killed or
wounded. This revolt prompted Britain to re-examine how they would rule Mesopotamia and to
search for a more appealing system that the Arabs would accept. Sir Percy Cox, who replaced
Wilson as the British High Commissioner in Irag, set up an interim government and proposed a

treaty linking Irag and Britain with a king acceptable to all Iragis.*®

In Palestine, the Arab resistance to the Balfour Declaration and British Mandate was strong,
leading to the British government's exaggeration in insisting on Jewish rights at the expense of all
rights and basic demands of the Palestinian people. The British attempted to establish the Jewish
State by establishing the Jewish Legion and providing it with weapons and equipment. In 1920,
the Haifa Congress's programme of Palestine being an independent Arab country denied any Jews
rights to Palestine, leading to anti-Zionist riots and the British government's White Paper of 1922.

27 L Dockrill Michael and J Douglas Goold, “Peace without Promise: Britain and the Peace Conferences 1919—
1923,” Londres, Batsford Acedemic and Educational Ltd, 1981, p. 173.

28 Courtney Hunt, The History of Iraq (Greenwood Publishing Group, 2005), pp. 61-62.

2 Elie Kedourie, “Sir Herbert Samuel and the Government of Palestine,” Middle Eastern Studies 5, no. 1 (1969): pp.
44-45,

30 Judith S. Yaphe, “The View from Basra: Southern Iraq’s Reaction to War and Occupation, 1915-1925,” in The
Creation of Iraq, 1914-1921, ed. and Gary Sick. Simon, Reeva Spector, Eleanor H. Tejirian (New York: Columbia
University Press, 2004), p. 28.



Arabs wanted to control the government and get their independence quickly, while Jews had
religious rights in Palestine. These contradictory ideas led to armed operations and revolts against

British and Jewish occupation.®

The unstable situation in the Middle East pushed British policymakers to think of different
strategies to strike a balance between their interests and those of the Middle Easterners. For
instance, the Allied powers and the Ottoman government signed the Treaty of Sévres in 1920. At
this meeting, a promise had been made by the Allies in the articles (62-63-64) of this treaty to
create a future state for the Kurds, but this dream was not realised because of both internal and
external factors.®> Moreover, Britain felt it necessary to hold a conference on March 12, 1921, in
Cairo, Egypt, which has become known as the Cairo Conference, under the supervision of British
Colonial Secretary Winston Churchill and some other forty advisors. Most of the debate at this
conference was about the future of Irag.3 Moreover, for the Arabs of Iraq, the conference came up
with the decision to select Hussain’s son Faisal as king of the newly created state called “Iraq.”
With regards to the Kurdish question, the future of Kurdistan was discussed in the final meeting
of the Political Committee of the Conference on March 15, 1921. As a result of this discussion,
the decision on the Kurdish question remained unanswered and was referred to the LN. As the
chairman stated, ‘it was possible for the meeting to come to a definite decision on this matter, as
there was no need to refer it to the Foreign Office, or any other quarter, though it might have

ultimately to be referred to the League of Nations.’’3*

With regards to Palestine the Cairo Conference discussed the matter of Trans-Jordan from 16 to
23" of March with the Secretary of State. Concerning the Palestinian issue, Churchill met with
Arabs from Palestine and Emir Abdullah, but Churchill refused to make Transjordan an Arab
region with an Arab governor. It was agreed during the meeting that; the Conference advocated
that Trans-Jordania be declared an Arab province of Palestine, with an Arab governor reporting to

31 Nabil Sahli, “The British Role in the Creation of Israel and the Continuation of the Tragedy of the Palestinian
People,” Alquds, 2020, https://www.alquds.co.uk/ [Translated from Arabic Resource].

32 Lawrence Martin, The Treaties of Peace, 1919-1923, vol. 1 (New York, 1924), 900; Wadie Jwaideh, The Kurdish
National Movement: Its Origins and Development (New York: Syracuse University Press, 2006), p. 131.

33 Cliohistory, “Cairo Conference 1921, and T.E. Lawrence,” Clio Visualizing History, 2013,
https://www:.cliohistory.org/thomas-lawrence/cairo.

34 “Report on Middle East Conference Held in Cairo and Jerusalem, March 12th to 30th, 1921, Appendix 23, Pp.
142-153. British Colonial Office, June 1921 (CO 935/1/1),” p. 61.
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the High Commissioner. Based on this premise, they advocated for quick military occupation of
Trans-Jordania, believing that without it, it would be difficult to establish a stable administration
or put an end to anti-French activities in the British zone. These proposals, however, were
contingent on the attitude of Emir Abdullah, and were later changed as a consequence of
conversations between the Secretary of State and the Emir conducted in Jerusalem from 28 to 30
of March.®

The Treaty of Lausanne was signed in 1923, and it is the only peace agreement that has remained
in effect since the end of the Great War. It was instrumental in bringing about peace negotiations
between Turkey and the "Allied and Associated Powers" after the war. The Sultan's government
ratified the Peace Treaty of Sévres, but Kemal's nationalist movement led to its rejection. The
Treaty of Lausanne was a victory for Turkey, as it allowed it to keep a foothold in Europe and
secure borders like those stated in the National Pact.*® On the other hand, for Britain, Helmut
Mejcher claimed that the major goal of British stakeholders after the war was securing
Mesopotamian oil. According to him, no other policymakers objected to the Admiralty's desire for
Middle Eastern oil in 1918 or later. The Cabinet Secretary, Maurice Hankey, overrode Foreign
Secretary Arthur Balfour's objections to Britain's occupation of Mosul and kept control of the
region's oil potential when negotiating the Lausanne Treaty in 1923, under the influence of

Admiral Sir Edmond Slade, the Admiralty's oil expert.*’

The post-war British challenges in the Middle East reduced British expenditure, especially in Irag.
Churchill proposed dispatching an expeditionary army of the Empire to safeguard Britain against
threats from Egypt, Irag, and India. He suggested reducing the number of troops in Iraq to 4,000
British and 16,000 Indian soldiers. Lloyd George and Churchill agreed that Britain had an
obligation to the Iraqi people and that the War Office should make policy decisions based on what
His Majesty’s Treasury (The government’s economic and finance ministry) said was financially
feasible. Churchill advised spending no more than £7 million a year and moving the job of

protecting Iraq from the War Office to the Air Ministry.® Extracting oil and sharing the post-war

3 “Report on Middle East Conference Held in Cairo and Jerusalem, March 12th to 30th, 1921, Appendix 17, pp. 5-
6. British Colonial Office, June 1921 (CO 935/1/1).”

36 Roderic H Davison, “Turkish Diplomacy from Mudros to Lausanne,” in Essays in Ottoman and Turkish History,
1774-1923 (University of Texas Press, 2021), pp. 206—-242.

37 H. Mejcher, Imperial Quest for Qil (London: Ithaca Press, 1976), pp. 377-378.

38 “CAB 24/106, C.P. 1320 ‘Mesopotamia’, W. S. Churchill, 1 May 1920.,” 1920.
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spoils were the key elements in covering what the victorious powers spent during the war in the
Middle East. Therefore, the San Remo Agreement of 1920, the Standard Oil Company of New
Jersey's exploration for oil in Iraq, and the Zionist Organisation of America's application for
authorization to explore oil in Palestine were the most crucial points between Britain and France

regarding the Middle East in the post-war era.®

The British and Iraqi governments signed the Anglo-lragi Treaty in 1922 with the goal of
establishing Iraqi self-governance and giving the British control over Irag's foreign policy.* It was
a result of the Cairo Conference and represented the complexities of the LN mandate system. The
treaty outlined the limitations of British influence over Irag, financial matters, and the
responsibility of the Iragi government in defence and administration.** Moreover, from 1923 to
1926, the city of Mosul in northern Iraq was a subject of conflict between Arabs, Turks, and the
British due to its oil resources. The Sykes-Picot pact initially established French influence, but the
Treaty of Lausanne later invalidated this. The British sought to establish a cooperative
government.*> Moreover, the 1923 Lausanne Conference was a contentious issue between Britain
and Turkey over Mosul's control. Britain argued for its geographical integrity and obligations to
the Iraqi people, while Turkey claimed it was essential for its military, political, historical, and
economic reasons. The Kurds, who made up the majority, did not receive independence rights.*
In 1924, Turkey and Britain disputed the control of Mosul, a region crucial for Irag's resources and
security. Negotiations by the League of Nations failed to resolve the dispute, resulting in economic
tensions and diplomatic retaliation from Turkey.*

The Mosul dispute and the Iragi-Turkish Frontier Agreement of 1926 were significant events in

post-war Iraq. The League of Nations resolved the conflict, leading to the Ankara Treaty with the

3% Fromkin David, A Peace to End All Peace: The Fall of the Ottoman Empire and the Creation of the Modern
Middle East (New York: Henry Holt and Co, New York, 2001), pp. 534-535.

40 Report on Administration of Iraq, April 1922 to March 1923, Colonial (Great Britain. Colonial Office) (London:
H.M. Stationery Office, 1923), 23, https://books.google.hu/books?id=iuZHzgEACAAJ.

41 Ann Wilks, “The 1922 Anglo-Iraq Treaty: A Moment of Crisis and the Role of Britain’s Man on the Ground,”
British Journal of Middle Eastern Studies 43, no. 3 (2016): p. 349.

42 Sevtap Demirci, “Tlie Evaluation of Turco-British Diplomatic Strategies during the Lausanne Conference, 1922-
1923” (London University, 1988). pp. 81-82.

43 William Stivers, Supremacy and Qil: Iraq, Turkey, and the Anglo-American World Order, 1918-1930, Ithaca
(London: Cornell University Press, 1982). p.76.

4 Vladimir Fedorovich Minorsky, The Mosul Question: Mosul Vilayet, 1st ed. (Paris: Reference Service on
International Affairs, 1926), p. 33.
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United Kingdom, which ended the Mosul issue and reinforced British dominance over oil reserves.
The oil discovery in the Kirkuk region had long-term consequences for the region.* Furthermore,
the Singing of the Red Line Agreement of 1928 was a group agreement between the US, Britain,
and France regarding Middle East oil resources. It established the Turkish Petroleum Company as
the sole operator, with each group receiving a percentage of crude oil output. The British aimed to
maintain control and secure access to Iraq's oil.*® Besides, the Anglo-Iragi Agreement of 1932 was
a treaty between the British government and the King of Iraq, establishing a strong partnership and
allowing open discussions on foreign policy issues. It abolished Irag's mandate, recognised it as
an independent state, and included provisions for military, financial, and judicial affairs. The treaty
lasted 25 years and included special agreements on railways, ports, and financial matters.*” The
Iragi-British treaty met with negative public opinion, with critics arguing it did not guarantee Iraq's
full independence and allowed Britain to exploit the country for colonial purposes. King Faisal,
who was previously neutral, later declared Iraq free, compromising his impartiality. The
relationship between Irag and the LN was significant, with the first Iraqi-British treaty accepted as
an alternative. Despite criticism, Irag was admitted as the fifty-seventh member in 1932, boosting
its political and economic prosperity and signalling its integration into the international

community.*

Regarding the question of Palestine, the British early efforts to implement the Balfour Declaration
in Palestine highlighted its strategic importance in the Middle East. The Sykes-Picot Agreement
and Britain's desire to establish a railway from Baghdad to Haifa strengthened its influence in
Irag.*® Despite opposition and debates, the San Remo Conference in 1920 allocated Britain the
Mandate for Palestine, which it ratified in July 1922 and implemented in September 1923. The
British maintained Palestinian territories as Crown Colonies, despite the mandate's upgrade over

45 Jacob Coleman Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Middle East: A Documentary Record 1535-1914 (Princeton: N.J.,
Van Nostrand, 1956), 133, https://archive.org/details/diplomacyinnearm1956hure/page/n5/mode/2up.

46 Benjamin Shwadran, The Middle East, Oil and the Great Powers 1959, 2nd ed. (New York: Council for Middle
Eastern Affairs Press, 1959), 243, https://archive.org/details/middleeastoilgre0000shwa/page/n9/mode/2up.

47 Ref: IOR/R/15/2/640, “‘File 25/4 Anglo-Iraqi Treaty of Alliance, 1930° [2r] (3/40)” (1930),
http://www.qdl.ga/en/archive/81055/vdc_100000000241.0x000021?utm_source=testpdfdownload&utm_medium=p
df&utm_campaign=PDFdownload.

%8 Manley O Hudson, “The Admission of Iraq to Membership in the League of Nations,” American Journal of
International Law 27, no. 1 (1933): 135, https://www.jstor.org/stable/2189798?seq=3.

49 Mayir Vereté, “Kitchener, Grey and the Question of Palestine in 1915-1916: A Note,” Middle Eastern Studies 9,
no. 2 (March 1973): 224, http://www.jstor.org.libaccess.hud.ac.uk/stable/4282473.
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colonialism.*® During the British Mandate period, the Jewish migration to Palestine was
controversial. The British appointed Herbert Samuel as the first High Commissioner, angering
Arabs who demanded change. Despite opposition, Britain justified the creation of a Jewish state.>!
Furthermore, Arab discontent escalated, leading to violence. Palestine's population changed, with
a growing Jewish population and a higher Arab population. Moreover, critics have accused Britain
of not protecting Arab rights through its actions, including Zionist immigration.>> Armed
operations, uprisings, and revolts marked the Palestinian reaction to the British Zionist state in
Palestine. In 1919, the "Fedayeen" Association launched organized armed action, but it ultimately
failed. The Al-Burag revolution in 1928 sparked Arab support for Palestinians, leading to raids on
Jewish communities and British repression. Resistance and conflict characterized the Palestinian

reaction.%?

The British Mandate in Palestine from 1927 to 1933 had significant economic implications,
including the construction of Haifa Harbor. The British government aimed to establish an
independent national government, reaffirm Jewish nationality, and regulate immigration based on
economic capacity. They also managed Palestine's natural resources, including Haifa Port, which
played a crucial role in the nation's development.>* Furthermore, the research explores the British
government's construction of Haifa harbour in Palestine in the early 20" century, driven by
economic and imperial interests. It explores political and economic complexities, the decision-
making process for an oil port, and the financial considerations involved.> Moreover, the Baghdad
Haifa Oil Pipeline was a crucial infrastructure project by Britain during its mandate period in

Palestine and Irag, connecting oilfields in Kirkuk to ports in Tripoli, Syria, and Haifa, Palestine.

%0 Elie Kedourie, “Sir Mark Sykes and Palestine 1915-16,” Middle Eastern Studies 6, no. 3 (1970): 340-345; “The
Balfour Declaration - World War I Document Archive,” 1917,
https://wwi.lib.byu.edu/index.php/The_Balfour_Declaration.

51 Jacob Metzer, The Divided Economy of Mandatory Palestine (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 78.
52 Marjory Veronica Seton-Williams, Britain and the Arab States: A Survey of Anglo-Arab Relations, 1920-1948,
Luzac & Company, 1st ed. (London: Burleigh Press, 1948), pp. 121-122.

53 “The British Mandate: The Briish Mandate Over Palestine 1923-1948.,” Info.Wafa, 2020,
https://info.wafa.ps/ar_page.aspx?id=2110.

54 1lan Pappe, A History of Modern Palestine: One Land, Two People (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2004), p. 82.

55 Metzer, The Divided Economy of Mandatory Palestine, p.166.
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The pipeline played a significant role in Britain's oil strategies and regional economic

development.®

From 1932 to 1935, the major objective of British economic interests in Iraq and Palestine was to
ensure access to oil resources and retain dominance over crucial trade routes. The British formed
the Iragi Petroleum Company (IPC) in 1929 in Iraq, which had exclusive control over the nation's
oil output. The IPC consisted of British, French, and American corporations, with the British
company having the largest ownership share. The British government was determined to preserve
its control over Iraq's oil sector, since it served as a crucial energy supply for the British Empire.*’
The British had a keen interest in enhancing Palestine's infrastructure, which included the
establishment of transport networks such as roads, trains, and ports. The primary impetus behind
its development was the need to expedite the movement of commodities and people between
Europe and Asia, alongside the imperative to accommodate the expanding Jewish community in
the area. The British saw Palestine as a strategically advantageous location for product
manufacturing, exporting, and importing. In general, at this time, the primary focus of British
economic interests in lraq and Palestine was to ensure access to natural resources and retain

dominance over crucial trade routes.

To sum up, the period between 1914 and 1935 was a pivotal era in British history, marked by
substantial changes in geopolitics, colonial aspirations, and foreign policy approaches in the
Middle East. The thesis examines the impact of the Industrial Revolution, colonial rivalry, and the
pursuit of markets and resources on British operations in the area. The British Empire's efforts to
protect its foreign possessions and trade routes, namely via naval supremacy, were fundamental to
its strategies in the Middle East. The Berlin-Baghdad Railway initiative and the exploration of oil
reserves in Mesopotamia had a significant impact on British interests and actions in the area. The
Great War emphasised the significance of controlling crucial strategic sites such as the Suez Canal
and Palestine for the British imperial agenda. Despite facing obstacles like the Gallipoli Campaign
and the Mesopotamia Campaign, the British were determined to maintain their dominance and

authority in the Middle East. The discussions with allies, including France, on the allocation of

%6 New York Times, “Mosul-Haifa Oil Pipeline King Ghazi of Iraq Kirkuk to Sea Opening 1935, New York Times,
January 1935.

57 Office of the Historian, “Milestones: 1921-1936: The 1928 Red Line Agreement,” 2023,
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1921-1936/red-line.
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territory highlighted the intricacies of imperial plans in the area. The British military's emphasis
on safeguarding economic interests in Mesopotamia and recognising the strategic significance of
Palestine resulted in the establishment of Haifa Port. In summary, this thesis provides insight into
the complex interaction of economic, political, and military elements that shaped British colonial

and foreign policy in the Middle East during this significant change.

1.3. Research Methodology:

This study is grounded on an extensive and varied range of primary and secondary sources,
thoroughly depicting British engagement in the Middle East. This has included using an extensive
range of source material, and the significance of these sources in influencing the study and the
subsequent results will be further examined. This research aims to expand on the extensive
literature on the British Empire and its participation in other countries by focusing on the unique
and often neglected topic of the British influence on the Middle East. This study has therefore
addressed many significant historiographical arguments about British colonial policy and analysed
how these ideas are manifested in British actions and policies in the Middle East. The Middle East
region has experienced extensive engagement and interaction with various local communities and
political entities. This study aims to offer an impartial analysis by incorporating historical accounts
from both British and local sources. By doing so, it seeks to understand the perspectives of both
the British and the locals regarding British actions. This research is likewise comparative and aims
to analyse British actions in the Middle East concerning British imperial policy and activity in

other areas.

The work comprehensively examines the economic and colonial competition between Britain and
other powers in the Middle East from 1869 to 1935. We will analyse the impact of the Second
Industrial Revolution on the British Empire, the history of British commercial diplomacy, and the
British military tactics used throughout the war in the Ottoman Empire. In addition, we will
examine the Division of the Middle East concerning future economic interests and the period of
fulfilling war promises and preserving war ambitions, namely from 1923 to 1935. Overall, the
research design is structured to address the intricate interplay of colonial policies, economic
agendas, and geopolitical manoeuvres undertaken by the British in the Middle East, particularly in
Irag and Palestine. In order to do this, we will use a qualitative research technique, using historical

analysis as our major method. To thoroughly comprehend the events and processes that occurred
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during this era, we will analyse primary materials, including historical records, correspondences,
agreements, and treaties. In addition, we will examine secondary sources such as scholarly papers,
books, and other published materials to place our results in perspective and provide a more detailed
and sophisticated analysis of the events.

The study will be structured in a chronological manner, where each chapter will centre on a distinct
era in time. We will use a thematic analysis methodology, focusing our attention on significant
topics such as industrial advancement, colonial strategies, economic rivalry, military operations,
diplomatic agreements, and economic motivations. By doing this, we will be able to discern
recurring patterns and trends all through time, enabling us to conduct a more comprehensive
examination of the occurrences. To guarantee the trustworthiness and accuracy of our study, we
shall use many sources of information and cross-reference our results. In addition, we will
thoroughly assess the sources, taking into account their constraints and prejudices, and provide an
impartial analysis of the events. Furthermore, archival research forms a cornerstone of this study,
involving the examination of documents housed in national archives, including the British National

Archives.

Moreover, primary source materials such as official correspondence, memaos, treaties, and reports
provide firsthand insights into the decision-making processes, negotiations, and interactions
between various stakeholders during the period under investigation. The research methodology
also incorporates the critical interpretation of primary sources to discern underlying motives,
contradictions, and complexities in British colonial policies and economic agendas in Iraq and
Palestine. To provide a comprehensive understanding of the subject matter, this research employs
a comparative analysis approach to juxtapose developments in Iraq and Palestine. The study has
depended on some primary and secondary sources, such as, The Manchester Guardian Newspaper,
‘The ‘Petrol War’: The Scarcity Danger to Germany.” Along with the war cabinet paper like CAB
24/1. “G12 Alexandretta and Mesopotamia, Kitchener, 16 March 1915. (Kitchener, 1915).
Besides, the great work of David Fromkin, in his book A Peace to End all Peace. Along with the
archive papers of ‘the British National Archives collections, such as The Mesopotamia Campaign:
The Siege of Kut-Al-Amara, Report of the Mesopotamia Commission. The book of E. J. W. Slade,
Petroleum Situation in the British Empire 29 July 1918.
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The British Library, Hull History Centre and the Winston Churchill Online Archive, and Qatar
digital Archive and some other online resources, along with Lawrence Martin, The Treaties of
Peace, 1919-1923, vol. Il, Carnegie Endowment for international peace. It will also rely on some
Arabic sources such as Saad Eskander, Great Britain and the Future of Kurdistan: From Planning
to Partition 1915-1923, As well as Vladimir Fedorovich Minorsky. The Mosul Question: Mosul
Vilayet. Bell, Lady Florence. The Letters of Gertrude Bell. 2nd ed. (Ernest Benn, London, 1927).
The Balfour Declaration - World War | Document Archive, 1917. Mosul-Haifa Oil Pipeline King
Ghazi of Iraq Kirkuk to Sea Opening 1935. New York Times. Finally, Foster, Henry A. The Making
of Modern Iraq: A Product of World Forces

1.4. Research Objectives:

This research examines the influence of Britain's industrial revolution on colonial and foreign
affairs in the Middle East in the second half of the 19th century. The paper investigates the
economic concerns, specifically those related to oil and key trade routes, that influenced British
policies and activities in the region. The paper also analyses the importance of British naval
dominance and imperial security considerations in maintaining authority over crucial maritime
routes and territories in the area. Furthermore, it analyses the political talks and competition
between Britain and other European countries in the area, namely concerning the division of
territories and the granting of oil concessions. The research additionally evaluates the influence of
military operations, the LN mandate system, local opposition, and nationalist groups in opposing
British colonial control. Furthermore, it explores the role of British oil interests in determining
infrastructural projects. It also assesses the efficacy of international treaties and the intricacies of
governing ethnic and religious diversity in British-administered regions in the Middle East. The
research gaps provide unique insights into the complex interplay between British colonial and
foreign policy goals, as well as the historical evolution of the area during a time of significant

change.

The dissertation aimed to discuss some key questions of British Colonial and Foreign Policy and
the Place of the Middle East during 1914-1935. Here are some major questions, such as: Was the
arms race or the alliance system responsible for the outbreak of the Great War? To what extent
was Britain justified in opposing German expansion? What were the fundamental reasons behind

Great Britain’s involvement in the Great War of 1914? What was the initial purpose of Britain’s
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Mesopotamian campaign? Why was Mesopotamia so valuable to Britain? To what extent was the
Sykes-Picot Agreement of 1916 successful in satisfying the participants? What were the primary
causes of raising the Jewish question during the war period? What were the main objectives and
provisions of the Anglo-Iraqgi Treaty signed in 19227 What were the significant events in post-war
Iraq related to the Mosul dispute and the Iragi-Turkish Frontier Agreement of 1926? How have
historians assessed the Anglo-lraqgi Agreement of 1930-1932? Did the post-war treaties convince
all the attendees? How did the oil of Mosul push British policy towards Kurdish fate? What were
the reasons behind the British support of the Jewish issue? How did the Middle Eastern oil affect
the Victorian powers? These and some more questions like these will be answered in this work.
What were the compelling reasons for Britain to acquire dominion over Palestine? Why did Britain
insist on implementing the Balfour Declaration in Palestine? What were the main reasons for the
controversy surrounding Jewish migration to Palestine during the British Mandate period? What
were the economic implications of the British Mandate in Palestine from 1927 to 1935, including
the construction of Haifa Harbour? These questions are crucial because they address the underlying
motivations and justifications behind Britain's involvement in the Great War and its subsequent
Middle Eastern policies. They explore the strategic, economic, and political factors influencing
British actions, such as the significance of Mesopotamia, the impact of oil, and the implementation
of the Balfour Declaration. By examining these aspects, the dissertation provides a comprehensive
understanding of how British colonial and foreign policy was shaped by events in the Middle East
during 1914-1935.

1.5.  Chapter Outline:

The first chapter cover the research introduction, defining research title, background and
significance, research objectives, methodology and thesis questions. The next chapter is titled
“British Economic and Colonial Rivalry Before the Great War 1869-1914” This chapter examines
the effects of the Second Industrial Revolution on the British Empire, specifically looking at
innovations, industrial progress, colonial policies, economic competition, and the development of
British commercial diplomacy in the Middle East from 1869 to 1914. This text explores several
historical topics, including the age of inventions, the industrial advancement of products and
transportation, British colonial policies, colonial and economic rivalry, the end of Splendid

Isolation, the pre-war arms race, and the Anglo-German rivalry. The third chapter examines British
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War Strategies During the War in the Ottoman Empire, which lasted from 1914 to 1918. The text
examines a multitude of facets, including the commencement of the First World War in 1914, the
relationship between Britain and the Ottoman Empire, particular military campaigns including
those in Mesopotamia, Gallipoli, Sinai, and Palestine, and diplomatic accords including the Sykes-
Picot Agreement and the Balfour Declaration. Contradictory historical interpretations of

significant correspondences and agreements from this era are also addressed in this chapter.

Chapter four entitled "The Division of the Middle East for the Future Economic Interests™ offers a
comprehensive examination of the economic interests and geopolitical strategies that influenced
the division of the Middle East between 1919 and 1923. The geopolitical landscape of the area saw
substantial transformation as powerful countries vied for control over its plentiful economic
resources, notably oil. The chapter examines the intricate web of political tactics and discussions
that shaped the division of land and the establishment of mandates in the Middle East. This text
explores the goals and objectives of the Paris Peace Conference of 1919, as well as the later
agreements, such as the San Remo Oil Agreement of 1920 and the Treaty of Sevres. The chapter
also analyses the reactions of indigenous groups to British policies, including the Iragi Revolt of
1920 and the Palestinians' struggle to protect their homeland. Furthermore, it elucidates the treaties
established to address post-war challenges and the ramifications of these agreements, such as the
Cairo Conference of 1921. This chapter focuses on the complex interplay between economic
interests, imperial ambitions, and indigenous opposition in the Middle East during this pivotal
period.

The fifth chapter titled “The Phase of Fulfilling War Promises and Preserving War Ambitions,
1923-1933”, explores the period between 1923 and 1935, which was marked by the fulfilment of
wartime promises and the preservation of strategic ambitions in the Middle East, particularly in
Irag. It delves into the complex interplay of colonial policies, economic agendas, and geopolitical
manoeuvres undertaken by the British in Irag during this era. The chapter begins with the Anglo-
Iragi Treaty of 1922-1924, which outlined the complex negotiations surrounding the Mosul
Question, culminating in the Iraqi-Turkish Frontier Agreement of 1926. The chapter also examines
the signing of the RLA in 1928, which solidified British goals in controlling oil resources in the
region. The chapter also delves into the early steps towards the implementation of the Balfour

Declaration in Palestine, examining the establishment of the mandate, Jewish migration dynamics,

19



and the reactions of the Palestinian population. Furthermore, it examines the strategies and
economic objectives of the British mandate in Palestine, with a specific emphasis on the
commercial importance of Haifa Port for Britain and the creation of the Kirkuk-Haifa oil pipeline.
This chapter provides a thorough analysis of the many and intricate changes that occurred in the
Middle East during this pivotal decade. It sheds light on the intricate relationships between

imperial ambitions, indigenous responses, and economic necessities that influenced the region.
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Chapter Two

2. British Economic and Colonial Rivalry Before the Great War
1869-1914

2.1. Relationship Between Second Industrial Revolution and History of British
Empire:

The English historian Arnold Toynbee, named the phrase "Industrial Revolution.” The Industrial
Revolution was the transition from an agricultural to an industrial economy. The practice began in
Britain in the second half of 18" century and has since spread to other parts of the world.%® The
innovations of the nineteenth century that depended on newly harnessed ways of putting
electricity, steel, and petroleum to use were known as "electrical” inventions. In addition, there
were a lot of new discoveries in non-industrial fields, like agricultural advancements that made it
possible to feed more people who weren't farmers.>® The Industrial Revolution, which lasted from
1760 to 1830, was mostly restricted to Britain. Belgium was the first nation in continental Europe
to undergo economic transformation. France industrialized more slowly and incompletely than
either the United Kingdom or Belgium. By 1848, France had become an industrial powerhouse,

but even though it grew quickly during the Second Empire, it was still a long way behind Britain.°

The Second Industrial Revolution is generally considered to have occurred between 1870-1914,
but some of its most significant events may be traced back to the 1850s. After 1825, the quick pace
of groundbreaking innovations began to decline, but it gathered speed again in the later part of the
nineteenth century. The big innovations in energy, materials, chemicals, and medicine were
important not only because they had a significant influence on production, but also because they
boosted the efficacy of research and development in micro-creative activities.5? In the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the growth of industrial power in the United States
significantly outpaced that of Europe. Germany, for example, did not begin industrialization until
1870, despite the country's wealth of coal and iron. Early in the 20™" century, Eastern European

%8 H Stanley Jevons, ‘The Second Industrial Revolution’, The Economic Journal 41, no. 161 (1931): p. 1.

59 Mary Bellis, “The Most Important Inventions of the 19" Century: Innovations That Changed the World,”
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21945, no. 1 (1998), p.1.
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nations were falling behind. Industrialization moved to previously industrialized countries like

China and India in the mid-20" century.®?

2.1.1. The Age of Inventions:

Since the Second Industrial Revolution, which took place in the late 18" and early 19" centuries,
technology has played a growing role in promoting economic growth and development and
reshaping societies. The growth that started in the 19" century has been far faster than any other
growth.® In this sense, the innovations made after 1870 differed from those before it. The last
decades of nineteenth century witnessed significant growth of new technology and innovations
that resulted in profound changes in the economy and how people lived and worked in Europe, the
United Kingdom particularly. Steel mills, chemical plants, and large factories produced massive
amounts of consumer goods; electricity and lighting improved; and new modes of transportation
and communication connected people more than ever before. Mechanized agricultural equipment
revolutionized food production and turned agriculture into a multibillion-dollar business. It was
also a time when inventors discovered new methods to improve current items. Consequently, some

people became very wealthy.%

Before the Second Industrial Revolution, trains were invented, but there were a lot of accidents
because it took a long time to slow and stop them. Then came George Westinghouse, an engineer
who was mostly self-taught. It wasn't until 1872 that his air-pressure railway braking invention
was granted a patent. Because of this invention, there was a big rise in the number of people and
goods being moved across the country by rail. He came up with a process in the early 1900s that
heated crude oil inside a container until it reached more than 700 degrees Fahrenheit. People at
this temperature used oil in a different way because it broke down into simpler, more useful
products. William Burton a chemist and executive for the Standard Oil Co. in Indiana “gave us the
array of distillates that runs from fuel oil to gasoline to petrochemical basics,” explains Scranton.

“No cracking, no interstate highways.”®®
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2.1.2. Industrial Advancement of Products and Transportation:

Most economic historians believe that the years 1873-1895 were a period of slowing development.
Even throughout the years of a perceived crisis, overall commerce and industry grew. The Second
Industrial Revolution's areas of chemicals, electrical engineering, and machine manufacture
continued to flourish.®® Most importantly, the global economy boomed from 1895 until shortly
before the Great War, with just a few small recessions. In the early 1870s, Britain's yearly iron
output reached 6.5 million tons, four times that of Germany (1.6 million tons) and five times that
of France (1.2 million tons), with Russia well behind at 375,000 tons. By 1913, the German
empire's yearly output had increased almost tenfold (14.8 million tons), surpassing Britain's (9.8
million tons). France's output had tripled, but it was only 4.7 million tons ahead of Russia (3.9
million tons). There was a lot of coal in Britain between 1880 and 1913. There was also a lot of
lignite in the coal, which helped Britain keep its lead over Germany.®’

However, yearly steel production changed significantly. In 1890, Britain still led Germany (3.6
million tons versus 2.2 million). But in 1913, the Germans outproduced the British by three (18.6
million versus 6.9 million). After 1895, industrial progress left agriculture far behind. Prior to
1914, the greatest increases were in the industrial and commercial sectors. And lastly, the fast
development of internal and international commerce. With the exception of two brief recessions
in 1900-1901 and 1907-1908, the value of European exports more than doubled between 1870
and 1900. By 1913, two-thirds of commerce was between European states.®® In addition, the
progress of goods and market demands led to the evolution of transportation systems. By 1870,
the use of steam power in transportation was widespread, and these were products of the first
Industrial Revolution. In the second Industrial Revolution, railroads got quicker, safer, and more
comfortable, although this was due to little improvements. The Diesel engine, invented by Rudolf
Diesel in 1897, and the use of electrical locomotives were the only truly significant changes to
railways during this period. He began looking for an engine that followed the theoretical Carnot
cycle, which maximizes efficiency via isothermal expansion, wastes no energy, and uses

inexpensive, crude fuel (originally diesel used coal dust in his engines). Because isothermal

8 Adam Zeidan., “Industrial Revolution - The First Industrial Revolution,” Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2022,
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expansion is impossible, compression-induced combustion has become the hallmark of diesel

engines.5

Despite the incredible advancements in sailing ships that resulted in the building of the famed
clipper ships, wind power was only going to be employed in leisure and sporting boats. After 1870,
steel became more popular as a shipbuilding material. As a result, it became feasible to build larger
ships because of this. Because iron and steel ships could be much larger than wooden ships, ships
expanded in size and power at a rate that had never been seen before. Furthermore, during this
time Gustav de Laval and Charles Parson came up with the steam turbine in 1884, and later
improvements made it even better. The rotary motion of the turbine could make huge amounts of
speed, and it was far more efficient, faster, cleaner, and quieter than the previous reciprocating

marine steam engines.”®

2.1.3. The impact of Industrial Revolution on Colonialism:

The Industrial Revolution significantly influenced colonialism by transforming the economic and
political relationships between industrialized nations and their colonies. The technological
advancements and increased production capacities in Europe during the 18" and 19™ centuries
created a heightened demand for raw materials, leading European powers to expand and strengthen
their colonial empires. Industrialized nations sought resources such as cotton, rubber, and minerals
from their colonies to fuel their factories, while also using these territories as markets for their
manufactured goods. The development of steamships and railways further facilitated the extraction
and transportation of these resources, enabling deeper penetration into and control over colonized
regions. The era also saw a heightened sense of economic and technological superiority among
Europeans, which was used to justify imperial expansion and the exploitation of colonized people.
This period is exemplified by the "Scramble for Africa,” where industrial powers aggressively
competed for territorial control, fundamentally reshaping global economic and political dynamics
and reinforcing colonial domination.” Consequently, the second industrial revolution and the

advance of technology and transportation means increasing the demands of production. Thus, the
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growth of productivity encourages factories to look for new markets overseas. For that during the
period of second industrial revolution 1870-1914 great powers opened the gate of imperialism in

Asia and Africa.

2.2. British Colonial Policies and the Future of the Empire:

2.2.1. Colonial Rivalries:

From a macroeconomic perspective, imperialism was pursued because of internal economic
circumstances and the economic interests of the country's elite. Hobson (1858-1940), an English
economist, described imperialism in 1902 by explaining that big economies needed to find more
attractive investment possibilities due to an excess of investable money. Inequality and a lack of
overall demand contributed to the oversupply.”? Therefore, a dramatic expansion of colonial
control took place over the four decades leading up to the outbreak of the Great War. Europe had
already established colonies in Asia and Oceania before 1880, but the continent of Africa would
soon be torn up by European powers, with France and Great Britain's sights on Africa, and Russia’s
eyes on Central Asia. Germany, Belgium, Italy, Japan, and the United States all joined the existing

colonial powers during that time.”

Economic and ideological motivations for growth in the Victorian era might be categorized. An
increasing requirement for raw materials to feed new manufacturing capabilities and customers
was the driving force behind the economic drive. Entrepreneurs in Britain expanded their views
well beyond the borders of the country they called home, transforming it into the "workshop of the
world." As a result, there has been more interest in Asia, Latin America, China, and the Pacific
since the middle of 18" century. All of this is based on the assumption that there will always be a
market for low-cost items, such as those that can be mass-produced by machines.’* Further, it was
also no longer Britain that oversaw international commerce, making areas of commercial influence
and taking over colonies here and there. Other countries with rapidly growing economies were

instead to blame for giving modern society a new name. They were trying to get their own place
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in the sun.” Additionally, trade with self-governing colonies made significant strides forward,
while trade with India and other "possessions” remained almost unchanged throughout this period.
This expansion was almost entirely concerned with the acquisition of tropical and sub-tropical

nations populated by races to whom we have no real intention of granting self-government soon.”®

Before the Great War, Britain was the world's biggest, wealthiest, and most dominating imperial
state. For a long time, the British Empire inhabited a quarter of the world “the empire on which
the sun never sets”. In late 1800s British colonial territories included Canada, India, Ceylon (Sri
Lanka), Burma, Australia, New Zealand, Hong Kong, and other Pacific and Caribbean islands.
Many of these colonies were easily obtained. Others required more time, effort, and blood. For
example, Britain acquired South Africa after expensive battles against the Zulus and Boers. British
imperialism aimed to sustain and develop commerce, raw material imports, and manufactured
product sales. The world's greatest navy and mercantile (commercial) fleet bolstered Britain's

imperial supremacy.””

France was also a major imperial power, as it had several islands in certain Pacific as well as lands
in west and north-west Africa, which were part of the French empire. While the German Empire
controlled Shandong (a Chinese province), Samoa, New Guinea, and other Pacific islands, as well
as several possessions in central and south-western Africa. The Philippines and huge sections of
South America were formerly part of the Spanish Empire, but by the early twentieth century,
Spain's imperial influence had dwindled. Nearer to Europe were the Russian and Austrian empires,
as well as the Ottoman Empire. As an imperial state, Russia dominated Finland, Poland, and a
swathe of Central Asia. As part of Russia's imperial expansion plans in Korea and northern China,

the country fought a catastrophic war against Japan in 1904—1905."®

Between 1871 and 1890, Germany sought to maintain her predominance in Europe by establishing
peaceful agreements with other nations. Italy desired Tunis and Tripoli in northern Africa, causing
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her to clash with France.” The most important goal for France was to reclaim Alsace and Lorraine
from Germany. In 1867 the Dual Monarchy was established by Austria-Hungary in order to
achieve governmental authority over the Balkan Peninsula.®? Russia's territorial ambitions
conflicted with Austria-Hungary and Britain's objectives. Because most Balkan peoples are of
Slavic descent, Russia aimed to obtain warm water ports in the Balkans. Between 1856 and 1870,
the Treaty of Paris halted her development into the Balkans.®* All sides recognized that the Sultan
relied heavily on Great Britain and Austria for backing and security when they signed the Treaty
of Paris in 1856. The Sultan was forced under the 1856 treaty to implement several changes in
order to reinforce his weak government. The majority of these measures were never carried out,
and the situation simply became worse. With the Ottoman Empire on the verge of collapsing,
doubts arose about who would take their place in the Balkans. Furthermore, in 1870, Britain had
the world's biggest foreign empire as well as the world's greatest fleet. She didn't want to be
bothered with European continental politics. Her major goal was to maintain a huge fleet in order
to protect her foreign dominion. France and Russia were her main adversaries before to 1890.

Germany, on the other hand, became Britain's main opponent after 1890, as her naval might grew.®2
2.2.2. Economic Rivalries (The Anglo-German Trade Rivalry, 1887-1913):

The industrial revolution, which began in Britain in 1750, was sparked by the growth of capitalism
in Europe. For the reason that all European nations had become industrialized, there was little
room to develop in Europe, necessitating the search for colonies. The goal of colonialism was to
fulfil the needs of capitalism. Monopoly capitalism wanted markets, raw materials, and cheap
labour starting in 1870.28% The “scramble for Africa” refers to the many initiatives taken by
European countries to split Africa into regions and set colonial borders. Britain, Germany, France,

Portugal, and Belgium were also participating in this experiment. Because only Africa had not
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been colonized by the 1880s, it became the focus of imperialist concern as capitalism developed.®*
African natural resources were targeted by European countries in the 1870s and early 1880s.2° The
territorial scramble led to confrontation among European powers. Due to a rift between Britain
and France, Otto Van Bismarck the German stateman (1862-1890) convened a conference of
European powers in Berlin in late 1884.% Following these negotiations, Britain, Germany, France,
Portugal, and King Leopold Il of Belgium (1835-1909) codified and charted their claims to African

land at the Berlin Conference of 1884.87

Nevertheless, to facilitate future negotiations on European rights in Africa, the conference's leaders
agreed on free trade among the colonies. Nearly 90 per cent of Africa’'s land had been seized by
European countries by 1900, yet the African people had no voice in the decision. However, in
Germany, this African colonization got a warm reception, whereas in Britain and France it met
with opposition. From Cairo to Cape Town, many Londoners envisioned the construction of a
British-owned railway that would travel the whole length of Africa. This goal was hindered by
German domination over eastern Africa. As a result, the Suez Canal, which transported raw
materials and manufactured commodities into and out of Africa, was under the jurisdiction of the
British in Egypt. The source of the Nile River, which is located in Uganda, was also a source of

concern for the United Kingdom.®8®

From 1890 onwards, economic tensions existed between Germany and Britain. German
industrialisation began in 1871, and by 1890, German goods were competing with British goods
all over the world, and German merchant ships were threatening the British shipping sector.®
Economic tensions between France and Germany were also evident. Alsace and Lorraine were two
of France's coal-producing regions, and it was an important centre of textile industry. Which had

already been annexed by Germany in 1870. For the first time in its history, France was forced to
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purchase coal from foreign nations beginning in 1871. Because of this, France and Germany had
to fight for Morocco’s natural riches. Austria and Germany competed with Russia for trade
concessions in the Balkans.?® In the second half of 19" century, economic rivalry played a
significant role in inflaming international tensions. Economic rivalry has been exaggerated far
beyond reality. Due to a lack of items to sell abroad, Russia's economic competition with Germany
in the Balkans was not as serious as it is now. In the decade before the Great War broke out, both
Britain and Germany were able to diversify their markets in different parts of the world and in the
British Empire and on the continent of Europe, respectively. As Arthur Balfour the British Prime
Minister (1902-1905) pointed out that; ‘“We are probably fools not to find a reason for declaring
war on Germany before she builds too many ships and takes away our trade.”” Although, economic

disputes had a modest role in the outbreak of the Great War of 1914.%

It's worth noting that, prior to 1914, one could talk about the British economy collapsing and the
German economy advancing. Germany was Britain's second-largest export market in 1913. The
German colonial empire, unlike the British or French colonies, did not have a big economic impact
on the country. It also had little effect on the escalating tensions between Europe's great powers
before the outbreak of the Great War. Several disagreements between France and Britain created
tensions in Egypt throughout the 1870s and 1880s. Between 1912 and 1914, the British
government used economic imperialism to attempt to strengthen Anglo-German relations. While
there was considerable British-German commercial competition in certain situations, the attitude
of major bankers and economists involved in imperial initiatives demonstrated that they were not
interested in conflict. In this regard, the British Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey (1905-1916),
stated that: “Yes, we had to fight, but what a hateful necessity. | suppose Germany, our best
customer, will be beaten. And what then?’’% However, Paul Kennedy’s The Rise of the Anglo-

German Antagonism argues that the economic imperialism and Anglo-German commercial
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competition were critical elements in the creation of antagonism between the two countries, which
led to the onset of the Great War.%

2.3. End of Splendid Isolation:

From 1895 to 1902, politicians used the phrase "Splendid Isolation™ to refer to Britain's position.
It was believed that around the start of the twentieth century, European foreign policy was
subjugated to imperial objectives in Africa and Asia. Others argue that, if Britain did truly live in
isolation, it was primarily unintentional and a result of real events such as the Boer War (1899-
1902) in Africa, which caused Britain to be disliked around the world.®* "Splendid isolation" was,
above all, based on Britain's undeniable power, but her economic position was weakened by
Germany and the United States. To begin with, Britain could no longer claim to be the world's
leading industrial power in 1900. Secondly, Germany and Russia posed a danger to Britain's
imperial and maritime interests. Meanwhile, other nations, however, such as Austria, France, and
Russia, increased their steel output at a higher rate than Great Britain.®® British isolation from the
rest of Europe was widely referred to in the late 1800s and early 1900s. Britain had a large empire
and ruled it. India's large human resources were vital to Britain's dominance. The empire was
primarily reliant on Indian soldiers. Protecting trade lines between Britain and India was Britain's
top goal.®® In addition, Britain's strong fleet secured global economic linkages. Despite this
imperial orientation, Britain was interested in Europe. Then there were the opposing empires. Both
Belgium and France had African empires. Britain and France fought bitterly for control of North
African holdings. Germany held colonies in Africa and was interested in North Africa by the early
1900s.%”

Another concern was Russia. Throughout the 19" century, Russia sought control of the

Dardanelles, where the Black Sea meets the Mediterranean. As a result, Russian warships and
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merchant ships could easily navigate Europe. Russia possessed more northern ports, but these froze
over in the winter. The Dardanelles belonged to Turkey. Long-time foes, Turkey and Russia
Britannia aided Turkey for fear of Russian ships in the Mediterranean. The Mediterranean was a
vital trading route for Britain to India. Until the early 1900s, Russia and France were more
important than Germany. Britain and Germany had excellent relations. But this is started to change,
when Kaiser Wilhelm 11 (1888-1918) took over, he wanted Germany to be a superpower. He felt
encircled by Russia to the east and France to the west. So, he built up his army. France and Russia
shared this anxiety. Every major European state started to build up their armies and fleets in the
1900s.%

2.3. The Pre-War Arms Race:

As time went on, the military and naval armies of every country of the Great Powers kept getting
bigger. People haven't paid as much attention to nineteenth-century arms races as their twentieth-
century equivalents. However, the graph of European military spending between the Franco-
Prussian War and the Great War shows that there was a big rise in spending in the half decade
before 1914.%° Between 1908 and 1913, the European Great Powers increased their expenditure
by nearly 50 per cent. Defence spending was spilt between armies and fleets, although the most
important before 1914 naval competition (between Britain and Germany) was losing steam on the
eve of war. As a result, the entire increase was mostly due to the growth of land armaments. In
spite of Italy's costly involvement in the Libyan War from 1911 to 1913, the four major continental
land powers engaged in a series of reciprocal and competitive measures that pitted the German and
Austro-Hungarian alliance of 1879 against the Franco—Russian coalition (1891-1894). Britain
kept its army expenditure stable. This ground weapons race had a greater impact on the onset and

timing of the war than the Anglo-German naval race.'%
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The General Staff in Germany and Austria-Hungary wanted to increase the army, but the War
Ministry was concerned that this would lower quality personnel and make the army less
trustworthy for domestic repression. Financial and economic factors, as well as the administrations
of the British and French governments, stymied development in both countries. Between 1904 and
1911, Austria-Hungary and Italy diverted resources to compete in an armaments race. Following

its defeat by Japan in 1904-1905, Russia had four years of weak crops and fiscal restraint.'%*

Up to 1914, the Ottoman government substantially spent on modernizing its army's weaponry and
equipment. This initiative focused on importing raw materials rather than establishing indigenous
industrial capability. The Ottoman administration welcomed a German military team to instruct
the troops on contemporary weaponry and their usage. However, much of the Ottoman Empire's
recent purchases were lost in the Balkan Wars of 1912—-1913. It is true that the Ottoman army lost
half of its heavy weapons and equipment in the first Balkan war, which was a humiliating defeat,
but it did have some assets, even if they were mostly obsolete. We can say that the level of
weaponry of the different units in the Ottoman army varied greatly. The ‘artillery of the troops was
modern’, but they had fewer guns, 24-36, than comparable European corps. At the outbreak of the
war, the number of cannons was 1500, machine guns 450, and rifles 200,000, but they had no
rapid-fire guns at all, only ordered from Krupp’s works in 1914.1%2 The Ottoman Empire lost its
German armament supplies when Bulgaria and Greece closed their borders and the Russian,

British, and French fleets put a sea blockade on the Ottoman Empire. %

"Prussianism" was a very different concept compared to the British militarism prior to the Great
War. In 1903, 2.7 percent of all British men between the ages of 15 and 49 enlisted in the Volunteer
Corps. Although working-class members constituted at least 70 per cent of the volunteers by 1900,
this figure has since dropped. Overall, they represented that section of the working class that was

in somewhat full-time employment, and volunteers came from a variety of jobs, including miners,
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farmers, railway workers, engineering trainees, fitters in Glasgow shipbuilding yards, and other

similar fields.1%*

Winston Churchill (1874-1965), the British First Lord of Admiralty, noted in early 1914 that “the
world is arming as it has never armed before.” Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey (1862-1933)
agreed that “excessive expenditure on armaments, carried to an extensive degree, must lead to a
catastrophe,” and adding that he saw “very little to be done.”*% The historian Michael Howard
(1922-2019) noted that; “Militarism, like ‘Fascism’ has become a term of such general illiterate
abuse that the scholar must use it with care.” Howard described militarism as a society's adoption
of the ideals associated with the military lifestyle. Even by late 19" century, European society had
become remarkably militaristic. % It can be understood from this that, the armed race was sped up
a lot because people were afraid. It made people afraid and suspicious of each other. If one of the
countries increased the strength of its army or built important rail lines, the others were scared into
doing the same. That's why there was this crazy race for guns, especially after the Balkan wars of
1912 and 1913. Anglo-German naval rivalry was one of the things that led to the war. Today,
historians don't say that the start of the Great War in 1914 was just caused by international tensions
caused by the arms race.

2.4. The Anglo-German Naval Rivalry (1906-1914):

The Royal Navy was the world's most powerful navy. It protected the British Isles from invasion
and could blockade enemy ports in wartime. But its main goal was commercial protection. Britain's
economic growth depended on imports and seaborne commerce sponsored by London. Britain's
naval superiority was in danger. Germany started building a combat fleet in 1898. A naval rivalry
with Britain ensued. With the dreadnought class battleships constructed in Britain, the naval

competition shifted emphasis in 1906. These massive battleships, propelled by steam engines and
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powerful weapons, rendered all previous warships obsolete. People in both countries wanted more

battleships, with help from the press, writers, and naval lobbyists.”

It's possible that the naval and armament rivalries encouraged militarism. The naval rivalry after
1900 was a crucial event in militarism that precipitated the Great War. At the time, Britain
possessed the most powerful navy in the world. The new Kaiser Wilhelm promised to build a
German navy that would rival Britain's. This caused great concern in Great Britain. Although
Germany's navy was far smaller, the British army was stationed across the country to protect it.
Germany didn't have the same sized empire as Britain, but they were the most well-trained and
strongest at the time. This meant the Kaiser required a larger fleet than Britain. While Britain and
Germany built up their warships, mainland Europe's great nations built up their armies. Germany's

dilemma was that if war broke out, they would have to battle both Russia and France.®

Russia, on the other hand, planned to deploy millions of troops, and France planned to push deep
into Germany, forcing a surrender. The military strategies of Britain and France were geared to
ensure fast victory. The British navy anticipated the war's expense would cause the enemy's
economic collapse. Overall, nations with a large army, wealth, and a strong navy are ready for war.
They were able to construct their fleets to the highest quality by competing in the navy and army
races.’® Anxiety in London was sparked by deteriorating relations between France and Germany,
as well as a substantial expansion of the German Navy and the surprise arrival of the German
gunboat Panther off the Moroccan port of Agadir in July 1911. Winston Churchill, who had
distributed a remarkable and extensive note entitled "Military Aspects of the Continental Problem™
to Cabinet colleagues, was unexpectedly promoted to Churchill in late October, where he would

have complete command of the Royal Navy for the next four years.'°
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From the first decade of the twentieth century, it became evident that London had effectively won
the naval armaments race with Berlin, the Anglo-German rivalry continued. Rear Admiral Alfred
Tirpitz's, Secretary of State of the German Imperial Naval Office (1897-1916), force was too
inexperienced to take on the RN in the much-publicized decisive battle in the North Sea. The
conclusion of the Anglo-German naval armaments competition, however, did not imply that the
threat of a future conflict between the major powers had vanished. Instead, the rivalry was moved
to the European continent and evolved into a land-based weapons race.'! To summarize, the naval
struggle between Britain and Germany before the Great War is typically seen as the prototypical
arms race. Between 1906 and 1912, the two nations engaged in a fierce head-to-head rivalry in the
construction of new capital ships, such as battleships and massive armoured warships. During this
six-year period, the United Kingdom built 29 capital ships and Germany launched 17. Naval
spending in both nations surged to pay for this armament build-up. Germany's navy budget almost
doubled, while the United Kingdom's naval budget grew by more than 40 per cent. Another thing
that happened because of their naval armament rivalry was that their diplomatic cooperation got

worse. Arms control efforts didn't work to stop the fight.!1?
2.5. The Alliance System:

In international politics, an alliance is a formal pact between two or more governments to help one
another in the times of need. Modern alliances are defensive in nature, requiring partners to join
forces if one or more of them are attacked by another state or coalition. Although informal,
partnerships are frequently formalized by an alliance treaty that stipulates when an ally is required
to support a fellow member. When Germany and France fought each other in the late 1800s,
Europe reached a new level of alliance formation. Most major European powers were divided
between the Central Powers (led by Germany and Austria-Hungary) and the Allies (led by France,
Russia, and Great Britain) by 1910.113
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1- The Triple Alliance (Germany, Austria- Hungary and Italy):

The first alliance was the Dual Alliance between Germany and Austria-Hungary, which was
formed in October 1879 and was later joined by Italy in May 1882, becoming the Triple
Alliance.!'* Germany and Austria were obligated to assist Italy in the event of a French invasion
of the country. Italy was obligated to support Germany in the event of a French assault on
Germany. If one or more of the alliance's members were at war with two or more great powers,
the member or members of the alliance who were not participating were obligated to come to the
assistance of the other or others. If one of the allies is compelled to make war on another major
power, the other members should maintain benign neutrality, if not material backing. When the
pact was renewed in 1887, Germany committed to helping Italy in North Africa in the case of a
Franco-Italian conflict there.!*> Meanwhile, Britain had signed the Mediterranean Agreement with

Austria, Hungary, and Italy in the same year, and seemed to be friendly to the Triple Alliance.!®

In 1890, Russia was no longer a member of the Triple Alliance. If any signatory become involved
in a conflict with a fourth party, the League of the Three Emperors (June 1881) agreed to remain
neutral.!’ In 1887, Russia and Germany signed the Russo-German Reinsurance Treaty, which
reaffirmed neutrality in the case of conflict with a third party, but with two exceptions: the German
declaration of war with France and the Russian declaration of war with Austria. After Bismarck
resigned in 1890, the agreement was led to expire, even though Russia wanted to keep it.*'® The
Romanian government had signed a defensive alliance with Austria-Hungary in 1883, to which
Germany had agreed. The treaty had been renewed in 1892 and 1913, and it was still in place at
the time of the commencement of the Great War.''° In 1877-1878, Romania participated in the

Russo-Turkish War, and the unfavourable Treaty of Berlin in 1878 prompted negotiations.
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Romanian officials were enraged by the loss of three regions to Russia.'?® The Romanians desired
a deal with just Germany, but Otto von Bismarck insisted on a deal with Vienna first. Russia looked
to be the biggest danger, and neither France nor Great Britain were suitable partners. Although the
alliance's details were kept secret, it was widely agreed that Romania was a member.1%

In 1888, Germany and Italy negotiated a military treaty allowing Italian forces to be used in a fight
against France.'?? Despite the fact that the agreement was constantly renewed, there was a period
between 1902 and 1912 when Germany and Austria had little trust in Italy's commitment. This
was largely due to the Franco-Italian Peace Treaty of 1902, which guaranteed Italy's neutrality in
the case of an assault on France or a declaration of war by France.'?® Furthermore, in October
1909, Italy and Russia agreed to help each other in their areas of influence (North Africa and the

Balkans). This caused even more tension between Italy and her Triple Alliance allies.*?*
2- The Triple Entente (France, Britain, and Russia):

Both Russia and France feared the increasing strength of Germany, which had already made
alliances with Austria-Hungary and Italy. Following the 1894 Franco-Russian Alliance, the two
countries resolved to join forces for mutual security.!>® With a Russian assault on France or an
invasion of France by Italy with German help, Russia pledged to supply 700,000-800,000 men. In
exchange, France committed to furnishing 130,000 troops to help Russia if Austria declared war
against it. If one or more Triple Alliance members mobilized, then France and Russia should too.
It was also agreed that the two forces would always work together to draft and help with military
agreements and that they would always work together.??® For Britain during this time, ‘‘the time

for "splendid isolation™ was over: that England desired to settle all pending questions, especially
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Morocco and the Far East, in co-operation with the Triple or the Dual Alliance.’’*?’ British foreign
policy was marked by three significant engagements with foreign powers during the first seven
years of the twentieth century: an alliance with Japan in 1902, and agreements with France in 1904
and Russia in 1907. The alliance with Japan was followed by agreements with France and Russia
in 1907.1% To counter what was perceived to be a common threat presented by France and (most
likely) Russia in the Far East, the Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 1902 was established for a five-
years term before being extended. In the event of a conflict, any party was required to stay neutral
under the terms of the alliance. However, military help was required if any power was forced to

battle against two or more powers.'?°

In April 1904, the Anglo-French Entente resolved some of its significant colonial issues.
Moreover, the agreement's primary stipulations ended their main colonial disputes. France
supported Britain's occupation of Egypt as long as the Suez Canal remained open, while Britain
acknowledged France's interests in Morocco and offered diplomatic assistance.*®® In exchange for
maintaining some treaties near Gambia, France dropped her claims over Newfoundland. The deal
was not an alliance since there was no reciprocal backing. But it opened the door for further talks,
which started in January 1906 with military and naval talks. Britain declined to guarantee help in
the case of a German invasion but promised to consider military cooperation if it was agreed
upon.t3 In 1907, Britain and Russia signed a treaty, forming the so-called "Triple Entente” with
France. This treaty likewise ended colonial conflicts but made no specific commitments. Russia
agreed that Britain had the most power in the Persian Gulf, so they divided Persia into three areas
of influence.'? Europeans were clearly split into two alliances after 1907. Some leaders believed
that maintaining peace required a power balance, which was achieved in this way. There were

considerable military measures in place to protect one block from the other. It was inevitable that
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the preparations for defence would also contain attacks that would lead to a worldwide declaration

of war.132

In the case of France and Britain, military preparation (which began in 1906 and lasted until the
onset of the war) took the shape of an agreed-upon division of labour in the event of a conflict with
Germany: Britain would focus on the maritime war, while France would focus on the land battle.
Military preparation between the United Kingdom and Russia did not occur until June 19141
For the purpose of explaining and tracing the roots of the military discussions, British Foreign
Secretary Sir Edward Grey presented this explanation in April 1911; ““Early in 1906 the French
said to us, "Will you help us if there is war with Germany?" We said, "We can't promise, our hands
must be free.”” Further, the French then suggested that the military authorities should be able to
exchange views, ours to state what they could do, and the French to tell how they would want it
done, if we were to join with France in the conflict. Otherwise, as the French argued, even if the
British elected to defend France, they wouldn't be able to do it effectively if war broke out. On
this, they both agreed.**®

Keith Wilson in his book The Policy of the Entente: Essays on the Determinants of British
Foreign Policy, 1904-1914, pointed out that, “the premise upon which the plans of both the War
Office and the Admiralty for giving armed support to the French were based was that without such
support the French would be defeated by the Germans.”** According to Sir Henry Wilson the
Director of Military Operations and Ewart's successor, the British perspective was that a shift in
the balance of power in Europe has occurred in recent years, and as before, British foreign policy
was geared toward redressing the imbalance by helping the weaker side. When it came to possible
allies, Britain’s main concern was whether one of them could endure the military might of a more
powerful organization until their partner might come into play or pressure of sea power could take
effect. Two years later in 1911, Henry Wilson was more direct,
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In the case of our remaining neutral Germany will fight France single-handed.
The armies of Germany and the fleets of Germany are much superior to those of
France, and the results of such a war can scarcely be doubted ... It follows that
in a single-handed war France would in all human probability be defeated . . . ¥

In June 1912, Churchill recommended that a firm naval agreement be reached with France as soon
as possible, and he continued; "This arrangement would come into force only if the two Powers
were at any time allies in a war. It would not decide the question of whether they should be allies
or not"13 Moreover, it was agreed that the greatest method to win campaigns was to have decisive
numbers at the critical location and time. For the French army, this meant either obtaining
numerical superiority over the Germans or creating numerical inferiority in order to counter
German counterattacks on France. As Churchill stated: "The reason for sending a British army
either to France or Belgium is to secure, either by addition to the French or by subtraction from
the German force, a preponderance of strength on the decisive front at the decisive moment."*%
One could demonstrate that big, wealthy allies will carry the military obligations of smaller, less

wealthy friends; resource allocation will be inefficient in terms of defence activities.
2.6. General Pre-war Crises and the Outbreak of War 1914
1- The Moroccan Crisis of 1905 and 1911:

The scramble for empire in Africa has resulted in some diplomatic conflicts. Two big crises erupted
as a result of events in Morocco, a country in north-western Africa. The First Moroccan Crisis
refers to the international crisis caused by Kaiser Wilhelm 11 (1859-1941), when he visits Tangier
on March 31, 1905.1° The Kaiser made many pro-independence speeches, posing a threat to
French power in Morocco.*! In 1904, Britain and Spain strengthened France's power in Morocco,
a move Germany saw as a setback to its interests and challenged diplomatically. For some reason,

Britain favoured the French position in Morocco rather than the German one. The most important
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one was that Britain looked at Germany as its economic competitor, controlling Morrocco by
Germany with an obvious threat to the British trade line to the east (India). Moreover, in 1904,
there was an agreement between Britain and France concerning British trade interests in Egypt
with a secure path through Morocco for Britain.142

With British assistance, the French foreign minister, Théophile Delcassé (1852-1923), adopted a
belligerent stance in response to the speech, which turned the French people against Germany. The
situation reached a head in mid-June, when Delcassé was pulled out of the government by Maurice
Rouvier (1905-1906), a more conciliatory premier. By July 1905, however, Germany had become
more isolated, and the French had agreed to hold a meeting to resolve the problem. Up to the
meeting, both France and Germany continued to posture, with Germany organizing reserve army
forces in late December and France sending soldiers to the frontier in January 1906.1%3
Nevertheless, the Algeciras Conference, which lasted from January 16 to April 7, 1906, was
convened to resolve the conflict. The German delegation discovered Austria-Hungary to be their
lone ally among the thirteen countries present. Britain, Russia, Italy, Spain, and the United States
all supported France.!* The Germans ultimately consented to an agreement in April that was
signed on May 31, 1906, in which France gave up sovereignty of crucial territories in Morocco in
exchange for certain internal adjustments. The First Moroccan Crisis was temporarily resolved by
the Algeciras Conference, but German unhappiness with the Moroccan situation led to the Second

Moroccan Crisis in 1911.14°

When as a German gunboat called Panther arrived in Agadir on July 1, 1911, the Second Moroccan
Crisis was born. The Germans said the Panther was there to protect German interests during a local

native rebellion in Morocco, but it was actually a way to scare France.'*® In the summer and
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autumn of 1911, the "Agadir Incident” prompted a wave of war talk (the British even initiated war
preparations), but international discussions proceeded, and the crisis calmed with the signing of
the Paris Convention on November 4, 1911. On November 27, 1912, a Franco-Spanish treaty was
signed, marginally altering the existing Franco-Spanish limits in Morocco. These provocations by
Germany were not intended to expand on Moroccan territory or extend its empire, but to sever ties
between France and Britain. It strengthened the Anglo-French alliance and increased criticism of

German "gunboat diplomacy" in both countries.#’

It is worth mentioning, these acts of German provocation were not designed to encroach into
Morocco or expand its empire, but to drive a wedge between France and Britain. It had the opposite
effect, strengthening the Anglo-French alliance and intensifying criticism of German Weltpolitik
and ‘gunboat diplomacy’ in both France and Britain. The German Kaiser Wilhelm II was aiming
to create a rift between France and England to forge an alliance between Germany and England in
the Moroccan crisis. Contrary to what they had hoped, they were able to strengthen the French-
British alliance and further divide them from Germany. Consequently, France also gained control
of Morocco, whereas Britain had Egypt at the time. | have got to grab some of that! Italy said as
she watched the Ottoman territories being given away like candy. As a result, Italy entered the
conflict. Now that Italy had found out that England, France, and Germany would do nothing to
stop her, she launched an attack on the Ottoman Empire. Shortly after the start of combat, Italy

had captured Libya.!4®

2- The Balkan Crisis of 1912 and 1913:
The First Balkan War 1912:

When the Ottoman Empire was at its peak, much of Eastern Europe and the Balkan nations were
part of it, but they are no more. In the late 1800s, several nations that were formerly part of the
Ottoman Empire gained independence. This is due to the fact that the area piques the attention of
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the major European nations. Britain wished for the Ottoman Empire to remain together for as long

as possible in order to defend it from the Russians, whom it thought might attack.'4°

In 1912, many Balkan states negotiated a series of military agreements that resulted in the
formation of the Balkan League. Russia influenced these countries. The major goal of these
coalitions was to publicly declare war on the Ottoman Empire and finally push them out of Eastern
Europe. A Serbian-Bulgarian alliance was formed in early 1912. This alliance, later joined by
Greece and Montenegro, formed the Balkan League, whose armies smashed the Ottoman Turkish
forces in October 1912, driving the Turks back almost to the Bosphorus after eight months of
intense fighting, and dramatically shifting the Balkan military balance in favour of the Franco-
Russian bloc. On May 30, 1913, the Treaty of London was signed, legally ending the war. At the
same time as Austria-Hungary confronted the growth of its Balkan opponents on its southern flank,
the Russians conducted a trial mobilization and held their most senior group of soldiers to the

north.1%0
The Second Balkan War 1913:

The Second Balkan War began on June 29, 1913, when Bulgaria, unhappy with its share of the
spoils of the First Balkan War, invaded Serbia and Greece, its former allies. The Bulgarian invasion
was repelled, and Serbian and Greek soldiers counter-attacked, invading Bulgaria. This conflict
prompted Romanian action against Bulgaria, since Bulgaria had previously engaged in territorial
disputes with Romania. The Ottoman Empire also took advantage of the circumstances to reclaim
some of the previous war's lost lands. Bulgaria requested an armistice as Romanian soldiers
reached Sofia, culminating in the Treaty of Bucharest, which was signed on August 10, 1913,

leaving Bulgaria alone, disappointed, and hostile to its former allies. Bulgaria had to hand over
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parts of its First Balkan War victories to Serbia, Greece, Romania, and the Ottomans under the

terms of the treaty.!

The war has also broken the Russo-Bulgarian alliance, leaving Serbia as Russia's only ally in this
crucial region. So, Serbia had complete Russian support. This, along with Serbia's victories in the
First and Second Balkan Wars, fuelled both Serbian ambitions over Austro-Hungarian-ruled
territories and Austro-Hungarian fears of Serbian ambitions. Moreover, the Balkan Wars directly
triggered the Great War. First, after winning the Balkan wars, Serbia more than doubled in size,
gaining a significant portion of Macedonia. The ambition to become greater by uniting all Slavs
grew. This brought her into conflict with Austria, which governed eight million Serbs and Croats
and denied Serbia a coast. Second, the Serbs in Bosnia and Herzegovina were a source of concern
for Austria. She was determined to hit Serbia quickly. Third, the Kaiser realized Austria was her
sole reliable European ally. He assured the Austrian Foreign Minister that “You can be certain I
stand behind you and | am ready to draw the sword whenever your action makes it necessary.’
Finally, the Russian Tsar felt humiliated since he couldn't get Albania for Serbia owing to Austrian
demand. In an attempt to regain the Balkan reputation, the Tsar announced in February 1914; "For
Serbia, we shall do everything.">2

For Russia, the Austro-Hungarians' war on Serbia had made it dependent on Serbia as a buffer,
and the two Balkan wars pushed the great powers to reconsider and revise their foreign policies
and ambitions in the area. As a result, a number of Serbian nationalist organizations, like Black
Hand, were created in the early 1900s. It was between 1908 and 1911 that these groups rose to
power, all with the goal of freeing their people from Austro-Hungarian control. In 1914, Archduke
Franz Ferdinand was assassinated by Gavrilo Princip, a teenager who was a member of the "Black
Hand" in Sarajevo, which resulted in the Great War.'*® To sum up, the Balkan republics banded
together in the First Balkan War after seeing how easily the Ottoman Empire could be defeated by
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the weakest of forces. After five centuries, the Ottoman Empire was driven out of the Balkans
totally by Serbia, Montenegro, Greece, and Bulgaria, with Russian assistance, forming the Balkan
League. In 1914, Russia was left with just Serbia as an ally in the whole region and hand no

alternative but to back Serbia.
2.7. The Evolution of British Commercial Diplomacy in the Middle East 1869-1914
2.7.1. Early European Rivalries and British Ambitions in the Middle East:

As this chapter has shown some dramatic advances in technology and economy at the world level,
which have been called the Second Industrial Revolution.® The well-documented history of
Anglo-French colonial clashes mapped out in this chapter is essential to both countries' histories
and is especially visible in the Middle East. At Fashoda, *° there was a lot of tension between
Britain and France. This showed how important it was for Britain to be able to influence other
countries in order to protect the Suez Canal.*®® Modern colonialism was an expansion of the
European continent's drive for stability and power during an era marked by militant nationalism
and violent international rivalry. Even in the case of Great Britain, the imperialist state with the
biggest economic investment in colonies, the primary motivation for imperialism was international
competition with European countries. Britain expanded its dominance not only in a search for new
markets, but also to prevent the French, Germans, and Russians from establishing bases and

colonies that could jeopardize British interests.*>’

Hence, we can now sum up British strategy in the Middle East since the end of the eighteenth
century in a single line. Its purpose was to keep any possibly hostile state from dominating the
Middle East. The reason for this was essential in India, and it was critical in the nineteenth century

because the Ottoman Empire was on the verge of dissolving. The United Kingdom, for example,
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worked very hard to make sure that no other country took over the Ottoman Empire's Middle
Eastern areas.'®® Due to imperial competition, in the 1870s and 1890s, France appeared to be
Britain's most probable adversary and Germany its most likely ally. Germany's fleet plan of 1898,
as well as its ambition for "a place in the sun,"” made Germany appear to be a strong danger to
Britain. The Anglo-Japanese alliance of 1902 won naval security in the Indian Ocean and the
Pacific. The British attempt was to restrict imperial disputes over colonies by treaties (ententes),
settling imperial disagreements with France over Northern Africa in 1904 and with Russia over

Persia in 1907.1%°
2.8. British Shipping and Commercial Interests in the Middle East:
2.8.1. The British Interest in the Suez Canal:

This expansion of the European economy would not be possible without the development of
technology. New forms of transportation decreased distances and quickly altered Europeans'
perceptions of the world. The Suez Canal is an example of this. When the canal was built, this area
became a strategic crossroads between the African and Asian continents.®® The idea of linking
Europe with the Arabian Gulf and India by a land route to Asia Minor and towards the warm waters
of the Gulf instead of the long sea route around Africa is a relatively old idea that man can
approximately trace back to the sixteenth century. Traveling through the waters from Africa to
India would take a long time, and the goods could get damaged and be lost because there was a lot
of uncertainty and chaos in them. This made it hard for people to get their goods to Europe.®

The Suez Canal opened on November 17, 1869, inaugurating a century marked by significant
developments in the maritime industry. The canal had a profound impact on construction skills
and procedures, contributing to the sailing ship's rapid fall as a key international carrier. From the
middle of the century through 1869, the British sailing fleet rose in tonnage by 40 per cent. British

ship-makers not only challenged, but also surpassed, American ship-makers' position of
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internationalization when it came to the design of sailing war ships.%? After Egypt's ruler went
bankrupt and was unable to repay debts, Britain bought a majority stake in the Suez Canal from
the Egyptian government in 1875. The remaining shares were held by the French, who were in
charge of organizing the construction of the Suez Canal. As a result, the Suez Canal was critical
in that it reduced the route between Europe and South and East Asia. In 1882, Great Britain
occupied Egypt.®® The issue of the construction of the route to India was raised in Britain more
than ever after the French began opening the Suez Canal. Britain felt that a shortcut entirely subject
to France's access to India was extremely dangerous to its presence and interests in that region of
the world. In 1870, British engineers developed a railway project from Alexandrette to Basra
through Aleppo, Mosul, and Baghdad. However, a few years later, the British government's
position changed again on the issue of the railway after Britain received its share of the Suez

Canal.1%4

Since its opening in November 1869, the Suez Canal has been one of the most important factors
of competition, toughness, and attraction between Britain and France. This rivalry between France
and Britain intensified from 1869 to 1888, leading to the Treaty of Constantinople on October 29,
1888. Moreover, in the first article of this conference, the participants (Britain, France, Russia,

Germany, Italy, and Austria) agreed that:

The Suez Maritime Canal shall always be free and open, in time of war as in time of
peace, to every vessel of commerce or of war, without distinction of flag. Consequently,
the high contracting parties agree not in any way to interfere with the free use of the
canal, in time of war as in time of peace. The canal shall never be subjected to the
exercise of the right of blockade.

As Britain resorted to all means of extending its influence and singling out control of Egypt and
the Suez Canal.'®® The Suez Canal presented the Empire with a new and strategically crucial access

point to the East. Besides, the ensuing Anglo-German projects prepared in 1901 and 1902 were
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inconclusive and aimless.'®® George Curzon, the Viceroy of India (1899-1905), dreaded a Russian
line to the Gulf as much as a German line. His actions revealed Britain's ongoing concern about

foreign control of the Mesopotamian overland route to India.®’
2.8.2. The British Interests in the Persian Gulf:

The establishment of the East India Company (EIC) in 1600 signalled the start of a new era in
Britain's relations with India and the Persian Gulf. The most crucial gain for Britain in the 17"
century was the demise of Portuguese supremacy in the Gulf. In 1622, the Persian king, Shah
Abbas (1571-1629), agreed that the East India Company might retain two men-of-war in the
Persian Gulf to defend their commerce. "This agreement marked the first attempt of the English to
obtain a political status in the Gulf and formed the beginning of that British political influence
over Persia and Mesopotamia, the end of which has not yet been reached.”’'®® The strategical
position of the Middle East in the British mind gave her the opportunity to spread her dominance
in Mesopotamia and the Persian Gulf.*®® This was a very important part of British foreign policy,
so it was important to protect all pathways leading to India.'’® Furthermore, Russian expansionism
was the British primary anxiety in the Persian Gulf. Busch observes that the worries are linked to
the "Great Game™ in Asia, a war of intelligence, brutality, and diplomacy aimed at keeping Russia
from endangering India. The rise and fall of crises and diplomacy in the Gulf were inevitably
related to the events involving major powers abroad, such as the Boer War (1899-1902) and the
Russo-Japanese War of 1904-1905. Every inter-imperial conflict prompted Britain to tighten its
grip on the Gulf.!"

LeDonne stated that in this regard that in 1901, Lord Balfour pointed out that "a quarrel with Russia
anywhere, about anything, means the invasion of India." Besides, this competition and Britain's
containment policy promoted Britain to form the Anglo-Japanese alliance in 1902, largely to block
Russian aggression in Northern China. The Portsmouth Treaty of 1905 established Japan's control
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over the Pacific boundary, considerably reducing Russia's perceived danger to the British interests.
Following the reconciliation of Russia and Britain, as well as the entente cordiale, which ended
the Anglo-French competition in the Mediterranean Sea, Germany became the new focus of
Britain in the Middle East.1’2 Furthermore, Seton-Watson observes that many foreign policy
disputes between Russia and Britain during this period were about Iran. The Anglo-Russian
agreement of August 31, 1907, gave Russia large portions of northern Iran as a sphere of influence
and the British more strategically important parts of Iran (Southeast), with southwestern Iran being
a shared sphere in which both could compete for concessions. In the same way, Britain released a

statement to keep its trade safe in the Persian Gulf from any other country.'’

Britain's influence in Persia remained strong during the second half of the nineteenth century, but
foreign policy decisions were ultimately made by the Qajar dynasty rather than the Ottomans.
Moreover, from 1820 until its withdrawal in 1971, Britain was the dominating force in the Gulf
for more than 150 years. The rise of trade and economic interests drove Britain's early interest in
the Gulf area, which began in the seventeenth century, as it did that of many other European
countries, most notably the Portuguese, French, and Dutch. When Britain began to consolidate and
expand its colonial possessions in India, the nature of their relationship began to change a lot more

than it had before.!’*
2.8.3. The British Ambitions in Mesopotamia:

Britain began trading with Mesopotamia in the first half of the seventeenth century. Significant
changes in British penetration occurred throughout the nineteenth century in Mesopotamia. After
Napoleon's Egyptian war, Britain attempted to find a new route to India that was shorter than the
one around the Cape of Good Hope or even the land route through Egypt.1” The British strategic
interest in Mesopotamia was a result of her influence over India during the 19" century. When
Olney talks about British India in the 1800s, he even says that Ottoman Iraq should be part of the
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concept.t’® Blyth describes how British Indian authorities viewed Mesopotamia as a potential
Indian colony with "as many as twenty-five million Indian settlers."*’” Headrick agrees by stating
“Imperialism in the mid-nineteenth century was primarily a matter of British tentacles reaching
out from India...”*"® Busch calls the Persian Gulf an “international waterway of steadily increasing
importance in the age of imperial rivalries...”*"® According to Busch, if shipping is merely used
to assess importance, 136,693 of the 170,566 tons shipped from Basra in 1896 were British. Britain

supplied over 60 per cent of the export trade, while Baghdad provided a comparable percentage. &

In the early 20" century, Mesopotamia was seen as a region with limitless commercial potential,
and it was projected to become a large trading area in its own right. Plans for water and mining
projects in Mesopotamia has been made public in the United Kingdom and Germany. It was both
an economic and a strategic need to defend the path to India. The notion that Britain's future
Mesopotamian policy would be significantly influenced by "the present poverty-stricken condition
of the land is due not to the niggardliness of nature, but to the destructive folly of man."*®! During
the 19" century, the British government found it necessary to safeguard its geopolitical, economic,
and diplomatic interests in Mesopotamia.'® Although France had some cultural and religious
activities in Mesopotamia, in the last phase of the nineteenth century, Great Britain appeared as
the only European power with important interests in Mesopotamia. However, other European
states had limited trade interests in Mesopotamia. Besides, at the beginning of the twentieth
century, Britain had clearly established a significant political and commercial presence in
Mesopotamia. Russia became particularly interested in Persia, and it collaborated with France to
establish a presence in the Persian Gulf. Furthermore, Germany had political and economic

ambitions in the Ottoman empire in the last decade of the nineteenth century. 82
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After India, Mesopotamia became the second primary trade focus for Britain after the expansion
of trade. In other words, after the growth of British commerce, Mosul and Basra, both tactically
and commercially, became the gateways for British trade.'® Throughout the nineteenth century
and well into the twentieth, Mesopotamia in general and Mosul in particular remained major
strategic and economic hubs. To give a sense of the scope of this trade channel, from 1912 to 1914,
Britain controlled over 70 per cent of Mesopotamian commerce.'8 A lot of work was done by Lord
Curzon to defend Britain's interests in Mesopotamia. He said that "Baghdad... must be included in
the zone of indisputable British Supremacy."®® Britain thought that Russia's position in Persia was

very dangerous, so they came up with a lot of ways to fight back against it.'8’
2.8.4. The British Attitude Towards the Berlin-Baghdad Railway Project: (See Figure 1)

The Baghdad Railway was envisaged in 1887 as a collaboration between German businessmen and
the Ottoman government. By 1903, Germany had gained one last concession from the Ottomans to
construct a new railway line, as well as a new political and economic rivalry with Britain.*®® This
new railway line was a strategy for Germany to bring together a future "political and economic
federation™ that would place Germany as the major power in Mitteleuropa, a region that included
Germany, Austria-Hungary, the Balkans, and the Ottoman Empire.’® Nonetheless, German
interest in Middle Eastern railways was not limited to Mesopotamia; the Turkish Anatolian
Railway was also funded by German funds, and plans for a Persian railway existed.'®
Jastrow’s The War and the Bagdad Railway, emphasis that ‘‘the railway would also prove to be a
short cut to India and the farther East, and as such the undertaking was on a plane of importance

with the cutting of the Suez Canal.””**!
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The British Secretary for Foreign Affairs, Lord Lansdowne's proposal for the Baghdad Railway
in April 1903 emphasized discussions with German investors and the political benefits of utilizing
the Baghdad Railway to reduce tensions with Germany.**? In addition, Britain was against any
foreign control over a route to India, and it didn't want the Baghdad Railway to be made global.
Instead, each country would have control over the railway in its own area of influence.'*®* Another
problem was that the Berlin-Baghdad Railway itself put British shipping companies at risk. They
had long had a monopoly on the area between the Persian Gulf and the Mediterranean Sea, which
the Baghdad Railway threatened.**

As a result of the Berlin-Baghdad Railway concession, Britain was worried that Kuwait, the Gulf's
best deep-water port, would become home to a German submarine base. She thought that declaring
Kuwaiti independence would be the best way to stop this.}® McMeekin points out that British
worries over the Berlin-Baghdad Railway prompted several international discussions as “The more
‘German’ the Baghdad railway appeared, the more cause Paris, London, and St. Petersburg would
have for trying to sabotage it, or for putting up rival bids for the concession...Germany must appear
not to be building the railway alone, while somehow still securing the benefit.”'% After the
dispatch, the British government attempted to negotiate with Germany, but the parties involved
were unable to reach a deal. The German government, in particular, was opposed to a British
railway monopoly in Southern Mesopotamia. In this regard, Bertram Benedict, in his book "A
History of the Great War," published in 1919, stated that,

The railroad would open to German business lands which had hitherto been
largely inaccessible for extensive trade, investment, and raw materials; and
Germany took deep interest and pride in her new project. Of course, the German
government was by no means blind to the political and military possibilities also
in a railroad over which troops could be transported as readily as freight. And
the railroad would cut off Russia from the Mediterranean in the Balkans and at
Constantinople.**’
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Moreover, in 1905, the Board of Trade'*® admitted that the Berlin-Baghdad Railway would present a threat
to British control of the Mesopotamian carrying trade. G. A. Lloyd,**® pointed out, “Any weakening of our
position on the Tigris”, ... “means not only the weakening of our whole position in Mesopotamia, but a
corresponding increase in German trade and activity . . . Our privileged position on the river is now
becoming daily more valuable, in view of the approach of the Baghdad Railway.” By 1907, the fear of
Berlin-Baghdad Railway had affected the government’s response to the threat to Britain’s privileged

position on the Mesopotamian rivers.?®

Furthermore, as long as the railway was built far away from Britain's interests, it didn't bother
them. However, after they thought about how the railway would affect their economic and trading
interests in the Mediterranean and the Persian Gulf,?°! the British changed their minds about the
railway and the way it worked. People in Britain started to worry when the railway from Konia to
Baghdad was finished, which made them think about what could happen. After the railway reaches
Baghdad, the British government didn't want it to go to Basra because it would hurt British
shipping businesses. The Germans also thought it would be a good idea to build a port in Kuwait
and extend the railway to the Persian Gulf. Lord Curzon stated that "navigation in Basra was in
the hands of a British company for several years. | am afraid that this will be blocked in recent
years". In another statement, he said "I believe that river navigation in Basra and Baghdad belong
to us." Germany's building of a rail line across the Persian Gulf would hurt Britain's standing in

the area.?%?

The last stage of Britain's Baghdad Railway strategy was sparked by differences and impasse.?%
The British also agreed to let Germany build a railroad from Baghdad to Basra in exchange for

control of any line from Basra to the Persian Gulf, which was a deal that worked out very well.?%

1% The Board of Trade is a British government body concerned with commerce and industry, currently within

the Department of Business and Trade. See, Cohen, British Policy in Mesopotamia, 1903-1914. p. 50.

199 G. A. Lloyd, later 1st Baron Lloyd of Dolobran (1879-1941), attaché, Constantinople, 1905-1907. In 1907 he
was special commissioner to enquire into the future of British trade in Turkey, Mesopotamia and the Persian Gulf.
Cohen, British Policy in Mesopotamia, 1903-1914. p. 50.

200 Cohen, British Policy in Mesopotamia, 1903-1914. p.44.

201 Austin Harrison, “England and Germany: The Line of Least Resistance: Politics, Positions and Conclusions,”
The Observer, July 1907, 6, https://theguardian.newspapers.com/image/259009443/?terms=persian&match=1.

202 Jamal Hashim Ahmad Dhuwaib, ‘The Impact of Baghdad-Berlin Railway on Britain’s Nautical and Commercial
Interests in Iraq’s Rivers’, European Journal of Multidisciplinary Studies 2, no. 6 (2017): pp. 245-247.

203 Davis, Ends and Means: The British Mesopotamian Campaign and Commission, p. 35.

204 Cohen, British Policy in Mesopotamia, 1903-1914, p. 238.

53



Britain also said that she would let Turkey run the Baghdad-Gulf Railway if British businesses
could get money from it.2% In addition, the Ottoman Empire and Germany agreed to a lot of things
about the Baghdad Railway at the Turco-German Convention of 1911, like length guarantees and
military installations.2% British officials were worried that a pro-German strategy in Mesopotamia
would alienate the French and potentially prompt Russia to withdraw from the entente. They also
feared antagonizing the Ottoman Empire, whose Sultan still claims religious authority and could

endanger the allegiance of India's Muslim population.?’” According to Maloney:

The strongest case for the Baghdad Railway as a cause of World War I is put by Benns
"Although before the outbreak of the War in 1914, understandings were thus eventually
reached regarding the Baghdad Railway by Germany, Russia, France, and Great Britain,
the project had already done much to poison the international atmosphere. Germany had
come to believe that the opposition of the Entente Powers was only part of their general
policy of encirclement...Russia, Great Britain, and France had become deeply
suspicious of Germany's plans in the Middle East....Russia's realization that the Austro-
German advance into the Balkans and Turkey must be checked if her own plans for
securing control of the Straits at Constantinople were not to be thwarted had much to
do with the course of events during the fateful days of July, 1914, 208

The above statement not only focused on the railway subject but also gave a definition of the pre-

war circumstances.
2.9. The Emergence of Oil in the Middle East:

For more than a century, Britain was a coal country, and throughout the 1890s and early 1900s,
over 3,200 coal businesses operated in Britain, generating well over 200 million tons of coal each
year. In addition to that, providing a cheap and local source of power to British consumers, coal
was one of Britain's most important exports. However, petroleum products and the accompanying
technology revolutionized Britons' daily lives. 2°° British and German interest in Middle Eastern

railways and the knowledge of Mesopotamian oil dates back to the 1830s. On the other hand,
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Germany's victory over France in 1871 produced a new power balance in Europe, attracting the
Ottoman Sultan Abdul-Aziz's (1830-1876) interest in a joint oil-railroad venture with Germany.
In 1872, the Ottoman Sultan Abdul-Aziz elected Wilhelm Von Pressel as the general administrator
of the newly founded Asiatic Ottoman Railway Company. The Ottoman sultan had selected him
for the task of designing a railway scheme from Haidar Pasha through Ankara, Sivas, Mosul,
Baghdad, and the Persian Gulf. 2%

British interest in the Ottoman oil was focused largely on Mesopotamia and the Persian Gulf.?!!
Britain desired access to Ottoman oil resources but did not press the subject aggressively enough.
The Ottoman Empire's Mosul, Baghdad, and Basra provinces were rich in oil and gas fields.?*2
Britain's attempt to secure Ottolman oil concessions in the Hamidian Era during the later years of
Sultan Abdul-Hamid II's rule attempted to limit German activity in the Ottoman Empire as an
international adversary. Anglo-German competition for the region's oil resources can be observed
dating back to the early 1900s. Whereas, Britain attempted to exert influence in the Ottoman
Empire's Kuwait and Basra provinces. The United Kingdom had built solid connections with
Kuwait's sheikh. It is possible that British political authorities desired control of the Persian Gulf
region in order to safeguard Indian commerce and play a major role in managing the oil supplies
of what is now known as Iraq.?*® Furthermore, in the early 20" century, the British official
mentality put a high priority on the Ottoman province of Mosul. Mosul has long been a major
commercial city in the Middle East. Mesopotamia, which included the Ottoman provinces of
Baghdad, Basra, and Mosul, was a region on one of the shortest routes to India. As a result,
Mesopotamia and her three provinces were embroiled in a complicated web of British interests
because they were close to the most significant area of the British Empire and the discovery of oil

in this region gave high value to it.2'4
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2.9.1. The Anglo-Persian Oil Company of 1909:

William Knox D'Arcy, a rich British banker and gold mining magnate, acquired the property and
the exclusive right from Mozaffar al-Din, Shah of Persia, on May 28, 1902, to "search for, obtain,
exploit, develop, render suitable for trade, carry away and sell” the petroleum fields of Persia. The
D'Arcy Concession was enormous, spanning three-quarters of Persia and totalling 1.2 million
square kilometres.?*® According to the Anglo-Persian Oil Company agreement ‘‘the company
promised to pay the Iranian government, annually a sum equal to 16 percent of the net profits of
any company or companies that may be formed.”’?'® The agreement was to be in place for sixty
years, and it included a great degree of speculation and financial risk because it was unknown if
there were enough Persian oil resources to sustain an exploratory operation of the magnitude that
D'Arcy envisioned. However, the British chemical engineer, Boverton Redwood (1846-1919),
who, after visiting Persia on his tour of rising oilfields in the 1890s, was certain that large supplies

of petroleum were under the Zagros Mountains.?!’

The economic revolution may be said to have been heralded in 1908, when oil was found in
Masjid-i-Suleiman in Khuzistan province in Persia. The importance of this discovery to Britain
was recognized by Winston Churchill. In other words, Churchill convinced the British government
to switch the RN from coal to oil while also acquiring a controlling stake in the Anglo-Persian Oil
business.?'® Furthermore, the Anglo-Persian Oil Company (APOC) started building an oil refinery
in Abadan, a small island settlement in the Shatt al-Arab River delta, in October 1909. This was
less than a year after the first oil was found at Maidan-i-Naftun.?'® The first oil refinery in the
Middle East was finished in May 1912, and shortly after that, the ship carrying the first bulk
shipment of Persian crude oil set sail from the Abadan Refinery to Britain. The refinery produced
a comprehensive range of heavy oil products, including boiler fuels, diesel, kerosene, paraffin,

grease, and explosives, which were important to British industries and commercial operators.
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During the Great War, the refinery was the subject of many successful raids by the Ottoman

gunboats and local Persian militias, which put a stop to further growth.?%
2.9.2. The Anglo-Ottoman Convention of 1913:

European great powers such as Britain and France made an outstanding commercial contribution
to the Ottoman Empire. Likewise, Germany followed suit, having financial and political
involvement in the Ottoman Empire. After the unification, Germany had become one of the
Europe's most powerful economic, technological, and military powers.??! In the 1890s, Germans
attempted to industrialize the country and find new markets, primarily in western Asia. The
German expansion in the Ottoman Empire's regions, such as the Berlin-Baghdad railway, had
harmed France and Britain's political and economic interests there.??? In the second decade of the
twentieth century, the Baghdad Railway was a worrying subject for Britain. Thus, Britain took the
lead in securing her position in the Persian Gulf when she signed a non-ratified agreement with
the Ottoman Empire on July 29, 1913, well known in historical papers as the Anglo-Ottoman
Convention of 1913. Britain’s fear of the Baghdad Railway led to Kuwait's ultimate autonomy and
border delineation under the 1913 Anglo-Ottoman Convention. Kuwait, and all the following
difficulties made by the British on the subject, had become a reflection of British goals in the
Gulf.??® It has to be mentioned that Kuwait was clearly no longer part of the Ottoman sphere of
influence by the 1910s.%2%4

The Anglo-Ottoman Convention of 1913 defined Kuwait's position as well as other economic and
political concerns between the British and the Ottomans. The agreement formalized the Ottoman
Empire's boundary with Persia. It delineated the area of Kuwait that would be independent from
direct Ottoman administration and retain a distinct autonomous territory within the Empire. The

red line delineated territories immediately under Mubarak Sabah's with a radius of 40 miles, while
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the green line delineates the boundary within which tribes would pay loyalty to Mubarak with a
radius of 140 miles. The agreement also included the so-called Blue Line, which defined the
borders of Bahrain and Qatar, as well as the Violet Line, which defined the limits of the British
province of Aden. The agreement defined the British and Ottoman domains of influence, placing
all land south of a line drawn from the north of Qatar to Aden under British authority and all
countries north of Kuwait under direct Ottoman jurisdiction. Secretary of State Edward Grey
thought that the main countries had to agree on Mesopotamian oil concessions and the rights to
pass through the Shatt Al-'Arab river, which he thought was important. This kept the deal from
being approved.?® (See figure 2)

Furthermore, in February 1913, the Porte’s extraordinary envoy, Ibrahim Hakki Pasha, went to
London with the aim of finally settling bilateral differences over the Baghdad railway. With
Foreign Minister Grey, almost all sensitive problems in the Middle East were considered, and the
German Embassy in London was even involved in the negotiations. Within the framework of the
agreements, the Turks recognized the special position of Great Britain in the Persian Gulf region,
and although London respected the Sultan’s sovereignty over Kuwait, the Porte agreed not to
interfere in the internal affairs of the sheikhdom. At the request of the British, Istanbul agreed that
the terminus of the Baghdad Railway should be Basra rather than the coast, and that two British
officials should be appointed to the board of directors of the Baghdad Railway Company.??® The
series of negotiations lasted for months between the British and the Germans, until in June 1914
an agreement was reached on spheres of influence in the Asian provinces of the Ottoman Empire.
According to the terms of the agreement, London no longer opposed plans to build rails in
Baghdad, and the Germans agreed to appoint two British citizens to the board of directors of the
railway company. It was agreed that the terminus of the line would be Basra, and that Britain
would be able to take control of the southern Mesopotamian coast of the Gulf, which Berlin also

considered a British sphere of influence.?’
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2.9.3. European Rivalry Over Oil in the Region:

The period between 1896 and 1914 is known as the "Indian Summer" of the pre-war British
economy.??® In addition, after the 1870s, Britain remained at the core of the international system.
It was very important for her to help the world's trade and payment system work better so that
Britain could be more competitive.?® On the other hand, the Ottoman Empire's economic
transformation was aided by German banks, post offices, newspapers, and engineers. In 1884, the
first marine link between the Eastern Mediterranean and Germany was established. Five years
later, in 1889, the Germans established a shipping service between Hamburg and Istanbul.?*° The
Anatolian Railway Company was an operating company financially organized and managed by
the Deutsche Bank, which won the first foreign concession concerning Mesopotamian oil in 1888.
At the same time, the Turkish government promised the firm preferential treatment when it came
to mining rights. This was made clear in the 1903 Baghdad Railway Convention, which allowed
the line to be extended from Konia to the Persian Gulf and gave specific rights to extract natural
gas and oil from the land.?

It's apparent that oil was seen as a critical component of the concession. The idea was described
by Sir Nicholas O'Conor, the British Ambassador in Constantinople in 1900, who stated that the
exploration of bitumen and naphtha had the potential to significantly enhance the efficiency of the
railway system. At the same time, Dr. Paul Rohrbach effectively conveyed the German perspective
via his publication in 1902, when he authored a booklet addressing the Baghdad railway and its
associated political and economic implications. He mentioned the petroleum springs in the Kirkuk

area as one of the latter when he stated that,

We ought to attach the greatest importance to the circumstance that the Baghdad
Railway will pass close to the petroleum districts. The only thing to be feared is that
foreign gold and foreign speculators should succeed in securing a preferential right in
the exploitation of Mesopotamian naphtha before any effective German initiative has
been taken.
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The Germans were given preference, but not monopolistic access to oil along the Baghdad
Railway. From 1904 through 1912, there was a surge of interest in Mesopotamian oil, primarily
by British, German, and American companies. The Anatolian Railway Company acting for the
Deutsche Bank, signed a contract with the Ottoman authorities in July 1904.22 In addition, Russia
was not the only force challenging Britain's hold on Mesopotamia. Germany emerged as Britain's
main opponent in economic terms. The Potsdam Agreement between Russia and Germany
acknowledged each other's rights in Turkey. The Franco-German Agreement between France and
Germany harmonized their commercial interests.?

Britain, too, was eager to balance her competing interests and give Germany full rein in Mosul in
1909. As a result, more information is needed to fully understand how the British reacted to
Germany in this period before the war.?** Furthermore, with regards to the railway the definitive
provision of kilometric guarantees for the railway as far as Baghdad was an important gain for the
Germans; but it was not necessarily a loss to the British. Britain’s agreement to the three percent
customs increase in 1906 had revealed its inability to prevent the continuation of the line to
Baghdad; the 1909-1910 Anglo-German negotiations had indicated its unwillingness to do so.
Lowther (1858-1916), Ambassador at Constantinople, 1908-1913, lamented that “if the Germans
get to Baghdad . . . it rather takes the wind out of our sails.” But Miss Mabel Dulcie Parker 1877-
1951 noted that Britain would not be affected by a Turco-German arrangement which only
concerned the area north of Baghdad. To the British government, the most crucial aspect of the
March 1911 convention was the provision that German interests would be given the right to
participate equally with other foreign (i.e. non-Turkish) groups in financing any railways south of
Baghdad.”?*

In 1913, the governments of Britain and Germany, which had conquered the Ottoman Empire, by
intervening in the Ottoman issue. Such negotiations were over the delimitation of economic areas
of interest for both countries. Furthermore, in July 1913, Winston Churchill, informed the House
of Commons that the admiralty was rapidly approaching a point beyond which the government

would become the owners, or at the very least, the controllers, of at least a portion of the oil
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required by the navy. A few months later, the British government made concrete moves toward
acquiring a controlling stake in the APOC. As a result, the Foreign Office had a very significant
stake in the distribution of its ambitions in the TPC, as stipulated in the March 19, 1914,
agreement.?®® The European great powers tried to come closer to the Ottoman Empire, which had
become known as the “Sick Man of Europe.” Their primary aim before the war was to establish a
friendly relationship with the Sultan. The answer to the question, "Who would win the Ottoman'’s

satisfaction?" will be addressed in the next chapter.

2.10. Chapter Summery

The Second Industrial Revolution accelerated colonialism, driven by the need for raw materials.
Germany's conquest of Alsace and Lorraine in 1870 heightened tensions with France, while
European powers, especially Britain, France, and Germany, competed for territory in Asia, Africa,
and the Pacific. This rivalry fuelled alliances and intensified the arms race, most notably the naval
competition between Britain and Germany from 1906 to 1912. Britain's "Splendid Isolation™ policy
sought to keep its dominance, particularly over trade routes between the UK and India, while
preventing any single European nation from dominating the continent. Furthermore, India, crucial
to the British Empire due to its vast labour resources, played a central role in Britain’s military and
economic power. Control of the Dardanelles and the Mediterranean was also vital for Britain's
trade with India, with Turkey controlling the Dardanelles, leading to British support for Turkey
against Russia. Additionally, North Africa became a site of intense competition between the British
and French.

As European powers increasingly focused on the Middle East in the late 19" century, Britain aimed
to secure commercial and political opportunities, viewing the region as a gateway between Europe
and India. Moreover, the Suez Canal's opening was pivotal, granting Britain strategic access to the
East. Germany's expansionist ambitions, particularly with the Baghdad railway project and ties
with the Ottoman government, worried Britain, as it threatened British interests in the region,
particularly the overland route to India. In addition, Oil discoveries fundamentally shifted British
interests in the Middle East. The discovery of large oil fields in Southwest Persia in 1907, and the

establishment of the Anglo-Persian Oil Company, made the region essential to British energy
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security, particularly as the Royal Navy transitioned from coal to oil power. This intensified British
efforts to control Mesopotamia, especially after oil was discovered in Persia in 1908. British
concerns about German influence in the region culminated in the establishment of the Turkish
Petroleum Company, a joint British-German venture to explore oil in Mesopotamia. Britain's
eventual acquisition of a majority stake in the Anglo-Persian Oil Company in 1914 reflected the
strategic importance of securing oil for both imperial and military purposes.

This narrative highlights how British colonialism was driven primarily by economic motives,
particularly access to resources like oil. Britain's determination to control trade routes to India and
secure oil supplies reveals the extent to which imperial interests shaped foreign policy. As this
thesis argues, the discovery of oil transformed British priorities in the Middle East, making the
region a key strategic area, not just for trade, but for energy security, especially when, as naval
power, Britain transitioned to oil. Nevertheless, while oil was important for the British Navy, the
diplomatic arrangement and friendly relationship between Britain and other European stakeholder
in the Middle East were also important for British existence in the region. Furthermore, the
increasing competition with Germany over influence in the Ottoman Empire and Mesopotamia
underscores how imperial rivalries in Europe extended into the colonial world, ultimately

contributing to the tensions that led to the Great War.
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Chapter Three:

British War Strategies During the War in the Ottoman Empire
1914-1918
3. British War Ambitions and the Future of the Ottoman Empire 1914-1918:
3.1. The Outbreak of the Great War 1914

Diverse European nations entered into mutual defence agreements over the course of history,
culminating in their eventual engagement in conflicts. As a result of these agreements, allied
nations had a legal duty to defend any member that came under attack. Prior to the outbreak of the
Great War, the following alliances were in place: Russia and Serbia, Germany and Austria-
Hungary, France and Russia, France and Britain, France and Belgium, and finally Japan and
Britain. The murder of Archduke Franz Ferdinand of Austria-Hungary was the direct cause of the
great war, which caused the aforementioned factors (alliances, imperialism, militarism, and
nationalism) to come into play. This was the event that sparked the conflict.2*” On June 29, 1914,
the British Ambassador in Vienna Sir Maurice De Bunsen (1913-1914), send a letter to Edward
Grey Foreign Secretary, stating that, ‘““The Archduke Franz Ferdinand and the Duchess of
Hohenberg were both murdered yesterday morning by a Slav nationalist or anarchist at
Sarajevo.’’?*® The British Chancellor of Exchequer David Lloyd George (1908-1915) express his
attitude toward this action by pointing out that; ‘“When I first heard the news of the assassination
of the Grand Duke Ferdinand, | felt that it was a grave matter, and that it might provoke serious
consequences which only the firmest and most skilful handling could prevent from developing into

an emergency that would involve nations.’ %%

In addition to this, the assassination of the Archduke was the direct cause of the Austrian invasion
of Serbia. As a direct consequence of the Austrian invasion, the European alliance system was set

into motion, and by the month of August, the whole continent was engaged in conflict. The Triple
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Entente, which was comprised of the Great Britain, France, and Russia, battled against the Central
Powers, who were made up of Germany and Austria-Hungary.?* Austria-Hungary and Serbia went
to war on July 28, 1914. Four days later Austria's partner, Germany, declared war on Russia,
Serbia's ally, on August 1. Germany then invaded neutral Belgium on August 3rd, declaring war
on France (an ally of Russia). Thus, on August 4, France's ally Great Britain declared war on
Germany. The Ottoman Empire declared war on Russia in October of the same year.?** This can
be clearly seen in the telegraph Herr VVon Jagow (the Secretary State of the German Foreign Office
1913 -1916) sent to Constantinople from Berlin on 4" August 1914, ““England will possibly
declare war on us today or tomorrow. In order to prevent the Porte breaking away from us at the
last moment under the impression of the England action, the declaration of war by Turkey on

Russia, if possible, today, appears of the greatest importance.’”242

3.2. Britain and the Ottoman Empire in 1914

With regard to the Ottoman Empire, it was obvious that for much of the Nineteenth Century,
Britain has been a stalwart protector of what was sometimes referred to as "The Sick Man of
Europe.” Britain was willing to ignore the authoritarianism, corruption, and inefficiency of the
Ottoman Empire in comparison to the considerably greater danger posed by Russian expansion
towards the Jewel in the Crown of India and the Dardanelles. During this century, Britain had
substantial diplomatic and commercial ties with the Ottoman Empire and often enjoyed
preferential access to the Sultan and important decision-makers across their empire. Successive
Sultans saw Britain's friendship as providing diplomatic and even military assistance against
foreign challenges to the Empire. 2** The Manchester Guardian Newspaper issue an article on
November 2", 1914, addressed the British FO announcement with regard to the Ottoman Attitude
of the War, the article had indicated that:

240 Edward J. Erickson, “The Ottoman Road to War in 1914: The Ottoman Empire and the First World War,” First
World War Studies, 2014, 93-94, doi:10.1080/19475020.2014.931036.

241 The Manchester Guardian, “England Declare War on Germany,” August 1914,
https://theguardian.newspapers.com/image/259134411/?terms=england declare war on germany&match=1;
History.com Editors, “World War I,” A&E Television Networks, 2009, https://www.history.com/topics/world-war-
i/world-war-i-history.

242 J. Moberly, History of the Great War: Based on Official Documents. The Campaign in Mesopotamia, 1914-
1918. Volume II, p. 75.

23 A L Macfie, ‘The Straits Question in the First World War, 1914-18°, Middle Eastern Studies 19, no. 1 (1983):
pp. 43-44.

64



At the beginning of the war the British Government gave definite assurances that
if Turkey remained neutral her independence and integrity would be respected
during the war and in the terms of peace. In this France and Russia concurred.
The British government have since then endeavoured with the greatest patience
and forbearance to preserve friendly relations, in spite of increasing beaches of
neutrality on the part of the Turkish Government at Constantinople in the case
of the German vessels in the Straits.?*

Despite this, Britain established deals with Germany and the Ottoman Empire in 1914, just before
the war, in an effort to stop German encroachment on British interests and to boost the Ottoman
economy.?® During the early months of the war, Great Britain attempted, via a series of
ambassadorial meetings and letters, as well as pledges to guarantee the territory of the Ottoman
Empire, to keep the Ottoman Empire neutral. However, these attempts were unsuccessful. On
November 5, 1914, the official beginning of the hostilities took place. It took some time for Britain
to formulate any war goals with regard to the Ottoman Empire, since they did not have any at the
outset. The continuation of the current situation was not a viable choice anymore. Due to Britain's
location in the Persian Gulf, it seemed inevitable that the country would be required to take part in
whatever plans were devised for the Ottoman Empire's subsequent existence.?¢ Furthermore, the
primary focus of Britain was to maintain its commercial interests in the Suez Canal, Dardanelles,
Alexandretta, the Persian Gulf and Mesopotamia. Britain was worried about the Ottoman
participation in the war because this will put her it in the enemy side of the war. The \intimation
of Britain was motivated by Russian aggression against British interests in Persia, therefore:2*

In mid-August 1914, Sir Edward Grey the British Foreign Secretary (1905-1916)
told the Russian foreign minister Sergei Dmitrievich Sazonov (1860-1927) that
St. Petersburg could have compensation from Turkey after the war; on November
1, he offered the prospect of a free hand to dismember Turkey; and eleven days
later, he specifically offered Russia Constantinople and the Straits to dissuade
her from attacking Persia.?*
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In the era before the outbreak of the Great War, unlike Britain the Germans were successful in
taking the Ottomans to their side, building up a strong relationship that could be helpful during the
war. On the eve of the war the Germans attempted to win the favour of the Turkish Government
of the Committee of Union and Progress’ (CUP) by offering to subsidize the building of a railway
from Berlin to Baghdad, which would have extended German’s dominance into the very core of
the Ottoman Empire and all the way to the Persian Gulf.?*® The Ottomans also agreed in 1913 to
deploy a German Military Mission to Constantinople to train and equip the Turkish Army.
Meanwhile, in Constantinople, the British had established a naval mission to educate Turkish
sailors in preparation for the arrival of two British-built battleships. Although Enver Pasha, the
Ottoman Minister of War (1914-1918), was enthusiastic about the German alliance due to the time

he spent in Berlin, the majority of Turks were pleased with military neutrality.?°

The two battleships being built in British shipyards were the source of the problem, with the first
one being launched in August 1914. Winston Churchill made the disastrous decision to requisition
the two ships for the RN at that time due to the precarious circumstances in the area. On August
3", the day before declaring war on Germany, the British government made this choice. An
incensed Turkish government quickly received relief from the chief of the German Military
Mission, Otto Liman von Sanders (1913-1921), who pledged that the Germans would make good
on replacing the ships. The decision to go to war with Turkey was made in October 1914, after
two German warships attacked Russian settlements in Crimea and her fleet. The RN chased these
oil-fired battleships (the Goeben and the Breslau) across the Mediterranean, but they were offered
sanctuary in Istanbul. They were subsequently handed over by Germany to the Turkish Navy, with
Turkish names and flags, and all its personnel donned Turkish caps to complete the illusion.?! As
previously indicated, this started to alter in the first decade of the 20™ century, when Britain
became an ally of Russia via her Entente with France and a desire to curb the developing might
and influence of Germany. In this setting, the authoritarian Austro-Hungarian and German
Empires were more sympathetic to the Ottomans' situation than the conflicting democracies of

Britain and France. They were also traditionally apprehensive of the intentions of their long-time
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regional adversary Russia, which had joined the Triple Entente with Britain and France. German
officials used this natural animosity against Russia and urged the Turks to be suspicious of the
Allies.??

3.2.1. The British War Aims in A line from Mesopotamia to Alexandretta:

Oil corporations had been pressuring the RN to switch from coal to oil well before the turn of the
century.?®® Oil firing was widely accepted by senior naval officers due to its many benefits over
coal, including increased speed, increased range, smokeless burning, enhanced manoeuvrability,
more space on board ships for weapons and equipment, fewer crew members to go oversea, and
the possibility of easy refuelling while at sea rather than always docking for coal loading. Most
people thought it wasn't in the best interests of the RN to convert since there were no oil reserves
in the British Empire. Meanwhile, the German Navy, which likewise lacked reliable oil supplies,
was making preparations to switch the firing of its battleships to 0il.?* As discussed in the last chapter
in 1911 Winston Churchill was very certain that oil was the most appropriate kind of fuel for the
fleet. He believed that the continued dominance of the British Empire overseas required a steady
supply of 0il.*° In a speech to the Parliament that he gave in July 1913, he said, '“We must become
the owners or at any rate the controllers at the source of at least a proportion of the supply of natural
oil which we require." Churchill was successful in convincing the British government to purchase
two million pounds' worth of shares in the Anglo Persian Oil Company, which contributed to the
accomplishment of a portion of this objective. Late in July 1914, a little over a week before the
outbreak of the great war, the Royal Assent was given to the legislative act that would eventually

provide the authorization for the acquisition.?®

It was pointed out by Lord Kitchener, who was the Secretary of State for War (1914-1916), that a
win for the Allies in the war would mean that Russia would control Constantinople and France

would dominate Syria, which would impact Egypt's position in terms of its strategic importance.
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It was necessary to take into consideration the prospect of a future confrontation with either Russia
or France, or both countries. It would be important for Britain to maintain control over
Alexandretta in order to maintain control of Mesopotamia; otherwise, it would be a hazardous
outpost with little value. By traveling via train from Alexandretta, reinforcements coming from the
United Kingdom would arrive in Mesopotamia fourteen days sooner than if they travelled by water
across the Suez Canal, the Red Sea, and the Persian Gulf. By maintaining control over
Alexandretta, the size of the peacetime garrison in Mesopotamia could be reduced compared to
what would have been the case in the absence of this objective. Also, a Russian offensive would

be put in jeopardy by the presence of Alexandretta. 2>

In the event that Britain did not seize control of Mesopotamia, the Russians would do it instead,
putting Britain's position in the Persian Gulf in jeopardy. Through the establishment of several
irrigation systems, Mesopotamia had a significant potential for agricultural production. It would
provide a solution to the problem of India's overpopulation by providing a market for its people.
It ensured the safety of Britain's oil interests in the Persian Gulf as well as the land route leading
from the Mediterranean to the Persian Gulf. Occupying even just a little portion of the hinterland
around Alexandretta is sufficient. This was easily defendable, as was Mesopotamia, due to the
rugged terrain that surrounded its northern border, provided that the Tigris and Euphrates rivers
were not compromised. Because of the potential richness and population of the area, protecting it
should only be a burden on Britain for a relatively short period of time. It was ideal that a Turkish
or Armenian state would offer a buffer to Russia. Nonetheless, a boundary with Russia was better
than Franco-Russian dominance of the land route that runs from the Mediterranean Sea to the
Persian Gulf.?® The only person who mentioned oil in any of the documents that were drafted
before the assault on the Dardanelles was First Sea Lord John Fisher (1904-1910). He
recommended a convoluted plan of action directed against the Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman
Empires. Because of its oil resources and rail link to Mesopotamia, it included raids on the port

city of Alexandretta, which is today known as Iskenderun. Alexandretta is located in the
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northeastern corner of the Mediterranean. The Dardanelles would be forcibly taken by a fleet of

antiquated British battleships that were built before the Dreadnoughts.?*°

The naval historian Julian Corbett sent a letter to the First Lord of Admiralty John Fisher (1904-
1910). There are two versions of this letter in Corbett's records, and it's unclear which one he wrote
to Fisher. In both, he predicts that the Mediterranean would rise to prominence once again due to
the approaching collapse of the Ottoman Empire and the subsequent Russian conquest of
Constantinople. In both, he describes the chance to secure oil supplies in the Middle East as ‘a gift
of god'.*® Furthermore, Haifa was chosen over Alexandretta as the Mediterranean exit point for
the British oil pipeline. The Director of Military Operations (DMO), General Sir Charles Callwell,
convinced the de Bunsen Committee, formed in April 1915 to evaluate British war objectives in
the Middle East, that the path from Alexandretta to Mesopotamia would have to pass via French
territory. In some ways, Haifa was almost as excellent, and a railway via British territory might

connect it to Mesopotamia. The only problem was that this railway would be unprofitable.?®*

Oil was a major point in the admiralty's defence of Alexandretta. The Cabinet received two
documents addressing the issue. One, by the successor of Fisher in May 1915 Admiral Sir Henry
Jackson, focused on why the British should set up shop at Alexandretta, a city with a vast natural
harbour. With their sights set on Mesopotamia and the Persian oilfields in their grasp, the British
knew they'd need a Mediterranean port on the Baghdad Railway. In addition to being a hub for rail
and sea travel, the Gulf of Alexandretta was also an important junction in the global transportation
network. As of this point, the Baghdad Railway was able to reach the shore of the Mediterranean
Sea. As a second-best option, Beirut may work, but only if the railway were extended there. If
another nation were to take control of Alexandretta, it would pose a danger to British
communications and necessitate the establishment of a fortified base in Cyprus, both of which

would be costly endeavours with little chance of financial reward.??
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The other was more concerned with Mesopotamia and its geographical connection. Since around
1830, the possibility of a land connection between the Mediterranean and the Euphrates had been
studied. The probable demise of the Ottoman Empire, could result in the conquest of
Constantinople by the Russians and the British purchase of Lower Mesopotamia, altered the
situation. The United Kingdom was entitled to compensation for its participation in the conflict.
As a counterbalance to Russia's rising dominance in that crucial area, it would be important to
restore Mesopotamia to its previous prosperity and connect it to the Mediterranean. The admiralty
had an additional and crucial stake in the region's oil supplies. Russia would have access to Black
Sea supplies at Constantinople, thus, Britain must have access to Mesopotamian resources at

Alexandretta.??

3.3. The Mesopotamia Campaign and The Siege of Kut: (See Figure 3)

The War Office in London and the Indian Army in India shared responsibilities for military
information and strategy in Asia in 1914. India was in charge of Persia, the Persian Gulf, and
Basra. The rest of Mesopotamia was located within the WO area, although it received little
attention.?®* As it appeared more apparent that the Ottoman Empire would join the war on the side
of Germany, consideration was given to carrying out operations against the empire. The General
Staff claimed that Russia would be able to withstand any attack mounted by the Ottoman Empire.
An indirect threat to Egypt and the Suez Canal posed by an Arab uprising against Britain was one
of the primary concerns in Mesopotamia. Other concerns included a disruption to the Persian oil
supplies, the protection of the existing British position in the Persian Gulf, and the possibility that
a Jihad would lead to a rising on India's Northwest Frontier or possibly even within India itself.?®
Britain dispatched soldiers to the Ottoman province of Mesopotamia to safeguard its oil reserves
when Turkey joined the war on the central power's side against the allies. If the British were to
keep Mesopotamia, they would need to build a railroad to connect it to the Mediterranean, and

Alexandretta was one of the most promising possible Mediterranean terminals. In a telegram sent
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to the Indian government on August 13, 1914, the British political resident in the Persian Gulf

explained the rising anti-British and anti-Russian sentiment that had prompted this move.%¢

In addition, Sir Arnold Wilson, India's Political Resident in the Persian Gulf, wrote to the Indian
government on August 17 to inform that; ‘‘the oil company’s settlement at Abadan nervous of
being attacked by the Turks and had asked for the protection a British war ship. ... the Turks had
requisitioned the coal at Basra belonging to Euphrates and Tigris Navigation Company (Merssr.
Lynch), whereby mail steams were prevented from running.”” The British Ambassador in
Constantinople Sir Louis Mallet (1913-1914) then sent a telegraph to Sir Edward Grey on August
27" 1914, titled “‘Events leading to the Rupture of Relations with Turkey.”” %7 Sir Louis Mallet
argued in favour of cooperation with an Arab movement led by friendly chiefs such as Ibn Saud
and the Sheikh of Kuwait. The capture of Baghdad should be the initial move and would be much
better than attacking the Dardanelles. Admiral Sir Edmond Slade (1914-1928), the admiralty’s oil
expert, agreed, claiming that Ibn Saud and the Sheikh of Kuwait were very pro-British and would
revolt against the Ottomans at the merest suggestion of British support. This would give Britain
control over Mesopotamia, which was known for its enormous grain producing areas as well as its

immensely lucrative oilfields, without any trouble at all.?%

Both the Ottoman Empire and Germany would suffer a significant setback in the event that
Mesopotamia were to be lost. Germany had significant interests in the region and had been
attempting to displace Britain and India there in order to further those interests. General Sir
Edmund Barrow, who was the Military Secretary to the India Office (1917-1924), was also in
favour of cooperating with the Arabs. He believed that this would eliminate any possibility of a
jihad and would, as a result, secure India, Egypt, and Mesopotamia. He believed that oil might be
used as a pretext for this operation, which is a fascinating inversion of the conventional wisdom
that everything in the Middle East revolves around oil. In September 26, he drafted a memo in

which he argued in favour of a landing: ‘‘at Mohammerah or at Abadan Island, ostensibly to
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protect the oil' installation, but in reality, to notify the Turks that we mean business and to the

Arabs that we were ready to support them.’”?%°

The Imperial General Staff and the government agreed. Lieutenant General Arthur Barrett’s 6th
Indian Division, consisting of 5,000 troops and 1,400 pack mules, originally intended for
deployment in Europe, was ordered from Bombay to Bahrain in mid-October.?® An Indian army
division took control of the port of Basra in November 1914. General Sir John Nixon, the British
commander, advanced further into Mesopotamia after receiving reinforcements in the form of a
second division. Britain hoped that a successful war here would encourage the Arabs to unite
against the Turks. One group of soldiers crossed the Euphrates River and headed towards Nasiriya.
Major General Charles Townshend led the other, the 6™ (Poona) Indian Division (1914-1915),
which travelled 100 miles (160 kilometres) down the Tigris to capture the city of Amara on June
4,1915.°"

Townshend was tasked with continuing on from Amara to the provincial capital of Baghdad,
located some 250 miles (400 kilometres) away. On September 28, 1915, his division marched into
Kut after inflicting severe casualties on the Turkish defences. It was just 25 miles (40 kilometres)
from Baghdad by mid-November. It was clear that such an operation required more manpower
than a single division could provide.?”2 Townshend's army was already significantly diminished by
illness and a shortage of artillery, ammunition, and supplies. Unfortunately, even if he had
managed to take Baghdad, he would not have had the resources to keep it. At Ctesiphon, the Turks
halted Townshend from 21 to 23 of November 1915. After suffering severe losses, he returned to
Kut.?® According to reported published by the Guardian on December 06, 1915, pointed out that,

“during the fighting at Ctesiphon the British casualties were 4,567 officers and men.”?"
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On November 24, 1915, Lieutenant Henry Gallup, from Royal Field Artillery explain the situation
by stating that;

After several hours’ fighting the enemy’s chief position was carried and
occupied by our troops, and we then turned our attention to their left flank, where
our people were not getting on well at all and were in fact retiring. It was about
3 o’clock in the afternoon that the Turks counter-attacked so strongly. We found
afterwards that they had been re-inforced with about 5,000 fresh troops. The
82nd Battery and ourselves were sent forward to try and stop it. | think we
managed to do so, for a time anyhow, but it was a very warm time. They then
attacked from another quarter and drove our infantry in and we had to limber up
and get out as quickly as we could under a most beastly hot fire.?’

From December 1915 to April 1916, the 6™ Division was besieged by Ottoman troops before
ultimately surrendering. Townshend, bowing to Nixon's demands, limited his withdrawal south of
Kut on the Tigris.?”® The Turks encircled Townshend's camp of 10,000 soldiers and 3,500 camp
followers on December 7. They continued their assaults on the Kut defences throughout the
course of several weeks. In addition to the consistent bombardment, this continued to take a toll
on the garrison, which barely had enough food and supplies to survive for two and a half months

at this point. The defenders eventually died of starvation.?”

Besides that, starvation and illness had spread across the Kut garrison by the end of April 1916.
Townshend was tasked with opening discussions with the Turks since no relief was in sight.
Simultaneously, the garrison began destroying its supply of ammunition and weapons. Since they
were running out of food, the remaining members of the division destroyed all of their heavy
weapons and explosives on April 29, 1916.2"® When Townshend finally gave up, almost 13,000
British and Indian forces were marched into prison and subjected to horrendous mistreatment and
hunger. A third would die as a result of illness, hunger, and brutal treatment. One of the British

Empire's worst setbacks of the war occurred during this chapter. The British spent the rest of the
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year reassembling their troops after the Tigris Corps withdrew to Basra.?”® The British chaplain
Harold Spooner, who was with the garrison in the town of Kut. From December 1915 to April
1916 the British and Indian troops were sieged by the Turkish forces for about 147 days.?° During
that time Spooner took a number of photos and wrote diaries. He explained the situation in his
dairy written on February 4, 1916, which was archived in the British national archive, under the

name Diary from siege of Kut. He stated that:

The weather was 'bitterly cold' and Turkish guns were a constant menace.
Moreover, the efforts of Anglo-Indian forces under General Aylmer to break the
siege were failing. "We were expecting news of our relief,' ... "Please transmit
following message from me to General Townshend. The bravery & endurance
with which you and the troops under your command have resisted the attacks of
the enemy have excited the admiration of all and | am confident resistance will
be maintained until help reaches you in the near future. India thinks of you and
your troops all the time."?

Many Britons were taken aback when Townshend's force capitulated in late April 1916; up until
that point, the Mesopotamia war had seemed like a distant and ultimately victorious undertaking.
Despite Kitchener's quick response to preserve the honour of the British and Indian men at Kut-
al-Amara, the truth remained that the allies had suffered yet another loss at the hands of the hated
Turks, after the humiliating withdrawal at Gallipoli. While a parliamentary commission of
investigation examining operations in Mesopotamia was established in London as a result of the
fall of Kut-al-Amara, even more dreadful consequences were taking place on the ground. During
the march to Turkish prisoner-of-war camps in Anatolia, captured British and Indian troops were
subjected to cruel treatment. Out of the 11,800 soldiers taken from Kut-al-Amara on May 6, 1916,
4,250 did not make it to the prison camps where they were held.?®

Despite the heavy losses that British and Indian troops had in this siege, but it has to be said the

House of Common’s attitude to this defeat was in a positive manner toward the efforts that their
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troops had given in the campaign so far. As it was clear after the fall of Kut in 4" of May 1916
Lord Kitchener gave a speech in the House of Common by saying that; | recognize the importance
of the position maintained by General Townshend and his forces at Kut-el-Amara. When it came
to defending that area, his preparations were so thorough and effective that the adversary had little
chance of succeeding. There were around 2,970 British soldiers and about 6,000 Indian soldiers
and their followers stationed there. General Townshend's last telegram from Kut stated as follows;
"We are pleased to know that we have done our duty and recognise that our situation is one of the
fortunes of war. We thank you and General Gorringe and all ranks of the Tigris force for the great

efforts you have made to save us."?®

An example of the effect of the Islamic religion on the motivation of Indian Muslim troops is
clearly addressed in David Omissi’s book, Indian Voices of the Great War: soldiers’ letters, 1914—
1918, stated that,

In February 1916, the 15ht Lancers were ordered to march from Basra to front.
Most of the regiment refused, owing to their very strong religious objections to
fighting the Turks near the Holy Places of Karbala, Najaf and Baghdad. All 429
men involved in the mutiny were punished, most receiving long sentences of
transportation to the Andaman Islands.?*

At the outbreak of the Great War the British decision makers decided to send the Indian Muslim
troops to the western front, while the non-Muslims to the Eastern front. In this case the Indian
soldiers would be more loyal to the British authorities. However, because of the British defeat at
the Kut Al-Amara it was decided to send the Indian Muslim troops to Mesopotamia from France.
A letter was written in Urdu by Ashraf Ali Khan the 6™ Cavalry in Sialkot, on March 24, 1916, to
Signalling Instructor Dafadar Fateh Mahomed Khan. In his letter, Khan mentioned the presence
of the depot of the 15" Lancers in their location, detailing their journey from France to Basra. In
one instance, the entire 15" Lancers regiment took an oath not to fight Muslims. They swore this
oath by placing the Qu'ran on their heads, but a jemadar told their commanding officer. They
refused to fight their Muslim brothers. Consequently, the remaining 429 non-commissioned

officers and troopers were arrested and punished. Three Kot Dafadars received life in prison, while
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others received 15 years. Senior privates received seven years of transportation. Sixty draft recruits

were imprisoned for three years in Bombay.?®

In spite of the crushing defeat at Kut-al-Amara, the British position in Mesopotamia was by no
means in a hopeless state. In December of 1916, the British and Indian troops, totalling 150,000
men, had strengthened their troop divisions and appointed General F. S. Maude as their new head.
In February of 1917, the Ottomans' lines of communication with Baghdad were successfully
severed by the British and Indian forces, and Kut-al-Amara was retaken on February 24 of the
same year.?®® Furthermore, the Ottoman defence was able to leave the field before the trap shut,
unlike the six Division.?®” These troops continued their advance north until they captured Baghdad
on 11 March 1917. At his arrival Lieut.-General Sir Stanley Maude gave a speech to the people of
Baghdad, the declaration includes mention to the King of Hedjaz and other Arab monarchs;

Our military operations have as their object the defeat of the enemy, and the
driving of him from these territories. In order to complete this task, | am charged
with absolute and supreme control of all regions in which British troops operate;
but our armies do not come into your cities and lands as conquerors or enemies,
but as liberators. ... It is the wish not only of my King and his peoples, but it is
also the wish of the great nations with whom he is in alliance, that you should
prosper even as in the past, when your lands were fertile, when your ancestors
gave to the world literature, science, and art, and when Baghdad city was one of
the wonders of the world. Between your people and the dominions of my King
there has been a close bond of interest. For 200 years have the merchants of
Baghdad and Great Britain traded together in mutual profit and friend- ship. On
the other hand, the Germans and Turks, who have despoiled you and yours, have
for 20 years made Baghdad a centre of power from which to assail the power of
the British and the Allies of the British in Persia and Arabia. Therefore, the
British Government cannot remain indifferent as to what takes place in your
country now or in the future, for in duty to the interests of the British people and
their Allies, the British Government cannot risk that being done in Baghdad
again which has been done by the Turks and Germans during the war.?%
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The way had been paved for an advance into northern Mesopotamia, which would eventually lead
to Anatolia, the very centre of the Ottoman empire. When the war with Turkey was finally over
on October 30", 1918, British troops in Mesopotamia had advanced all the way up to the north
and had taken control of the oil-rich area of Mosul on the 3™ of November. More than 31,000
officers and soldiers from the British and Indian forces had perished in action or through sickness

during the four years of warfare in the area. 2°

Kurds and the Campaign:

At the onset of the Great War, ethnic minorities residing in the Ottoman Empire were confronted
with a difficult decision. A significant number of individuals had harboured a longstanding
aspiration to emancipate themselves from Ottoman governance, and the rising appeal of Turkish
nationalism posed a risk to the distinctiveness and self-governance of non-Turkish ethnic
communities residing within the Empire's boundaries. The war, along with the abrupt arrival of
British, French, and Russian soldiers, presented an opportunity to undermine the Ottoman
authority and establish a more advantageous position at the conclusion of the struggle. The
prospect of achieving autonomy under the protection of a new imperial authority was alluring. The
Kurdish population residing in Mesopotamia encountered a predicament as the British
Mesopotamia Expeditionary Force made progress in the region that was once under Ottoman
control. The War Diaries of this army provide valuable insights on the British military's efforts to
recruit Kurdish troops for their war campaign, as well as the aspirations of Kurdish leaders to
utilise British imperial expansion for their own objectives. These documents also demonstrate the
Kurdish objectives after the war, and their subsequent shift from being an ally to being a catalyst
for rebellion in British-occupied Irag.*°

During the war, the British soldiers gathered data on the Kurds of Mesopotamia with the primary
objective of evaluating their potential as partners in the fight against the Ottoman Empire.

Lieutenant G. S. Reed provided a comprehensive account whereby he highlighted the absence of
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positive sentiments among the Kurds of Hakkari towards the Ottoman Government.?*
Additionally, he underscored their historical cohabitation with Christian minority groups. The
British archives also document instances when Kurdish forces made efforts to hinder the Ottoman
war effort. For instance, in June 1916, the 'Kizil Bash [Qizilbash] Kurds' conducted attacks against
Turkish lines of communication.?®? Furthermore, Britain had a vested interest in the strained ties
between the Kurdish population and Russia. The term ‘punitive measures' deployed by Russian
troops in conquered territories is referred to euphemistically as such in The War Diaries. These
papers elucidate the challenges that an occupying army may encounter as a result of strained
relations with indigenous minority groups, so urging British commanders to contemplate the
benefits of fostering stronger collaborations with Kurds who oppose the Ottoman regime.?*

The inclusion of Mesopotamian Kurds into the nascent colonial government was contemplated by
British authorities. The Political Resident in the Persian Gulf proposed the inclusion of Kurds in
the Basra police force in September 1915. According to his argument, this will address the current
scarcity of workers and decrease the need of transporting police officers from India. As early as
1915, British authorities were modifying their occupation in order to capitalise on indigenous
resources and manpower, with the Kurds being among the minority groups seen more inclined to
collaborate.? The British Directorate of forces Intelligence sent envoys to several Kurdish
factions in Mesopotamia in order to assess their inclination to provide support in countering the
Ottoman forces. British archives indicate that several Kurds shown a predilection for British
governance over the French option, owing to France's longstanding role as a guardian of Christian

populations in the Middle East.?*
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The Local Attitude to the British Campaign:

Before the outbreak of the Great War the Iraqi Arabs’ political interest was independent within the
Ottoman Empire. Arabs and Kurds dreamed of their autonomy and suffered from the harsh
Ottoman policy. Thus, when the British Campaign entered Basra vilayet on November 6, 1914, a
number of Iraqi Arabs were in favour of supporting British troops against the Ottoman existence.
Those such as the Basra Merchants had a very good relationship and commercial ties to British
and Indian Merchants. While some other were religiously tied to the Ottomans and consider the
British as infidels.?*® According to Abdulla the Arabic historian the British plan in Mesopotamia
was only to occupy the Basra Vilayet, but its forces' success in occupying Basra changed their plan
and they progressed towards occupying Baghdad in accordance with policy considerations when
they found the situation in Iran calming. The removal of the Ottomans from the military rally in
Mesopotamia affected the British occupiers. In addition, Britain's status in India was strengthened
by making it difficult for the Ottomans to communicate with Afghanistan and inciting its border
tribes with India to revolt against it.>” The Arabs and Kurds were different nations, but their goal

of freedom from the Ottomans was the same.

Moreover, Ali Al-Wardi stated that, the British occupation used rumours and lies, as a
preponderant weapon among the inhabitants of cities and clans through their spies. The British
spies were successful in persuading Arabs (Iraqi) people that the Turks were defeated and that the
victory is for the British troops. Those rumours and myths circulated that the power of the British,
their wondrous sciences, their weapons and their unlimited wealth would defeat the Turks and
crush them and liberate Arab from them, and these rumours found popularity and acceptance
among the inhabitants. This can clearly be seen specially after they found the promises of
liberation, progress and prosperity that accompanied every step of the progress of the British
occupation army, compared to the clash and hatred that existed between the Ottomans and the

Arabs during the great war.?® Despite the tendency of Arabs to the Ottomans by virtue of the
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religious passion of most of the Iragi people who were affected by the speeches of prominent
politicians and clerics, but during the period of the war between two worlds, the Ottoman
occupation authorities brutalized the city of Hilla, south of Baghdad, in what is known as (the first
and second incident of Akef). During which large numbers of citizens were killed.?*® Overall, the
Arab people suffered a lot from Ottomans for centuries, because of heavy taxes and mistreatment.
Therefore, they were waiting for this opportunity to revenge from the Ottomans. For example, in
1915 when the British army passed Kut to Ctesiphon the Arab people harassed the Ottoman

communications.3®

3.4. The Gallipoli Campaign 1915-1916:

By the end of 1914, the situation on the Western Front had reached a stalemate, the majority of
German battleships operating outside of European seas had been sunk, and Russian offensives on
Germany had been unsuccessful. After the western front was sealed off from Germany's advances,
the focus of British attention shifted to the possibility of utilizing Britain's naval force to win the
war via operations in other parts of the globe. This was especially the case after the western front.
It was recommended that operations should take place in the Baltic and the Balkans, as well as
landings in Syria. The choice that was made was to make an effort to force the Dardanelles.®* The
Secretary of the War Cabinet, Colonel Sir Maurice Hankey (1877-1963), believed that opening
Dardanelles would allow Russia to acquire the munitions needed to mount an attack.**? Potentially,
the Balkan nations would join the Allies and opened a communication route along the Danube.
The possibility of food shortages in Britain would disappear if Russian wheat shipments were to
arrive. Russia might use the money from these to buy war supplies and pay back the interest on its
borrowing from France. Without mentioning it, Hankey overlooked the fact that Britain might gain
cash and a new supply source if Russian oil was shipped via the Dardanelles. In 1913, Russia
exported 670,000 tons, or 12.7 percent of its entire output of 8,370,000 tons. Of this, Britain

imported 130,000 tons, or 7.7 percent of its requirements. Two pipelines, one from Baku to Batum
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and another from Maikop to Tuapse, carried Russian oil to Black Sea ports. The oil deposits in

Persia and Mesopotamia were not highlighted as a motivation for the activities.>*

For the purpose of reinforcing the eastern front of the war, Winston Churchill devised a strategy
for the Gallipoli Campaign in September 1914 to defend British soldiers stationed in the Middle
East as well as to control the sea passage from Europe to Russia. It seemed like Churchill planned
to use the largest navy of the day to force his way through the Straits of the Dardanelles and seize
Istanbul, the capital of the Ottoman Empire. To connect with Russia was the stated official reason.
It may release some of the strain on Russia, an ally of Britain. Additionally, it may allow supplies
to reach Russia across the Black Sea, thereby ending Turkey's participation in the conflict. 3% The
Allies felt it was time to start the Gallipoli war after the Russian Grand Duke Nicholas (1894-
1917) requested their assistance in order to stave off the Ottoman assault in the Caucasus. The
British troops thought that they would be able to effectively terminate the campaign with only a
single naval strike by British and French vessels.?® On April 25, 1915, the British government
intended to deploy an army of 80,000 at Gallipoli with the expectation that they could "walk to
Constantinople™ Although Middle East ern oil resources were presumably the strategic target.
Churchill switched to a land-based strategy when the combined British and French warships were

forced to evacuate on 18 March 1915, having lost a third of its major battleships.3°

Alan Moorhead pointed out that many people died from both sides. The British had lost 42,000,
the French 14,000 and the Ottoman 56,000. The number of wounded were hight than the dead of
the mentioning powers. Moreover, the number of troops deployed was 420,000 on the British side,
79,000 on the Frenc side, and 310,000 on the Ottoman side at peak.**" the assault of Gallipoli failed
to make any progress into Istanbul, the capital of the Ottoman Empire. The Allies never ran out of
oil throughout the war, whereas the Central Powers struggled to keep up with demand. The number
of automobiles and trucks used by the British Army almost multiplied by a factor of a thousand
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throughout the war, while the number of motorcycles increased by a factor of two thousand. Lord
Curzon, a high-ranking British politician, even said that the oil supply was the reason the Allies
were able to win. After being forced to retire from Gallipoli, the British government made the
decision to push on in the Middle East with the assistance of the Australian Light Horse and the
New Zealander Mounted Division in order to reach the oil fields.**® Australia and New Zealand
have utilized the qualities of their soldiers—perseverance, drive, innovation to identify themselves
ever since Gallipoli. This period of stability provided the Ottomans with a little reprieve while
their empire crumbled. Modern Turkey was established in part because of the prominence of

Mustafa Kemal (after known as Atatlrk) during the struggle.®

In addition, the campaign served as the catalyst for a national renewal in Turkey. Mustafa Kemal
Ataturk, the Ottoman hero of Gallipoli, went on to form the Turkish Republic. The events at
Gallipoli contributed to the growing feeling of national identity in New Zealand and Australia.
Those back home were pleased with how their guys had represented them internationally, earning
a name for themselves as fierce fighters against the odds. It was from this sense of national pride
that Anzac Day originated. Since its first commemoration on April 25, 1916, the day of the landing
has become an integral part of New Zealand society, serving as a moment to honour the sacrifices

of all New Zealanders, not just those who perished at Gallipoli.3!°

3.5. The British Campaign in Sinai and Palestine:

Egypt was overwhelmed by British and colonial troops in September 1914. The East Lancashire
Territorial Division, ordered to release the professional army in Egypt for the western front, arrived
first in late September.®! Bombay's Indian Expeditionary Force arrived in Egypt at the end of
October and was assigned in the Suez Canal Zone. The first 30,000 Anzacs arrived at Alexandria,
Egypt, in early December. Thousands more reinforcements arrived in subsequent weeks and

months. The railways connecting Alexandria and Cairo were jammed with military trains carrying
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troops and horses to Cairo. The Australian Infantry settled near the Pyramids at Mena, the

Australian Light Horse in Maadi, and the New Zealanders in Zeitoun Camp near Heliopolis.3!?

The advent of imperial soldiers helped to ease tensions in Egypt. The Ottoman declaration of war
and the caliph's call for jihad, the severing of Egypt's centuries-old ties to the Ottoman Empire, the
deposition of Ottoman viceroy Khedive Abbas 11 (1874-1944), and the accession of Sultan Hussein
Kamil (Sultan of Egypt from December 19, 1914, to October 9, 1917), under British protection,
all shook Egypt's political foundations to their core. After almost thirty-two years of British rule,
the Egyptian populace saw Germany as a potential saviour and hoped for their arrival. German
successes over British troops on the western front, such as the Battle of Mons in Belgium (2324
August 1914), further bolstered these expectations. The British government anticipated subversion
by German and Turkish agents, uprising by Egyptian nationalists, and religious unrest by

"excitable" masses.3?

The rapid appearance of tens of thousands of foreign troops persuaded the Egyptian populace that
the British position in Egypt was untenable. The Anzac training camps surrounding Cairo with
tens of thousands of cavalries and infantrymen engaging in training and manoeuvres in the desert.
The British officials ordered the freshly arriving troops to march through the centre of Cairo in
order to impress the locals, who may not have seen the men practicing in their suburban camps.
“We had a great march through the winding streets of Cairo some days ago,” A cavalryman named
Gordon Harper, who was stationed in Canterbury, New Zealand, wrote a letter to his family back
home. “We penetrated all the old Cairo native quarters through miles of alleys and slums and

variegated stinks.” Harper knew that the parade was important from a political point of view,

The idea was to impress the natives who simply swarm here, with our strength,
as they still have a traditional and spiritual connection with the Turks. ... The
effect was very interesting. The route was packed with fezzed men and veiled
women who watched us closely without the semblance of a smile or a cheer, but
every indication is that they are petrified with British rule.3
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From the early days of the great war, Egypt and its defence played an insignificant role in British
strategy. It was Winston Churchill, who "raised the question of bringing Indian troops to Egypt"
at the very first meeting in London of the War Council on 3 August 1914. This was a committee
hastily assembled by Prime Minister Asquith (5 April 1908 - 5 December 1916) to discuss the
major policy of the war. Secretary of War Lord Kitchener (5 August 1914 - 5 June 1916) claimed
that one division might be moved from India to Egypt immediately to garrison the country.3
Kitchener expanded on this point the next day, arguing that the British regular garrisons in Egypt,
Malta, and Gibraltar (adding up to around eleven battalions) should be relieved by the soldiers
under command to depart from India. Consequently, Egypt had already lost almost all of its
original garrison even before the first battles of the fight were being fought in Europe. Kitchener
planned to use these men as reinforcements in France if necessary, and his decision to send troops
of the Indian army to Egypt was consequential because it quickly established the idea in the minds
of decision-makers in London that Egypt should serve as a sort of launching pad from which

soldiers were prepared for front-line duties in Europe and elsewhere.3®

The position of Egypt was so important for Britain not just in term of economic and commercial
prospective but also for becoming an effective station for their troops for the Middle Eastern
Campaign whether for Gallipoli or for the Palestine Campaign. The above mentioning military
actions taken by Britain at the eve of the war shows the significance of Middle East for Britain.
Hence, British leadership's recognition of Palestine's significance before, during, and after the
Great War. The context in which the Haifa Port was built. Britain’s actions and judgments towards
the Muslim World were primarily guided by its imperial mindset. Britain was eager to establish a
strong foothold in the Arab provinces in the face of the Ottoman Empire's fall and the rising
aspirations of European Powers, notably Russia and France. Britain's geopolitical and commercial
interests were served by establishing a presence in Palestine, in part because of the port of Haifa.
Palestine's strategic importance to Britain as a buffer zone for the Suez Canal and an integral part

of the land route to India was widely accepted.?!’
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For what reason did Britain need a safe passageway? As the fate of the Ottoman Empire's Arab
provinces hung in the balance, the British government deliberated on its course of action.3!® They
had promised to reassess the condition of the British after the war and had proclaimed Egypt,
which had been invaded in 1882, a British protectorate after they had done s0.%*° Concerns were
raised in Britain over the safety of the Suez Canal if it were to come under the control of another
European state and Palestine was subsequently seized.®® Secret wartime agreements for the
division of Europe's sick man were made in Britain's best interest. Controlling territory in the
Middle East was a concern for Mark Sykes, the director of the War Offices of the Middle Eastern
Department, in April 1915. He proposed either having the different allies acquire the non-Turkish
regions of the Ottoman Empire or keeping it intact but dividing it into regions according to
economic and political interests. In any case, according to Sykes, Britain should take control of
Mesopotamia as well as the region extending from Egypt in the south to Haifa in the north.**

The British representative, Sir Milne Cheetham (December 1914-January 1915), had his title
changed from Consul-General to the British High Commissioner of Egypt, a move that was less
revolutionary than the title itself might imply give that Cheetham continued to serve in this
capacity until he was succeeded by Sir Henry McMahon on January 9, 1915. Nonetheless, General
Maxwell (1914-1916), the British commander in Egypt, had a huge responsibility on his
shoulders, since he had to deal with Egypt's defence against foreign attack, security against internal
disturbance, and various civic concerns. In fact, Cheetham recognized the risks involved: “While
recognising the advantages of single control, experience leads me to believe that either civilian or
military work here fully occupies the time of one man.”?*? In 1915, Ottoman armies attacked the
British protectorate of Egypt, threatening the Suez Canal. Fighting continued around Suez and

Sinai (northeast Egypt) until British forces went on the offensive in mid-1916, clearing Sinai and
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launching a counter invasion into Ottoman-controlled Palestine in 1917.32 With the war's
development and Allenby's march into Palestine in December 1917, which changed the picture of
the Middle East.*** The fall of Jerusalem "underlined the preeminent position of Britain" in the
Middle East and the Mediterranean after Britain became the de facto ruler of Palestine when the
city was taken by the British forces.*?® The British Foreign Secretary informed France in October
1917 that the 1916 Sykes-Picot agreement needed to be drastically modified in the light of Russia's
loss and the United States' entrance into the War.*?® The Sykes-Picot Agreement was rejected by
the British government's eastern specialists, who also determined by 1918 to progressively
withdraw from its terms.®?” Britain re-evaluated its imperial objectives in the Middle East after
Germany was defeated. Britain was resolved not to give its economic and imperial competitor,
France, any room to grow and threaten its dominance in the area.? Britain pursued renegotiations
as part of a wider peace settlement despite its military importance in order to prevent future
conflicts. France fought Britain's efforts to keep her "out of the Arab lands™ and argued that the

Sykes-Picot Agreement was still in effect.®?°

Regardless of its stance on agreements made during times of conflict, when Britain took control
of the Middle East, the subject of what would happen to these regions was raised.*° Following the
war, the British government determined that Britain should have ultimate authority over Palestine
and that it "must not fall into French hands.".*¥* There was "very little France could do to get
between Britain™ and the regions it controlled, as Edward Said correctly points out, since Britain
stood in France's way in the Orient (extending from India to the Mediterranean).®*? Furthermore,
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South African politician and War Cabinet member General Jan Smuts said that, in combination
with Mesopotamia, Palestine would provide Britain with a land passage to India and would "bring

together the British empire of Africa and Asia."*
Britain Between Sharif Hussein and His Ally France:

British elites worried about Islamic support once the Ottomans joined the war. The Ottoman sultan
against the Entente might spark instability along Britain's imperial path to India and inside India.
British authorities wanted a Muslim dignitary to collaborate with the Entente and undermine the
Ottoman sultan’s reputation. Caliph's Sharif Hussein ibn Ali, the Amir of Mecca, was such a man.
Much of the post-Great War Eastern Mediterranean history has focused on interpretations of
Britain's pledges to Sharif Hussein, thus it's crucial to understand their growth, context, and
consequences.®* The Ottoman Empire's most distinguished Arab-Islamic rank was Amir of Mecca.
Holder guarded Mecca and Medina. The Ottoman governor of the Hijaz oversaw administrative
matters and military security in the area, while the Amir of Mecca maintained the sanctity of the
two holy cities and oversaw the yearly pilgrimage. The Amir of Mecca was chosen from families
claiming direct lineage from the Prophet Mohammed, earning him the title sharif. Hussein Ibn Ali
(1855-1931), a from Hashemite dynasty became Amir in 1908 under Sultan Abdul Hamid 11 (1876-
1909) rule. Hussein, who distrusted the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) for political and
religious reasons, spent his first years in power building tribal coalitions to gain autonomy from
Istanbul. He wanted enough influence to make Amir of Mecca a family title. The great war brought
these customary, restricted goals to international diplomacy.3*

When it became obvious that the Gallipoli landings had been unsuccessful, British governor of
Egypt Sir Henry McMahon addressed Hussein in private. Egyptians, who are mostly Muslim
Arabs, were the closest and most receptive audience for the sultan's call to jihad because of the
war's devastating effects on the country's economy. Midway through 1915, McMahon and his

advisors were concerned that a Turkish assault on the Suez Canal may start an Arab insurrection
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against them. McMahon didn't give the sharif much credence at first, despite his demands that
Britain back Hussein's claim to an empire that included not only the Arabian Peninsula but also
Syria, Mesopotamia, and Palestine.** While he saw the benefits of being forthright, he also saw
the risks: siding with the Arabs over the French might endanger the Entente, and if Hussein were
insulted, the Arabs may put their weight behind the Ottoman's jihad.**’ In an earlier draft, he had
said that Britain could only recognize Hussein's claim to portions of Syria inasmuch as England is
free to act without injury to the interests of her friends, one of which being France, but he softened
this later. Georges-Picot discovered Hussein's communications with the British. On his return to
Paris, he issued new instructions for the French ambassador in London, Paul Cambon (1898-1920),
designating himself as Cambon's negotiator and instructing him to press for a Syrian territory that
included Palestine and extended from Egypt to Mosul in the east. British diplomats were left
dumbfounded by his chauvinism and the conference ended without a deal being reached.**®

In a meeting with French Prime Minister Aristide Briand (1915-1917), French diplomat Francois
Georges-Picot (1870-1951) said that despite Britain's hopes for a new construction, the structures
they were erecting were unlikely to survive the war. <*With this you will be in a significantly better
position to the one we are in, in Egypt. What more could you want, exactly?’” "You can feel the
importance of this location. ‘‘Georges-Picot said, ‘‘that's precisely why you want it for the Sharif
of Mecca." He would not yield any more ground.”” You are squandering time that is valuable, as
we both understand. The second meeting also concluded without a solution.®*® At this stage of
negotiation between British and French Diplomates they were too worried about any attempts from
their enemy Germany to consider the demands of Sharif Hussein as it can be clearly seen from the
British high commissioner in Cairo, who tersely warned London in a telegram on October 18,
1915, that “‘the Arab party are at [a] parting of the ways’’ and that he therefore needed to raise his
offer to Hussein urgently. He continued: ‘unless we can give them immediate assurance of [a]

nature to satisfy them, they will throw themselves into the hands of Germany”. On his return to
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London, Sykes backed up McMahon. He too felt that the Arabs would side with the Ottoman Turks

““in the event of our letting this opportunity go’’.

In the meanwhile, British officers in the Middle East were confused between Arabs and France,
their friend. Sir Edward Grey was placed in an uncomfortable position by the escalating crisis in
Cairo. First Georges-Picot and then Hussein, unbeknownst to one another, asked him to recognize
competing claims to overlapping swaths of the Middle East, forcing him to choose between them.
He was cautioned by one of his officers that "the position must be clearly understood from both
the French and the Arab side from the outset, or we shall be heading straight for serious trouble,"”
but he could also see that candour had its own dangers. On October 20", Grey dispatched a
telegraph to Cairo instructing the high commissioner to be as unclear as possible in his next letter
to the Sharif on the northwest corner of the area Hussein claimed, which was in Syria. But
significantly, he also left McMahon with discretion in the matter as it is urgent and there is not
time to discuss an exact formula . . . if something more precise than this is required you can give
it.34 Furthermore, five days late, on October 25, 1915, Henry McMahon sent a letter to Sharif

Hussein regarding his proposal of future Arab kingdom’s boarders, stating that,

It is with great pleasure that | communicate to you on their behalf the following
statement, which | am confident you will receive with satisfaction. The districts
of MERSINA and ALEXANDRETA and portions of SYRIA lying to the west
of the districts of DAMASCUS, HAMA, HOMS and ALEPO cannot be said to
be purely Arab and should be excluded from the proposed limit and
Boundaries.®*

Sharif Hussein’s goal to integrate all the areas inhabited by Arabs to the future Arab kingdom, but
what he has planned was not in favour of British colonial interests. Therefore, British authority by
Henry McMahon rejected his request and informed him that all the area located on the seaside
would be under British control after the war ends.**? Despite all of those negotiations with Franch
diplomats and Sharif Hussein the British representatives were successful in persuading both sides

and approaching their goal in the region which was overthrowing the Ottoman Empire and gaining
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the strategic Petroleum lands. Several idealistic minds in Cairo, most notably TE Lawrence,
gambled on an Arab renaissance that would see the end of Ottoman corruption and the arrival of
French-speaking Levantines by emphasizing the authenticity of the Bedouin culture.®* The
Bedouins under the leadership of Hussein's sons, the Hashemite princes, readily submitted to what
they perceived to be the "benevolent” rule of the British. London assured them of an Ottoman-
free, autonomous "Arabia." French officials had shown an interest in creating a "greater Syria"
that was mostly French-speaking, Francophile, and under French rule by expanding the "France of

the Levant" into the country's interior.3*

After obtaining the support of Britain in a series of letters known as Hussein-McMahon
Correspondence, consequently, Hussein led the Arab revolution against the Ottoman rule during
the Great War. In June 1916, the British worked hard to encourage the Arab revolt against
Germany's ally the Ottoman to weaken the Ottoman power within the empire.**> Moreover, British
intelligence officer Thomas Edward Lawrence headed to Arabia and worked with the irregular
Arab forces for two consecutive years. Lawrence became a liaison officer and advisor to Faisal,
the son of the leader of the revolution, Sharif Hussein bin Ali, in Mecca. Lawrence, better known
as Lawrence of Arabia, was a distinguished, tactician and a highly influential theoretician of
guerrilla warfare against the Turks. His small irregular forces attacked the Turkish
communications and supply routes and prevented the participation of thousands of Turkish troops
in the fight against the allied forces under General Edward Allenby. Lawrence's ultimate goal was
to help the Arabs achieve the military success that would lead to self-government after the war. In
June 1917, Arab forces achieved their first major victory, capturing Aqaba, a strategically
important port on the Red Sea. Success continued as they gradually made their way north.34

Furthermore, the revolt successfully reached its goals in defeating the Ottman troops. In October
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1916, Sharif Hussein proclaimed himself the "King of Arabia,” although the Allies officially

recognized him only as King of the Hijaz.?*

How can the borders between British Arabia and French Syria be fixed? Francois Georges-Picot
and Mark Sykes, oversee the talks. It went on for a few months, and the balance of power changed
during that time. It ended in May 1916 when the French ambassador in London, Paul Cambon,
and the secretary at the FO, Edward Gray, wrote each other letters. The French will have direct
control over an area from the Syrian coast to Anatolia. Palestine will become an international
territory (a de facto Franco-British condominium).2*® Moreover, the Mesopotamian province of
Basra and a Palestinian enclave around Haifa will be put under direct British control. The
independent Arab States given to the Hashemites will be split into two zones of influence and
supervision, one in the north given to the French and the other in the south to the British. The so-
called Sykes-Picot line, which divides the Arabian Peninsula, should also let the British build a
railroad from Baghdad to Haifa. Russians and Italians agree to this deal, but the Hashemites are

only told about it in vague and confusing terms.3*

3.6. The Sykes-Picot Agreement and Sharing Out the Spoils of Ottoman
Empire

3.6.1. The de Bunsen Committee

The de Bunsen Committee was the first official group to be constituted for the purpose of
researching the objectives of the British war effort in the Ottoman Empire. The Committee on
British Desiderata in Turkish Asia was its official name, but it is more often referred to by the
name of its Chairman, Sir Maurice de Bunsen. The report was made on June 30", 1915. The British
desired outcomes had to take into consideration the goals of their allies, some of whom could turn
out to be their competitors in the future.®*® Prior to the conflict, Britain's goal was to keep the
Ottoman Empire intact. Because of its probable extinction, Britain needed to lay a claim for a
portion of it in order to defend the interests outlined in the other six arguments which were as

follows: Initially, an unambiguous and permanent acknowledgement of Britain's position in the
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Persian Gulf. Second, the removal of discrimination against British commerce and either the
preservation of existing markets or compensation for their loss. Third, the fulfilment of pledges
made to different Arab leaders and Basra's citizens. Fourth, the development of industries in which
Britain had an interest. Along with river navigation and irrigation systems, oil was suggested. Fifth,
irrigation projects to increase the grain supply may result in immigration from India. Sixth,
maintenance of Britain's strategic position in the Eastern Mediterranean and Persian Gulf with the

smallest feasible increase in defence spending and responsibility.*

The vilayets of Basra, Baghdad, and Mosul were where the majority of British economic interests
could be found in Turkish Asia. Promises made to the local people and their leaders prevented
Britain from returning the Basra vilayet to the Ottomans after the country had already chosen to
acquire it. If another power took over Baghdad, it would be completely useless. Mosul was
essential for establishing a secure mountainous border.®? Baghdad would serve to defend the oil
reserves that are now located near the border with Iran. Any foreign force that managed to get its
hands on the oil in Mosul would be doing damage to British interests. Irrigation systems relying
on water from Mosul might restore Mesopotamia's former role as a source of food for Britain. It
was planned for Russia to take Constantinople. If Greece were to join the war, it would be given
the Smyrna vilayet.®? Four possible schemes were addressed by the committee as follows, First,
Partition. The remained of the Ottoman Empire would be partitioned among European powers. To
transfer military reinforcements, Britain needs a Mediterranean railway. Haifa was chosen as the
endpoint because Alexandretta was too near to French and Russian territory to be safe; two maps
showed each possibility. Secondly, Zones of Interest: There would be a continuation of the
Ottoman Empire, but other nations would have spheres of influence in its former territories. Since
any new railway line will be created for economic rather than geopolitical reasons, there is no

longer any need for a British railway connection to the Mediterranean.®**
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Thirdly. Maintenance of an independent Ottoman Empire: The Basra vilayet would go to Britain,
the Ottoman Empire would lose its European territories and Constantinople to Russia, and
probably Smyrna would go to Greece. To keep its pledges to several Arab sheikhdoms, Britain
would give independence to those states. The pre-war reforms for Armenia that were agreed upon
but put on hold will be implemented. Lastly. Anatolia, Armenia, Syria, Palestine, and a region
approximately equal to Mesopotamia was called Irak-Jazirah, and these five provinces made up
the Ottoman Empire's anthropological and historical divisions. The plan to uproot Constantinople
as the political epicentre opened the door to a more decentralized administration. France's area of
influence nearly overlapped with that of Syria, while Britain's included all of Palestine and part of
Irag and Syria. (See Figure 4 and 5). The preference was towards decentralization. The goals of
the Arabs and Armenians were met, and it was consistent with allied political theory. It sidestepped
the potential pitfalls of the others, such as war between superpowers, the establishment of new
naval bases, Turkish animosity, tensions with Indian Muslims, and Britain's prospective exclusion
from the realms of other powers. If it didn't work, the foundation for a collection of sovereign
nations would have been laid. Convincing the Turks and the Allies to accede to it and establishing
regional administrations were the key obstacles.**®

Admiral Jackson said at the second meeting of the Committee on April 13,1915 that the admiralty
felt Britain should not take over more land than was necessary. Britain's control over the Baghdad
and Basra vilayets was critical due to the importance of its oil. Her idea prompted Slade to show
up to the meeting two days later and talk about oil. De Bunsen opened the discussion by noting
that Mesopotamia was home to significant oil reserves, and that due to Britain's obligations to
APOC, it was crucial to understand what might be done to safeguard these interests. According to
Slade, it was crucial to safeguard the Persian Concession's interests.®® There was a lot of oil in
Asian Turkey:

A strip of oil-bearing regions was known to run from the southern extremity of Arabia

along the west coast of the Persian Gulf, through the valley of the Tigris and Euphrates,

and so on to the northern coast of Asia Minor almost to its European end. There was

also known to be a valuable oil district in Palestine to the south of Haifa...it would be

sufficient, however, from our point of view if we secured the vilayet of Mosul, as that
district contained some very rich oil-bearing lands connecting with the Persian oil
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fields, which it was essential we should control to prevent undue competition with the
Anglo-Persian Concession. It would of course be necessary to connect the fields by a
pipeline with the Mediterranean ... Haifa would do quite well as the terminus port.

The majority of this oil, with the exception of Palestine, was not found at the time but has since
been located. In closing, de Bunsen said that Slade's thoughts on Britain's "requirements for oil
almost accorded with the views that the committee had made about the incorporation of the Mosul

vilayet in the region to be scized by us.””%’

Oil had played a significant role in Britain's military objectives. Britain had interests in
Mesopotamia and the Persian Gulf, as well as a desire to safeguard the road route to India. As a
result, even if there had been no oil in Persia or Mesopotamia, it would have desired some sort of
authority over the Basra vilayet. This may have been accomplished by conquest, a dominion, or a
zone of influence. The Committee concluded that in order to govern the Basra vilayet, it was also
required to control the Baghdad vilayet. The primary reason for Britain's involvement in the Mosul
vilayet was oil. However, by this time, oil was no longer a significant factor driving British policy.
It's unclear how much the Committee's discussions influenced the Government's actions, as oil is
not mentioned in Hankey's journal and is only briefly referenced in his overall command.*® On
the other hand, the first effort made by the British government to formulate military goals in the

Middle East came to the conclusion that oil was one of the country's interests in the area.

3.6.2. The Sykes-Picot Agreement and Mosul Vilayet (See Figure 6)

Britain and France struck an arrangement in May 1916, with Russian approval, to divide the
majority of the Ottoman Empire into five regions. It was called in honour of the primary
negotiators, Sir Mark Sykes, a member of the de Bunsen Committee, and Francois Georges Picot.
Each nation would have a zone under its direct authority and another zone inside its sphere of
influence that would be governed by the Arabs.**® Palestine was to be governed by the international
community. The territory under direct British administration comprised the vilayets of Basra and

Baghdad. Due to the fact that Mosul was inside the French area of influence, historians assert that
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Sykes-Picot offered France the potential oil of Mesopotamia. Kent contends that this was due to
Britain's lack of a defined oil strategy in 1916.%%° It has to be mentioned that by the autumn of 1915,
after the heavy British losses, the members of the committee had all accepted the need for a tougher
policy towards the Turks.®! In any case, the aim, as Sykes put it, was primarily to prepare the

ground for ‘the first diplomatic clarification’ prior to the military conquest of the region.*%?

While Mejcher mentions very little about Sykes-Picot, he argues that the treaty granted Mosul to
France in its entirety.*®® Jones admits that Sykes-Picot granted France the oil of Mosul; this poses
less of a difficulty for him since he does not think that the United Kingdom had a clear oil strategy
during this time. He does note that Sykes-Picot declared that earlier British rights to oil in French
zones would be honoured, but he disputes whether the Grand Vizier's letter of June 28, 1914, really
granted the British oil exploration rights.®* Yergin views it as a casual mistake that was challenged
by many British authorities, who then spent a lot of time and effort fixing it.**® According to David
Fromkin, the British government gave over Mosul's oil. The War Office point of view was that
“From a military point of view, the principle of inserting a wedge of French territory between any
British zone and the Russian Caucasus would seem in every way desirable.”*® In general, the
majority of historians who specialize in the Middle East do not consider the oil of Mosul to be a

concern until after the conflict.

As Edward Fitzgerald has shown, Sykes-Picot only allocated approximately half of the Mosul
vilayet to France.**" In the north of the vilayet, France was given Mosul, while in the south, Britain
was given Kirkuk. Since Sharif Hussein of Mecca was the target of British promises to convince
him to lead an Arab uprising against Ottoman authority, it was Britain that first proposed the

negotiations. So that the French wouldn't discover that the assurances made to Hussein were a
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cover for an actual danger to French interests in Syria, Sir Edward Grey offered bilateral
discussions. The French Foreign Ministry had enough warning about the oil of Mosul according

to pre-war assessments. 368

After being summoned to discussions by the British, the French realized that they were in a
position to demand greater land, which led to their interest in gaining control of the area. Prior to
this realization, the French had no interest in gaining control of the region. They were successful
to some extent as a result of Britain's desire for France to control the northern portion of the Mosul
vilayet, but Britain insisted that the region around Kirkuk remain under British control.*® It was
anticipated that Russia would rule the eastern portion of Anatolia after the war, and Britain desired
to have a buffer zone between its zone and the zone controlled by the Russians. By 1919, Mosul's
oil had become into a significant problem. Balfour, who was serving as Foreign Secretary at that
time, saw that Kitchener, who had passed away at that point, was the one who, for reasons of
security, desired a French buffer zone between British and Russian land. Balfour, who was First
Lord of Admiralty at the time of the Sykes-Picot agreement, said that it could now be seen that
this was a mistake, despite the fact that he had agreed with the decision at the time. However, he
did admit that he had supported the decision at the time.3™

Furthermore, the decision of the Sykes-Picot contract on Mosul was primarily a consequence of
the desire to create a buffer zone between Russian interests in eastern Anatolia and British interests
in southern Mesopotamia. This was urged in particular by Kitchener, who argued that after the war
the Russians would pose the greatest threat to British interests in the Middle East. The de Bunsen
Commission had already proposed a French zone of interest north of the Akko-Damascus-Deir-
ez-Zor-Mosul line, which would act as a buffer between Russia and Britain. Giving Mosul to
France was Sykes’ idea, and the report of the de Bunsen Commission had already hinted at it,

saying that France had longstanding missionary interests in the region west of Lake Urmia,
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inhabited by Nestorian Christians. Sykes specifically proposed Mosul to the French because it

would create a buffer zone between British and Russian interests.3"

James A. Paul, in his article ‘‘Great Power Conflict Over Iraq Oil: The World War I Era’’, argued
that; in the secret Sykes-Picot Accord of 1916, the British relinquished most of the oil-producing
territory in northern Iraq to their French allies. British diplomatic and military preparations
adjusted to reclaim territory lost. In August 1918, Balfour reminded the British Dominions' Prime
Ministers that Britain must be the "leading spirit" in Mesopotamia to supply a major resource. He
responded, ‘‘I do not care under what system we keep the oil. But | am quite clear it is all-important
for us that this oil should be available.” Several days after the ceasefire, British soldiers hurried to
conquer Mosul. Britain outmanoeuvred the French, creating a military fait accompli in Northern
Mesopotamia's oil zone. Frenchmen were angry. France lacked oil reserves in its native territory,
therefore its politicians and imperial strategists regarded Mesopotamia as a major resource for
economic and military strength. Oil generated the most tension between the allies following the

ceasefire.?7?

3.6.3. The Balfour Declaration

Another partition plan, the Balfour Declaration was complicated by the fact that Britain published
it unilaterally and France and Sharif Hussein saw it as violating commitments Britain had
previously made with them. Several events during the great war converged to force the British
government to consider the issue of Zionism. It was the widespread assumption among high-
ranking government officials that Jewish organizations in the United States and Russia might
influence policy toward the war that was the most serious of these concerns.®”® The British
government was concerned that Germany may issue a proclamation in favour of Zionist
aspirations, eliciting a sympathetic reaction from US Jewry, prior to the United States declaring
war on Germany in April 1917. The situation in Russia, which was on the brink of military failure

and social unrest by October 1917, prompted a similar line of thinking. British government
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officials felt that significant Jewish members of the revolutionary movement would be persuaded
to try to keep Russia in the war by a British show of goodwill toward Zionist goals. These

misguided views influenced British policymaking.®™

Zionist spokesperson in London Chaim Weizmann had a major impact on British policy.
Weizmann was persuasive and tenacious, which served him well in keeping the issue of Zionism
on the agenda of the British government and in establishing connections with influential persons
in British society. The cabinet's realization that supporting Zionism may benefit British imperial
ambitions was a huge boon to his efforts. To prevent France from occupying territory near the
strategically important Suez Canal, Britain must be present in Palestine if it was to continue
supporting Jewish settlement there.*> Herbert Samuel proposed in March 1915 that Britain back a
Zionist state in Palestine as a strategic asset to the north of the Suez Canal. This plan was laughed
out of the Cabinet. But after re-evaluation after the Turkish passage, military intelligence
designated Palestine as the canal’s vital buffer zone. The new policy came with the stipulation that
the French be kept as far away as possible from the approaches to the vital waterways that were
under British control, such as the Suez Canal and the Persian Gulf. In 1923, when the Criminal
Investigation Department of the Palestine Police (CID) was asked to investigate Palestine's
strategic importance, this idea was reiterated. The assessment found that despite Palestine's lack
of strategic value, Britain should maintain a presence there to prevent the French from gaining

access to the Suez Canal.®™®

In this perspective, the May 1916 Sykes-Picot Agreement, which would have put Palestine under
international (Anglo-French-Russian) sovereignty, was an outlier, a foolish decision by Asquith's
Liberal government that would have pushed the French dangerously near to the canal. Lloyd
George, who replaced Asquith as Prime Minister in December 1916, would fix the error.>”” Lloyd
George's intention to extract his government from the Sykes-Picot Agreement was a crucial factor
in the British decision to release the Balfour Declaration in November 1917. This would be
accomplished via the Zionists' excellent services. In exchange for the British commitment to assist

them in constructing their National Home in Palestine, they vowed to do all they could to secure
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British rule over Palestine.®”® According to Professor Verité, author of the standard study of the

Declaration’s origins,

For just as in the Declaration itself there was no guarantee yet that H.M.G. was bound
to help in establishing a viable national home within the historic boundaries of
Palestine, as envisaged in the Zionist programme, so there was no guarantee in it that
Great Britain would alone acquire control over the country. The Zionists and the British
continued to need one another after the Declaration.™

Arthur Balfour, the British foreign minister, wrote to Lord Rothschild, a key member in British
Zionist circles, on November 2, 1917, notifying him that the cabinet had approved the following

proclamation of support for Jewish Zionist aspirations, °

His Majesty’s Government view with favour the establishment in Palestine of a
National Home for the Jewish people and will use their best endeavours to facilitate
the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done
which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities
in Palestine, or the rights and political status enjoyed by Jews in any other country.

This was the infamous Balfour Declaration, a short document that included so many ambiguities

and inconsistencies that it perplexed every party it listed.s!

With regards to the above declaration from Sir Arthur Balfour’s Declaration, the Manchester
Guardian newspaper on Saturday, November 10, 1917, post an article titled ‘“The Future of

Palestine: Manchester Zionists and The Government Declaration.’’

In Manchester, as in other parts of the country when there is a large Jewish
community, Mr. Balfour's declaration of the Government's sympathy with the
aim of the Zionist Federation to establish a national home for the Jewish people
in Palestine was received yesterday with demonstrations of joy and gratitude and
of hopefulness for the future. It is an unexpectedly quick response to appeals
made by the great majority of Jewish organisations throughout the country less
than a month ago. ... Of the quarter of a million Jewish people in this country
there are about 30,000 in Manchester.
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In conversation with a representative of the "Manchester Guardian™ yesterday,
Mr. Israel M. Sieff, a member of the English Zionist Federation, explained that,
“‘if the conditions which we are awaiting are fulfilled, and we get Palestine under
the suzerainty of Great Britain, or an international Palestine with Great Britain
as the mandatory Power, my opinion is that there will be two streams of
migration from Europe and America into Palestine-a stream of Jewish
nationalists moving there in order to build up the nation, and a second stream,
issuing chiefly from the old settlements in Russia and Poland, of those who have
found themselves economically ruined by the war, and who will begin life afresh
in the land of their ancestors. In the past our colonies have been built on insecure
foundations under the misrule of the Turk. If, however, we can get a stable
government in Palestine the economic and social possibilities for Jews there will
be vast." 38

Most Jewish people in Britain and elsewhere in the world brought the Zionist question under the
consideration of the Great Powers to find a solution to this matter. It was clear that if one of the
great powers make this dream to come true would get the support of Jewish people throughout the
world. The ‘“Uganda Scheme’” was a proposal made by the founder of Zionism Theodor Herzl,
who present his proposal in the 6 World Zionist Congress in Basel in 1903, to create an
independent homeland for Jewish in a portion of British East Africa (Uganda).*®® Moreover, it was
stated that at the beginning of the 20" century a proposal was made for the creation Jewish state
in Uganda for Jewish to escape rising antisemitism. For such work Joseph Chamberlain the British
Colonial Secretary during his visit to East Africa he was aware of the Zionist Organization’s
ambitions, he pointed out that *‘If Dr. Herzl were at all inclined to transfer his efforts to East Africa
there would be no difficulty in finding land suitable for Jewish settlers.”’3* David Fromkin, in his

book A Peace to End all Peace, argued that,

The assistant secretaries of the War Cabinet, Leo Amery discussed the matter in
a memorandum to the Cabinet dated 11 April 1917. Warning against allowing
Germany to strike again at Britain through domination of Europe or the Middle
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East after the war, he argued that "German control of Palestine™ was one of “the
greatest of all dangers which can confront the British Empire in the future."®

Thus, the question become a matter of great powers whose take the first action towards not the
implantation of it, but it needs a sort of promises at first stage so that it become clear to other
powers that this issue became mine and no one has a right to interfere. Great Britain was the
pioneer in doing that as it was cleared in the Declaration made by Arthur Balfour.

It was Lord Kitchener, at the commencement of the great war, who decided that the British, French,
and Russians would divide the Middle East once the war ended, and he sent Sir Mark Sykes to sort
out the specifics. More importantly, Sir Mark Sykes negotiated with France and Russia to divide
the Middle East after the war. However, the concept of enabling them to participate with Britain
in the division and governance of Muslim Asia was upheld, even though the French got somewhat
less than had been planned and the Russians were only permitted to retain what they had already
acquired before the war. As far as the British were concerned, the Sykes plan was carried out to a
tee: Britain served as the patron of Arab and Jewish nationalism and governed indirectly as the

defender of ostensibly autonomous Arab kingdoms.3%

Some Historical Arguments Over the McMahon-Hussein Correspondence, the Sykes-Picot
Agreement, and the Balfour Declaration

With regards to the Sykes-picot Agreement, numerous scholars have provided their assessment of
Sykes-Picot, and it seems reasonable to address them in detail currently. Khoury, who thinks that
Britain and France lacked clear goals and strategy, views Sykes-Picot as another Anglo-French
choice taken without genuine attention to the repercussions and despite conflicts with previous
promises in order to permit an assault on the Ottoman Empire. *¥” Even more controversially, Albert
Hourani argues that the Sykes-Picot Agreement, the Balfour Declaration, and the McMahon-
Hussein Correspondence were all drafted “to be interpreted in more than one way, and to leave the

question of which interpretation should prevail to be decided by the balance of strength when war
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was over.” so that Britain would not have to make a decision in the midst of the urgency of war.%%
The author Longrigg believe that senior Anglo-French diplomats were pessimistic about the

establishment of an independent Arab state.3

In agreement, Andrew and Kanya-Forstner contend that the assurances made in the McMahon-
Hussein correspondence weren't more than a British ruse to keep the Arabs in service as long as
possible before their eventual disintegration due to their inability to maintain lasting unity, and
that as a result, the correspondence did not violate Sykes-Picot.*° Others claim that Sykes- Picot's
Agreement and conclusions reflect an Anglo-French idea that their collaboration and a
paternalistic relationship with the Arabs could be accomplished concurrently. Kleiman contends
that these discussions anticipated Anglo-French post-war collaboration despite their antagonism,
and that Britain's position as broker would guarantee Arab, British, and French interests “could be
adjusted reasonably and honourably once Turkey had been defeated.”** In fact, British officials
stated emphatically that the Arab agreement that allowed France to send advisors was a big reason
why they were accepting of Sykes-Picot. Correspondence also indicates that at the moment of
Sykes-Picot, the other Entente powers had been ready for the creation of an Arab state if it
happened.3

Kedourie disproves the claim that France and Great Britain kept Sykes-Picot a secret until after
the revolution. Rather, he finds that the Treaty was kept a secret from the international arena
because Anglo-French authorities knew it did not fit Wilson's plan for the League of Nations.3
The fact that the Arabs were knowledgeable of Sykes-Picot yet chose to proceed with their
revolution nonetheless demonstrates that even Hussein felt a territorial and administrative deal
could be achieved with the French in the future. Based on the facts shown above, it is evident that

the Sykes-Picot Agreement was a result of the pre-war British and French orientations to Syria.
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Britain continued to prepare for various possibilities and understood better than the French what
the Arabs wanted in return for their allegiance.*** On the other side, France continued to see the
McMahon-Hussein letters and the Sykes-Picot agreement as consistent with French involvement
in Syria. French authorities embraced the idea of an Arab state because they felt it would fall within
the French sphere of influence, and despite British declarations to the contrary, French officials
regarded the Arab independence movement in Syria as a purposeful effort to displace France in
Syria.** French authorities were prepared to reject all challenges, even those that would assist the
military effort and Entente cohesion, making it impossible for the British to find a solution that
would be advantageous to all parties engaged in Syria. When the Arabs reaffirmed their desire for
an independent Arab kingdom, France grew hesitant to cooperate within the limitations set by

Britain and the Arabs in the early years of the conflict.**
3.7. Chapter Summary

Both the British and French fought jointly against the Ottomans throughout the war, first in the
Gallipoli Campaign in April 1915 and then in the Arab Revolt beginning in 1916. In the same year,
Britain and France settled their dispute over the Ottoman Empire's Arab territories, a move that
foreshadowed the empire's eventual collapse. Britain and France's Sykes-Picot accords in the
Middle East were a product of their ongoing rivalry leading up to the Great War. The confidential
Sykes-Picot agreement reached between France and Britain rested on British confidence in the
outcome of this conflict. The Arab regions of the former Ottoman Empire were split into zones of
influence by the Sykes-Picot agreement. In its allocated sector, it was decided that each nation
would be able to create as much direct or indirect government as it chose and to be willing to
negotiate with the Arab State or Confederation of Arab States. The Sykes-Picot Agreement gave
France control over the Syrian coast and a large portion of present-day Lebanon. Around the
provinces of Baghdad and Basra, central and southern Mesopotamia would come under direct
British rule. Since other Christian nations, including Russia, were interested in this area, Palestine

would be governed by an international body. In addition to that, the local Arab leaders in the
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remaining territory, a sizable region that includes present-day Syria, Mosul in northern Iraq, and
Jordan would be supervised by French forces in the north and by British forces in the south.
Additionally, free travel and commerce would continue to be permitted in each other's spheres of

influence.

The British were eager to keep the French as far away from Egypt and the Suez Canal as possible,
so they swiftly questioned the so-called Sykes-Picot negotiations, which stipulated that Palestine
would be an international zone. The British were able to break their agreement with the French
when they issued the Balfour Declaration in 1917, pledging their support for the establishment of
a Jewish national home in Palestine. When the British were given mandates in the area, they

already had sway over several territories.

The war that took place in the Middle East from 1916 to 1918 was successful in attaining the
strategic aim of the British government, which, as this chapter argues, was to gain control of
wealthy oil reserves. During those three years, there were thousands of casualties on both sides,
making it twice as expensive as Gallipoli was in terms of human lives lost. The significance of oil
had been undeniably shown over the course of this chapter: the Allied nations never ran out of it,
whilst the Central Powers were unable to amass sufficient supplies. During the course of the
conflict, the number of automobiles and trucks used by the British Army increased by close to a
thousand, while the number of motorcycles increased by more than 2,000. Lord Curzon, as the
Leader of the House of Lords, went as far as to remark that the Allies sailed to triumph on a wave
of oil. Following the conclusion of the Middle East war on October 30, 1918, the Ottoman Empire
surrendered, and the subsequent division of its territory was carried out by the British, French,

Italians, Armenians, and Greeks.

The progress of the campaigns in Egypt, Palestine, and Mesopotamia, show the importance of
logistics. The relevance of 1916 reorganisations in shaping the authority and penetrative reach of
the colonial state and the authoritarian war economy that evolved to manage it are evident. While
the Mesopotamia campaign stretched beyond breaking point in 1915 and 1916, the Egyptian
campaign developed more cautiously and took off in 1917, benefitting from the reorganisations of
1916. Thus, the logistical tactics of the two campaigns differed, which explains their different fates
in 1915-16. However, in each case, the underlying problem was the previously unimaginable
demands they put on host communities for local resources. In 1915 till 1916, Egyptian and
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Mesopotamian military actions grew substantially. Egypt was the main base for the Mediterranean
Expeditionary Force's 1915 Dardanelles operation before it returned home and decided to push
over the Sinai Peninsula to Ottoman Palestine. In Mesopotamia, simultaneous advances along the
Euphrates and Tigris rivers in 1915 left BEF D dangerously dependent on an overstretched river
transportation infrastructure. The Mesopotamian campaign tried to do too much too fast, whereas

the Egyptian campaign was more responsive and adaptive.

The challenges that Britain has faced during the war in the Middle East had pushed Britain to build
up a quick relationship with the Arab representative Sharif Hussein. The most notable challenges
of which was their support of the Jewish question. It was obvious that Britain was successful in
gaining the attention of all the Great Powers to the fact that Zionism was a British issue and that
no one had the right to interfere. Britain took this step in order to gain Jewish support throughout
the world, meanwhile it led to deterioration in the relationship with Arabs in particular and
Muslims in general. Other challenges were the defeat in Gallipoli and Kut Al-Amara. The British
representative Henry McMahon had quickly reached Hussein through number of letters and won
his support by giving him the promise of an autonomous Arab kingdom. Nonetheless, this action

would be challengeable for Britain in the post war era.

From a historiographical perspective, numerous historians emphasise the crucial role of oil in
influencing British strategy in the Middle East. Peter Sluglett contends that British military
operations were principally motivated by the objective of safeguarding oil supplies, a perspective
that is supported by Marian Kent, who emphasises the imperial rivalry for dominance over oil. In
line with the idea that oil played a crucial role in Britain's campaign success, some historians, such
as James Barr, prioritise Britain's geopolitical objectives and competition with France as the core
of its Middle Eastern strategy, seeing oil as a component of a wider imperial goal. Furthermore,
David Fromkin emphasises Britain's enduring objectives of maintaining control over trade routes
and exerting influence over Egypt and India. In contrast, Elizabeth Monroe draws attention to the
conflicts arising from Britain's commitments to Arabs and its support for Zionism, particularly the
conflicting promises made to Hussein and the Zionist movement. By contrast to other historians,
this narrative emphasises the dual importance of oil and the intricate diplomacy of Britain. The
analysis offered here highlights the fundamental paradoxes in British strategy: while aiming to
obtain oil and establish imperial supremacy, Britain made contradictory commitments to Arabs
and Zionists, therefore complicating the ties in the region after the war. Hence, although oil played
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a vital role, the Middle Eastern results of the Great War were influenced by British diplomatic

strategies and the endeavour to reconcile conflicting interests.
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Chapter Four:

The Division of the Middle East for the Future Economic Interests
1919-1923
4.1. The Mudros Armistice and the Seizer of Mosul’s Qil:

Although the search for the Mesopotamian oil concession had to be temporarily shelved due to the
start of the Great War, Middle East oil concessions continued to be a major concern for the British
Government. The government near total reliance on imports of oil was brought home to them by
the war, which compelled them to create an organization and policy to guarantee that there would
be enough oil supplies for both their military operations and afterward. Additionally, Middle
Eastern oil entered discussions about military planning and post-war territorial aspirations.
Because strategy and supply were interdependent during the war, Middle Eastern oil concessions
were crucial to the development of British government oil policy.**” The imperial strategists perceived
an increasing need for oil and a growing threat from shortages as the conflict dragged on. In a letter to
Foreign Secretary Arthur Balfour (1916-1919) during the closing stages of the war, Sir Maurice Hankey,
the influential Secretary of the British War Cabinet (1916-38), argued that oil had become extremely
essential to Britain and that oil resources in Mesopotamia will be significant in the future. As British forces

drew closer to Baghdad, Hankey said, "Control of these oil supplies becomes a first-class war aim."3%

There were two key components to the post-war oil negotiations, the first of which was territorial.
The Foreign Office preferred to delay deciding on the Mesopotamian oil concession until after the
Peace Conference had defined the borders of the various spheres of influence in the former
Ottoman Empire, but before this could happen, Britain needed France's agreement to alter the
Sykes-Picot Agreement.>*® To recover what had already been lost, British diplomacy and military
strategies altered. Balfour reminded the gathering prime ministers of the British Dominions in
August 1918 that Britain must be the "guiding spirit" in Mesopotamia to supply the British Empire
with a crucial resource that it needed. He pointed out that, "I do not care under what system we
keep the oil. But | am quite clear it is all-important for us that this oil should be available." % A
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few days after the armistice was signed, British soldiers hurried to seize the important northern
city of Mosul. Thus, Britain outwitted the French and created a military fait accompli in the
northern Mesopotamian oil zone.*!

The signing of the armistices with Turkey and Germany on October 30 and November 11,
respectively, had a significant impact on the oil issue.*®? To give their troops time to seize Mosul
and Aleppo and control Istanbul and the Straits, the British delayed the treaty's signature by two
weeks. Four days after their arrival in Mudros on October 27, the Ottoman delegation, led by
Hussein Rauf (1918-1922), the new Minister of War, signed the Armistice of Mudros*®. The
armistice, however, was made up of unclear provisions that were included on purpose to seize
whatever territory inside the Ottoman Empire that could not be taken before the conclusion of the
war. Without a doubt, the 7™ and 24" articles of the armistice were the poorest or most unclear.
The seventh article granted the allies the right to take any significant strategic location inside the
Ottoman Empire should a scenario arise that endangered their security. This provision alone was
enough justification for the allies to seize the whole nation, as the Minister of War (1918-1919),
Mustafa Kemal noted, “the 24™ article stated that in the event of unrest, the Allies retained the

right to seize a portion of the six "Armenian Provinces."4%

A complete and unconditional surrender was made possible by the Mudros Armistice. The allied
powers took advantage of these ambiguous provisions shortly after the armistice terms went into
effect on October 31, 1918, and started to implement their plans to dismantle the Ottoman Empire
by occupying the strategic locations and gradually expanding this occupation to include entire

provinces that were home to Turkish Muslims.4%®
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4.1.1 The Seizure of Mosul.

By the time that Mosul became a British war aim the forces in Mesopotamia had been reduced in
size. In April 1918 two Indian Divisions were transferred to Palestine in order to partially replace
British troops who were being sent to France because of the German offensive there.%®
Furthermore, by October 30", the vast majority of the Ottoman Sixth Army had been destroyed.
In his memoirs, Sir Arnold Wilson, who served as the Acting Civil Commissioner of the British
occupied area of Mesopotamia and as the Political Resident in the Persian Gulf from 1915 to 1924,
said that he had been in communication with the British government for some time about the need
of occupying the Mosul vilayet. He claimed that regardless of whether Mosul was going to be
seized by the British or the French, it had to be done so by the time fighting stopped. It is necessary
for the vilayets of Basra, Baghdad, and Mosul to be governed by the same central authority.*%

The Ottoman army had focused on the southern front in the last year of the Great War. As a result,
all of the major commanders, including Mustafa Kemal, held key positions on this front. When the
armistice was signed on October 30, 1918, Ali Ihsan (Sabis) Pasha, commander of the 6™ Army in
Mosul, ordered his forces to halt where they were. The British likewise paused, but only briefly;
in truth, the British had no intention of halting. Except for Kirkuk, Mosul and a large chunk of its
province were under Ottoman Army control until the armistice was signed on October 31, 1918.
Even though, the ceasefire specifically stipulated that both troops should maintain their positions,
the British invaded Hammam-al-Ali on November 1. On November 2, British General Cassels
requested the retreat of Turkish soldiers from Mosul to the north and the surrender of the Turkish

garrison in accordance with the armistice conditions.*%®

Ali lhsan Pasha was given an ultimatum on November 7 by British General Marshall, who
demanded that Ottoman soldiers be withdrawn from Mosul by the middle of the day on November
15, else he would be held financially responsible for the situation. Almost immediately after

receiving this ultimatum, under the direction of Ali lhsan Pasha, Ottoman soldiers started
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withdrawing from the city, and on the very same day, British forces flew their flag in Mosul.*%®
The invasion of Ottoman Mesopotamia by the British was close to being finished. A ceasefire
agreement had been negotiated by Colonel G.E. Leachman with officers of the Ottoman Sixth
Army the day before, and it had been signed south of Mosul. In accordance with the Sykes-Picot
agreement that was signed in 1916, about one-half of the vilayet province and its oil riches were
to be transferred to French administration.*° Furthermore, one of the primary focuses of the British
war aims was capturing the northern part of Mesopotamia (Mosul Vilayet). This area is reach in
oil resources that could cover the British war expenditure. Although, the armistice was signed, the
British authorities continue their advance to the northern part of Mesopotamia, and they were

successful in taking that area.

4.2. The Paris Peace Conference’s Ambitions in The Middle East 1919:

In January 1919, the Paris Peace Conference met at Versailles, a town outside of Paris. To
determine the conditions of the peace following the Great War, a meeting was held. The "Big
Four" were the delegates of the United Kingdom, France, United States, and Italy, out of the almost
thirty countries that took part. The "Big Four" controlled the discussions that resulted in the Treaty
of Versailles, which put an end to the war. The compromises made at the meeting are detailed in
the Treaty of Versailles. It featured the intended establishment of the League of Nations, which
would function as both an international forum and a global system of collective security. President
Woodrow Wilson of the United States was a fervent supporter of the League because he thought
it would stop future conflicts.*** On June 28, 1919, Germany and France signed the Treaty of
Versailles, but the other Central Powers need their own agreements, which were negotiated
separately.*2 It is worth mentioning, the formal inauguration of the League of Nations on January
16, 1920, brought the Paris conference to an end, before the conclusion of treaties with Turkey
(1920, 1923) or with Hungary (1920). This revision clarifies that while the Paris Peace Conference
itself ended in January 1920, the process of signing peace treaties with individual nations extended
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beyond that date.*** Moreover, the conditions of the Treaty of Sévres, which was signed with the
Ottoman Empire on August 10, 1920, were decided upon during the San Remo Conference in
April 1920. This failed to result in a long-lasting agreement, and after Turkey's victory in the
Greco-Turkish War, talks had to be restarted in Lausanne in 1923. It was obvious during the

discussions that Britain would have a mandate over Irag.*

It was uncertain whether Mosul and its petroleum products would be included. In December 1918,
French Prime Minister George Clemenceau (1917-1920) and British Prime Minister Lloyd George
(1916-1922) agreed that Britain could have Mosul. An Anglo-French hydrocarbon accord was
delayed due to a disagreement over what France expected in exchange. Two were signed and
cancelled prior to the ratification of the third. The similarities between them indicate that they were
cancelled due to other disputes and not because of hydrocarbon disputes. The Treaty of Sévres
appeared to have granted the United Kingdom its goals, but it was not enforceable. The Americans
were incensed by the San Remo Agreement because it excluded them from Middle Eastern oil.
Under General Mustafa Kemal, Turkey revived, while British relations with France and Italy

deteriorated. Without the oil, a revolt in Irag might have prompted Britain to leave.*
4.3. The San Remo Oil Agreement of 1920:

Statesmen from the Grear War winning nations assembled in San Remo in 1919 and the first few
months of 1920 to prepare peace conditions that would be imposed on their defeated opponents.
The contract with the Ottoman Empire was the one that took the longest of the five agreements to
draft. Along with writing Turkey's peace conditions, it also required dividing up sizable
geographical prizes among the competing countries. The Treaty of Sévres contains the terms of the
negotiations for this Middle East peace agreement.*! Moreover, at the San Remo conference, the
main points of the Middle East solution were hammered out. Following a conference of ministers
on January 23", the British government decided that private exploitation of Mesopotamia's oil

reserves should be prohibited because the country's administration could be funded by the
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proceeds. Therefore, when British Prime Minister Lloyd George met Clemenceau's successor,
Millerand, he refused to entertain France's reiterated demand for an equal share of the oil unless
the costs associated with Mesopotamia were also equally divided. The British Prime Minister
rejected the two prior agreements, so they settled on a third, the Cadman-Bérenger agreement of

April 18, 1919. It similar to the two prior accords.*’

The mandate was the key issue that remained, to ensure that the League Covenant's provisions
were upheld.*® Lord Curzon, the British Foreign Secretary from 1921 to 1924, argued at the
Conference of London that the League or the Peace Conference would need to draft the form of A
mandates for the Middle East. He suggested that the Mandates Commission of the conference be
given this task. “It was not open either to France or to Great Britain to establish themselves in
Syria or Mesopotamia by means of secret agreements.”” ® The form of the mandates would first
be agreed by the British and the French, and then presented to the League for approval. Later,
however, such formalities were disregarded. As expected, France received a mandate over Syria,

including Lebanon, while Great Britain received a mandate over Palestine and Mesopotamia.*?
4.3.1. The British Mandate Over Mesopotamia:

At the Conference of San Remo in April 1920, the Middle Eastern's destiny was decided.
According to the San Remo pact, the League of Nations was tasked with governing and
administering the lands formerly occupied by the vanquished Ottomans and Germans.*?* The
European allies were to maintain authority over the territories, now known as mandates, until they
were capable of self-government. The British controlled the whole area of Mesopotamia by the
time the San Remo Conference ended. For each mission, new national and regional boundaries
were established as part of the San Remo Accord.*?? On the Middle East map (See Figure 7), they

were drawn as straight lines with little regard for historical borders or regional reality. The new
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boundaries split local tribes and clans and unintentionally brought competing tribes under the same
rule as they cut across the desert. These arbitrary boundaries led to conflict across the Middle East,
but Iraq suffered especially badly. Mosul was initially not thought to be a part of the British
Mandate but was added in 1925 when the newly formed Turkish nation attempted to claim the oil-
rich region. Irag was given "Class A" status under the conditions of the mandate, which meant that
it had to swiftly gain independence.*?® Additionally, they felt that the establishment of independent
Avrab states had been promised to them throughout the war, therefore the Iragis were shocked that
the friends-especially the British—had not immediately helped their Arab friends achieve
independence. After the Treaty of Versailles, most Arab leaders believed that the intent was to
create immediate nations out of the conquered Ottoman territories. To add insult to injury, the
British made no efforts to align themselves with the local Arab leaders but instead partnered with

the Ottoman rulers and elite who remained in Irag.**

Until their mandate was up, the British planned to rule by proxy and install a provisional
administration. The British administration in Iraq was patterned after their practices in British-
controlled India. Each of Irag's provinces had an Iraqi governor appointed to serve as de facto head
of state. The British maintained their dominance. Each Iraqgi officer was assigned to a British
officer who served as the de facto superior. The Ottoman government and regulations were
removed and restored with British models. They replaced the Islamic-based Ottoman civil and
criminal laws with common law (a move that was subsequently overturned). The Iragi dinar was
replaced by the Indian rupee, and Indians dominated the new army and police force that succeeded
the Iragi armed forces. By placing their faith in tribal sheikhs to keep the restive rural Arabs under
control, the British unintentionally reinforced tribal relationships. The northern regions, which
were under Kurdish authority, were difficult for the British to administer. In exchange for the
Kurds' cooperation against the Ottomans during Great War, the British offered to assist in the
establishment of a Kurdish country. British promises to their Arab friends included the same

territory.*?

423 Mark Lewis, “Historical Setting,” Iraq: A Country Study, 1990, p. 34.
424 Hunt, The History of Iraq, pp. 61-62.
425 1bid.

113



4.3.2. The British Mandate Over Palestine:

Following the Ottoman Empire's loss in the Great War, the British and French partitioned its
former Arab lands into areas of influence. Palestine was taken over by the British. Although the
Balfour Declaration advocated for a Jewish "national home™ in Palestine, the embryonic Zionist
organization had defined statehood as its objective at its first conference in Switzerland in 1897.
Other governments, particularly France and the United States, quickly adopted resolutions in
favour of the Balfour Declaration's ideals.*?® The League of Nations accepted the British mandate
over Palestine in July 1922, which included the ideas of the Balfour Declaration in its preamble.
According to Article 2 of the mandate document, the Mandatory shall be responsible for putting
the country in such political, administrative, and economic conditions as will secure the
establishment of the Jewish national home, as stated in the preamble, and the development of self-
governing institutions, as well as for protecting the civil and religious rights of all Palestinians,

regardless of race or religion.*?’

Thus, Britain committed itself to support the establishment of a Jewish political entity in Palestine.
The official implementation of the mandate in September 1923 opened the road for unrestricted
Jewish migration to Palestine and the establishment of legally sanctioned institutions that would
culminate in the State of Israel twenty-five years later. Although Jewish statehood was not the
paramount thrust of British foreign policy, Britain initially worked to implement the terms of the
mandate while allowing the Zionists substantial freedom to define the means of that
implementation. Arab opposition later modified Britain's actions and reduced British enthusiasm
for Jewish statehood.*?® Since the mandate over Palestine was accepted, the British administration
policy was supporting the establishment of Jewish national home. For implementing that Britain
selected Herbert Samuel as the first High Commissioner in Palestine, appointed in the year 1920
to 1925. Samuel was Jewish man, and his appointment led to the anger of the Arabs, who

demanded that Britain should change of its mind from this choice, but the British Mandate
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administration insisted on her choice of selecting Samuel. It was clear for both Britain and Jewish
people that taken this action would not be accepted and would face many obstacles from the
Palestinians in particular and Arabs Muslims in general. Thus, Britain took some steps to put the
creation of Jewish state in a legal framework, and to show to the public opinion that it was

necessary to have Israel homeland in Palestine.*?®

The Mandate Administration encouraged Zionist immigration and opened a wide range of
immigrants under the name that the mandate instrument encourages Jewish immigration and under
the pretext that the Jews coming have high technical, scientific, technical, and professional
competencies and can contribute to the progress and advancement of the country. The number of
Zionist entities at the beginning of the mandate was 50,000, meaning that they were less than seven
percent of the population. So, Britain opened the doors of immigration to Jews from all over the
world, significantly increasing the Jewish population in the region. So that policy contributed to
the forcible displacement of many Palestinians under the threat of Zionist gangs, and with the
British military support. The property and lands of the displaced people were seized, and
settlements were established to absorb the immigrant Jews. Therefore, the number of Jews
increased, during the decade of the British Mandate, nearly (76,400) Jewish immigrated to
Palestine, the majority of whom came from Eastern European countries. With the increasing
activity of immigration to Palestine, Arabs realized the need to resist Zionism. At the end of the
Mandate government in 1948, the number of Jews reached 650,000, making them 31 per cent of
the population.**

4.4. The Middle Eastern Reaction toward the British Policy in the Post-War

Era:

4.4.1. The Iragi Revolt of 1920:

Although several treaty negotiations were taking place between the Allies during the years 1918-

1920, they were unable to reach appropriate solutions to the problems that had emerged in the
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Middle East after the collapse of the Ottoman Empire. On the contrary, the decisions that had
resulted from these negotiations were tough on the people who were under the control of the
Ottoman Turks. For example, on April 25, 1920, at the San Remo Conference, France assumed
control of Syria and Lebanon, while Britain took responsibility for Iraq and Palestine. In addition,
all of these territories were governed under a Class ‘A’ League of Nations Mandate, which gave
Great Britain a free hand to rule Mosul and Mesopotamia until such a time that it could be
confirmed to the British government that they would be able to govern and defend themselves.**
Furthermore, Britain would initially grant a semi-autonomous state for the Kurds of Mosul vilayet,
but would later take over direct control as a colony. As such the British would never entirely
provide the Kurds their sovereignty, and governed ruled them from Baghdad for the period of the
occupation. The British pressed ahead with their plan. However, as Wilson pointed out, it would
have been difficult to unify the three provinces of Iraq under one flag and felt that the Kurds would

never accept Arab rule.*

To respond to the British strategy to form a unified plan to govern Mesopotamia and Mosul, the
majority of Kurds and Arabs refused to recognise the Mandate awarded by the LN. Instead, both
nations began to call for independence denouncing the LN’s mandate and for British
withdrawal.**® Therefore, in May 1920, both Sunnis and Shi'is participated in mass demonstrations
in Baghdad, especially after the announcement of the Mandate system for Irag on 3 May. As Judith

Yaphe describes it:

When Ramadan began on May 17, 1920, huge demonstrations took place in the
mosques of Baghdad. Mawlud celebrations and fa 'ziyya commemorations were
held in combined services that took place alternatively in Sunni and Sh'i mosques
with members of each sect participating. Besides the intense religious
ceremonies, patriotic speeches were made, and poems recited appealing to Arab
nationalism, honour, and Islam. Even Muslims who opposed the nationalist
cause and Shi'i participation in government attended and helped defray expenses
lest they be branded infidels and traitors.*3*

It became clear for many Arabs that; the Mandate demonstrated the idea that the British had no

plan of granting Iraq its independence. Thus, in the summer of 1920 the Iragi armed revolt broke
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out against the British occupation of Irag. The revolution began in the Middle Euphrates. By late
July, the revolt had spread throughout the colony and had control over much of the mid-Euphrates
area. On the other hand, Britain had planned to reduce the number of ground forces to suppress
the revolt dispatched by the British military. 4 The revolt turned bloody after the tribes started
using violence to accomplish their objectives. Because of the violent clash that had happened
between the rebels and British troops, many people were killed and injured from both sides. By
the end of October 1920, the British troops managed to eliminate this revolution, by dispatching
some other forces from India for reinforcement of the British troops in the area. As a result of this,
they were able to bring the country once again under British control.**® As a result, ‘‘by the time
British rule was restored in 1921, some 2,000 British soldiers and 8,000 Iragis had been killed or
wounded.”’*" Beside this, it had cost Britain nearly forty million pounds to bring the colony back
under its control; this was a primary reason of holding the Cairo Conference in 1921.4%
Furthermore, after the suppression of the rebellion it became obvious to Britain that the imposition

of the Indian colonial model did not achieve its goal after a nationalist revolt of May 1920.4%

The revolt had also prompted Britain to re-examine how they would rule Mesopotamia, and to
search for a more appealing system that the Arabs would accept. The Mandate system was no
longer an acceptable choice. Britain believed that the best way to maintain its Mandate over the
region was by providing the local population with more self-determination. Sir Arnold Wilson,
who had been recommended by Lloyd George to administer direct rule, and who had excluded the
Iragi people from having a role in the government, was requested to resign. Sir Percy Cox, who
replaced Wilson, arrived in Baghdad at the beginning of October 1920, to become the first high
commissioner under the Mandate. Cox took some steps to calm the situation in the area, one of
which was an election for choosing a President for the new government, in order to set up an Arab
provisional government.** The uprising had convinced Cox that the British government needed to

435 Tripp, A History of Iraqg, p. 43.

43¢ Toby Dodge and Martin Bunton, “Inventing Iraq: The Failure of Nation Building and a History Denied,”
International Journal 59, no. 3 (2004): pp. 7-8.

437 Patrick Cockburn, “Britain’s Role in Shaping Iraq,” BBC News, 2003,
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_news/2719939.stm.

438 Dodge and Bunton, “Inventing Iraq: The Failure of Nation Building and a History Denied,” 8.

439 Phebe Marr, The Modern History of Iraq (Routledge, 2018), p. 21.

440 Churchill Archive 17/14, “Report of Mesopotamia: Situation on the Arrival of Sir Percy Cox” (Middle East,
1920), 50 Churchill Online Archive, Telegram of 26" October 1920.

117



discover a form of management that the Iragis would accept. This would make a more constant
political atmosphere, which would in turn secure British fundamental interests in the region. Cox
considered that the only appropriate form of administration would be a Council of Ministers who

would perform under British supervision.**

This unstable situation forced Britain to look for solutions. According to Cox, the formation of an
interim government as a prelude to the inauguration of the King of Iraq would be the best solution,

therefore,

In October, he (Cox) allowed former members of al-Ahd** to return to Baghdad
and persuaded the elderly Nagib of Baghdad, Abd al-Rahman al-Kaylani, to
become the president of the provisional government under Sunni domination of
the new country. Cox and Bell worked assiduously with their superiors in India
and London through the winter to take local considerations into account. Instead
of a mandate, Iraq and Britain would be linked by treaty. Instead of direct rule,
a king acceptable to all Iragis would be installed along with the trappings of
parliamentary democracy suitably advised by British experts.*+

Within an abbreviated time, the old Ottoman administrative system was revived, and soon the Iraqi
officials started to replace British officers in the provinces and cities, except in the Kurdish district
of Sulaymaniyah which was run by Kurdish people under the supervision of British advisors. Most
of the country bit by bit turned into the newly shaped Iraq government, but they were under the
supervision of British adviser. In the same way, on the general level, the ministries of the national
government were turned over, with some British military officers to act as advisors. On 20
November, the new regime was formally established under the recently chosen president, Abed al-
Rahman al-Kailani with twenty-one eminent Iragis.*** The creation of this temporary government
was a prelude to the inauguration of the Arabic king of Iraq. With respect to this, the negotiations
were continuing between Faisal and the British government in London about inaugurating him to

be the king of the future state called Irag. This relates back to the promise that Britain had given
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to Sharif Hussein, at the beginning of the Great War, to create a state for the Arabs ruled by the
Sharifian family, which has been mentioned earlier in the dissertation.** It has to be mentioned
that the Kurdish situation had not been adequately addressed by this settlement which essentially
dealt with the Arabic parts of the proposed Irag.

4.5. The Palestinians’ Struggle for Maintaining Homeland:

The future of Palestine was uncertain after the war. Having established a military government in
Palestine after seizing Jerusalem, Great Britain was confronted with the challenge of obtaining
international approval for the country's continuing occupation in a way that was consistent with its
vague, incompatible wartime promises. A universal Syrian congress held in Damascus on March
08, 1920, was attended by delegates from Palestine.** The assembly rejected the Balfour
Declaration and chose Faisal Son of Hussain, who governed the Hejaz, as king of a unified Syria
(which included Palestine). This resolution was like one that the first Palestinian Arab conference
of Muslim-Christian organisations, which had been established by prominent Palestinian Arab
figures to resist Zionist operations, had approved earlier in Jerusalem in February 1919. By July
1920, the French had compelled Faisal to cede control of his recently established Syrian kingdom.
Any possibility of independence vanished along with the goal of establishing an Arab Palestine
inside a federated Syrian state. Arabs from Palestine referred to 1920 as "the year of catastrophe,"
or as ‘am al-nakbah. 4

All of Palestine's residents were impacted by uncertainty over the future of the country, which
heightened political tensions. Anti-Zionist riots that broke out in OId Jerusalem's Jewish
neighbourhood in April 1920 resulted in several fatalities and numerous injuries.**® The riots were
blamed by British authorities on Arab dissatisfaction with the unfulfilled promises of
independence and on worries of a major Jewish immigration that were stoked by certain Muslim

and Christian leaders. After the mandate was confirmed at San Remo, the British replaced the
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military government with a civilian one in July 1920, and as assumed personally the first high
commissioner was a Zionist, named Sir Herbert Samuel. In August, the new government
announced a quota of 16,500 Jewish immigration for the first year, following the Balfour
Declaration's implementation. An executive committee (known as the Arab Executive) was
founded by Palestinian Arabs during a congress in Haifa in December 1920 to serve as the Arabs'
official representation. The British never gave it official recognition, and it was disbanded in 1934.
However, the Haifa Congress's program, which outlined the view that Palestine was an
independent Arab country and categorically denied any rights of Jews to Palestine, remained the
fundamental tenet of the Palestinian Arabs' foreign policy until 1948.44

Between 1919 and 1921, more than 18,000 Jews moved to Palestine. In 1921, the Jewish National
Fund (which had been started in 1901) bought land, which forced Arab peasants (fellahin) to leave
their homes. This sparked more Arab opposition, which was voiced throughout the region by
Christian-Muslim groups. On May 1, 1921, there were more major anti-Zionist riots in Jaffa, which
spread to Petah Tigwa and other Jewish towns. Nearly hundreds of people were killed in these
attacks.®*® From August to November 1921, a group of leading Arabs went to London. They
demanded that the Balfour Declaration be revoked and suggested that Muslims, Christians, and
Jews vote for a national government with a parliament. Because Arab resistance was so strong, the
British government put out a White Paper in June 1922 saying that “Great Britain did not
contemplate that Palestine as a whole should be converted into a Jewish National Home, but that
such a Home should be founded in Palestine.”*** Immigration would not be more than what the
country's economy could handle, and steps would be taken to create a governing body. Arabs did
not like these ideas because they were a big part of the population under the mandate and wanted
to control the government and get their independence quickly. They also did not like the idea that
Jewish immigration, which had a political goal, would be controlled by economic factors.*

In the point of view of Arabs, the British government’s exaggeration in insisting on Jewish rights
came at the expense of all rights and all the basic demands of the Palestinian people who are

citizens of that country and holders of right in Palestine. As well as, when the Balfour Declaration
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and British Mandate were inaugurated roughly nineteenth pre-cent of the living inhabitants of
Palestine consisted of Muslims and Christian Arabs. Thus, this majority number of the Palestine
Arab people would never agree with the implementation of the Balfour Declaration and the British
mandate was neither legally nor morally valid. On the other hand, if we look at this matter in the
point of view of Jewish and Britain, we would see that the Jewish also had the religious rights in
Palestine such as Muslims and Christians, which would allow them to have their position in
Palestine land.® The British steps to establish the Zionist State took practical dimensions by
establishing the Jewish Legion, providing it with weapons and equipment and training its elements
in combat, initiating land confiscation, legislating laws, building Zionist institutions, and arresting
opposing Palestinians. Palestine witnessed armed operations, uprisings, and revolts against British
and Jewish occupation. The organized armed action was launched in 1919 through the "Fedayeen™

Association, but Britain confronted and aborted this assembly.*>*

4.6. Post-War Settlement Treaties:
4.6.1. The Treaty of Sevres of 1920:

As this chapter has shown, the Paris Peace Conference did not lead to an agreement on territorial
disputes in the Middle East. In August 1920, the Allied powers, and representatives of the Ottoman
government, which by this time was nothing more than a diplomatic ghost, signed the Treaty of
Sévres, by which Turkey handed up all its non-Arab territories as well as sections of Anatolia. The
remnants of Turkish Anatolia were further divided according to secret agreements made amongst
the Allies at the same time.*® The treaty mandated the creation of multiple new nations in the
previous Ottoman lands, such as an autonomous Armenia, Kurdistan, and an internationally
governed area in Constantinople (Istanbul). Additionally, it suggested the division of Anatolia and
the Aegean islands between Greece and Italy. Furthermore, it aimed to set specific requirements
for regions such as Syria and Iraq that were under the jurisdiction of the Allied Powers.*® As the
research focus on the area under British influence, therefore, the research will concentrate in the
Kurdish question in the Treaty of Sévres. The partition of the Ottoman Empire became a
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controversial subject among the leaders of Britain, France, and Italy at the Treaty of Sevres. This
had been drawn up by the London Conference, confirmed by the San Remo Conference, and signed
by the Ottoman Sultan’s representative at the French town of Sévres on August 10, 1920, when
the question of the Kurds was taken into consideration.*’” Ultimately, the efforts of Sharif Pasha*®
obtained a result, when the Allies decided to establish an autonomous state for the Kurds. The third

section of this Treaty dealt with the Kurdish question in the articles 62, 63 and 64.

Article 62.

A Commission sitting at Constantinople ... shall draft within six months from the
coming into force of the present Treaty a scheme of local autonomy for the
predominantly Kurdish areas lying east of the Euphrates, south of the southern boundary
of Armenia as it may be hereafter determined, and north of the frontier of Turkey with
Syria and Mesopotamia, as defined in Article 27, 11 (2) and (3).

Acrticle 63 provides information about the execution and acceptance of the requirements of Article

62 by the Turkish government.
Article 64.

If within one year from the coming into force of the present Treaty the Kurdish

peoples within the areas defined in Article 62 shall address themselves to the

Council of the League of Nations in such a manner as to show that a majority of

the population of these areas’ desires independence from Turkey. 4*°
In this agreement the Allies promised the Kurds to create an independent state for them, but what
they were being presented with was far less than they had expected.*®® Moreover, ‘the Treaty of
Sévres, as we shall see, was stillborn. It was swept aside by a resurgent Kemalist Turkey and in
1923 was superseded by the Treaty of Lausanne.’’** In other words, the Kurdish dream was not

achieved, because the Turkish Grand National Assembly refused to ratify the treaty. Additionally,
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Arnold T. Wilson pointed out that stability could only be achieved through the inclusion of Kurdish
districts in Iraq, as, the ‘frontier problem will be created only if Kurdistan is left to its own
devices’.*2 Moreover, Lord Curzon the British Foreign Secretary stated that ‘‘if the British
established a quasi-autonomous Kurdish state with British administration, the French might be
tempted to establish a similar state with French advisers in northern Kurdistan.””#3 After the failure
of creating a new state for the Kurds, the Kurdish issue took on a different character of negotiation,
along with the other outstanding issues in the Middle East. That argument proved decisive, and a
further step was taken to create a new state for Arab people called Iraq, at the Cairo Conference in
March 1921.

4.6.2. The Cairo Conference of 1921:

These events pushed the British government to hold a conference to create a stable situation in the
Middle East in general and Iraq in particular. So, for these reasons on the first of March 1921
Winston Churchill, the recently appointed Secretary of State for the Colonies, started the creation
of a new Department named the Middle East Department which was to take over from the War
Office, Foreign Office and India Office, in order to deal with mandated and other territories in the
Middle East.** Hence, at the beginning of March Churchill was keen to pacify the unstable
situation in the Middle East, therefore, he left London for Egypt, a week later he held a conference
called the Cairo Conference on 12 March 1921 in the Semiramis Hotel in the city of Cairo. Nearly
forty civilian and military experts on British policy in the Middle East attended this conference,
the “‘Forty Thieves’’ as Churchill called them,”*® In this respect T. E. Lawrence wrote to his
Mother that "Everybody Middle East is here . . .”’®

These participants were divided into two groups to conduct the business of the conference: a

Political Committee headed by Winston Churchill, and the Financial and Military Committees,
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presided over by General Walter Congreve.*” The conference took twelve days to do what it had
planned. During this period about forty or fifty sessions were held ‘‘in what was described as
utmost secrecy.”’%® At the Cairo Conference Churchill resolved many primary issues. The most
essential one was the decision about who would run Irag. He believed that a unique leader, who
could be controlled by Britain but was approved by the Arabs, would be the best agreement. Cox,
Bell, and T. E. Lawrence, his recently chosen Arabic consultant, agreed with this recommendation

and suggested Faisal the son of Hussein as the new innovator of Irag.*®

Another matter to be considered at the Conference was reducing the British troops in
Mesopotamia. In other words, ‘‘the main object of the Cairo conference, Churchill said later, was
to maintain British control as cheaply as possible.””*" A further issue to be discussed at the Cairo
Conference was the Kurdish question. In this respect, at the beginning of this Conference Churchill
was extremely open to the Kurdish desire for autonomy and to have their own country, acting as a
buffer state between Turkey and the future independent Arab state. However, over the course of
the conference he changed his mind. Most of the debate of the Cairo Conference was about the
unstable circumstances in Mesopotamia. The attendees came together to find a suitable solution at
the opening of the Conference.** On the morning of Saturday March 12, 1921, the two
Committees, Military and Political, were set up to discuss the four elements relating to the agenda
of Mesopotamia, in several meetings, respectively. One of the imperative points of this debate was
“‘the cost-cutting’’, as the Colonial Secretary, announced that ‘‘everything else that happens in the

Middle East is secondary to the reduction in expense.’ %"

Therefore, on March 12, the Military Committee held three meetings to establish how to maintain
British control over Mesopotamia as cheaply as possible. The discussion of the first meeting was

about the reduction of the Mesopotamia garrison. At the second meeting of this Committee on 13
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March, Chief of the Air Staff Sir Hugh Trenchard (1919-1927), drew up his proposals for the
domination of the new state by the Royal Air Force.*”® At the third meeting, General Haldane
shaped a comprehensive plan for the reduced martial commitment, and the volume of each garrison
was discussed ‘place by place.”’ As a result of their conversations, it was decided that ‘‘the mobile
columns of troops hitherto employed on punitive missions should be replaced by aircraft.”’4
Furthermore, it was decided that the garrison in Mesopotamia would be decreased from thirty-
three to twenty-three infantry battalions. Thus, by October, the troops in Irag would come down
to fifteen thousand. Instead, they would increase the number of local Kurdish forces and the Arabic

levies of five-thousand Mesopotamians.*™

The Political Committee also held its first meeting 12 March to discuss the various candidates for
ruler of Mesopotamia. In Cox’s point of view Amir Faisal would be the most suitable leader and
preferred by the Arabs themselves. Churchill asked him why? Cox replied ‘‘that he considered
Faisal’s previous experience during the war placed him in the best position for raising an army
quickly.”’4® On March 13, the second meeting of the Political Committee was held, with Churchill
as Chairman. On the same day Churchill, wrote to Lloyd George, that ‘I think we shall reach
unanimous conclusion among all authorities that Faisal offers hope of best and cheapest solution.”’
Furthermore, Martin Gilbert pointed out, according to the committee’s decision, Emir Faisal must
reach Mesopotamia in April or May, and that Churchill relied upon T. E. Lawrence to persuade
Faisal to act according to the suggestions.*”” The purpose of this appeared in the message that
Churchill wrote to the Prime Minister: ‘I have no doubt personally [that] Faisal offers far away

[the] best chance of saving our money.’ 4"

4.6.2.1. The Kurdish Question:

The Kurdish issue was one of the points of discussion in the Cairo conference, but without the

attendance of Kurdish representative in the conference. On 15 March, the fourth meeting of the
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Political Committee was held to discuss the question of Kurdistan. This committee consisted of
the chairman, Winston Churchill, along with the members of this committee, Sir Percy Cox, Miss
Gertrude Bell*”®, Colonel T. E. Lawrence, Major H. W. Young, Major Noel (Consultative
Member), and Major R. D. Badcock was secretary of this committee.*®® The memorandum that has

been submitted by the Middle East Department to this Committee for Kurdistan stated,

We are strongly of opinion that purely Kurdistan areas should not be included in
the Arab state of Mesopotamia, but that the principle of Kurdish unity and
nationality should be promoted as far as possible by H.M.G. The extent of the
area within which it will be possible for H.M.G. to carry out this policy must
necessarily depend upon the final terms of the peace settlement with Turkey.
Whatever the extent of this area may be, we consider that not only control by
H.M.G. will be facilitated if there were some forms of central Kurdish
Organization to which a British adviser could be attached. This adviser would
be under the orders of H.C [High Commissioner] for Mesopotamia and would
report through him to H.M.G.*

This shows that his majesty government could not achieve any final decision about such matter
until he had a negotiation with Turkey, because the Turkish government required bringing Mosul
vilayet into its borders. The question of whether Kurdistan would be an integral part of Iraq or
instead should become a separate state was decided through the common Anglo-Arabian
conference. In the meeting the attendees had been split into two groups, each of them presented a
different opinion regarding the Kurdish fate. During the discussion Major Noel pointed out that
the Kurdish people prefer to have their own state and would never accept to be put under the
government of Iraq.“®? In addition, Major Young believed that ‘‘it was desirable to keep the Kurds
under our control,”” he disagreed to have a separate Southern Kurdistan, which would not be
accountable to Britain. Furthermore, Colonel Lawrence thought that the Kurdish of Southern
Kurdistan should not be put under the government of Baghdad, although he did not wish to have
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two governors in the area (Kirkuk and Sulaymaniyah) and recommended one must be chosen to

be given the position of a Kurdish leader. 4%

On the other hand, Miss Bell did not agree with Lawernce’s point of view, stating that ‘‘the whole
position should be left for the further period of about six months, after which she was of the opinion
that the Kurds would be anxious to join the Iragi government.’’ “8 Additionally, Percy Cox agreed
with Miss Bell by believing that ‘‘it would be better, ... to allow matters to take their course, in
the hope of an ultimate fusion with Iraq.”” *® At the end of this meeting Churchill concluded that
the British policy should be to support the Kurdish question and this would not be less than that
support that they gave to the Arab cause. He also suggested that ‘‘under the influence of the High
Commissioner, who would superintend the affairs of the two countries, through entirely distinct
and separate channels, Kurdistan and Iraq would be drawn closer together, and that they might
form one State in the future.”” *® Then he stated that it might difficult give a final decision on this

matter and would be better to be referred to the LN.*7

As a result of their debate, the attendees realised that if the Kurds were forced to be within the
scope of the rule of an Arab government, they would inevitably reject and resist it. Furthermore,
this decision would complicate the matter of British withdrawal from the country. ‘‘They
accordingly recommended that, until such time as a representative body of Kurdish opinion might
opt for inclusion in Iraq, Kurdistan should be dealt with direct by the high commissioner and kept
separate from Iraq itself.”’ “8 The purpose of this resolution was to enable the British to develop
Kurdish units under the control of British staff, in order to activate and accelerate the reduction of
military forces in some areas.*® Thus, it became obvious that by mid-1921, it had been decided
temporarily to keep Southern Kurdistan separate from lIraq, acting as a buffer state between

Mesopotamia and Turkey. The emergence of Kemalist in Anatolia and the weakness of Kurdish
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politics and their leader Sheikh Mahmud led to the increased complexity of the Kurdish issue,
along with the demand of the newly Arab King Faisal bin Hussein to include Southern Kurdistan
into Irag. Hence, at the end of 1922, Britain made negotiations with Turkey to solve the problem
of Mosul (the disputing area that Turkey tried to integrate into its borders). Consequently, in 1923
the treaty of Lausanne was agreed between Britain and Turkey which ended by incorporating
Southern Kurdistan into Irag. Thus, the promises that were given to the Kurds in the treaty of

Sévres were demolished.*%°

At the beginning of June 1921, Percy Cox tried to argue that according to the Cairo Conference it
had been decided to incorporate the Kurdish areas in Iraq; he was refused by Churchill’s directive
of “‘keeping the Kurdish district apart from Iraq and ... setting up a non-Arab buffer between the
Arab state and its potential enemies.”’*! In the autumn of 1921, Gertrude Bell, supported Cox’s
view by stating that it would be difficult for the British government to help the Kurdish people,

because of the financial crises that Britain had faced. As she said,

There was no money coming from the British to help the Kurds, and we must

now be careful to make it absolutely clear that we haven’t a penny to spend in

furthering Kurdish independence ... If we encourage them, we shall only have

to abandon them in their hour of need, which would be the worst thing possible,

... It wasn’t just Britain’s fault, as the Kurds themselves could not decide on a

leader — not two Kurds agree when it comes to practice. 4%
It has to be said that Miss Bell believed that establishing an independent Kurdistan would put more
pressure on Britain, especially in terms of the financial aspect. In contrast, Churchill thought that
the Kurdish people would accept union with Iraq in the future. Yet, what he meant by the word
‘union’ was a sort of confederated relationship between Southern Kurdistan and Iraq. In this case,

he stated that,

I want to make it quite clear that we are developing, as it were, a principle of
home rule for Southern Kurdistan within the general area of Mesopotamia, at the
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same time that we are developing the general self-government of
Mesopotamia.**

In other words, there would be two entities united in terms of their strategic and economic interests,
but administratively and politically separate. Adding to this as Bell indicated in a letter to her
father, “‘the Sec. of State has sent us a perfectly damnable despatch . . . recommending that before
the election we shall practically advise . . . all the Kurdish districts within Iraq to stand out and
form a Kurdish independent state.”’*** So we can see that the British policy was in the way of
creating a separate Kurdish state but this state would share its strategic and economic interests with

the government of Baghdad.

With regards to the Kurdish attitude towards the choice of Faisal to be the King of the new state,
it had been decided during the Cairo conference that Faisal should be chosen by the Iraqi people
through a democratic election. Thus, the election took place in August of 1921, after the Iraqi
election Faisal was crowned as King on the throne of Iraq, under the supervision of British advisor
Sir Percy Cox.*®® The Kurdish people were also included in this referendum, but the majority of
the Kurdish people refused to take part in this selection and to accept Faisal’s rule over them,
because their participation would illustrate to the British and Arab government that the Kurdish
people agreed to be part of Irag.*® Moreover, the British had ignored the Kurdish question and
denied their rights, while, they carried Faisal and the Iragi government on their shoulders. This
British policy towards the Kurds, led to the deterioration of the situation in Southern Kurdistan.

Meanwhile, the Kemalist forces saw it necessary to control some areas in Kurdistan.**’

Under the volatile conditions in Southern Kurdistan during 1922-1923, Sheikh Mahmud, the
Kurdish nationalist ruler who was governing Sulaymaniyah district, ‘intensified his efforts to

mobilize the Kurds for a general uprising against Britain.”’*® Consequently, on 3 March 1923 the
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RAF bombed Sulaymaniyah and forced Mahmud to flee to the nearby mountains.** Despite all
the above discussion, it is also argued that after the emergence of Kemal Ataturk, the British
promises towards the Kurdish people changed.*® This change of policy towards Kurdistan
appeared with the signing of the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923, when the question of Mosul
[Kurdistan] came under the discussion of Britain and Turkey’s delegations. Thus, during the
conversation the Kurdish question was manipulated by both.5°* This was ended by dividing the

Kurdish lands among Turkey, Iraq and Syria.>®

4.6.2.2. The Palestine Issue:

The proposal to hand over two sizable portions of the formerly British-ruled former Turkish
provinces to princes from the Hashemite dynasty was adopted during the Cairo Conference. It was
decided that the new nation formed from the Turkish Province of Mesopotamia would be named
Irag, and that Prince Faisal, with whom T.E. Lawrence had collaborated during and after the Great
War, would rule as king. Transjordan (today Jordan), a state made up of Palestine west of the
Jordan River, would be ruled by his brother Prince Abdullah.5®® On March 22, Churchill briefly
met with a group of Arabs from Palestine in Cairo. He declined to engage in political conversation
but promised to meet with them in Jerusalem.%®* Jerusalem was the location where the Palestine
Mission continued with its operations on March 24, 1921. In Gaza, Churchill's train was greeted
by a sizable protest against the continued existence of the British Mandate in Palestine. Winston
Churchill and Herbert Samuel, who had the mistaken impression that they were being welcomed
by the locals, waved to the thousands of protesters while they were screaming anti-Jewish
slogans.>® On March 28, Winston Churchill met with Emir Abdullah more than once. Abdullah
was already living in Amman, and he was planning to move further north. Churchill wanted to
make Transjordan an Arab region with an Arab Governor. The Arab Governor would be under

British rule and answer to the High Commissioner for Palestine and Transjordan. Abdullah urged
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that the High Commissioner should put him in charge of the whole area of Mandate Palestine. On
the other hand, he pushed for a union with the land that was given to his brother in Irag. Churchill
said no to both.5%

Churchill declared, in response to Abdullah's anxiety about a Jewish dominion west of Jordan, that
it was not only improbable that hundreds of thousands of Jews would invade the country in a brief
period of time and dominate the existing population, but that it was impossible. The process of
Jewish immigration would be extremely sluggish, and the rights of the remaining non-Jewish
population would be rigorously protected. Trans-Jordania would not be incorporated into the
current administrative structure of Palestine, so the Zionist clauses of the mandate would not be
applicable. Hebrew would not become an official language in Transjordan, and the local
government would not be expected to promote Jewish immigration or colonization. Regarding
British policy in Palestine, Herbert Samuel added the following, "There was no question of setting
up a Jewish Government there ... No land would be taken from any Arab, nor would the Muslim
religion be touched in any way." * British officials speculated that Abdullah's designation as Emir
of Syria in Damascus was possible if he managed to control the anti-French acts of the Syrian
Nationalists. This would lessen French opposition to his brother's candidacy for Mesopotamia.
After negotiation, Abdullah agreed to suspend his march towards the French and take control of
the land east of the Jordan River for a trial period of six months in exchange for a monthly payment
of £5,000 from the British government.5%®

Since the Emir had no interest in serving as High Commissioner-appointed governor of Trans-
Jordania, he did not propose anybody for the position. The inhabitants of his region had heard him
declare his desire to play a pivotal role in anti-French activity, and they expected him to stick to
his words. He learned that the Sharifian family's interests ran counter to those of His Majesty's
Government if he persisted in taking active measures against the French in Mesopotamia and
Arabia more generally, as was recommended by the Conference. He proposed appointing an Arab

Emir for Palestine and Transjordan, who would have the same relationship with Palestine's High
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Commissioner that the future Emir of Mesopotamia would have with his country's High
Commissioner.®® According to Jeremy Wilson, much of the history and turmoil of the
contemporary Middle East can be traced back to the Cairo Conference, where Shiite, Sunni, and
Kurdish territories were cobbled together to form Irag. Kurds were not granted their own nation.
Regarding the Palestine case the purpose of dividing Palestine in half was to eventually give the

Jews the other half.5%°

4.6.3. The Treaty of Lausanne 1923:

The Treaty of Lausanne, which was signed in 1923, is the only peace agreement that has remained
in effect since the conclusion of the Great War. It was the final peace treaty to be negotiated after
the war. It was instrumental in bringing about peace negotiations between Turkey and the "Allied
and Associated Powers," which included United Kingdom, France, Greece, Italy, Japan, Romania,
Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. On July 24, 1923, the final treaty was signed, and on August 21, 1923,
it was confirmed in a formal manner by the Grand National Assembly in Ankara.>!! In addition to
the abolition of the Sultanate in November 1922, the emergence of Kemal's nationalist movement
in Turkey led to the rejection of the Peace Treaty of Sévres, which had been ratified by the Sultan's
government. Kemal's revisionist stance, which reflected in part the internal revolution occurring
in Turkey and in particular the principles outlined in the National Pact of 1920, was bolstered by
military successes against Greece and divisions between the Allied Powers.>*? The peace
negotiations that followed the Greco-Turkish War and began in Lausanne in November 1922 were
extremely difficult, as evidenced not only by the violent disagreements over several issues and the
fears of a resumption of hostilities, but also by the break in the conference from February to April

1923; the Treaty of Lausanne was not signed until July 24, 1923.>%3
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In many ways, the latter was a victory for Turkey because it allowed it to keep a foothold in Europe
and secure borders that were like those stated in the National Pact. This success was furthered in
October 1923 by the declaration of the Turkish Republic, whose president would be Kemal and
whose capital would be Angora, as well as by the Allied withdrawal from Turkish territory
occupied by them during the Great War.>** Notwithstanding the conclusion of the peace treaty,
several impediments persisted concerning the possession of the vilayet of Mosul, as well as the
exact demarcation of the boundary line separating Turkey and Iraq. The Parties involved in the
dispute included Turkey, which had long controlled the region until the Great War, Iraq a British
mandate that had been granted ownership of Mosul following the Treaty of Sévres, and Britain,
which had taken hold of Mosul toward the end of 1918 and represented the concerns of its mandate.
Despite Iraq’s effective control over a majority of the contested region, with support from British
forces. Turkey remained steadfast in pledging it claims to the territories outlined in the National
Pact. Due to the paramount importance placed upon the sanctity of the National Pact, combined
with the nationalist’s demand and the intense emotions stirred within the Turkish Grand National

assembly, any potential compromise regarding the Mosul region was deemed unacceptable.>*®

Kemal was motivated to pursue his claims to Mosul by the area's oil potential and strategic
relevance, and he believed that Turkey had already achieved a moral victory against a British
government whose assistance for Greece in the previous war had been futile. The sizeable number
of Kurds living inside the Mosul vilayet added a new dimension, since their destiny would have
an impact on the success of the Turkish program of assimilation within its current boundaries.>
The question of Mosul will be clearly address in the next chapter. Turkey lost all her Arab
conquests as well as the Dodecanese islands because of this treaty, which may be viewed as the
end of the Eastern Question in the shape it had assumed over the previous century and a half. Only
Eastern Thrace remained in Europe. However, she reclaimed all of Anatolia, as well as the islands
most required for the Dardanelles defence, and became a national state for the first time in her
history. She was also able to avoid paying any war indemnity and entirely stop the despised system

of capitulations (the point on which the talks were the longest and most arduous). The Montreux
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Convention of 1935 supplanted the elaborate Straits Convention appended to the treaty, of which

the essential aspects are provided below.5!

4.7. The Cost of British Administration in the Middle East:

Churchill, who was serving as War Secretary at the time, was informed by Field Marshal Sir Henry
Wilson in August 1919 that Britain's strategic situation had changed since 1914. No major conflict
in Europe or invasion of Britain were predicted to occur for many years. Threats from Egypt, Iraq,
and India might rival or exceed those from before 1914. He was worried that a crisis in one of
these countries, especially in India, might have repercussions elsewhere that required more money
to control it. He advocated for the readiness of an expeditionary army to be dispatched to the
Empire.*® In November, Churchill gave the Cabinet copies of four papers about Irag. The General
Staff said that if Britain left Mosul or Northern Persia, they could save money by reducing the
number of Iraqi troops. The threat was no longer coming from Turkey, but from local people in
faraway places. To connect north of Iraq with the south Britian found out that the best chose to
move through Irag was to have a train line from Basra to Baghdad to Kirkuk and then to Mosul.
However, the British didn't want any more additions because a line from Haifa to Baghdad was
better for them.52° In February 1920, the DMO, General Radcliffe, wrote to Wilson and told him
that Churchill's plan to cut the number of troops in Irag to 4,000 British and 16,000 Indian troops
would make it difficult to keep more than Basra and the Persian oilfields. He said that in
Mesopotamia, and especially in the Mosul Vilayet, we have one advantage that the war has given

us. It is worth making some sacrifices now if it will pay off eventually.5?

G. H. Bennett notes that Lloyd George openly expressed agreement. H. H. Asquith, the leader of
the opposition, said that Britain should remove its costly garrison from Irag, which had no natural
borders, during a discussion on foreign affairs in the House of Commons.*? In response, Lloyd
George said that although he could understand someone advocating for a total withdrawal from
Irag, he could not understand why Asquith wanted to remain in Basra while doing so. Mosul is a
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nation with plenty of potential and it has substantial oil reserves.®?? He added that Britain had an
obligation to the people of Irag. When the peace treaty with Turkey was signed Britain would
claim the mandate for Iraq, including Mosul; this would mean helping and advising an Arab

government.>?

It was hard for Britain to manage its budget to maintain its interests in Iragq. Churchill worried
about how much it would cost to stay. The budget and who oversaw policy had to be made clear.
On May 1, he said that 60,000 British and Indian troops were stationed in Iraq at a cost of
£18,000,000 per year to the War Office. He said that the WO was not in charge of strategy, which
was set by the FO. The Colonial Office knew how to run a country like Iraqg, so it should make
policy decisions based on what the Treasury says is possible financially. Churchill advised
spending no more than £7 million a year, of which £5 million would go to the troops. The military
should be able to choose what it could do with the money it had. He said that Iraq could be
protected for less money if the job of doing so was moved from the WO to the Air Ministry. He
was the Secretary of State for both the Air Ministry and the WO. In the end, he said that,

In considering the future profit which may be drawn from the Mesopotamian
oilfields, it is necessary always to bear in mind the capital charges which are
accruing. Every year we go on at the present rate of expenditure adds £1,000,000
a year at 5 per cent, to what Mesopotamia will ultimately have to produce in
order to yield a profit. Even if the oilfields bear out our most sanguine hopes, we
are burdening them to an intolerable extent with capital charges, and what would
be a thoroughly good business for the British Empire, if developed gradually and
thriftily is being daily deteriorated by the sterile charges which are mounting
up.52

A gathering of ministers in January 1920 claimed that the oil could pay for the whole government
of Irag. Churchill pointed out that if the expenses of remaining were too great, this would not be
the case. Over the following several years, British strategy in Iraq was motivated by a desire to
remain because of pledges made to the Arabs, the oil, and the preservation of the road to India,
rather than a necessity to do so inexpensively.5?® Iraq was the site of a rebellion against British

control that began in the summer of 1920. It was mostly put down by the time the year came to a
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close, but it did raise problems over the expense of the British presence in Iraq and the most
effective way that country might be managed.®® Oil may have served as a justification for the
expense of the occupation, but as Peter Sluglett notes, this was a justification that would have
pleased the British press but infuriated international countries. During the revolt, Arnold Wilson,
the British Civil Commissioner, reported to the Secretary of State for India that Standard (NJ)'s
local representative, W. H. Gallagher, was in contact with the rebels. Wilson did not provide any
proof that the American Standard Oil Company of New Jersey (1870-1911) was actively helping
them even though Gallagher seemed to have spoken with them. It looked for a time that Mosul
could need to be evacuated by Britain. Churchill informed Lloyd George in June 1920 that
reducing Britain's obligations in Irag was necessary to lessen the expenses associated with

garrisoning the country.5?’

In December, Churchill told General Sir Aylmer Haldane, who was in charge of Iraq, that Sir Percy
Cox, who had been selected as High Commissioner in Baghdad, said that keeping troops in Iraq
would cost £20 million to £25 million each year for the next two to three years. Since this was not
enough to make Britain stay, Haldane was to make a plan for leaving. He should also give his view
of the General Staff's view that the Basra vilayet could be held by a single division. This would
give Britain a foothold and would protect the Persian oilfields. here were two separate oil issues
affecting Britain's presence in Iraq; Basra covered the existing Persian oilfields and the Abadan refinery,
but the potential oilfields were in Mosul. 2 On the evening of December 31, 1920, the Cabinet
discussed the situations in Iraq and Palestine. According to Churchill, the uprising in Iraq has been
suppressed, and the military situation is stable at this point. When the spring came and the routes
became accessible again, the Persian forces were supposed to leave. It was too late to retreat from
the Mosul vilayet in the summer without inviting assaults by Arabs, Turks, and maybe Bolsheviks.
It would be difficult to convince Parliament to give £20-22,000,000 on the Army Vote if a decision
to retire to the Basra vilayet had to be delayed until March 1922. There were two options: either

quickly pull out to Basra, leaving anarchy and turmoil behind, or set up an agency to oversee policy
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in Irag and provide funds accordingly. After that, everyone agreed that retreating to Basra would

be a terrible political move.>?

Britain could not occupy Iraq only for its port without also occupying the rest of the nation. After
two years, military obligations could be reduced because a new Arab government would have been
constituted and a durable peace with Turkey would have been concluded. Cox had said that the
Iragi Arabs would accept Faisal as king, and most of Irag's problems were from outside the
country. If Faisal were to become king with Arab backing, the number of troops stationed in
Baghdad, Mosul, and Basra might be decreased from three divisions to two. The French had made
it clear that they and British assistance for Faisal in Iraq as hostile, which Curzon noted. The
Cabinet had resolved to give Faisal as King of Irag a second look. Next, they spoke on Churchill's
suggestion for a Department of Middle Eastern Affairs. A separate department with its own
minister was out of the question due to parliamentary concerns, but the issue of whether it should
be part of the Colonial, or the Foreign Office remained. Since the Colonial Office already handled
comparable duties elsewhere and the FO lacked administrative expertise, the Cabinet agreed that

the new department should be part of the Colonial Office.5*

During the time of the Cairo Conference, the question of reducing the British Military power in
Mesopotamia was clearly addressed in the agenda of this meeting. Assuming that the plan could
be conducted well, the Conference agreed that the number of troops in Mesopotamia could be cut
to twenty-three battalions as soon as ships could be made available. Staffs, support services of all
kinds, followers, and animals would all have to be cut back in the same way. It was thought that
the budget for Palestine and Mesopotamia would go down by £5,000,000 in 1921-1922 if all the
necessary steps were taken quickly. If the Government of India could be persuaded to shorten the
time that Indian troops stayed on Imperial charge after being sent back to India, that would save
even more money. It was not thought to cut the size of the force below the scale of twenty-three
battalions until after the hot weather. In the meantime, steps were suggested to make a further cut

possible in October.®
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In the future, the Mesopotamian budget should be able to cover all of the imperial government's
civil costs, in addition to making a contribution to the imperial government's military expenses.
This contribution would for the time being take the shape of preparations that had been made for
an Arab army, which would allow for a reduction in the size of the imperial troops. The local
levies, whether Arab, Kurdish, or Assyrian, would be part of the Imperial armies.** The Colonial
Office vote would be responsible for covering the expense of administering the charge, but the
Mesopotamian Government could contribute toward covering such costs. On the other hand, the
cost of the Arab army would be totally paid by Mesopotamian income, and this would be the
contribution of that Government toward the cost of Mesopotamian defence for the year 1921-
1922.%% During the new Bonar Law government a committee was formed to discuss the question
whether to stay in Iraq or to leave. Although a group of the government members were in favour

of leaving, the existence of oil in the region was the primary reason of their remaining.>*

It is worth mentioning, the participation of Indian troops in the Mesopotamia campaign during the
Great War underscored the imperialistic aspect of the battle from the British standpoint. Their
involvement highlighted the extensive influence and authority of the British Empire, demonstrated
by wide variety of regions and populations that were brought into the war effort. Furthermore, it
showcased the crucial importance of imperial forces in safeguarding and enlarging Britain's
interests in the Middle East and other regions, highlighting the interdependence of Britain's

imperial territories within the framework of the conflict.>*
4.8. Aims and Disputes Over Oil in the Middle East:
4.8.1. Oil Rights:

During the London meeting, the oil issue was hardly touched upon. The French, eager for a final
resolution, brought up the conditions of the Greenwood-Berenger Agreement of December 21,
1919.5% | loyd George was not going to take it lying down: Britain had second thoughts about
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signing the deal since it would give some businesses special privileges. It would be prohibitively
expensive to manage Mesopotamia, so any profits would have to go toward covering those
expenses. The expense of running the government would greatly outweigh the income it brought
in; it already exceeded eight times what Turkey had milled out of the nation. It was far from clear
that Britain would see any benefit from administering the territory, but if it did, the oil earnings
should not be given to private businesses. Since none of these agreements had any legal standing,
he acknowledged no rights to any Turkish petroleum concessions. Tolerating private firms was
out of the question, but he may accept an accord that ensured France got her fair part of the oil >

4.8.2. The British Post-War Oil Aims in Mesopotamia:

British interests in the Middle East evolved during the Great War, with oil playing an increasingly
vital role in the region. British strategists and planners wanted guaranteed future oil supply to
lessen their reliance on the United States. Taking possession of Mosul, the most promising source
of oil under British control, would have needed the approval of France. In the Sykes-Picot
agreements (1916), Sykes and Kitchener had given France the city of Mosul, the commercial heart
of the oil-rich territory that is today northern Irag. *® During a meeting of the Middle East
Committee®* on February 18, 1918, prominent government adviser Mark Sykes said, "If we played
our cards well and in accordance with the underlying political principles now current in the world,
we should have a good chance of remaining in control of Mesopotamia after the war."** However,
if the United Kingdom were to be accused of encouraging profiteering or establishing monopolies,
the country would be at serious risk of losing control of the region. The plan before the Committee
was the same as giving the people of modern-day Mesopotamia over to Lord Inchcape (a
government director of APOC and the member of the Petroleum Imperial Policy Committee). The
House of Commons would roar its disapproval at such a plan.>*
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There was no fundamental decision made by the Committee. Instead, discussions were tabled until
Baghdad's Civil Commissioner, Percy Cox, could be present for advice. In April of 1918, Percy
Cox was present in a Whitehall interdepartmental discussion. Cox was particularly concerned that
quick action can be taken to start commerce and banking in Mesopotamia. He shared Inchcape's
optimism that Britain would one day secure control of Mesopotamia, but he was unconcerned with
the debate around the monopoly concept. He proposed that after the Peace Conference resolved
the status and political destiny of Mesopotamia, the ground should be prepared for the British
corporations to move forward as quickly as they wished.54

The crucial oil deal between the United Kingdom and France was delayed due to other
disagreements. The British government kept trying to establish a national oil firm. Slade wrote a
study for the Admiralty titled "Petroleum Situation in the British Empire™ on July 29, 1918. Since
Hankey, in his role as Cabinet Secretary, had considerable influence over British policy, Slade,
Vice Chairman of APOC, had acquired a valuable friend. In a letter to Sir Eric Geddes first lord
of admiralty (1917-1919), Hankey proposed that the Admiralty examine the oil dilemma in light
of the war's overall objectives and the military's plans for the future. Even if the General Staff
views Mesopotamia as a secondary theatre, it should evaluate whether or not the region's oil

resources warrant keeping troops and equipment there.>*®

I have been told privately by people with knowledge of oil production that the
oil situation of the future is rather uncertain...It was...suggested that the largest
potential oilfields at present known are in Persia and Mesopotamia...there are
some as far up as Mosul...if this information is correct, the retention of the oil-
bearing regions in Mesopotamia and Persia...would appear to be a first class
British war aim. | do not remember, however, that it has appeared as such.>*

Slade's document was sent to the Imperial War Cabinet on July 30, after Hankey met with the First
Sea Lord, Admiral Sir Rosslyn Wemyss, and convinced him to do so. Wemyss dictated a covering
note to Hankey, who then typed it out. Hankey asked Wemyss to instruct Slade to produce a second
study expanding upon his earlier findings about the oilfields of Mosul. According to Wemyss's

letter, the Admiralty desired,
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to endorse in the strongest manner possible, the general principles and general
conclusions set forth [by Slade]...the holding in our hands of the motive power
of sea-borne traffic - coal...has proved of inestimable value in that maintenance
of sea power on which the whole edifice of the Empire rests...it is hoped that...the
extreme importance of [Mesopotamia] in regard to the Petroleum situation will
not be lost sight of >*

Hankey suggested in a letter to LIoyd George dated August 1 that Slade's document, as well as one
on Palestine and Mesopotamia by the Allied War Council at Versailles, be taken into consideration

during the following day's Cabinet meeting. Hankey contended:

There is no military advantage in pushing forward in Mesopotamia...there may
be reasons other than purely military for pushing on. Would it not be an
advantage before the end of the war, to secure the valuable oil wells in
Mesopotamia?°4

Slade said that the strategic location and availability of oil were the two main concerns. Despite
their intimate connections, it was still conceivable to gather enough supplies without addressing
the more crucial strategic dilemma. The world's primary bunker fuel was shifting from coal to oil,
thus Britain sought to have as much influence over the oil market as possible. "Half our sea power
IS gone, and our position becomes a most precarious one,"**" as a result of losing control of the
world's bunker fuel. Persia and Mesopotamia have the world's most significant prospective

oilfields. It was crucial to have control over the oilfields in Mesopotamia and Persia.

In Persia and Mesopotamian lie the largest undeveloped resources at present
known in the world... It is not too much to estimate that the oil lands of Persia
and Mesopotamia which will extend over an area of 360,000 square miles, or
more than twice the size of the oil land of Russia, should not in the future provide
a supply equal to that now given by the United States... If this estimate is
anywhere near the truth, then it is evident that the Power that controls the oil
lands of Persia and Mesopotamia will control the source of supply of the majority
of the liquid fuel of the future. It this control is combined with that of coal, then
that Power will hold the control of bunker fuel and will be in a position to dictate
its own terms to all shipping in case of war.>*®
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To avoid being at the mercy of coalminers or a massive oil trust, the maritime interests represented
in that combination wanted ownership of a supply of oil fuel in the Mediterranean. However, even
as late as 1919, the FO was troubled by the connection between private and public interests in a
"Government body of control." With regards to Inchcape, one of its officials, Kidston, stated it as

follows,

The Petroleum Executive, | believe | am right in saying, is largely composed of
persons who have a direct personal interest in oil enterprise. What can one
expect, therefore, when private and public interests are inextricably mixed up in
a government body of control?%4

Both British lobby organizations and authorities were under the impression that German and
Japanese competitors would eventually enter the Mesopotamian market sooner or later. Even
among the competitors from the FO and the Board of Trade, there was naturally some agreement
that the commercial position of the United Kingdom needed to be enhanced, and that the
construction of a financial system controlled by the United Kingdom should have been given
priority.5%°

4.8.3. British Post-War Oil Aims in Persia:

Calouste Gulbenkian, also known as "Mr. Five Per cent" was a British-Armenian businessperson
and humanitarian who lived from 1869 to 1955. He started the Turkish Petroleum Company (TPC)
in 1912 to find and develop oil resources in the Ottoman Empire. APOC bought 50 % parts in the
company. In 1920, the APOC also bought an oil concession in the north that had been given to a
Georgian businessperson, socialite, and philanthropist named Akaki Khoshtaria. Khoshtaria was a
former Russian subject who lived from 1873 to 1932. The oil industry in Azerbaijan and northern
Iran was his primary business focus. The APOC set up a new company, the North Persia Oil
Company, to manage this new purchase. However, the Persians refused to accept the new
company, which led to a long-lasting argument over the oil in northern Persia. In 1923, a lot of oil

was found in Naft Khana, which is now Khanagin in Diyala Province. At the time, Naft Khana
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was a "transferred territory"” on the border between Iran and Irag. The Khanagin Oil Company was

set up as a branch of APOC in London.%®!

The D'Arcy oil concession and royalty clauses, which limited Persia to receiving 16 per cent of
net income, were widely opposed by the Persian populace at this time. The absence of government
control over the oil business contributed to intensify the Persian government's concerns about the
way APOC oversaw its activities in Persia since industrial planning and development, as well as
other basic changes, depended on oil earnings. An environment of discontent was so prevalent as
to imply that a substantial adjustment of the concession conditions would be feasible. Furthermore,
APOC's previous practice of stopping oil royalty advances when its demands were not satisfied
had significantly diminished in impact as a result of reforms that were implemented and better
fiscal order in Persia. To convince the British government to award APOC exclusive access to
Persian oil resources in 1923, Burmah (British oil company whose oilfields were located mainly

in Burma) hired Winston Churchill to campaign on its behalf.>?

4.8.4. The American QOil Interest in Palestine:

In 1913, a significant portion of the Middle East, including Palestine, was under the dominion of
the Ottoman Empire. As the potential for oil in the region started to become apparent, it turned
into a battleground for rival interests in the petroleum industry. The Europeans, united behind the
Turkish Petroleum Company (TPC), which later became the forerunner of IPC, formed one side.
On the opposing side were the Americans, which included Standard Oil of New York (Socony), a
forerunner of Mobil. The Anglo-Persian Oil Company, now known as British Petroleum, had
recently initiated the extraction of oil from its Persian oilfield. Meanwhile, Socony possessed a
widespread distribution network in the Ottoman Empire but faced a shortage of crude oil
supplies.>® The Ottoman Empire had awarded the American Standard Oil Company of New Jersey
a concession in Palestine before the outbreak of war. It applied for authorization to explore for oil
in early 1920. Britain declined because it was hesitant to allow such operations in occupied enemy

territory until its future was determined. In May 1919, the Zionist Organization of America applied
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to send two geologists to Palestine on the condition that they come in their own capacity and not

on behalf of any corporation.>**

The FO conveyed Standard Oil Company’s repeated appeal to the Colonial Office in September
1921 after noting that Curzon had placed the responsibility for the lack of progress in obtaining
the mandate for Palestine on the United States Embassy in London. Churchill agreed with Curzon
that the mandate should be delayed, but he did not want to use this as an excuse to stall the
application excessively or to pass up the opportunity to end a small but persistent Anglo-American
enmity. It should be made clear that giving permission did not entail endorsing Standard (NJ's)
right to make the concession. It was best to start by speaking with the High Commissioner for
Palestine. The FO acknowledged that the presence of the concession had been a consideration in
the decision but claimed that this did not impair the legality of Standard (NJ)'s request, which was
granted. Standard (NJ) was required to disclose all its findings to the Palestinian administration
and would not be permitted to exploit any discoveries until the conditions of the mission had been
agreed upon. Although little oil was discovered in Palestine, this demonstrated the British

determination to eliminate a little source of friction with the USA.5%

From 1922 to 1948, the British Mandate in Palestine attracted attention from both British and
American oil interests, as they vied for control over the growing oil resources in the Middle East.
The British, via the Iraq Petroleum Company (IPC), initiated operations in regions such as Kurnub,
highlighting their geopolitical supremacy and safeguarding crucial oil reserves. British geologists,
such F. E. Wellings, collaborated extensively with their American colleagues from companies like
Standard Oil. However, there was considerable tension between them. British authorities actively
opposed the exploratory operations of American oil firms, particularly Socony (Standard Oil of
New York). Britain was worried about the American existence in Palestine as “T.E. Lawrence had
confirmed Socony’s interest in Kurnub, causing his superiors to redouble their efforts to block the
American effort.”” Despite facing initial obstacles, such as the confiscation of their equipment
during the Great War, Socony's unwavering endeavours resulted in significant progress under the

leadership of William Yale. Yale's innovative surveys and legal foundation, along with the
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subsequent implementation of the 'Open Door' policy in 1922, enabled American companies to
establish a strong presence in the region. This era exemplifies the intricate interaction between
colonial aspirations, geopolitical tactics, and business concerns that influenced the oil industry in
Palestine throughout the early 20" century.5%

4.8.5. Britain and France’s Qil Dispute:

The French Foreign Office understood that maintaining order in inland Syria would be a
significant drain on resources, so Picot and his government favoured exercising direct French rule
only along the Mediterranean coast and in an expanded Lebanon, while exercising indirect control
over the rest of Syria through Arab puppet rulers. In order to get concessions from Sykes, Picot
pretended to Sykes that France insisted on having direct sovereignty over all of Syria. His goal

was to expand French dominance eastward from Syria to present-day Mosul in Iraqg.>’

Picot had been ignorant that Kitchener and Sykes had been conspiring to hand over Mosul behind
his back. The French zone was supposed to function as a buffer for Britain against Russia, thus
they advocated for it to be expanded from the Mediterranean coast in the west to the Asian
mainland in the east.>® The French in the Middle East would serve as a barrier between the British
Middle East and the Russian barbarians to the north, just as the Great Wall of China does between
China and its northern neighbours. In the de Bunsen proceedings, this idea was first introduced.
Kitchener had been given the idea, by Ronald Storrs, the Oriental Secretary (which is to say, the
staff specialist in Eastern affairs), and it became fundamental to his post-war Eastern strategy. To
put the French in the front line, at a spot where the Russians may one day be anticipated to assault,
meant Britain's claim to Mosul had to be abandoned, despite the oil riches firmly thought to reside
there. "The War Office point of view was that from a military point of view, the principle of
inserting a wedge of French territory between any British zone and the Russian Caucasus would
seem in every way desirable."s*® Sykes was able to cede territory to Britain, while Picot was able
to seize territory for France, both of which included Mosul. The British were supposed to take

control of the Mesopotamian provinces of Basra and Baghdad. An Arab state or confederation of
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nations, theoretically autonomous but in fact split into French and British spheres of influence,
was to be established throughout the Middle East, except for Palestine and the regions over which

France and Britain exercised direct sovereignty.°®

After the armistice with Turkey was reached, the British Prime Minister acted swiftly to resolve
the situation there to avoid American intervention. The Prime Minister made an unusually
forthright announcement of his intentions on October 6th, as recorded in the journal of Maurice
Hankey, Secretary to the War Cabinet. "Lloyd George took a very intransigent attitude and wanted
us to go back on the Sykes-Picot agreement, so as to get Palestine for us arid to bring Mosul into
the British zone, and even to keep the French out of Syria."** Balfour saw things quite differently.
When the French proposed Lloyd George's idea of resolving the situation before the Americans
came, Balfour believed they were crazy. Balfour believed American involvement was necessary
for the peace accord to hold. He was serious about providing the United States the mandate over

Palestine, unlike the Prime Minister, and he thought it was crucial that she accept it.%

Clemenceau visited Lloyd George at 10 Downing Street in London on December 1, 1918. The
question of the Middle East was brought up a month after the armistices. Clemenceau inquired as
to what revisions to the French claims Britain wanted. Lloyd George responded, saying: "Mosul."”
Clemenceau said, "You shall have it. Anything else?" Lloyd George replied, "Palestine." Again,
Clemenceau said, "You shall have it." ‘A man of his word,”’®® Despite the fact that there was no
formal confirmation of his concessions, and that the British did not acknowledge that he intended
to be compensated for them, Clemenceau adhered to it throughout the angry fighting of the peace
negotiations.®®* From the beginning of his political career until December 1%, Clemenceau's
objective had been to give way to Britain in the Middle East to win her assistance in Europe against
Germany. Clemenceau thought, incorrectly as it turned out, that he had at least the implicit consent
of Lloyd George to back France's rights in Europe in exchange for Clemenceau's unequivocal
commitment to accept Britain's claims in the Middle East. However, as of December 1st, the two

prime ministers still had not settled their differences over the Middle East. In the months that
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followed Clemenceau's first request for Lloyd George to outline his claims in the Middle East on
December 1st, it became clear that Lloyd George had not included what he sought from France

over the region.*®®

On April 18", the Prime Ministers negotiated and signed the San Remo Agreement, also known
as the Cadman- Berthelot Agreement. A 25% share of the oil, or a 25% ownership in a private
business founded to produce it, would be given to the French under this arrangement, which was
otherwise identical to the prior accords. Up to 20% of the company might be owned by Americans,
with the first 10% coming from the French share and the remaining 10% coming from the other
shareholders pro rata. The French commitment to purchase up to 20% of APOC's Persian oil
transported across French mandated territory by pipeline would have the backing of the British
government. Such agreement was made on July 24, 1920, but the United States was against it,

because its citizens were barred from working in the oil fields near Mosul.5

4.8.6. Britain and United States’ Qil Dispute:

Next to join the scene was the Standard Oil Company of New Jersey. Although the company's lead
geologist had predicted oil in Iraq as early as 1910, little action was taken on the prospect until
after the Great War. The head of the corporation proposed exploring for oil in Irag in February
1919, prompting A. C. Bedford to go to Europe to manage the situation personally. Britain and
France sealed a secret oil deal on April 27, 1920, in which they agreed to divide up the future
production of Middle Eastern oil between themselves. Bedford had a French delegation member
telegraph along a copy of the agreement he had gotten. Due to the war and oil-scarcity fear, the
San Remo pact was considered as detrimental to the interests of the United States as a country.
Secretary of State Bainbridge Colby and Foreign Secretary Curzon rebutted this, saying that the
United States had just 12 percent of the world's oil reserves and that demand for petroleum far
outstripped supply. American oil interests were thought to be funding the anti-British insurgency
in Irag and the Kemalist movement in Turkey, according to British authorities. The State
Department and the oil firms supported British dominance in the region, and the president of New
Jersey Standard said that Irag was a country of rival tribes at war with one another. Allen Dulles
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was concerned that the United States would be left high and dry if Britain and France gave up

control of their Middle Eastern conquests.>®’

In the summer of 1920, geologists informed the British government that the oil prospects in lIraq
were more speculative than anticipated. Sir John Cadman, a prominent character in the British
energy industry, was delegated to initiate discussions in the United States. On June 22, 1922, A.
C. Bedford of the Standard Oil Company of New Jersey proposed to negotiate a stake in the
concessionary corporation in Iraq that was owned by the British. ‘“The Department of State
responded that it had no objection to his doing so, provided no qualified American oil companies
that wished to participate were excluded. Negotiations then went forward, and the dispute with the
United States was resolved.”’*®® Then, negotiations continued, and the dispute with the United
States ended. However, America left Britain to shoulder the responsibility of imposing European
control over the Middle East without assistance.®

In addition to Standard Oil of New Jersey, Standard Oil Company of New York (Socony), which
had also received concessions from the Ottomans in the Syrian-Palestinian region before the war,
also tried to establish itself in Kurdistan with the help of the US government. The firm sent a
representative to the American delegation to the Paris Peace Conference, and when two of its
geologists were arrested and expelled from Irag by the British authorities in September 1919, it
succeeded in getting the State Department in Washington to lodge a formal protest. Lord Curzon
countered this by saying that the restrictions imposed for the duration of the war applied to all
nations and prohibited this type of activity until the peace treaty was signed. The US government
protested even more strongly against the Franco-English oil treaty signed in San Remo, which
enshrined a European monopoly over Middle Eastern oil and which the US saw as a violation not
only of US oil companies, but of US national interests. The background to this was that the war
had shown for the first time in history the vital military and naval importance of oil, and after 1918
fears of oil shortages were widespread in the US as the price of crude oil soared and domestic
reserves dwindled. That is why Washington demanded the application of the ‘open door principle’,

which would have guaranteed equal rights for all, but could hardly respond to Curzon’s remark
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that the United States currently holds 80% of world oil production, while Britain has only 4.5%
(the British received four-fifths of their oil needs from the United States before and during the
world war®"). Some British officials were convinced that, having alienated the US, US oil interests
were behind the anti-British insurgency in Iraq and even the Kemalist movement in Turkey.>"
However, when the vast oil reserves in the depths of Iraq and the capital needed to bring them to
the surface became apparent, London realised that it could not do without the Americans.
Therefore, the British government would put pressure on oil companies in 1922 to allow the
incorporation of Standard Oil into the TPC, which soon became the Iraq Petroleum Company
(IPC).572

4.9. Chapter Summary:

From 1919 to 1923, the Middle East experienced substantial changes, mostly influenced by the
economic and political objectives of the victorious British and French. Their endeavours to
infiltrate regions characterised by racial and ethnic diversity established the groundwork for global
forces to exert their influence, especially in the recently established states. The "Middle East
question,” which pertains to unsolved political matters and ongoing military confrontation, arose
due to the territorial partitions established after the Great War. As this chapter has argued, the
British exerted essential control over petroleum in the region, prioritising the prevention of any
other nation from posing a threat to their oil supplies, especially from Iraq and Mosul. In order to
achieve their political and economic goals, the British implemented the mandate system in the
region, which included agreements like the San Remo Conference of 1920. This conference
effectively placed Irag and Palestine under British authority. Within Palestine, the British were
granted a "dual mandate" by the Balfour Declaration, which entailed their authority to act on behalf
of both the Jewish and Arab communities. Nevertheless, the emphasis on creating a Jewish
homeland in Palestine resulted in increasing conflicts, as it was widely rejected by the Arab
community. Similarly, in Irag, the local opposition saw significant growth as demonstrated in this
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chapter through indigenous sources, especially during the Iragi Revolt of 1920, as the populace

eagerly anticipated the realisation of British war commitments.

The sources employed in this dissertation substantially contribute to examining the intricate
connection between Britain and the Middle East from two different viewpoints, therefore enabling
a more thorough comprehension of the period from 1919 to 1923. The examination of British
political and economic goals in the region, namely regarding dominance over oil reserves in Iraq
and Mosul, in conjunction with authentic Arab sources, offers an impartial account. This dual
methodology provides a valuable understanding of both the colonial powers' tactics and the
indigenous people's responses, therefore enhancing the historical analysis of the British Mandate
era. The use of Arab sources to emphasise the viewpoints of indigenous communities, particularly
during events such as the Iragi Revolt of 1920, enhances the comprehension of local resistance
against British governance. Through the inclusion of these subaltern voices, this thesis offers a
more intricate analysis compared to conventional Eurocentric interpretations, which have
frequently given priority to imperial viewpoints. This is noteworthy since Arab perspectives have
traditionally been excluded from dominant narratives on the Middle East, particularly when
addressing the mandates enforced by the British and French following the Great War. The
indigenous testimonies | have utilised demonstrate the frustration, opposition, and political
awareness of the indigenous people, which were frequently overlooked by colonial authorities and

early western historians.

For British strategy in Iraq, this chapter argues that the Cairo Conference in 1921 was a crucial
turning point. With Winston Churchill as the chairperson, the meeting concluded with the
appointment of Faisal as the monarch of Irag, which demonstrated Britain's intention to establish
stability in the region through indirect governance. Nevertheless, the Kurdish issue remained
unsolved and was so sent to the League of Nations. In 1920, the pact of Sévres made a commitment
to grant Kurdish independence. However, the Turkish Grand National Assembly declined to
approve the pact, and the absence of Kurdish cohesion further undermined their claim. The Treaty
of Lausanne by 1923 superseded the Sevres Treaty, therefore leaving Kurdish ambitions
unrealised. Central to the argument of this chapter, is how oil exerted significant influence on the
formation of British foreign policy during this era. The Anglo-French oil agreement proved to be

a source of disagreement, especially about Mosul, a region abundant in petroleum resources. In
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spite of early opposition, the San Remo Agreement of 1920 resulted in Britain relinquishing a 25%
portion of Mesopotamian oil to France in return for dominion over Mosul. This agreement was
essential for preserving British supremacy in the region, particularly considering American
interests in Middle Eastern oil, which had been marginalised by the U.S.'s exclusion from

Mesopotamia's oil reserves.

As shown here, the British pursuit of ensuring security of oil supply was intricately connected to
their wider geopolitical strategy. Indeed, Mosul emerged as a central hub of British dominion
mostly because of its huge oil deposits. Defence leaders, including Admiral Sir Edmond Slade,
emphasised the strategic significance of Mosul in safeguarding Britain's naval capabilities. The
British forces had taken control of the city in 1918, a move perceived as a modification of the
armistice conditions regarding the Ottoman Empire. The question of Mosul continued to be a
source of disagreement during talks with Turkey, which asserted its claim to the area based on its
Kurdish population. In 1923, the Treaty of Lausanne initiated a significant shift in Anglo-Turkish
relations, as British officials, including Curzon, advocated for the continued inclusion of Mosul in
Irag.

This thesis demonstrates that the post-war aspirations of Britain and France in the Middle East
were mostly motivated by economic criteria, namely the dominance over oil resources. From this
perspective, the establishment of mandates, particularly in Iraq and Palestine, enabled the British
to safeguard their geopolitical interests while concealing their imperialistic aspirations by
presenting themselves as representatives of the world community. The persisting Kurdish issue
and the deliberate omission of the United States from oil agreements expose the degree to which
Britain manipulated diplomatic negotiations in order to establish its supremacy. This argument and
the evidence presented in this chapter persuasively illustrate that although Britain made
commitments to independence and stability, its primary objective was to retain authority over oil

resources, which eventually influenced the tumultuous history of the region.

The historiographical significance of the period from 1919 to 1923 in the Middle East revolves
around the complex interplay between British imperial ambitions, particularly regarding oil, and
the responses of indigenous populations to European colonial rule. This era, as argued in your
thesis, is central to understanding how the mandates system, oil politics, and indigenous resistance

shaped the modern Middle East. Several historians have contributed to this field of study, offering
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varying perspectives on British and French involvement, the mandates, and the political

developments of the time.

Economic interests and oil politics are central to British foreign policy during this period.
Historians like Marian Kent has highlighted the significance of petroleum in British imperial
strategy. Your argument aligns with these scholars by demonstrating how Britain's control over oil
in Irag and Mosul was a decisive factor in its post-war strategy. However, other historians, like
Michael and Goold, extend this analysis by examining how the oil industry also transformed local
political economies, making oil a force for both imperial control and local change.

Furthermore, mandates and imperialism are critiqued by historians like Christopher Sykes, who
argue that the mandate served British interests while intensifying tensions between Jews and
Arabs. Moreover, the indigenous resistance and subaltern voices are also explored, particularly in
the context of the Iraqi Revolt of 1920 and the Cairo Conference of 1921. This historiographical
trend by incorporating subaltern voices and contributing to the growing scholarship that prioritizes
indigenous perspectives in understanding resistance to colonialism. Historical debates and
divergences exist regarding the extent to which Britain's actions were driven purely by oil interests.
By incorporating indigenous perspectives and focusing on local resistance.
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Chapter Five:

The Phase of Fulfilling War Promises and Preserving War
Ambitions

1923-1935

5. lraqg

5. 1. The British Colonial Policies and Economic Agenda in Iraq 1923-1932:
5.1.1. The Anglo-lragi Treaty of 1922-1924:

The Anglo-Iraqi Treaty, signed on October 10, 1922, was a bilateral agreement between the British
and Iragi governments. The pact was created to enable Iragi self-governance while granting British
authority over Irag's foreign policy. The purpose of this was to finalize a pact that was agreed upon
at the Cairo Conference in 1921, which aimed to establish a monarchy ruled by the Hashemite
family in Irag.5”® Moreover, the validity of the Anglo-Iragi Treaty was contingent upon the 94 and
132 articles of the Treaty of Sevres. However, since the Treaty of Sevres was never ratified and so
had no legal standing, the Anglo-lraqi agreement was likewise considered illegal until 192457
This agreement is a fundamental element in the intricate web of colonial and post-colonial
interactions. Created at a crucial period after the Great War, this treaty exemplified the
complexities of the mandate system established by the LN. Following the breakup of the Ottoman
Empire, the area saw enormous changes, with Iraq emerging as a prominent centre of attention.
The pact symbolized the changing power dynamics, representing both the remaining influence of
imperial rule and the early progress toward national independence.>”

The declaration made by the Secretary of State for Colonies that the mandate would expire as soon
as Irag was accepted into the LN resolved a number of concerns over the level of control that the
United Kingdom was supposed to have under the new treaty.>’® An official signing of the Anglo-
Iraq Treaty, which was referred to as a "Friendship” Treaty, took place on October 10, 1922. Faisal

delivered a speech in front of the people, stating that “The Treaty...is based on the foundation of

53 FQ 93/124/2, “Treaty of Alliance of 1922 (Known as the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty)” (The National Archive, n.d.).
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153



mutual advantage and interest... Great Britain... has undertaken to assist us and has recognized our
political independence and respected our national sovereignty. All other agreements subsidiary to

the treaty will be based on these principles.”"”’

The pact addressed a variety of issues, including the obligations of British officials, the supervision
of the legal system, the payment for public works that were erected during the time of military
occupation, and the representation of Iraq by the British in other nations. The treaty opened the
door for roughly the same degree of British authority that the mandate did, although under a
different form. It was necessary to establish key advisory roles for British officials, and the Iraqi
government was now responsible for taking care of the large salary that these officials received.
Furthermore, it was addressed in the 4™ article of the Treaty that the king of Iraq “agrees to be
guided by the advice of His Britannic Majesty tendered through the high commissioner on all
important matters affecting the international and financial obligations and interests of His
Britannic Majesty for the whole period of this treaty.”*”® On the other hand, the Council of State
for Iraq did not agree to recognize the Anglo-Irag agreement unless it was considered acceptable

by the Iragi Constituent Assembly that was going to be held in the near future.

A fundamental aspect of the pact was that it outlined the limitations within which the British
government could use its influence over Iraq. While simultaneously recognizing Iraq as an
independent state, it formed a constitutional monarchy under the rule of King Faisal I. This was a
step that was strategically aligned with the objectives of the British government. Because of this
combination of sovereignty and control, the United Kingdom was able to keep military sites and
communication connections inside the borders of Iraq. As a result, the treaty created the framework
for a strange situation in which the administration of Iraq was ostensibly autonomous, but its real
governance and foreign policy continued to be influenced by the British.>” The mandate strategy
applied in Irag, which was in line with the dominant colonial ideology of the period, had
characteristics of both benign assimilation and strategic control. British consultants and officials
had prominent roles inside the administrative framework, exerting substantial influence in key

decision-making procedures. Attempts were undertaken to promote the development of
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infrastructure, boost economic expansion, and use contemporary administration methods.
However, these programs often worked along with imperialistic goals, specifically in safeguarding
Britain's economic interests, especially oil concessions obtained by the Iraq Petroleum

Company.58&

The treaty's Article 1 acknowledged Irag's national sovereignty; however, the exact boundaries of
that sovereignty were not yet defined. The British Government maintained control over foreign
relations, a critical aspect of sovereignty. Article four required Faisal to seek the High
Commodore's counsel on all financial matters; Article six established the British Government's
commitment ‘‘to secure the admission of Iraq to membership in the LN as soon as possible”’.%! A
comparative analysis of the treaty and the draft mandate revealed that although the two documents
did not precisely mirror one another, the primary stipulations of the mandate were faithfully
replicated in the treaty draft, as intended.%®? The more significant subsidiary military and financial
accords required the Iragi government to invest 25 per cent of its yearly income in army upkeep
and to assume full responsibility for internal order and exterior defence as soon as possible. The
Iragi government was also to shoulder the whole expense of the country's administration, the
British Residency, and Irag's part of the Ottoman Public Debt.5® The port of Basra, the railroads,
and other projects undertaken during the military occupation would eventually be turned over to
the Iragi government, but they would still need to be paid for—interest included. Strict language
maybe, but that dependent nations should, to the greatest extent feasible, support themselves was
a fundamental tenet of British colonial strategy. Although the Anglo-lrag Treaty's signing
signalled a turning point in the two countries' relationship, external events and political shifts in

Turkey and London would ultimately have a big influence on British policy in Irag. %

Nevertheless, the story of the pact was not exclusively determined by foreign influences. The
installation of a constitutional monarchy and parliamentary system gave Iraq an appearance of

self-governance. The increasing self-governance coincided with a rising Iragi patriotism, giving
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155



rise to groups and emotions that contested British control. The nationalist undercurrents,
intensified by social, cultural, and economic imbalances that were worsened by British policy,
became the core of opposition to the mandate.® The controversial path to Iragi independence was
ultimately set in motion by the Anglo-Iragi Treaty of 1922 and the mandate policies it included.
As a paradigmatic example of the convergence of foreign rule and domestic ambitions, it
exemplified the intricate relationship between colonial powers and emerging national identities.
The complex legacies of imperialism are best shown by this era of Iraqi history, which shaped the

course of the country and its social and political environment for many years to come.

5.1.2. Mosul Between the Arabs, Turks and British 1923-1926:

A historical framework can be employed to analyse the Mosul issue, commencing with the Mudros
Agreement and the British occupation of the province in 1918. Subsequently, the Lausanne
negotiations ensued, during which the fate of this province emerged as a pivotal concern amidst
the pursuit of peace. The time span from 1923 to 1926 was characterized by significant geopolitical
manoeuvring and divergent interests pertaining to the northern Iraqi city of Mosul. Arab-Turkish-
British tensions erupted in this region, entangling all parties in a complex struggle for dominion,
autonomy, and the acquisition of vital resources, predominantly oil.>® The core of this struggle
was in the Mosul Vilayet, a region rich in oil resources that was formerly under the control of the
Ottoman Empire. Following the disintegration of the empire in the aftermath of the Great War, the
future of Mosul became a subject of dispute, particularly after the conclusion of the Mudros
Armistice. As per the Sykes-Picot pact of 1916, the Mosul Vilayet fell into the French sphere of
influence. Furthermore, the Treaty of Sevres in 1920 first assigned Mosul as a constituent of the
French mandate in Syria. However, later talks and the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923 invalidated this

provision, resulting in an unclear position for the province.>®

The Anglo-Turkish dispute revolves around Mosul and Irag's need to incorporate this region into

the newly formed nation. Following the Treaty of Lausanne, the international community saw the
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British presence in Mesopotamia as that of a "colonial power" due to the absence of a formal
territorial agreement between Irag and Britain. Britain would need a significant amount of time to
build its presence in Iraq and to develop a cooperative government. To obtain more time, the
British administration carefully proceeded with separate conversations with the Turkish

government.58®

5.1.3. The Question of Mosul in Lausanne Conference 1923:

5.1.3.1. British Allegation:

From the British perspective, following the failure of private discussions on the Mosul question,
Lord Curzon placed it on the agenda of the Territorial Committee at the Lausanne Conference on
January 23, 1923. He asserted that the Mosul issue was just a question of identifying a border line.
This British argument was primarily intended to buttress the British opposition to the use of a
referendum in the area. Because the application of the plebiscite concept was a Western
philosophy, it was an embarrassment for Britain to reject it as one of the Western World's leading
nations. Kurds and Arabs, according to Curzon, had never requested a vote and had no idea what
it meant. In opposition to his own remarks, Lord Curzon declared that the people of Mosul had
voted in favour of Faisal becoming King of Iraq in 1921. He also said that with the Anglo-Iraqi
Treaty of 1922, both Britain and Iraq took on the obligation of maintaining Iraq's geographical
integrity. As a result of its obligations to the Arabs, the Iragi people, and the LN, Britain was

unable to withdraw from Mosul.5%

Furthermore, Curzon argued that Mosul, primarily inhabited by Arab and Kurdish people, could
not be given to Turkey due to its Turkish population, which made up only 1/12 of the entire Mosul
population. Kurds, of Persian origin, did not support Turks during the Great War. Economic
relationships in the Mosul Province were with Syria and Irag, and the Christian minority living in
Mosul could not be left to Turkey. If Turkey took Mosul, the Turkish border would be 60

kilometres away from Baghdad, posing a threat to Iraq's security. The British thesis was that Mosul
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was captured during the war with Turkey, giving Britain the right to conquest over the province.>®

Upon the British control of Mosul city, the British representative Geneal Marshal express his goal,

I have every intention of working at the town and its neighbouring unit itis in a
passably clean state. ... The British government as you know, makes no
distinction between sects and classes, nut treats all alike, and I trust you will all
work with me and help me to the best of your ability to restore and maintain
peace and order in Mosul town and vilayet. This you can do by whole-hearted
support of Lieutenant Colonel Lechman, my representative for civil
administration.>%

The local people’s attitude of British arrival to the city addressed by the Nakib of Mosul (Local

people’s representative) as he pointed out that,

In the first place, we thank God who has given us liberty to speak our language
after being dumb, has changed our fear to security, and has bestowed on us a
sense of security. On the occasion of your entry and that of the soldiers
Excellency our respectful congratulations on your arrival. We feel you are
already aware that our hearts rejoice. We believe there is no one who does not
participate in this joy, and any exception is a traitor or miserable person.®®

The local people had suffered owing to mistreatment by the Ottoman representatives in the region.

Curzon claimed that important Turkish towns, such as Kirkuk, had already been occupied after the
armistice was signed, and that a war ends with a peace treaty. He denied any connection to oil and
believed that the privilege given by the Ottoman Empire to T.P.C. would be extended.** Finally,
Curzon issued a threat to Ismet Pasha that the British Government would resort to Article 11 of
the League Covenant if he did not accept arbitration. This provision stipulates that any war or
threat of war, whether or not it immediately affects a member state, shall be deemed a concern of
the entire League. In order to protect the peace of nations, the League shall take any action deemed
prudent and effective.>®* It was obvious that Lord Curzon intended to utilize the LN as a strategy
in this manner. He possessed knowledge of the Turks' strong desire to reestablish their political

and international presence. Turkey desired approval, excellent relations, and acknowledgment as
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a nation deserving of honour. Lord Curzon was cognizant of the Turks' apprehension regarding
the potential offence to international public opinion. Additionally, Turkey desired LN
membership. Curzon argues that refusing to accept of League arbitration would result in global
isolation for the Turks, necessitating conflict not only with Britain but also with fellow League

members.
5.1.3.2. The Turkish Allegation:

The Turkish delegation was headed by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Ismet Pasha Inonu (1922-
1924). He advocated the Turkish position that Mosul was an essential component of Turkey and
that the Turkish National Pact recognized this. Hence, any resolution that involved the evacuation
of Mosul beyond Turkish territorial boundaries would be deemed untenable. His arguments
included those of a military-strategic, ethnographic, political, historical, and geographical-
economic nature.5®> According to Ismet Pasha, the cities of Mosul, Kirkuk, and Sulaymaniyah
were predominantly inhabited by Kurds and Turks, with an extremely small Arab population.
Ismet Pasha asserted that Turkish statistics were more precise than their British counterparts due
to the fact that they were collected pre-war for recruitment purposes, when falsification could not
have been justified. Ismet Pasha believed that the Kurds and Turks shared identical characteristics
with regard to ethnicity, religion, and tradition. In opposition to Curzon's assertion that Kurds

originated in Persia, which documented Kurds as Turanian by blood.>%

Moreover, the Turkish representative responded to the British claims on some points, one of which
was that it is impossible for Irag to take Mosul because they are a minority. Another claim was
that the Kurds were in favour of living together with Turks, and the Grand National Assembly
(GNA) was composed of both Kurds and Turkish delegates with the same rights as Turks.
Furthermore, Ismet Pasha stated that the British occupation of Iragq and the implementation of
mandate policy in Iraq were totally opposite to Wilsonian Principles. Moreover, in the historical
context, the Mosul vilayet was seen as a right, as this area has been under Kurdish sovereignty
since the eleventh century. In terms of economy, the Mosul vilayet is more suitable to be within

Anatolia than Iraq because of the existence of a railway road connecting the Mosul district to the

595 Briton Cooper Busch, Mudros to Lausanne (State University of New York Press, 1976), p. 365.
5% Ali, “The Kurds and the Lausanne Peace Negotiations, 1922-23,” p. 523.

159



Mediterranean Sea. He continued his speech by emphasizing that the Mosul people preferred
Turkish products than Iragi goods. Finally, the British troops took Mosul by force, as the Mudros

armistice was signed at the time that this area was under Turkish rule.>’

Based on the statistical data from both countries, the majority of the population of Mosul consisted
of Turks and Kurds. Given the notion that the resolution of the Mosul Question depended on the
Kurdish problem, it was essential for both Curzon and Ismet Pasha to provide evidence to support
their assertions about the origin of the Kurds. According to the Russian historian Minorsky, the
disputed regions are situated at the juncture of numerous migration and invasion surges. Ethically
speaking, the vilayet of Mosul has long been recognized for its extremely diverse population.
However, what has only recently come to light is the fact that the majority consisted of forgotten
Kurds, whose existence and national aspirations had only been acknowledged since the end of the
war. Moreover, between the Turks and the British, the ethnic composition of the populations of
the disputed territories has been a contentious issue. The subsequent summary presents the
statistical data from the lIraq census conducted in 1922-1924 and the Turkish census that was

transmitted to Lausanne in 1923, as it appears from the table below:

Ethnic Groups Turkish Census | Iraq Census British Census
Kurds 263,830 494,007 427,720

Arabs 43,210 166,941 185,763

Turks 146,960 38,652 65,895
Christians 61,336 62,225

Jews 31000 11,897 16,865

Yezidis 18,000 26,257 30,000

Total Settled Population | 503,000

Nomads 170,000

Total 673,000 799,090 785,468
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The Iraqi-Turkish Census of the Vilayet of Mosul Population was addressed at the Lausanne

Conference in 1923.5%

It appears from the above table that the Turkish and Iragi censuses are dramatically different from
each other. Besides, the two governments tried to show the conference that their inhabitants in
Mosul Vilayet were greater than those of the other government. For example, the number of Arabs
according to the Turkish census compared to the Arab one is 123,731 less. In contrast, the number
of Turks in Mosul, according to Arab statistics, is 103,308 less compared to Turkish statistics. This
means both sides tried to have a position in the vilayet more than the other side, to show the
stakeholders that they had the right to take Mosul more than their competitor. With regards to the
British census in this context, it is slightly close to the Iragi one. It can be seen in all numbers that
the British statistic is in favour of Arab existence in the area more than the Turkish. It is well-
known and clearly stated in both government censuses that the Kurds are the majority in the region.
However, the Kurds didn’t have the right to ask for their fate or even to decide to be independent.

This can be traced back to internal and external factors.

Furthermore, the existence of numerous distinct ethnic groups inside the nascent state complicated
the question of the national identity of Mosul even further, as the majority of its inhabitants are
Kurds. With the final settlement of the division of former Ottoman territory after the Great War,
all hope of Kurdish self-determination was extinguished. The consequences for Irag's new state
should not be understated. It cannot even be argued that the British, who were primarily
responsible for managing the split, were uninformed of the underlying facts. Lord Curzon, the
British Foreign Secretary in charge of negotiating the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923°%, said, "The
whole of our information shows that the Kurds, with their own independent history, customs,

manners, and character, ought to be an autonomous race."¢®

Furthermore, Sir Percy Cox, the British High Commissioner in Irag, intended to lend the Kurds

military and political help against the Turks, but Winston Churchill, the minister in charge, rejected
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these plans. The imperatives of the empire and the pressing need to reach an agreement with the
Turks became Britain's priority, and the Kurdish territories were partitioned, with the exception of
Mosul. Mosul's destiny was left to be decided later by the LN, and its status remained in doubt for
many years. This delay could only have hampered the establishment of a unified Iraqi identity, as
many in Mosul must have felt more like an afterthought to the new state than an important part of
it.% The British primarily intended to create a Kurdish state for two reasons. Firstly, to implement
the war promises given to Kurds for establishing an autonomous Kurdish state. Secondly, Britain
thought that the Kurds would be a buffer zone against any advance from the Kemalists toward the

new lIraq state.

To sum up, on February 4, 1923, Ismet Pasha agreed to delay the discussion of the Mosul Question
for a period of one year in order to promote peace and facilitate direct discussions between Turkey
and Great Britain. Ankara directed Pasha to decline signing the pact, since it embodied Curzon's
conviction that Turkey should be seen as a vanquished nation. Ankara maintained that the issue of
Mosul should be resolved by direct negotiations between the two countries rather than using the
LN. Furthermore, Ankara insisted on using all available methods to incorporate Mosul into Turkish
territorial borders.®2 Curzon had the belief that Britain had effectively eliminated the Mosul matter
from the conference agenda for many reasons. Initially, he skilfully influenced the topic,
compelling the Turks to engage in negotiations over their most vulnerable aspects. Furthermore,
he possessed knowledge regarding Britain's advanced military technology, and the Greeks'
capacity for threatening Turks from the west. Further, the Turkish needed to maintain positive
relations with the British, as Turkey had a challenging alliance with the Soviet Union. Besides, the
Turkish government were reluctant to participate in military operations in the Mosul region due to

the presence of Allied forces in Istanbul and the Straits.®%
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5.1.3.3. The Question of Mosul in 1924:

The Turks continued to demand Mosul and how it was taken from them illegally after the Armistice
of Mudros. Even when the Treaty of Lausanne was signed between Turkey and Britain in 1923,
Turkey maintained its position that Britain had illegally seized control of Mosul Province.®® British
officials in London and Baghdad continued to believe that Mosul was essential to Iraq's survival
for its resources and the security that its mountains brought as natural borders.®® Turkish leaders
were also afraid that Kurdish nationalism would flourish under the British Mandate and would
cause problems in Turkey's Kurdish population.®® To resolve the conflicting claims over Mosul,
the matter was referred to the LN to send a fact-finding mission to determine who was entitled to
the land. The bilateral discussions between Britain and Turkey about the Mosul Question began in
Istanbul on May 19, 1924, as previously agreed upon in Lausanne. The Golden Horn Conference
reaffirmed the significant divergence between the two parties, leading to the termination of
discussions on June 5, 1924. Britain was concerned about the Turkish demeanour after the failure
of negotiations. It was uncertain if Turkey would have complete trust in the LN and bring the
matter to the Council. Despite Turkey's greater willingness to cooperate with Britain, Ismet Pasha
explicitly said that Ankara would not bring the matter to the LN until Britain officially approved

the Lausanne Treaty.%’

According to Lloyd, the Golden Horn did not result in an agreement between the two countries.
Turkey insisted that the Sanjaks of Mosul and Sulaymaniyah should be within Turkish borders.
Britain rejected that Turkish request and, in return, raised a claim to the lands of the Kurdish
Emirate of Hakkari. Furthermore, Britain played this manoeuvre in order to push the Turks to
dispense with Mosul. Britain also used the same tactic with the Iragi government, threatening her
to sign all of the British demands that had been pending for a long time. On the contrary, Britain
had threatened King Faisal’s government that the fate of Mosul Province would be left in the hands

of the Turks. It can be said that the role that Britain played to convince the two parties gave Britain
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the sovereignty to control the future of the Mosul Province and guarantee its economic interests in

the region. %8

There was also another dimension to the dispute. Mosul was a very oil-rich region, which made
the allied countries, especially Britain, interested in it. Lord Curzon argued that their policy in
Mosul was not in any way related to oil and that instead it was guided by the desire to protect the
interests of the Iraqi people consistent with its mandatory obligations and that they had never
spoken to an oil magnate or to an oil concessionaire regarding Mosul oil. According to Reeva
Simon, historians argue about whether Great Britain and probably Turkey were most interested in
oil, with some claiming that this was really the main issue.®® In addition, there was another point
of contention between Britain and Turkey, which was the border line. There was the "Brussels
Line,"” which was decided by the LN in 1924 as the real border of Iraq, and a British line that was
the dividing line that Britain had used before. When the matter was brought to the British leaders,
Percy Cox, the British High Commissioner to Irag, and Arnold Wilson, the British Civil
Commissioner in Baghdad, appealed to Lloyd George, the British Prime Minister, to use the

Brussels Line because they saw no significant difference between the two border lines.5°

On August 6, 1924, Britain formally requested the LN to remove the Mosul Question from its
political agenda. Britain presented its economic, political, historical, and geopolitical factors and
emphasized that Iraq should keep Mosul. Ankara launched a diplomatic counter-offensive on
August 25 by submitting a message to the LN. It highlighted that Turkey did not object to the
matter being brought to the LN, despite British attempts to hinder the bilateral discussions.
Consequently, the matter was brought up for discussion in the League on September 20, 19245
As a result of intense diplomatic efforts, political manoeuvring, and even military rhetoric, the
geopolitical conflict around Mosul reached its zenith during this time. The arbitration process,
which sought to settle the Mosul conflict, was initiated by the LN. On September 27, 1924, it was
believed that Britain's responsibilities in Irag would be finally terminated. However, the attitude
was reversed, and the issue of the sustainability of the government's strategy was reopened by the

events of the following year, culminating in the Mosul boundary dispute and the League award.
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Many people were confused and didn't fully grasp the nature of this regulation. The League
Council decided on December 16, 1925, that the Treaty of Alliance, the agreements, and the
undertaking approved by the League on September 27, 1924, would govern relations between the
parties involved in the Mosul issue for twenty-five years, or until Iraq joined the League before

then.52

Because of these obstacles, Turkey was forced to accept the League of Nations decision. The LN
Council session was held in September 1924, where Turkey proposed holding a referendum in the
Sanjaks of Mosul and Sulaymaniyah, but Britain rejected the proposal. The LN formed a
committee to deal with the Mosul issue. The investigation committee published its report before
September 1925. The committee noted that the residents of Mosul Vilayet (the Kurds) refused to
join either party and preferred to be independent. Despite these findings, the investigation
committee made the following suggestions: First, the Brussels line is the recognized border line.
Secondly, since the majority of Mosul's population are Kurds, Mosul is linked to Iraq, and there
was no objection to establishing economic ties and agreements for Mosul with Turkey. If the
mandate expires in 1928, this proposed arrangement would be extended for 25 years, with the
Kurds receiving self-rule and their cultural rights. Third, if the British and Iragi governments do

not adhere to the previous two points, the Mosul governorate will be returned to Turkey. 3

Upon Ankara's proposal for negotiations reaching London, it became evident that the Foreign
Office held the view that the LN was the only resolution. The FO paper underscored Britain's
obligation to the LN to liberate the Arabs from Turkish domination and establish a sovereign Irag.
They had already entered a formal arrangement with King Faisal for that purpose. It was indicated
that the Mosul question was unrelated to oil resources.®® What’s more, the Turkish Petroleum
Business signed a concession deal with the Iraqi government on March 14, 1925, which granted
the business a seventy-five-year concession on oil. This occurred before the future of the Mosul
Vilayet was decided. This was done even though the British administration consistently denied

that they were concerned about the oil in Mosul.®*®> After the fate of the Mosul Vilayet became
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clear to the Turks, on December 16, 1925, the Turkish government withdrew its delegation from
Geneva, leaving the Council of the LN to award the Mosul region to Britain without Turkish
approval. In response, Ataturk took diplomatic retaliation by concluding a non-aggression pact
and friendship agreement with the Soviet Union on December 17 of the same year. Later, the

alliance was amended, and its term was extended for another ten years to November 7, 1935.51¢

5.1.4. Mosul and the Iraqi-Turkish Frontier Agreement of 1926:

Britain redirected the discussion to the issue of establishing the Iragi boundary. Nevertheless, the
Turks remained unwavering in their belief that the dispute primarily pertained to the destiny of the
'Mosul Vilayet' rather than the matter of the boundary. The LN established an investigative panel
comprised of three members under the authority of Britain. A territorial conflict between Turkey
and Britain resulted in armed clashes. Meanwhile, in an effort to prevent the escalating animosity
between two factions, Turkey formally requested the LN on October 29, 1924, to establish a
temporary boundary between Turkey and lIraq. This boundary, thereafter, referred to as 'the
Brussels Line," was intended to resolve the dispute. Britain relied on intelligence assessments that
emphasized the Turkish military's objectives. To believe that the Sheikh Saaid Revolt of 192557
in the eastern portion of Turkey was a coincidence would be simplistic. The question of whether
Britain actively supported the Kurdish revolt or not continues to be a subject of debate. Subsequent
British intelligence reports indicated that Turkey had altered its stance, with the Turkish Foreign
Ministry no longer supporting a military action and the Turkish government being willing to
comply with the decisions of the League of Nations.5*® Britain might take action to support the
Kurds against the Turkish to “kill two birds with one stone”. The British policymakers had some
primary aims in supporting Kurds. Their primary objective was to showcase their kind and
cooperative attitude in dealing with the Kurdish issue, with the purpose of building trust and
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promoting collaboration with the Kurdish population. This strategy was crucial in motivating the
Kurds to identify with British objectives and readily cooperate. Furthermore, the British plan
included using the Kurds as a diplomatic instrument to apply pressure on Turkey and disrupt its
domestic affairs. As a result, Turkey would be forced to reassess its position on matters like the

territorial disagreement with Mosul.

Pal Teleki (1879-1941), the Hungarian Geographer and late Hungarian Prime Minster, served on
a committee in the League of Nations in 1924-1925 to demarcate the border between Iraq and
Turkey. The committee, consisting of Belgian colonel Albert Paulis and Swedish army officer and
diplomat Einar af Wirsén, mapped the region's conditions, including nationalities, ethnic groups,
demography, and agriculture. Teleki's Carte Rouge methodology was credited for his appointment.
The Mosul Report examined conflicting interests and suggested a referendum. Teleki recognized
Kurdish ethnic unity and favoured a natural border, allowing for human factors. He emphasized
the importance of recognizing natural geography, climate, lifestyle, ethnography, water supply,
and land use in the disputed territory.®*® Furthermore, the Council of the LN approved the
recommendations of the committee and decided to include Mosul Province to the new Iraqgi state.
This decision led to demonstrations in Turkey, and cries rose in Turkey to declare war on Britain.
But due to Ataturk's realistic assessment of the situation, the people calmed down because Turkey
had just emerged from a series of wars, along with their attendant economic and social problems,

which had to be solved. Turkey was immersed in many internal and external crises.®?

One of the external problems, according to the Turkish perspective, was that the European
countries were the ones who imposed the negotiations on Mosul, which led to Turkey's isolation.
Therefore, Turkey signed the Non-Aggression Pact with the Soviet Union in Paris. The goal of
that treaty was to find allies.®?! Regarding the internal problems in Turkey, the most important of
which is ‘‘the unrest’’, the Turks believed that this unrest was created by the British in order to
keep the Turkish government busy with internal matters and distract it from thinking about external

matters related to obstructing British interests in the region.5? Britain successfully
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internationalized the issue by reducing it to a border concern. Subsequently, upon the appointment
of an investigating committee by the LN Council, it was suggested that Iraq should keep Mosul.
The Ankara administration grudgingly agreed to this conclusion as stated in the "Frontier Treaty:
The United Kingdom, and Irag, and Turkey." In 1926, the Turkish government demonstrated its
commitment to peace by signing the Frontier Treaty with the Iragi government. This treaty not

only maintained Irag's independence but also aimed to improve ties with Britain.5?

For another twenty-five years, Britain had promised to provide Iraq's domestic security and
defence. It was true that the Council had requested that Britain present a new treaty to the League
that would extend the mandatory regime over Iraq. However, this in no way changed the fact that
Iraq had already agreed to take full financial and military responsibility for maintaining internal
security and defending itself from external aggression as soon as possible, but certainly no later
than 1928. This was specifically addressed in the January 13, 1926, Treaty, which was signed to
implement the conditions set down by the League Council in its Mosul decision.®** Therefore,
Turkey accepted the LN decision and signed the Ankara Treaty with the United Kingdom on
March 5, 1926, to demarcate the Turkish-Iraqi border and end the Mosul issue. It was agreed that
the Turkish-Iraqi border is the “Brussels Line,” with minor amendments in favour of Turkey. Thus,
this frontier treaty ends the Turkish land claims. Moreover, according to Article 14 of the treaty,
the Turkish Petroleum Company (later called the Iragi Oil Company) would be compensated with
10 % of Mosul’s oil income for the next twenty-five years.®”® Turkey later waived that clause in
exchange for receiving a one-off payment £500,000 of sterling in gold. Furthermore, it gave
Turkey the right to intervene militarily in Mosul and northern Iraq to protect the Turkmen minority
residing there if it is exposed to any attack or if any “sabotage” is done to the Iraqi territorial

integrity.2

The Anglo-lraqi Treaty of 1926 ultimately resolved the issue of Mosul's status by incorporating it
into Iraq and consolidating British dominance over the region's oil reserves. The decision elicited

a variety of responses. Although it offered a sense of closure, it also provoked animosity among
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the Turkish populace and incited nationalist emotions in Turkey. The Mosul dispute from 1923-
1926 exemplifies the intricate nature of the geopolitical situation after the Great War. This
highlights the complex relationship between historical assertions, national ambitions, colonial
agendas, and the importance of natural resources in influencing the fates of countries and areas.
The choice about Mosul at this era had significant ramifications, exerting a lasting impact on the

political dynamics and interrelationship among these countries in the years that followed.®?

Furthermore, it must be said that because of its large oil reserves, Mosul was vital to the Arab
concept of the future lIraqi state and an essential component of that state. Most of Mosul's Arab
inhabitants shared Iraqg's patriotic goals and hoped to be a part of the new nation-state that was
taking shape. But Turkey argued for Mosul's return based on its Ottoman heritage, claiming
historical and ethnic links to the province. Many factors contributed to Turkey's interest in Mosul,
including its rich history, its desire to maintain its territory, and its desire to get access to oil and
other vital resources. The oil of Mosul was important to Britain since it was the colonial authority
in charge of Irag's mission. In an effort to consolidate control over Iraq's oil resources, the British
government wanted to incorporate Mosul into Iraq after realizing the region's economic

importance and its potential as an oil-producing area.®?®

5.1.5. Mosul Oil and the Singing of the Red Line Agreement, 1927-1928.
5.1.5.1. The Discovery of Oil in Mosul Vilayet:

The discovery of Kirkuk oil in northern Iraq is one of the most important events in the country at
the beginning of the 20™ century, as it led to radical changes in the political, economic, social, and
demographic landscape of the region.®”® According to Mardin Faraj, Iragis have known oil since
ancient times, as the Babylonians used some types of black oil in their buildings and streets, and
most types of oil wells were very close to the surface of the earth. She adds to Al Jazeera Net that
its commercial extraction began at the beginning of the 20™ century when the Iraqgi-Turkish
Petroleum Company discovered it in 1912.5% It turns out that ‘‘Baba Gurgur’’ is a large oil field
near the city of Kirkuk, and there is a difference in the name of this area, but it most likely means
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in Kurdish "Fire of the Gods" or "Eternal Fire" because there is a flame emanating from the ground
that has not been extinguished since ancient times.®*! Liora Lukitz, in her book A Quest in the
Middle East: Gertrude Bell and the Making of Modern Iraq, stated that “ In October 1927, after
months of extensive digging, oil was found in Baba Gurgur, north of Kirkuk. This discovery would

affect Iraq in a way that Gertrude Bell or her colleagues, could never have foreseen.’” %%

The TPC was established as a partnership between the Turkish National Bank, Royal Dutch/Shell,
and Deutsche Bank with the purpose of promoting oil discovery and production inside the Ottoman
Empire. The British government did manage to sell the shares of the Turkish National Bank to the
APOC in March 1914, nevertheless. The Ottoman Grand Vizier gave the reorganized TPC an oil
concession in June of the following year to explore and exploit oil sources in Baghdad and
Mosul.®* Wars over pricing broke out as tensions rose between private investors and the oil sector.
When this open conflict between the industrial actors ended with the war, a cooperative approach
emerged. During this period, the large oil companies could have enjoyed their peak performance
(via a cartel). The private sector of the oil business had chosen to begin at a consensus to optimize
oil profits and collaborate for common interests. To determine the potential earnings from oil
resources, industry participants signed three agreements. At the beginning, the Red-Line
Agreement (1928), which included some of the world's largest petroleum reserves, barred firms

from conducting independent operations inside a large area of the former Ottoman Empire.®

5.1.5.2. The Singing of the Red Line Agreement in 1928:

In November 1927, a French commission had drawn a map of the Middle East and surrounded the
territory of the former Ottoman Empire in the Arab countries of the Middle East with a red line.
The main purpose of drawing this map was to find an agreement between the members of the
various oil companies to bring them together to contribute together to any new concessions within
its scope. After long negotiations between the various members of the Turkish Petroleum

Company, it was decided to close the open-door policy announced by the United States in 1922.
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This agreement concluded on July 31, 1928, was known as the RLA.%* Several oil firms from the
United States, Britain, and France came to an agreement in 1928 called the Group Agreement,
often called the "Red Line" Agreement, over the oil resources in the Middle Eastern countries that
were originally part of the Ottoman Empire. When the Turkish Petroleum Company (TPC) was
first established in 1912, it was the birthplace of the RLA.%%®

After TPC and its partners discussed how to divide up crude oil production after Irag's massive oil
field was discovered, representatives from Anglo-Persian, the Compagnie Francaise des Pétroles,
Royal Dutch/Shell, and the Middle East Development Corporation signed the RLA in Ostend,
Belgium, on July 31, 1928. Each of the four groups was to get 23.75 percent of the crude oil output
from TPC, which was authorized to operate anywhere in the Middle East between the Suez Canal
and Iran (except Kuwait) according to the agreement's stipulations. An Armenian businessman
named Calouste Gulbenkian, who had a minor interest in the TPC, received the remaining 5 per

cent. But the "self-denying" phrase was the RLA's most crucial component.¥’

Furthermore, it was stated that the businesses involved would refrain from developing oilfields
inside the TPC's jurisdiction without the approval of the other members. Because no one on the
TPC was allegedly quite sure of the Ottoman Empire's pre-war borders during discussions, the
treaty became known as the RLA. Gulbenkian used a red pencil to draw down an oil border line
on a Middle Eastern map at one of the last sessions of the agreement. During discussions between
the French and British foreign ministries, the matter had already been settled. Moreover, since the
RLA was unable to prevent non-member corporations from pursuing concessions inside the
territory governed by the TPC (later renamed the Iraqi Petroleum Company in 1929), it proved to
be an intractable arrangement.®*® Mardin has also emphasized that the great discovery made after

the oil bombing in Kirkuk in 1927 brought about a quantum leap in Irag's oil industry. The Kirkuk
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oil field, discovered on October 14, 1927, as the second largest oil field in the region in terms of

production capacity, and the fifth largest in the world.®*

The international oil community considers that the RLA is a complex English document, primarily
determining the rights of the members of the TPC, and that the most important article in the
agreement is based on self-denial and on the basis of making the TPC (currently the Iraq Petroleum
Company) the sole agent for other companies that may be formed later for the purpose of obtaining
oil concessions, refining, or marketing it in other areas in Iraq that are not included in the TPC
area. However, the complex RLA included an important condition for the interest of U.S.
companies, provided they renounced the search for oil unilaterally within the territories covered
by the Red Line zone.%* Furthermore, U.S. companies did not like to act in solidarity and
considered participation in this adventure unreliable, while British groups considered the
agreement to be in line with their political and trade plans. As for the French and Gulbenkian, they
fully supported the RLA because they had nothing in oil except the sources of the area in which

the TPC operates in Irag. In conclusion, the RLA is described as follows:

The Red Line Agreement of 1928 is a document with important restrictive and
specific features for the Iraq Petroleum Company (IPC), which strictly prohibited
the partners in the Iraq Petroleum Company from competing with each other and
with the Iraq Petroleum Company. This agreement is a prominent example of a
company that has confined control of a large part of the world's oil resources and
reserved them to a group of companies with which it has jointly controlled the
global market for this substance. %

Profiting from the world's finest oil reserves, the firms were bound by this arrangement to refrain
from conducting independent activities within an area roughly comparable to that of the old
Ottoman Empire. 2 In contrast, oil firms would pay royalties and income taxes on earnings to
Middle Eastern governments. While most countries accepted cash as royalties, the governments of
Irag and Iran had the legal right to receive crude oil instead. On March 14, 1925, the Iraqi

government gave a concession to the TPC, which was later renamed the Irag Petroleum Company
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(IPC). ® Two weeks later, on Monday, March 30, 1925, the British Parliament member conducted
a session titled “Oil Concessions (Royalties)”. The British Liberal and Labour politician Sir
Colonel Wedgwood asked William Ormsby-Gore, the Secretary of States for the Colonies,
questions regarding whether Iraqi oil concessions involved royalties, if revenue was used to reduce
Irag's debt, and why no security was obtained for capital or interest repayment during the

discussions. Sir Gore, in his reply, pointed out that,

| understand that the terms of the concession recently granted by the Iraq
Government to the Turkish Petroleum Company provide for the payment to that
Government of a royalty based primarily upon output; so far as | am aware there
is no intention on the part of the Irag Government specifically to assign future
revenue from this source to the extinction of their debt to this country. His
Majesty's Government consider that the Financial Agreement made under
Article XV of the Anglo-Iraq Treaty affords sufficient security for the due
discharge of that debt.®*

Moreover, Commander Joseph Montague Kenworthy stated, “If large royalties are being paid, are
we to get no repayment for the heavy cost of the garrison and Air Force in Iraq that made these
concessions possible? Mr. Ormsby-Gore replied to his question, “At the present moment there is
no oil flowing. I said in my reply that the royalties are based on output, and we are not yet sure
that there is going to be any output.”” Mr. Kenworthy also pointed out that, “Then if there is no oil,
we are going on paying, and if there is oil, we do not get any of our money back?” Mr. Gore,
replied, “That would be absolutely contrary to the spirit of the Covenant of the League of Nations
and to our whole position in Irag, and | would like to repudiate that suggestion most strongly.””%4
The British primary aims of this concession is to secure oil, to reduce their post-war expenditures
in Irag, and get back what they have paid so far.

As a result of the Red-Line Agreement in Iraq, the Irag Petroleum Company emerged as the
preeminent petroleum corporation in the region. The pipeline constructed by the company
extended in two distinct directions, one of which led to Haditha from Kirkuk and the other to
Tripoli, Lebanon, and Haifa (Palestine).®* Following the revised agreement of 1925, the Iraq
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Petroleum Company was obligated to make an annual payment of £400,000 to the government of
Irag until export operations commenced in 1931.%" Iragis were unhappy with the amount of
royalties that were being paid to them. Challenges arose in January 1932, when the business
encountered difficulties due to the devaluation of the British pound against the gold standard. Iraq
received a payment of £578,000 as opposed to the approximately £400,000 stipulated in the 1932

agreement.®*

5.1.5.3. The British Goals of Signing the Red Line Agreement:

The Red Line Agreement of 1928 was a notable diplomatic accomplishment for the British,
signifying a fresh approach to preserving British supremacy in the Middle East. The British aims
can be seen in some key points, such as, the geopolitical context, strategic and economic goals,
and securing Iragi oil. Geopolitically, the RLA was pursued by the British with the intention of
strengthening their control in the Middle East, namely as a reaction to the growing assertiveness
of the Soviet Union in that area.®*® The objective of the agreement was to establish a clear
geographical demarcation between the areas of influence of Britain and the Soviet Union in the
Middle East. This would guarantee British dominance over strategically important regions and
resources. Britain additionally aimed to establish a sequence of economic and strategic objectives
for the Western powers operating in the Middle East. These objectives encompassed the
facilitation of economic growth and stability, the defence of trade routes, and the assurance of
energy transportation from the Middle East to Europe. Ultimately, Britain sought to establish a
structure for overseeing the influence of the West and Britain on Iraq and the Arabian Peninsula.
This entailed safeguarding the Western powers' rights to maintain military bases and access to
Irag's hydrocarbon resources, in addition to ensuring the independence, stability, and amicability

of the Iraqi entity. ®*°

To sum up, the British oil policy in this context was to secure its potential oil interests in the region

by delineating the boundary between the British and Soviet Union spheres of influence.
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Additionally, Britain made this group accord for the purpose of gathering the great powers of the
world in the Arabic peninsula in order to protect its ambitions from any future advance from the
Soviet Union. The United Kingdom, after the Great War, found itself unable to protect its colonial
goals without the other trustful powers in the world. The British plan was well examined at that
time, as Britain believed the best way to save her existence was to join other powers within her

area of interest, which without any thought would help Britain from any external attack.

5.1.6. The Anglo-lragi Agreement of 1930-1932:

In June 1930, in Baghdad, a new treaty of alliance was signed between His Majesty’s government
and His Majesty’s King of Iraq. The agreement allowed for the formation of a "strong partnership"
between Britain and Irag, with open and honest discussions on all foreign policy issues that may
impact their shared interests.®! Irag would maintain domestic stability and safeguard its interests.
The importance of this treaty, because it abolished the mandate over Iraq, brought it to the League
of Nations, and made it in the ranks of independent and fully sovereign states in international
terms, in addition to the fact that it is still in force between Iraq and Britain.®®? This alliance treaty
consists of eleven articles, with a seven-paragraph military affairs annex, a five-paragraph
financial annex, and several clear letters exchanged by the two high parties. A special convention
for the organization of judicial affairs, signed in March 1931, replaced the previous judicial
convention annexed to the 1922 treaty. The essence of the treaty is that the preservation of imperial
communications is in the interest of the Iraqi state. The interests of the two countries are common,
and the articles of the treaty and its annexes can be divided into four sections, the first section was
General Articles. The second one was a joint British-Iragi undertakings. The third section related

to the Iraqi-British pledges. The last one consisted of the British pledges to Irag.®*®

Moreover, the treaty, in a sentence, somewhat elaborate on its most important articles. The first
article of the treaty stipulated that lasting peace, and friendship would prevail between Iraq and

Britain. Article four obliges each of the two allies to seek the assistance of its ally in the event of
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war. It also specified the British aid to Iraq in the event of war or the danger of war in the provision
of facilities and assistance, including the use of railways, rivers, ports, airports, and means of
transportation.®* The first paragraph of article five stipulates that the responsibility for maintaining
internal security rests with Iraq, as well as the responsibility for defence against any external
aggression, noting the provisions of Article four. However, Iraq has agreed to grant Britain two air
bases, one in or near Basra, and the other west of the Euphrates, which is known today as Sin al-
Dhaban airport, which is about 70 kilometres far from Baghdad. Iraq also agreed that Britain would
set up troops at airports. Article Six also limits the duration of the treaty to twenty-five years from

the date of its implementation.®*

The two governments agreed that the issues of railways and ports would be the subject of special
agreements. These agreements were subsequently concluded, and it was stated in one of the
exchange letters that the Iragi government, due to the alliance between itself and Britain, employed
British nationals when it needs the services of foreign officials, if this does not prejudice the right
of the Iragi government to employ non-British foreign officials. The financial agreement obligated
the Iragi government to purchase the remnants of the British army and its facilities at a third of
their cost, provided that the British Ministry of Aviation certifies the validity of the price and

stipulates that the British government does not pay rent for the use of airports in Irag.®%®

5.1.6.1. Iraqi Public Opinion of the Treaty:

Although the treaty was ratified in parliament by an overwhelming majority, Iraqi public opinion
received it with discomfort, reaching the point of discontent in educated and perceptive
environments. In fact, the treaty was criticized by the Iraqi and Arab presses, and several politicians
explained the dangers of this alliance to the growth of Iragi social, political, and commercial
aspects. Moreover, the opponents of the treaty conveyed to the Secretary-General of the LN that,

"we share the view of the members that the recent Iraqi-British Treaty does not guarantee lrag's
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full independence, but rather allows the British to exploit our country as required by its colonial

purposes. "’

Referring to the position of King Faisal, the king appeared to be neutral in previous treaties,
although he sometimes acted secretly against them, as happened in the first treaty of 1922.
Whatever the case, the king ended up maintaining his neutrality. In one of his speeches in 1931,
he said, "lraq is free and has no master but its will, and our British ally has only one thing in this
country, which is the air line. “What is regrettable is that among the men of the nation there are
those who realize the truth of what | have explained to you and do not dare to be frank with you
about it, until I was forced to be frank with you about the matter myself.” %8 It is not possible,
according to the democratic standard of any constitutional government, for the highest head of
state to take such a position, as he loses much of the qualities of inclusiveness that impartiality
bestows on him and is stripped of those necessary for him to remain a sublime symbol for the

entire nation, not a supporter of one of its parties, or a supporter of one of its policies.®®

5.1.6.2. Treaty and the League of Nations:

Irag's relationship with the LN was so close that we rarely find a counterpart among other
countries, as the mandate imposed on Irag was approved by the League's charter and stipulated in
some of its articles, and the Iragi-Turkish disputes over the borders and the vilayet of Mosul were
the subject of long discussion and special attention in that major international institution. The
annexation of the vilayet of Mosul to Iraqg was a unanimous decision taken by the League, as
discussed before. The first Iragi-British treaty was taken note of by the League and accepted as an
alternative to the provisions of the Mandate, which Iraqg rejected and revolted against. But Britain
was able to achieve the goals of the Mandate with the Treaty of Alliance, which contained all the
main Mandate aims. Britain, Irag's ally, was obliged by the League to report on its progress and to

continue its progress, as required by the mandate system.®
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According Bazzaz, an Iragi historian, Britain appeared in two different ways: for Iraq it appeared
as an ally, based on a treaty concluded between the two countries. It appeared to the LN as a
mandatory power of the League over a state that had not yet gotten its sovereignty, and it may
enter the LN and obtain its sovereignty. This strange situation had been going on in Iraq for a few
years, and the struggle of lragis to get rid of these anomalies has been strong. Britain itself
acknowledged this anomaly in its 1928 report: "Iraq has national sovereignty, and yet it is under
mandate."®? In addition, Bazzaz stated that the mandate acted as a guiding and oversight body,
and the High Commissioner is in real control of all internal and external affairs of the state. Public
administrations and utilities, such as railways and ports, belong to Iraq, but it cannot manage them
of its own free will, and its parliament does not have full control over the huge funds that are spent
and sometimes even wasted in other ways than necessary. Foreigners in Irag enjoy great privileges,
and Iraqis in the country of those foreigners do not enjoy any of these privileges in return for what

those foreigners enjoy in lraq.®®

Furthermore, the Iragi-British negotiations that followed the 1926 treaty in particular were based
on a request from Britain to submit a proposal to the LN to nominate Iraq as a member. After
strenuous efforts and many contacts, on October 4, 1929, the British submitted this proposal, and
the British Foreign Secretary wrote to the Secretary-General of the LN to inform the members of
the League of British government's desire to nominate Iraq for membership in the League in
1932.%% On the basis of the five conditions pointed out, Irag must have a stable government and
an administration capable of running the basic affairs of the state on a regular basis. Second, the
country must be able to preserve its unity and political independence. Third, the state must be able
to maintain public security throughout it. Fourth, Iraq must have sufficient financial resources to
meet regular government expenditures. Finally, Irag must have laws and judicial regulations that

always guarantee justice equally to all.®®*

The Commission then laid down the guarantees that Irag must undertake. First, effectively protect

racial, linguistic, and religious minorities. Second, the preservation of foreign interests and
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privileges and consular jurisdiction, as they were exercised during the Ottoman Empire under
foreign privileges, unless another system is generalized with the consent of the states by the
Council of the LN competent. Thirdly, the preservation of foreign judicial, civil, and criminal
interests not covered by the foreign privilege system. Fourth, preserving freedom of thought and
worship and practicing religious, educational, and natural acts by missionaries of all sects, if they
do not prejudice public security, morals, and administration. Fifthly, the financial commitments
made by the former Mandatory Power must be preserved. Sixth, the various rights acquired during
the Mandate era should be preserved. Lastly, the preservation of the general and special
international covenants entered by the Mandatory Power on behalf of the Mandate country, while

retaining the right to denounce them by successive authorities.®®

As the British High Commissioner explained, "His Majesty's Government appreciates the
responsibility entrusted to them in Irag's nomination to the League of Nations, which is, to their
knowledge, the only legal means of termination of the Mandate. “If Iraq proves unfit for it, the
moral responsibility must lie with His Majesty's Government."®% However, it is right to note that
some other states have criticized the provisions of the Iraqi-British Treaty and pointed out that its
provisions are so stringent that they are not suitable as a basis for linking relations between two
independent countries. Susa stated that Article five made the balance of one of the contracting
parties preponderant over the other, and that he personally did not like to enter his country into
such a pledge, which was accepted by Iraq itself. Others argued that Iraq's acceptance of this treaty
would make it after its liberation from the Mandate under British protection. She also said that
Annex seven of the Treaty did not take into account Iraq's independence, and that the Treaty was
ratified by the Council before Irag was liberated from the Mandate, as in this case he was not yet
the owner of his sovereignty. ®" The conclusion of the Commission's opinion was worded as
follows: "This treaty contains some extraneous articles in treaties of this kind. However, the
pledges made by Irag to Great Britain show that there is nothing in them that benefits the

sovereignty of the state."®®®
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However, on October 3, 1932, at a session of the Assembly, the Council of the League approved
the admission of Irag to membership in the League of Nations. Irag thus became the fifty-seventh
member of the League. The presiding officer then stated that: a new state has emerged into the
world of existence in peace, whereas in the past it was only by means of violence, the League thus
shows again the mistake that many people think it was designed to maintain the status quo. The
world's denial of national advancement has given an opportunity for normal implementation. Iraqg's
entry into the LN gave it a chance to implement what the revolutionaries had requested in the past.
The Rapporteur of the Committee, the representative of Yugoslavia, said that “it is his pleasure to
recommend the admission of Iraq as a member of the League, and it is a passing coincidence that
it falls upon a country whose long history has been a bitter struggle for freedom to be ordered to
contribute this modest amount to the admission of the Kingdom of Iraq to the League of Nations.”
It can be said that this attitude from the representative of Yugoslavia was due to the fact that both
Irag and Yugoslavia were oppressed by the Ottoman Empire, which extended from the Adriatic to

the Persian Gulf.5%

When Iraq joined the LN, it was an indication that it was acknowledged as an independent nation.
The entire political and economic prosperity of Irag was boosted by this development, which also
contributed to the country's self-confidence. Because it was now obligated to follow the norms and
values of the LN, Irag's accession showed that it had integrated into the larger international
community. Furthermore, the political and economic progress of Iraq was greatly aided by this
event, which signified the acknowledgment of Iraq as an independent state. There were far-
reaching consequences for the whole Middle East when Iraq joined the LN, an indication of the

increasing worldwide recognition of Irag's position as an independent and sovereign state.

Palestine:
5.2. Early Steps Towards the Implementation of the Balfour Declaration:
The British involvement in Palestine may be comprehended most effectively by considering the

surrounding regional and international circumstances. It must be considered in relation to Britain's

wider strategy towards the Middle East. Prior to the Great War, fierce competition among
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competing European countries in the region heightened the significance of Palestine for Britain.
Specifically, France's affiliation with Egypt and Syria, as well as Germany's impact on the Ottoman
Empire, prompted Britain to protect its interests in the region. Britain was drawn to Palestine
because of its advantageous geographical position, particularly the port of Haifa, which served
Britain's strategic and economic objectives. It was widely accepted that Britain considered
Palestine to be a crucial defensive barrier for the Suez Canal and an important part of the overland
route to India.®® What was the purpose of Britain's desire for a buffer zone or a secure route? As
it was mentioned in the previous chapters the Sykes-Picot Agreement of 1916 divided the Ottoman
land among the alliance’s powers (Britain, France, and Russia). According to this agreement
Palestine was highlighted as an international subject but in reality, it was under British influence,
as Britian represented herself as responsible for the Jewish question.®™ This was clearly addressed
in the Balfour declaration of 1917, that gave a promise to the Jewish people that they would have
a state in the Palestine land. This declaration was like an instrument for interfering in Palestinian
affairs and also it was an excuse to control the eastern Mediterranean. In the same year the British

forces led by General Allenby and capture Jerusalem.®”

Helmreich argued that, following Germany's defeat, Britain reassessed its imperial objectives in
the Middle East. Britain was resolute in preventing France, its competitor in trade and empire,
from increasing its power and weakening Britain's dominance in the area. Britain, recognizing the
importance of its military position, aimed to prevent recurring conflicts and so pursued
renegotiations as a component of a comprehensive peace agreement. France opposed Britain's
endeavour to exclude her from the Arab territories and maintained the legitimacy of the Sykes-
Picot Agreement.®” In spite of the fact that it advocated for the establishment of wartime accords,
Britain took control of the Middle East.°” Immediately after the conclusion of the war, the British
administration came to the conclusion that "Palestine must not fall into French hands,” and that
Britain should have complete control over the situation.®” Edward stated that it was hard for France

to do any activities in the area that were under Britain’s authority (which extended from the
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Mediterranean to India). This notion is supported by the fact that Britain acted as a barrier for
France in the Mediterranean region.®’® Furthermore, Britain maintained that it was necessary for
her to retain control over a tiny enclave in the vicinity of Haifa. Britain was considering
constructing a railway from Baghdad to Haifa to establish its area of influence in Iraq.®"

5.2.1. The Mandate for Palestine:

Palestine, Iraq, Syria, and Lebanon, which were formerly under Turkish control, were categorized
as 'A' mandates.®® This indicated that these people achieved a higher level than those in Africa and
the Pacific who were assigned to the "B" and "C" missions.®”® Concurrently, the League's covenant
was unclear on the subject of the duration, termination, or remedy available to the League if the
required authority failed to preserve the sacred trust's values.®®° Palestine was placed under military
rule from 1917 to 1920 as a result of being classified as occupied enemy territory. The Palestine
Mandate was assigned to Great Britain at the San Remo Conference on April 25th, 1920.
Subsequently, on July 1st, 1920, the civil administration took over from the military authority of
the Administrator of Occupied Enemy Territory. Sir Herbert Samuel served as the first High
Commissioner for Palestine. During the Treaty of Sevres, which was concluded the following
month, Turkey officially relinquished its control over Palestine.%!

Moreover, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers allocated the Mandate for Palestine to Great
Britain during the San Remo Conference in April 1920. Along the same lines, it became unclear
if the promised Arab territories mentioned in the Husain-McMahon communication included
Palestine. Arabs said this did not fall within the reservation's purview, and British officials disputed
that Palestine was part of that Arab territory. Furthermore, prominent Arab leaders in Palestine
have consistently called for independence from the inception of the Mandate, rejecting both the
legitimacy of the Mandate and Britain's authority to execute the Balfour Declaration.®® British
Cabinet members met in June 1921 to consider the importance of Great Britain's retention of the
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mandates of Iraq and Palestine before the LN recognized these mandates. Both Parliament and
Whitehall deliberated on the matter. The truth is that not everyone in Britain was completely in
favour of the mandate. In 1921, the provisions of the Palestine mandate were temporarily accepted
by the Cabinet, but in 1922, the House of Lords moved against it.®%

The submission of the proposed provisions of the Mandate to the Council of the League was
delayed due to discussions with the United States. It was finally ratified on July 24th, 1922. The
Mandate was formally implemented on September 29th, 1923. Article 2 of the Mandate outlined
the conditions for the establishment of a Jewish homeland in Palestine.%

The Mandatory shall be responsible for placing the country under such political,

administrative, and economic conditions as will secure the establishment of the

Jewish national home as laid down in the preamble and the development of self-

governing institutions, and also for safeguarding the civil and religious rights of

all the inhabitants of Palestine, irrespective of race and religion. Furthermore,

Local autonomy was to be encouraged under Article 3 and a Jewish Agency was

to be set up to advise and cooperate with the Palestine Administration in

economic and social measures as may affect the establishment of the Jewish

national home. Jewish immigration and settlement were to be facilitated under

Article 6. While ensuring that the rights and position of other sections of the

population are not prejudiced.%
An argument was presented stating that the British government had a clear motivation to maintain
control over Palestine due to the significant financial investment it had made in the region, totalling
more than one hundred million pounds, since the armistice. The decision was made based on the
recognition that while dominating any of the Arab regions was considered unpleasant and costly,
it would be far more unwanted and costly if they were to fall under the authority of any other
European Power.%¢ Furthermore, the Cabinet saw the task of withdrawing from Palestine and
Mesopotamia and leaving those nations to disorder as challenging.®®” According to Rappard, the
colonial powers chose to annex or give independence to the conquered areas since it was politically
difficult to leave them under their old rulers. According to Rappard, the mandate was an

administrative style that gained global acceptance due to the inherent benefits it provided to its
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participants. Who were the people involved in the mandate? He states that the League of Nations,
the obligatory powers, and the population of the mandated region were the three entities

involved.58

In the view of the Middle East Department of the Colonial Office, the political and strategic
significance of Palestine was increasing as a result of the fact that the British sea and air
communications were moving their focus from Egypt to Palestine.®® In July 1923, the Criminal
Investigation Department of the Palestine Police (CID) expressed the view that it was now
advantageous to maintain control over Palestine. This was due to the potential threat that would
arise if Palestine's ports were captured by foreign forces, since it would pose a naval danger to the
Suez Canal. Palestine played a crucial role in facilitating the transportation of oil to and from the
Mediterranean for the APOC.%%®

Also, in 1923, the British Army's General Staff said that Palestine was not necessary to protect the
Suez Canal.®®! For the most part, the defence of the canal came from troops on the banks of the
Suez, not in Palestine.®®? Contrarily, the CID and the Colonial Office maintained the stance that
emphasized the significance of Palestine to Suez. Considering this apparent conflict, what were
the compelling reasons for Britain to acquire dominion over Palestine? Furthermore, it was
believed that India would provide Britain a significant military recruiting ground in the event of
war, therefore it was imperative that the Suez Canal remain available for ships to India in addition
to land and aviation links via Palestine and Irag.®® The phrase mandate was sufficiently broad, as
Monroe correctly points out, to enable the British to assert that the Imperial defence would remain
securely in their hands. You may say that the mandate is an upgrade over colonialism in this regard.

Still, the end effect was that the Palestinian territories were maintained as Crown Colonies. 6%
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5.2.2. Jewish Migration:

Since the mandate over Palestine was accepted, the British administration policy was supporting
the establishment of Jewish home. For implementing that Britain selected Herbert Samuel as the
first High Commissioner in Palestine, appointed in the year 1920 to 1925. Samuel was Jewish man,
and his appointment led to the anger of the Arabs, who demanded that Britain should change of its
mind from this choice, but the British Mandate administration insisted on her choice of selecting
Samuel. It was clear for both Britain and Jewish people that taken this action would not be accepted
and would face many obstacles from the Palestinians in particular and Arabs Muslims in general.
Thus, Britain took some steps to put the creation of Jewish state in a legal framework, and to show

to the public opinion that it was necessary to have Jewish homeland in Palestine.5%

The Syrian Congress convened in Damascus in June 1919, conveyed the Arab perspective on
Jewish immigration into Palestine and the establishment of a Jewish state. The Arab Executive
Committee, chosen via a series of conferences, had authority over the Palestine Arab Political
Movement until 1935. Thus, an example of the Palestine situation was that, in April 1920, a series
of disruptions occurred in Palestine, resulting in Arab aggression against Jews, resulting in five
fatalities and over two hundred injuries. The outbreak was attributed by the Military Commission
to several factors. Firstly, it was caused by Arab disillusionment resulting from unfulfilled
promises of independence made during the war. Secondly, the Arab population believed that the
Balfour Declaration and the establishment of a Jewish homeland would lead to their subjugation.
Lastly, discontent arose from the establishment of Faisal's temporary Arab Kingdom in Syria, as
well as the rise of nationalist Arab sentiments fuelled by the war and the movement for Arab
independence. % Since the inception of the Mandate, Arab leaders in Palestine have consistently
rejected the legitimacy of the Mandate and Britain's authority to execute the Balfour Declaration,
while asserting their aspiration for independence.®®’ Arabs initially only showed animosity against
Jews; however, as time progressed, this attitude shifted, and their discontent with the Palestine

Administration crystallized into anti-government activities and, in 1935, into open revolt.®®
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The substantial surge in the Jewish population in Palestine between 1882 and 1936 was a result of
a multifaceted interaction of historical, political, and demographic elements. In the late 19th and
early 20" centuries, several reasons led to waves of Jewish immigration to Palestine. These
included hopes for Zionism, seeking refuge from European persecution, and the desire for
economic possibilities. The Jewish population, which started at 24,000 in 1882, saw a consistent
growth and reached 94,000 by the outbreak of the Great War in 1914.%%° During this time, there
was a rise in Jewish immigration, which was made easier by the British Mandate after the war. As
a result, the Jewish population grew to 174,610 by 1931. Due to the growth of anti-Semitism in
Europe and the emergence of Nazism, there was a significant influx of Jewish immigrants
throughout the 1930s. This resulted in a major rise in the Jewish population, reaching 384,078 by
1936. " as explained in table below;

Jews Total )
Era Year ] Non-Jews ) % Jewish
(core population) Population
Ottoman Empire 1882 24,000 276,000 300,000 8.0%
1914 94,000 595,000 689,000 13.6%
World War |

1918 60,000 600,000 660,000 8.1%

1922 83,794 673,388 757,182 11%
British Mandate 1931 174,610 861,211 1,035,821 16.9%
1936 384,078 982,614 1,366,692 28.1%

Table (1): Jewish & Non-Jewish Population of Israel/Palestine (1517 - Present)™*

Furthermore, Jacob Metzer, in his book ‘The Divided Economy of Mandatory Palestine’, pointed
out that:

The immigration-intensive 1930s also revitalized the trend toward urban
concentration, which had begun in the mid-1920s, largely by attracting
immigrants of the Fifth Aliya to larger towns, notably Tel Aviv and Haifa. The
(Jewish) population of Tel Aviv just about tripled (from about 46,000 to 132,000)
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between 1931 and 1939, and the total population (Arabs and Jews) of Haifa more
than doubled (from 50,000 to 106,000).7°

Mamoun Shehadeh, an Arab historian pointed out that, the Mandate Administration encouraged
Zionist immigration and opened up a wide range of immigrants under the name that the mandate
instrument encourages Jewish immigration and under the pretext that the Jews coming have high
technical, scientific, technical, and professional competencies and can contribute to the progress
and advancement of the country. The number of Zionist entities at the beginning of the mandate
was 50,000, meaning that they were less than 7 per cent of the population in 1918. ® Moreover,
article 3 of the Mandatory Power in Palestine encourages local autonomy, while Article 6 of the
sacred instrument states that Great Britain should not prejudice other sections of the population
but encourage Jewish immigration under suitable conditions. However, Arabs have increased in
number, representing 70 per cent of Palestine's population, while Jews have decreased from 7 per
cent in 1918 to 29 per cent. This contradicts Article 15 of the Mandate, which prohibits

discrimination based on race, religion, and language.™

On the words, Britain opened the doors of immigration to Jews from all over the world, bringing
a Jewish superiority to the population of the region. So that policy contributed to the forcible
displacement of many Palestinians under the threat of Zionist gangs and with British military
support. The property and lands of the displaced people were seized, and settlements were
established to absorb the immigrant Jews. Therefore, the number of Jews increased, so that at the
end of the Mandate government in 1948, the number of Jews reached 650,000, making them 31
per cent of the population.’ Secondly, Britain has made it easier for Jews to buy Arab lands by
preventing Palestinian farmers from exporting their products until their prices drop, and they are
unable to pay debts and taxes, so they are forced to sell them to the Jews at a low price. Hence,
from 1931 to 1935, the Zionists were able to buy more than half a million acres. the area of land
controlled by the Jews until 1947 amounted to about 6.8 percent of the area of Palestine and is
estimated at 1,588,365 acres, whether by sale or by giving it as a donation from the Mandate
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government to the Jews. Thirdly, American, British, and Western funds were flowing into
Palestine to finance the construction of the Jewish National Homeland, and Arthur Balfour, the
one who promised to establish a Zionist state in Palestine, opened the Hebrew University of
Jerusalem in 1925.7%

One can blame Britain for taking these actions in favour of Jews, as she failed to protect the rights
of native Arabs in comparison to Jewish rights in the region. In contrast, the Jews have gotten
much more in Palestine than they were promised, which is warranted by their historical rights. At
the same time, Germany was also blamed internationally for the Holocausts carried out by German
Nazis against European Jews, especially in the Second World War. But this ought not be an excuse
for Britain failing to have fulfil her obligations to the Palestinian Arabs. It has to be said the Arabs
did not commit these crimes against the Jews in Europe so that it was unfair that they would have
to be punished and pay for Germany's crimes.”’

5.2.3. The Palestinian Reaction:

The British steps to establish the Zionist State took practical dimensions by establishing the Jewish
Legion, providing it with weapons and equipment, training its elements in combat, initiating land
confiscation, legislating laws, building Zionist institutions, and arresting opposing Palestinians.
Palestine witnessed armed operations, uprisings, and revolts against the British and Jewish
occupation. The organized armed action was launched in 1919 through the "Fedayeen"
Association, but Britain confronted and aborted this assembly.” During the decade of the British
Mandate, nearly (76,400) Jews immigrated to Palestine, the majority of whom came from Eastern
European countries, and with the increasing activity of immigration to Palestine, Arabs realized
the need to resist Zionism.™® On September 24, 1928, Jews attempted to take over the western wall
of the Muslim-owned Al-Agsa Mosque, which resulted in Arab support for the Palestinians from

Arab countries. The beginning of the so-called Al-Buraq revolution, which witnessed bloody
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events, was followed by a raid by Arabs of Jewish communities in Hebron, Nablus, Besan and
Safad. British forces then came to the defence of the Jews, using the utmost repression against
Arab demonstrators, and they recalled troops from Egypt and used aircraft, infantry, and armoured
vehicles.” In addition, the British bombardment destroyed the villages of Fata, Deir Yassin, and
others. As well, more than a thousand people, most of them Arabs, were brought to trial, and

twenty-six people were sentenced to death, including twenty-five Arabs and one Jew."!

During the 1920s and 1930s, Palestine had frequent and intense clashes between Jewish and Arab
communities, resulting in a significant loss of life. The events that took place in 1929, often
referred to as the Wailing Wall Riots, are widely regarded as a pivotal moment in the history of
the mandate era, significantly impacting both the Arab and Jewish communities. Following the
1929 battle, Arabs ceased to differentiate between Jews of Arab descent and Jews of Eastern
European descent instead saw them as a unified entity with shared national ambitions. From the
perspective of the Jews, the events prompted the realization that a Jewish state was necessary, and
that political factions should collaborate to achieve this goal. Following the 1929 riots, the British
established a commission of inquiry to examine the violence. The findings of the Shaw
Commission, also known as the Palestine Royal Commission, prompted a reassessment of Jewish
immigration and property acquisition. Consequently, this event signified a change in British policy

towards the Zionist movement and the Balfour Declaration.”?
5.3. British Mandate and Economic Priorities in Palestine, 1927-1933:

5.3.1. The Commercial Role of the Haifa Harbor for Britain:

In response to the 1922 request of the Arab Delegation in London for a constitution that would
protect the people's civil, political, and economic interests and establish an independent national
government, the Secretary of State for the Colonies, Mr. Winston Churchill, issued a statement

outlining British policy in Palestine. Following correspondence between the Zionists, the Colonial
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Office, and the Arab Delegation, this was published on July 3. The guidelines that were

established were as follows:

(1) His Majesty's Government reaffirm the Declaration of November 1917,
which is not susceptible of change. (2) A Jewish national home would be
founded in Palestine. The Jewish People would be in Palestine as of right and
not on sufferance. But His Majesty's Government have no such aim in view as
that Palestine should become Jewish as England is English. (3) Nor do His
Majesty's Government contemplate the disappearance or subordination of Arab
population, language, or culture. (4) Status of all citizens of Palestine will be
Palestinian, no section of population will have any other status in the eyes of the
Law. (5) His Majesty's Government intended to foster the establishment of a full
measure of self-government in Palestine, and as the next step a Legislative
Council with a majority of members would be set up immediately. (6) The
special position of the Zionist executive did not entitle it to any share in the
government of the country. (7) Immigration will not exceed the economic
capacity of the country at the time to absorb new arrivals. (8) A Committee of
elected members of the Legislative Council would confer with the administration
upon matters relating to the regulation of immigration. Any difference of opinion
would be referred to His Majesty's Government. (9) Any religious community
or considerable section of the population claiming that the terms of the mandate
are not being fulfilled would have the right of appeal to the League of Nations.

Regarding Palestine, this was just the first of many such policy announcements made by the British
government. It should come as no surprise that the Zionist organization approved of this strategy,

but the Palestine Arab Delegation in London disagreed.”?

The stipulations of Article 22 of the League's Covenant were those of the Palestine mandate that
did have an impact on the British administration. The British administration considered and
alluded to such publications during discussions over the building of the Haifa harbour. In general,
they permitted Britain—the required power—to profit monetarily from the mandated region of
Palestine.”* The following 28 articles of the Palestine mandate were particularly significant. Part

of the Palestine mandate's Article 11 states that:

The administration of Palestine shall take all necessary measures to safeguard
the interests of the community in connection with the development of the
country, and, subject to any international obligations accepted by the mandatory,
shall have full power to provide for public ownership or control of any of the
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natural resources of the country or of the public works, services and utilities
established or to be established therein.”™>

The British government was granted the authority to manage and exploit Palestine's natural
resources in accordance with the stipulations of this article, on the condition that it could protect
the community's interests and fulfil its international responsibilities. The construction of the Haifa
harbour undeniably played a role in the progress of the nation, albeit inciting disagreements with
other countries concerning prior commitments. The obligatory nation was granted supplementary
privileges, including those stipulated in Article 17, which states, “The mandatory shall be entitled
at all times to use the roads, railways, and ports of Palestine for the movement of armed forces
and the carriage of fuel and supplies.” This article facilitated the British government's ability to
contemplate the strategic utilization of Haifa port, specifically in regard to securing a terminus for

the Irag-to-Haifa oil pipeline, in its capacity as the author of the Palestine mandate provisions.’®

The purpose of Article 18 was to officially align with the LN's economic equality objective,
sometimes known as the "open door" policy, which was only implicitly addressed in Article 22 of
the League's Covenant. According to Edward Jenkins, economic equality is the assurance of
equitable treatment under the law, an equal chance to compete and share in the nation's resources,
and the right to enter contracts for public works projects on an equal basis with the citizens of the
nation awarding the privilege.”’ Article eighteen and nineteen combined to guarantee economic
parity for all League members. According to Article 19, “the mandatory shall adhere on behalf of
the administration of Palestine to any general international conventions [...] relating to commercial
equality, freedom of transit and navigation.””*® The British government had implemented several
investment initiatives in Palestine. This includes the chemical extraction from the Dead Sea and
Lydda airport. Still, the Haifa harbour development project provided the clearest case study for
examining the relevant problems, especially British economic policy in Palestine. We can
understand how Britain developed its policy toward Palestine by following the development from
the beginning to the end. Furthermore, this offers extensive insight into a variety of factors
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connected to Britain's interventionist policy and its foreign relations, since a variety of domestic

and international concerns were considered throughout the project.

The economic motives of British imperialism sparked interest in Haifa's harbour development.
When discussing the development of Haifa Port, the British economy was at the forefront of the
minds of both the military authority and the civil government in Palestine. According to Solomou,
the British economy had sluggish development and was seen to provide only subpar investment
prospects after the Great War.”® As an example of why the British economy was poor, Thomas
argues that the country's low investment rate is to blame.”” Consequently, the building of Haifa
Harbour was seen as a venture that would provide prospects for Britain. However, according to
Alford, the focus on achievement in British post-war politics waned in the 1920s as a result of
increased global rivalry in commerce and finance, which in turn caused significant financial risks
and problems. The interplay between political shifts and economic realities in the postwar era is
complicated, according to Alford. British economic interests and imperial defence in the eastern
Mediterranean and the Middle East were perceived as dependent on Haifa, according to Herbert
and Sosnovsky's theory, but this complexity was also recognized in connection to investments in
Palestine.”™

From 1922 until 1931, Norman Bentwich served as the Attorney General of Palestine. During the
early years of British authority in Palestine, he detailed the limits of the military administration.
The main objective, he said, was to bring modest buildings and change to Palestine in order to
restore ordinary life.”? Indeed, the construction of the Haifa port necessitated a more
comprehensive approach. As Butler contends, the British defence strategy in the 1920s was to
protect the Empire from prospective Russian assaults. The RN was entrusted with the duty of
safeguarding the Empire, making it crucial to establish a naval port in Palestine to protect the Suez
Canal and uphold Britain's growing regional interests.””® Marian Kent believes that in order to
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maintain its dominant position in the area, Britain had to ensure its economic and political

superiority, which would be facilitated by the construction of a new port at Haifa.’*

The construction of Haifa port began in October 1929 after the British administration resolved the
long-standing dispute over the most appropriate approach to be used in the mandated region. The
British administration was able to implement its imperial tactics via the Haifa Harbour Works
Department, which was founded by the government of Palestine. By using British consulting
engineers and personnel to manage the Harbour Department, Britain was able to achieve its
objectives without contravening international norms. The British government successfully
achieved its imperial objectives by indirectly boosting the British economy via the Harbour
Department. Butler argues that Britain had a time of ‘economic readjustment’ during the inter-war
years, which is well shown in the debate of the construction of the port.”® This was shown via the
effort to include the imperial economic system, which became especially apparent after the start
of the Depression in 1929. During this time, efforts were made to use imperial economic policy in
order to support the economy of the metropolis. Undoubtedly, the acquisition of equipment in
Britain and the engagement of an Anglo-Egyptian business for the primary dredging align with
this overarching concept. This was crucial because, as N. Dimsdale explains, the lack of
competitiveness resulting from the little rise in Britain's export prices compared to those of other

nations between 1925 and 1931 was a key element in Britain's loss in market share.”?

Moreover, in his book titled "The Empire Project,” Darwin argues that the foundation of British
strength resided in the amalgamation of its robust foreign resources with those of the imperial hub
and the effective administration of these resources via diverse imperial political connections.’”” In
addition, Metzer believes that the establishment of the Haifa port was a component of Britain's
dedication to developing Palestine's ‘economic infrastructure. The British government made
significant expenditures on infrastructure, taking into account the country's dismal economic

condition. The use of indigenous workers in the harbour construction adhered to the British
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government's strategy of mitigating the difficulties in mandated Palestine and contributing to the

exploitation of its natural assets. %

As the construction of the Haifa port neared completion, the design of the seaport included space
for an oil port. The harbour’s layout might be used in conjunction with an oil pipeline and the
shipment of oil without impeding its regular commercial operations. The Crown agents proposed
that the construction of a secure oil dock be undertaken simultaneously with the primary harbour
construction, expressing great enthusiasm for the idea. The building of the oil dock was authorized
in August 1933, after the completion of the majority of the seaport works.”?® What was the reason
for the long duration of the British government's decision-making process regarding the oil
facilities located in Haifa harbour? The main cause of this was principally the delay in resolving
the matter of aligning the oil pipelines from Kirkuk to the Mediterranean. Furthermore, the British
government believed it was prudent to provide the IPC with the authority to propose the
construction of the oil port as a means to fund its expenditures. It was crucial since the initial
estimate of £100,000 for the loan supply of the seaport did not account for the expense of an oil
dock. *°

5.3.2. The Kirkuk-Haifa Oil Pipeline: (See Figure 8)

In the early stage of portioning of Ottoman land the Ally powers Great Britain and France in some
exchange letters between M. Paul the French Ambassador and Sir Edward Grey, the important of
line between Baghdad and Haifa has been discussed. In this regard the Manchester Guardian

Newspaper in an article titled “Partition of Turkey: The Secret Treaty of 1916” pointed out that,

Great Britain will have the right to construct, administer, and be the sole
proprietor of a railway uniting Haifa with the Zone "B". She will have, further,
a perpetual right to transport troops at all times along this railway. It must be
understood by both Governments that this railway must facilitate the junction of
Baghdad and Haifa.™!
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The purpose of the mandate system was to avoid the annexation of seized regions and ensure the
implementation of the 'open door' policy, which aimed to provide equal economic possibilities for
all members of the League. By accepting the mandate of Palestine and Iraq, Britain was able to
surpass its geographical ambitions before the war. This allowed them to construct both a railway
and an oil pipeline connecting the two nations, which were under British control.”? During the
development of Haifa port, the British government underwent a complicated and failed decision-
making process before settling on the most suitable approach that matched with Britain's objectives
and circumvented international censure. The British government's discussions over the harbour
exemplify the process by which the investment strategy for the mandated area was developed.
Additionally, they demonstrate the evolution of the methods used to manage the land. This was
essential since the individuals responsible for overseeing the colonies were also the ones tasked
with establishing methods for governing the mandated region.™?

When the oil conduit from Iraq reached its terminus in Haifa, it was believed that Britain's imperial
interests and dominance in the region were secure. The examination of the pipeline route dispute
by Edward Fitzgerald has brought attention to the critical nature of the United Kingdom's relations
with its adversaries, France and the United States, for which it relied heavily on energy supplies.’*
Furthermore, G. Gareth Jones claims that the British government adopted an interventionist
strategy after the Great War to ensure its access to Middle Eastern 0il.”* The oil pipeline was
inaugurated fourteen months after the official inauguration of the seaport at Haifa. King Ghazi of
Irag inaugurated the 1,150-mile pipeline on January 14, 1935. The pipeline was built by the Iraq
Petroleum Company to connect its oilfields in Kirkuk to the ports in Tripoli, Syria, and Haifa,
Palestine, located on the Mediterranean. The oil pipeline in Irag was officially inaugurated in the
presence of a distinguished assembly, mostly consisting of officials representing the various

nationalities of the company's owners.”® Nevertheless, when compared to the magnificence of the
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Haifa harbour's opening ceremony, the official opening of the pipeline in the Kirkuk oil fields was
modest, without either a ceremonial guard or musical performance by a British army band. Ghazi,
the current monarch of Iraq and son of the late King Faisal, conducted a thorough examination of
the structures and residential areas. Subsequently, he proceeded to enter the pump house and
started the engines by rotating the handle, therefore commencing the transportation of oil over the

desert towards the Mediterranean.”’

The Haifa port played a crucial role in Britain's oil strategies in the Middle East. The program
addressed two prominent concerns pertaining to the oil pipeline. Britain used an interventionist
approach, in which political factors affected economic decisions. The second objective was to
ensure the provision of gasoline for the British navy in case of conflict, thereby fulfilling strategic
goals. Thus, Britain sought to withdraw from its oil agreement with France in order to assert its
own preferences on the IPC, a commercial entity, over the path of a pipeline that terminated in
Haifa.”® It should be said that building a railway line between Haifa and Baghdad wasn't just a
British goal. People all over the world wanted it too. The suggested road would help the Arab
government in lraq in very real ways. Iraq's "transit trade" dropped sharply after Iran decided to
cut off trade with Iraq and use their own ports on the Caspian Sea and the Persian Gulf. The Haifa-
Baghdad railway was seen as the best way for Iraq to solve its problems. As an extra bonus, some
people thought this might also make it easier for Persians to trade through Iraq.”® Furthermore,
Britian tried to speed up the trade line from Persia to the Haifa seaport, such progress was
addressed in a report archived by the United Nations Library and Archives Geneva. The report
stated that,

Facilities have been progressively improved, and formalities simplified; through
booking to and from Persia by the 'lIragi railways was established in 1927; port
dues have been much reduced; customs procedure has been greatly improved,
and every effort has been made generally to speed up the traffic through ‘Irag.”*
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During 1920s the British interest in the Baghdad-Haifa railway line became obvious. The 1930s
witnessed a second wave of interest in this railroad. However, there was a slight change between
the Haifa railway of 1920s compared to 1930s project. In the first one the British government
purely focused on the project while in the 1930s decade this project became the matter of the Both
British and Iragi governments.” The Haifa-Baghdad railway was considered advantageous in
1930 because of the economic resurgence of Irag and Persia, as well as the need for direct access
to their natural resources, food products, and markets. The construction of the railway would
redirect Middle Eastern commerce away from the Suez Canal and entice people from India. The
strategic benefits of this alternative to the Suez Canal were enhanced as a result of the military use
of aeroplanes. The Haifa-Baghdad railway provided notable benefits to the Arab Government in
Irag by serving as a means to bring Persian commerce to the nation. The implementation of the
railway project has the ability to mitigate the decrease in transit traffic in Persia and even entice

Persian trade towards Irag.”*? (See Figure 9).

The main goal of British economic interests in Palestine and Iraq between 1932 and 1935 was to
maintain control over important trade routes and to guarantee access to oil resources. In 1929, the
British established the Iragi Petroleum Company (IPC) in Irag, which was given exclusive
authority over the country's oil production. British, French, and American firms made up the IPC,
with the British company holding the lion's share of ownership. Being the vital source of energy
for the British Empire, the British government was keen to maintain control over the oil industry
in Iraq. The British had a strong desire to improve Palestine's transportation system, including the
construction of ports, railroads, and highways. Its creation was primarily driven by the need of
facilitating the passage of people and goods between Europe and Asia, as well as the need to serve
the region's growing Jewish population. Palestine was seen by the British as a strategically
beneficial position for the production, import, and export of goods. Generally speaking, the main
goals of British economic interests in Palestine and Irag during this period were to maintain control

over important trade routes and to guarantee access to natural resources.”?
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5.4. Chapter Summary:

This chapter has examined the British colonial policies and economic agenda in Irag between 1923
and 1935, giving particular attention to significant events including the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty (1922-
1924) and the Mosul Question. The Anglo-lragi Treaty sought to create Iraqi self-rule while
maintaining British authority over foreign policy, thereby representing the shift from imperial
dominion to national autonomy. While it included provisions for Iragi self-governance, it also
permitted substantial British control. An analysis of the arguments put forward during the 1923
Lausanne Conference illuminates the Mosul Question, which focused on the control of the oil-rich
Mosul province. The British and Turkish delegations engaged in a discussion on the future of
Mosul, with Britain placing emphasis on strategic interests and population demography, while
Turkey highlighted historical and ethnic rights. The League of Nations (LN) interfered by
designating Mosul to Irag under British authority, therefore exacerbating the existing tensions

between Turkey and Britain.

The chapter further examined the 1926 Iraqi-Turkish Frontier Agreement, which effectively
resolved the conflict over Mosul and enhanced the diplomatic ties between Turkey and Britain.
The political and economic consequences of the oil discovery in Kirkuk and the signing of the Red
Line Agreement in 1927-1928 are argued to be central to Britain's efforts to safeguard its oil
interests and establish dominance in the Middle East. As demonstrated, the agreement's self-
denying provision and oil production divisions were crucial to Britain's determination to retain
dominance in the region. The subsequent chapter undertakes an analysis of the Anglo-Iraqi
Agreement of 1930-1932, which signified Iraq's shift towards independence while preserving deep
connections with Britain. As will be argued, notwithstanding the disapproval of the Iraqi
population, who believed it curtailed genuine autonomy, Iraq's membership in the League of
Nations enhanced its political position.

This compellingly illustrates the intricate nature of British colonial tactics and their enduring
consequences on Iraq and the Middle East. As has been consistently argued, the economic interests
of Britain, namely in the oil sector, significantly influenced British policies, frequently
overshadowing authentic endorsement of Iragi independence. The ongoing exploitation of treaties
and agreements demonstrates a consistent strategy of dominance rather than collaboration.

According to this perspective, although Britain's influence played a role in Irag's ultimate
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attainment of independence, it was accompanied by persistent foreign interference and domestic
turmoil, which continue to have an impact in the present day. In addition to examining British
policies in Iraq, the thesis also addresses the early steps toward the implementation of the Balfour
Declaration in Palestine, shedding light on Britain's strategic interests in the region. The chapter
highlights how the 1917 Balfour Declaration, which pledged support for a Jewish state in Palestine,
served as a tool for Britain to exert influence in the eastern Mediterranean. Britain’s involvement
in Palestine was primarily driven by its geopolitical ambitions in the Middle East, especially the
strategic importance of the port of Haifa.

The Mandate for Palestine placed the region under British control. This chapter has proposed how
both Jewish and Arab populations reacted to the mandate, noting a significant increase in Jewish
immigration, which fuelled tensions. The Palestinian response to British and Jewish occupation
has been analysed through the lens of armed uprisings, revolts, and widespread unrest. This chapter
further explores the construction of the Kirkuk-Haifa Oil Pipeline, a major infrastructure project
that underscored British imperial interests in the Middle East. By accepting the mandates for both
Palestine and Iraq, Britain secured key oil transport routes and bolstered its influence in the region.
The negotiations between Britain and France regarding the railway and oil pipeline have examined
in detail, highlighting the strategic decision-making processes behind the development of the Haifa
port. The pipeline and port became central to Britain’s broader oil strategies, cementing its

economic control over trade routes and vital energy resources.

This part of the thesis effectively underscores the deep intertwining of British economic interests
and its geopolitical manoeuvres in Palestine. In this view, the Balfour Declaration, while framed
as a humanitarian gesture, primarily served as a means for Britain to extend its influence over
Palestine and the eastern Mediterranean. The construction of the Kirkuk-Haifa Oil Pipeline reveals
the true extent of British imperial ambitions, with oil once again being the driving force behind
foreign policy. The strategic positioning of Haifa and the pipeline not only reinforced British
dominance but also exacerbated tensions in the region. These actions set the stage for enduring

conflict in Palestine, as Britain’s interference prioritized control over local stability.

This chapter provides a nuanced analysis of British colonial policies in Irag and Palestine between

1923 and 1935, focusing on key events such as the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty, the Mosul Question, and
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the Balfour Declaration. It challenges traditional interpretations that focus on British support for
self-governance and independence, arguing that Britain's geopolitical and economic strategies
were geared toward maintaining dominance in the region, especially in relation to oil. The chapter
explores the role of the League of Nations in shaping territorial outcomes, the 1923 Lausanne
Conference debates, and the Iragi-Turkish Frontier Agreement, revealing the enduring British
influence in securing key territories and oil reserves. The exploration of the oil discovery in
Kirkuk, the Red Line Agreement, and the construction of the Kirkuk-Haifa Oil Pipeline highlights
the central role of oil in British decision-making, aligning with more recent scholarship that
reevaluates the role of economic imperialism in shaping the Middle East. The Balfour
Declaration's implementation and Britain's role in Palestine are linked to its broader imperial
ambitions, particularly concerning the eastern Mediterranean and the Haifa port. The chapter also
uses indigenous sources, such as local Iragi and Palestinian accounts, to offer a more balanced
view of the consequences of colonialism. The findings have contemporary relevance, as the long-

term consequences of these policies continue to influence the political landscape of the region.
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Chapter Six:

6. Conclusion:

Colonialism expanded rapidly as a result of the Second Industrial Revolution, shifting the focus
from merely acquiring goods to securing raw materials for industrial production. Alsace and
Lorraine, which Germany conquered after the 1870 war, had been a source of increasing friction
between Germany and France. Europe's colonization of Asia, Africa, and Pacific began in 1870s.
In Africa, British, French, and German forces competed for territory and control. As a result,
alliances and ententes were formed and strengthened as a result of these actions. Consequently,
the weapons race became more ferocious.

The term "Splendid Isolation” was used to characterize Britain's isolation from the rest of Europe
in the 1800s and early 1900s. India, with its enormous pool of labour resources, was crucial to the
dominance of the British Empire. Moreover, for protecting the Empire British forces were
primarily reliant on Indian soldiers. The safety of trade routes between the United Kingdom and
India was of paramount importance to the British government. In the 19" century, the Dardanelles,
where the Black Sea meets the Mediterranean Sea, were a major worry for Britain. For centuries,
the Mediterranean was a vital aspect of Britain's commerce with India. There was one hitch,
however: Turkey held the Dardanelles. For a long time, Turkey and Russia had been bitter foes.
The United Kingdom aided Turkey in its conflict with Russia. Therefore, Britain did not want
Russian ships in the Mediterranean, hence the closure. Also, there was fierce competition between
the British and French over North African territories. Germany began to exhibit an interest in
colonial Africa in the early 1900s.

A famous example of an arms race was Britain and Germany's naval rivalry before the Great War.
From 1906 until 1912, there was a fierce rivalry between the two major powers over the
construction of big battleships and armoured cruisers. During this six-year period, Britain launched
29 capital ships while Germany launched 17. The goal of British foreign policy in Europe is to
prevent any nation in Europe from gaining a monopoly on power. By 1907, Britain had come to
realize that Germany posed the biggest danger to its national security. Because of this, the United
Kingdom has been siding with both Russia and France. Despite being a member of the Triple
Entente, Great Britain did not intend to fight in the Great War. Furthermore, in the second half of

the 19" century, the so-called Middle East became the focus of the world's great powers. Europeans
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began to increase their interest in the area by exploring, spying, and trading in the Ottoman
territories of the Middle East. For Britain, the Middle East was still largely a geographical mass
between Europe and India. Despite the fact that other European countries were interested in the
Persian Gulf and Mesopotamia, Britain was more successful than her competitors in seizing
commercial and political opportunities.

The Suez Canal presented the Empire with a new and strategically crucial access point to the East,
but William White, Britain's ambassador in Constantinople, reaffirmed in 1887 that the
government should take a "friendly but restrained” approach to the proposal. The German project
did, in fact, continue to advance. The ensuing Anglo-German projects prepared in 1901 and 1902
were inconclusive and aimless. Curzon dreaded a Russian line to the Gulf as much as a German
line. His actions revealed Britain's ongoing concern about foreign control of the Mesopotamian
overland route to India. Despite the expansion of East Indian Company commerce, Britain was not
the only European power to profit from this region of the Ottoman Empire. Germany was a rival,
although not as a direct danger, but as a steady grower. The tight links between the Kaiser's
administration in Berlin and the Young Turks' government in Istanbul were particularly
unfavourable to Great Britain in the years leading up to the Great War. In 1903, Germany was
granted a concession to expand its railway line across Anatolia to Baghdad, and it gained drilling
rights on both sides of the projected route. As a result, growing concerns about German rivalry in
Mesopotamia and the Persian Gulf sparked violent protests in London.

It is obvious that the nature of British interest in the Middle East had undergone a revolution, such
as the economic revolution, in which the chief factor was the discovery of oil in prodigious
quantities. Oilfields, particularly in Southwest Persia, were another important factor driving
western interest in the Middle East. On the Iranian side of the Gulf, the Anglo-Persian Oil
Company began production in 1907. In Southwest Persia, oil fields had delivered significant
quantities of oil since 1907, and there were hints that oil may have been discovered further in the
area. In other words, the discovery of oil in Persia in 1908 heightened London's interest in the area.
In the second decade of the twentieth century, a combination of British and German interests
founded the TPC, which was granted a license to search for oil in Mosul and Baghdad on the eve
of the war. With the discovery of oil, Mesopotamia became very important to Britain: it sits on the

path to her favourite colony, India, and was needed for the RN, which proclaimed the abandonment
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of coal-powered ships in favour of oil-powered ships. Later, in 1914, Britain moved to acquire a

majority interest in the APOC, motivated by a desire to ensure oil supplies for the RN.

The murder of Archduke Franz Ferdinand of Austria-Hungary in Sarajevo by a Slav nationalist or
anarchist ignited the Great War. The killing triggered a series of events that led to the participation
of other countries as a result of their alliances and goals related to imperialism, militarism, and
nationalism. Britain had consistently stood up for the Ottoman Empire, often known as "The Sick
Man of Europe.” The Ottoman Empire's advantageous geographical position and the potential
danger of Russian expansion into India and the Dardanelles were the main reasons for this. Britain
had significant diplomatic and economic connections with the Ottoman Empire and frequently had
privileged access to the Sultan and influential decision-makers across the kingdom. In 1914,
Britain forged agreements with Germany and the Ottoman Empire with the aim of halting German
expansion into British territories and bolstering the Ottoman economy. In the early stages of the
conflict, Britain made efforts to maintain the Ottoman Empire's neutrality by participating in
ambassadorial meetings, exchanging letters, and making promises to safeguard the Ottoman
Empire's territorial integrity. Nevertheless, these efforts proved to be fruitless.

Prior to the turn of the century, oil firms had been exerting pressure on the Royal Navy to transition
from coal to oil. Senior naval officers largely adopted oil firing due to its numerous advantages
over coal. These included improved speed, extended range, smokeless combustion, enhanced
manoeuvrability, increased space on board ships for weapons and equipment, reduced crew
requirements for overseas operations, and the convenience of refuelling at sea instead of relying
solely on coal. In 1911, Winston Churchill firmly believed that oil was the most suitable fuel for
the navy. He held the belief that the sustained hegemony of the British Empire in foreign territories
necessitated a consistent supply of oil. During a speech to Parliament in July 1913, he expressed
the need for our nation to own, or at the very least regulate, a piece of the natural oil supply that
we depend on. Churchill successfully persuaded the British government to acquire shares worth

two million pounds in the Anglo-Persian Oil Company, thus contributing to its achievement.

The primary objective of the British in Mesopotamia was to retain dominion over Alexandretta, as
it served as a strategic foothold for maintaining control over Mesopotamia's very fertile grain-
producing regions and highly profitable oilfields. Reinforcements from the United Kingdom would

reach Mesopotamia fourteen days earlier if they came by rail from Alexandretta, compared to
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travelling by sea across the Suez Canal, the Red Sea, and the Persian Gulf. Retaining control over
Alexandretta could potentially reduce the necessity for a substantial military presence in
Mesopotamia during peacetime, compared to the scenario where this goal remains unachieved.
Alexandretta's existence would jeopardize a Russian attack. Furthermore, Britain's principal
objective was to safeguard its economic interests in the Suez Canal, Dardanelles, Alexandretta, the
Persian Gulf, and Mesopotamia. Britain was concerned about the Ottomans' involvement in the
war because it would align them with the hostile side of the conflict. Russian aggression towards
British interests in Persia prompted Britain's decision to become involved, with the following

objectives:

« To establish and maintain British dominance in Persia, thereby securing British control over

commercial and political affairs in the region.
» To safeguard British influence in the areas surrounding the Persian Gulf.
» To protect British oil interests in Mesopotamia.

Britain has enduring diplomatic and economic interests in the Middle East. Following the Ottoman
Empire's involvement in the conflict, the British Empire had three strategic options to protect its
interests in the region: Engage in intervention inside the Ottoman Empire while preserving a stance
of neutrality throughout the conflict. Provide assistance to the Ottoman Empire in its conflict with
adversaries and ensure that the Ottoman Empire remained impartial in the battle. Adopt a passive
approach and allow the situation to unfold, maybe leading to Ottoman participation in the war as
allies of Germany. The British Empire finally chose to interfere in Mesopotamia. Several factors,
including the perceived threat to British commercial and strategic interests in the Middle East, the
concern that Ottoman involvement in the war would endanger British oil interests in Mesopotamia,
the fear of a potential Russian invasion of the Ottoman Empire that would compromise the security
of British oil interests, and the British intention to safeguard their longstanding ally, the Ottoman

Empire, influenced the decision.

By the conclusion of 1914, Britain had effectively obtained the collaboration of the Indian Army
to seize control of Basra, while Russia launched an invasion on Ottoman Armenia and made
progress towards Constantinople. Britain also secured the backing of France in their military
operation against the Ottoman Empire. The British involvement precipitated the swift deterioration

of the Ottoman Empire in Mesopotamia. Britain promptly took measures to assert its dominance
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over Mesopotamia by gaining authority over Basra and Baghdad. Admiral Wilcox led a British
naval fleet that invaded the Shatt al-Arab estuary in October 1914, seized control of the town of
Basra, and established a military base for British activities in Mesopotamia. The following months,
the British steadily extended their dominion over Mesopotamia, seizing Baghdad in March 1917
and driving Ottoman troops further into the heart of the Ottoman Empire. The main goal of
Britain's military campaign in the Ottoman Empire was to protect its critical economic and
geopolitical interests in the region. The British government made the decision to safeguard British
oil interests in Mesopotamia and prevent Ottoman participation in the war with Germany. In order

to accomplish these objectives, Britain had three alternatives:
» To seize and govern the Ottoman Empire's oil fields.

» To divide the Ottoman Empire and guarantee the establishment of autonomous buffer states

between the Ottoman Empire and Russia.

» To supplant the Ottoman Empire as the dominant force in the region while safeguarding the

autonomy of non-Muslim communities.

After the war, Britain successfully safeguarded her economic and military interests in the Middle
East, dismantling the Ottoman Empire. Nevertheless, Britain had neglected to safeguard the rights
of the non-Muslim populations inside the Ottoman Empire. Consequently, there were tensions that

emerged between Britain and the Arabs, who had provided assistance throughout the war.

Ultimately, the need to safeguard Britain's crucial economic and military interests in the Middle
East drove her objectives in Mesopotamia and the Ottoman Empire. Apprehensions over the
Ottoman Empire's involvement in the war and the potential jeopardization of British oil interests
in Mesopotamia motivated the British engagement in Mesopotamia and the Ottoman Empire. In
the end, the British Empire managed to protect its interests in the Middle East. However, this
achievement caused the Arab populations, who had previously backed Britain throughout the war,

to feel isolated and estranged.

The Gallipoli campaign and the British war in Sinai and Palestine were pivotal events during
World War 1, with profound implications for both the area and the global stage. The Gallipoli
battle, spanning a duration of nine months and leading to a staggering one million losses on both
sides, was unsuccessful in advancing towards Istanbul, the capital of the Ottoman Empire.

Throughout the war, the Allies enjoyed a consistent and ample supply of oil, but the Central Powers
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had difficulties meeting their oil requirements. During the war, the British Army saw a significant
surge in the use of motorized vehicles, which had a notable influence on their combat capabilities.
Lord Curzon, a prominent British statesman, explicitly said that the availability of oil was the
decisive factor that enabled the Allies to emerge victorious. Following their compulsory
withdrawal from Gallipoli, the British government resolved to continue their efforts in the Middle
East, enlisting the support of the Australian Light Horse and the New Zealander Mounted Division

with the goal of reaching the oil fields.

The events that took place at Gallipoli had a long-lasting influence on the national identities of
Australia and New Zealand. Additionally, the campaign acted as a catalyst for a process of national
rejuvenation in Turkey. Mustafa Kemal Atatlrk, the esteemed figure of the Ottoman Empire who
played a pivotal role in the Battle of Gallipoli, subsequently established the Turkish Republic. The
events that took place at Gallipoli had a significant role in fostering a sense of national identity in
both New Zealand and Australia. The people back home were delighted with how their compatriots
had portrayed them on the world stage, establishing a reputation as formidable combatants under
challenging circumstances. Anzac Day developed from a feeling of national pride. Since its first
observance on April 25, 1916, the day of the landing has become an essential component of New
Zealand society, providing an opportunity to pay tribute to the sacrifices of all New Zealanders,

not just those who died at Gallipoli.

British and colonial forces were instrumental in safeguarding Egypt from the Ottoman menace in
the Sinai and Palestine regions. The Ottoman declaration of war and the subsequent termination
of relations with the Ottoman Empire exacerbated the tensions in Egypt, but the presence of
imperial troops alleviated them. The British used Egypt as a base from which to start their Middle
Eastern Campaign, highlighting the significant strategic importance of the area. Britain's
imperialistic perspective influenced its actions and decisions towards the Muslim World, and the
pre-war British and French approaches to Syria led to the Sykes-Picot Agreement. By 1918, the
British government's eastern experts decided to gradually retreat from the conditions of the
agreement, resulting in its rejection. Despite its military significance, Britain engaged in
renegotiations as a component of a broader peace settlement with the goal of averting future

hostilities.
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The British Campaign in Sinai and Palestine played a crucial role in the British strategy in the
Middle East, aiming to establish control over the area to serve Britain's own interests. The
challenges that Britain has faced during the war in the Middle East had pushed Britain to build up
a quick relationship with the Arab representative Sharif Hussein. The most notable challenges of
which were the defeat in Gallipoli and Kut Al-Amara. For that the British representative Henry
McMahon had quickly reached Hussein through number of letters and convinced him by giving
him the promise of an autonomous Arab kingdom. Nonetheless, this action would be challengeable
for Britain in the post war era. The campaign was characterised by the British government's
attempts to get the backing of Sharif Hussein, the Amir of Mecca, with the aim of weakening the
power of the Ottoman sultan and diminishing the likelihood of instability in the area. The mission
also served as a means of ensuring a secure route for British soldiers and supplies while
simultaneously safeguarding the Suez Canal and the pathway to India.

Ultimately, the Gallipoli War and the British War in Sinai and Palestine were pivotal occurrences
during Great War that had profound implications for both the local area and the global stage. The
events that occurred at Gallipoli had a long-lasting influence on the national identities of Australia
and New Zealand. Additionally, the campaign acted as a catalyst for a process of national
rejuvenation in Turkey. The British military operation in Sinai and Palestine demonstrated the
region's significant geopolitical value and Britain's aspirations for imperial expansion. Britain's
imperialistic worldview influenced its approach and decisions about the Muslim World, and pre-
war British and French attitudes towards Syria led to the Sykes-Picot Agreement. The British
government's eastern experts disliked the agreement and decided by 1918 to gradually withdraw
from its conditions. As part of a broader peace deal, Britain engaged in renegotiations, prioritizing

the prevention of future wars over its military significance.

Regarding the Sykes-Picot agreement of 1916, the Agreement was a pivotal event in the Ottoman
Empire's partition throughout World War I. The Sykes-Picot deal partitioned much of the Ottoman
Empire into five areas. Each country would have control over one zone and influence over another,
with the Arabs governing the latter. Russia secretly endorsed the deal, which emerged as a
consequence of Britain and France's pre-war geopolitical inclinations towards Syria. The de
Bunsen Committee, which was the first official body to investigate the goals of the British war
endeavour in the Ottoman Empire, outlined the intended British results in the area. The outcomes
of these negotiations encompassed a clear and enduring recognition of Britain's role in the Persian
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Gulf, the elimination of bias against British trade, the fulfilment of promises made to various Arab
leaders, the advancement of industries in which Britain had a stake, the preservation of Britain's
strategic position in the Eastern Mediterranean and Persian Gulf, and the establishment of a stable
government in Mesopotamia to avoid excessive rivalry with the Anglo-Persian Concession. The
deal sparked controversy and gave rise to disputes and tensions in the area, as the Arab population
believed that their desires for self-governance were not being fulfilled. Britain's unilateral issuance
of the Balfour Declaration worsened the situation, as France and Sharif Hussein perceived it as a
violation of Britain's previous commitments to them. The proclamation conveyed support for the
creation of a Jewish homeland in Palestine, although it had several uncertainties and contradictions

that confused all the parties concerned.

The Sykes-Picot Agreement played a crucial role in the partition of the Ottoman Empire in World
War 1, leading to profound and extensive repercussions throughout the area. The agreement,
stemming from the pre-war British and French approaches to Syria, was contentious and gave rise
to disputes and tensions in the area. The de Bunsen Committee delineated the intended objectives
of the British in the area, which included the creation of steadfast governance in Mesopotamia to
avert excessive rivalry with the Anglo-Persian Concession. The Balfour Declaration exacerbated
the situation by endorsing the creation of a Jewish homeland in Palestine, but its many ambiguities
and contradictions left all parties concerned confused. Historians have offered varying evaluations
of the Sykes-Picot agreement, with some contending that Britain and France had unclear objectives
and lacked a coherent strategy. They contend that Britain and France made the agreement without
truly considering the consequences and disregarding earlier commitments. Some argue that the
Sykes-Picot Agreement and its outcomes demonstrate the belief of the British and French that they

could collaborate with the Arabs while maintaining a paternalistic relationship.

The Mudros Armistice and the capture of Mosul's oil were crucial factors in the post-war
diplomatic discussions and the territorial aspirations of the British Government in the Middle East.
As the struggle continued, the imperial planners acknowledged the growing need for oil and the
mounting risk of shortages. Throughout the war, the British emphasized gaining control of
Mesopotamian oil resources as a primary objective. The post-war oil discussions focused on two
main aspects: territory and political considerations. The British intended to postpone making a
decision on the Mesopotamian oil concession until after the Peace Conference had established the

boundaries of the several areas of control in the former Ottoman Empire. The conclusion of
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armistices with Turkey and Germany had a profound effect on the oil issue. In order to secure
control over Mosul and Aleppo, as well as Istanbul and the Straits, the British intentionally
postponed the signing of the treaty by a period of two weeks. The Mudros Armistice was an
absolute and unreserved capitulation, which the Allied forces used vague terms of to start their
efforts in dismantling the Ottoman Empire. They accomplished this by capturing key positions and

progressively extending their control to include whole provinces.

Furthermore, British troops in Mesopotamia, which had been a relatively peaceful theatre for some
years, pushed to conquer the town of Mosul in October 1918. It was subsequently disputed that
Britain had done this by, at best, bending the conditions of the armistice with the Ottoman Empire.
David Lloyd George requested in December that Britain should have complete sovereignty over
the Mosul vilayet, and Georges Clemenceau agreed. The sole written record of what was said is a
note made by Maurice Hankey in his journal pertaining to Lloyd George's version of the meeting.
The two prime ministers were not joined by any aides at the time. Even though Sykes-Picot only
granted France around half of the prospective oilfields, Clemenceau received criticism in France
for turning over Mosul. There was no corporation in France that could profit from them. For
France, trading its stake in Mosul for a stake in British-operated oilfield was a tempting alternative,
particularly if it meant securing British backing for its other objectives. Although Britain had goals
in Mesopotamia other than oil, most of them could be accomplished by holding control of the

Basra vilayet. The Mosul vilayet was needed just for its oil and maybe for irrigation plans.

The capture of Mosul was a key objective for the British in their war efforts since the city had
significant oil reserves that may offset the costs of the British military campaign. Despite signing
the armistice, the British authorities persisted in their military progress towards the northern region
of Mesopotamia and succeeded in capturing that territory. The Paris Peace Conference in 1919
and the San Remo Agreement in 1920 further consolidated the British mandate over Iraq, including
Mosul and its oil riches. Nevertheless, the Americans were infuriated by the San Remo Agreement
due to their exclusion from control and access to oil resources in the Middle East. From 1919 to
1923 dramatic changes took place in the Middle East. Based on the goals of the British and French
Great War winners, economic and political penetration in racially and ethnically diverse places is
crucial for the placement of global players. As a result of the Great War's territorial division based

on the interests of the winning side and the emergence of new states in the Middle East. "The
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Middle East question” a set of unresolved political issues and an endless military conflict and all
the political and economic issues it brought soon arose. Furthermore, various departments in
Whitehall were very concerned about the issue of British sovereignty over petroleum in the Middle
East. Above all, it was crucial that no nation be able to prevent Britain from receiving supplies.

In order to control the region British administration applied the mandate system to rule over the
region and secure its political and economic ambitions. In the San Remo agreement of 1920, it was
decided that Iraq and Palestine will be under the British mandate policy. A "dual mandate" was
handed to the British, meaning that they were to act both on behalf of "international society" and
the people of Palestine. The Mandate for Palestine's preamble and second article both includes
references to the Balfour Declaration. Thus, Britain had a "dual obligation™ to both Jews and Arabs.
Although the Balfour Declaration's principal points, such as its support for a Jewish national home,
were incorporated in the mandate, Britain was still required to implement its policy in Palestine in
line with the requirements of both Jews and Arabs. It was clear the British Mandate over Palestine
gave an opportunity for the Zionist Organization to spend most of its time to secure the
establishment of a Jewish national home in Palestine, which was unwelcomed by the Arab people.
In Iraq it was the same local people were against the British rule in the area and they were waiting

for the British war promises to be applied.

The post war settlement in the Middle East took place after some clash with local people in Iraq
and Palestine, the most significant of which was the Iraqi revolt of 1920. Thus, the British decision
makers set to gather to solve the problems that arose in the area. Britain felt it necessary to hold a
conference on 12 March 1921 in the Cairo city in Egypt which has become known as the Cairo
conference, under the supervision of the British Colonial Secretary Winston Churchill with some

other forty advisors. Most of the debate in this conference was about the future of Irag.

For Arab of Irag the conference come out with the decision of selecting Faisal son of Hussain as a
king of the newly created stated called “Iraq.” With regards to the Kurdish question, the future of
Kurdistan was discussed in the final meeting of the Political Committee of the Conference on 15
March 1921.As a result of this discussion, the decision of the Kurdish question remained
unanswered and was referred to the LN. As the chairman stated, ‘it was possible for the meeting

to come to a definite decision on this matter, as there was no need to refer it to the Foreign Office,
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or any other quarter, though it might have ultimately to be referred to the League of Nations.”” It
is true that the most important opportunity that the Kurds had in relation to their hopes being
realised was the Treaty of Sévres in 1920, when the Allies decided in the articles (62-63-64) to
create an independent state for the Kurds. But unfortunately, what had been promised did not come
to fruition, because the Turkish Grand National Assembly refused to ratify the treaty. It has also
to be said that the lack of Kurdish solidarity was one of the major factors in replacing this

agreement with the treaty of Lausanne in 1923.

If we look at this work in term of the foreign policy in the Middle East it was obvious that in the
early 1920, the Anglo-French oil deal was not terminated when Britain opted to prevent private
businesses from participating in the production of Mesopotamian oil. An agreement was required
to gain a thorough understanding of the territorial issue since Mesopotamian oil had become a
sticking point in Anglo-French ties. In exchange for a general agreement at San Remo, Britain
gave up a portion of the oil, thereby giving France a 25 percent share in exchange for Mosul, but
without giving it official recognition. The French accepted 25 percent and gave up their desire for
full equality when the Syrian question was satisfactorily resolved, and they saw how difficult it
would be to get a larger share. A secret compromise had been made within the parameters of a

larger agreement.

In the Middle East, the period after the war was characterised by volatility and transformation as
the people of the area sought more self-governance and liberation from colonial domination. The
Turkish Grand National Assembly did not officially approve the Treaty of Sévres of 1920, which
partitioned the Ottoman Empire and created a self-governing region for the Kurds and replaced it
with the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923. The Treaty of Lausanne concluded the Eastern Question and
officially recognised Turkey as a sovereign country, marking a significant milestone in its history.
Nevertheless, as a result of the pact, Turkey relinquished all of her Arab conquests, including the
Dodecanese Islands. The San Remo Conference of 1920 led to France acquiring jurisdiction over
Syria and Lebanon, while Britain assumed responsibility for Irag and Palestine as part of a Class
'A' League of Nations mandate. The British ambition to establish a coherent framework for
governing Mesopotamia and Mosul resulted in the Iragi Revolt of 1920. Both the Kurds and Arabs

refused to acknowledge the legitimacy of the mandate system, viewing it as a perpetuation of
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colonial governance. Both Sunnis and Shi'is spearheaded the uprising, which resulted in the deaths
of over 2,000 British troops and 8,000 Iraqis.

The British did not implement their intention to offer semi-autonomous status to the Kurds of
Mosul vilayet, instead assuming direct governance of the province as a colony. The Kurdish
populace, feeling their desires for self-determination unfulfilled, became more dissatisfied as a
result. The Palestinians encountered a state of ambiguity over the destiny of their nation, since the
Balfour Declaration and the San Remo Conference resulted in the formation of a military
administration in Palestine. The Palestinian Arabs refused to accept the Balfour Declaration and
demanded self-governance, resulting in outbreaks of anti-Zionist violence in Old Jerusalem and
Jaffa. The goal of the Cairo Conference of 1921 was to establish a stable state of affairs in the
Middle East, specifically in Iraq. The meeting yielded a resolution to establish a universally
accepted monarchy in Irag, along with the accompanying elements of a parliamentary democracy.
This marked a deviation from the mandate system and provided a more attractive framework for
the Arabs. The meeting also decided to conduct elections to select a president for the newly

established government, aiming to establish an Arab interim administration.

Ultimately, the period after the conflict in the Middle East was characterised by opposition and
calls for self-governance. Britain pondered leaving Irag, or at least abandoning the Mosul and
Baghdad vilayets and keeping Basra, many times in the early 1920s. The 1920 Iraqi Revolt
questioned the expense of staying in Iraq. The answer was to put Faisal, who had fought with
Britain throughout the war, on the throne and rule via an Arab administration alongside the RAF
and local soldiers. The Iragi Revolt of 1920, the Palestinian quest for territorial preservation, and
the Cairo Conference of 1921 all underscore the difficulties encountered by Britain in the area.
The Treaty of Sévres and the Treaty of Lausanne exemplify the evolving political dynamics in the
Middle East and Turkey's ultimate formation as an independent nation-state. The financial burden
of the British government in the Middle East, namely in Mesopotamia (present-day Iraq), was a
major issue in the aftermath of Great War. The British government, under the leadership of
Winston Churchill, had a strong understanding of the strategic significance of the area, especially
in relation to its oil reserves. The fundamental goal of the British administration was to retain

dominion over the area, safeguard its oil assets, and secure its passage to India.
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The desire to create a stable and safe atmosphere influenced the British government's strategy
towards Mesopotamia, facilitating the exploitation of the region's oil reserves. The government
was prepared to allocate substantial resources to the territory, which included deploying military
forces and establishing a colonial administration. Nevertheless, the financial burden of maintaining
a substantial military presence in the area posed a huge strain on the British purse, prompting the
government's desire to decrease its spending. Geopolitical interests in the areas were intricately
linked to the British government's objectives for oil in Mesopotamia. The government recognized
the critical importance of controlling the region's oil resources to uphold Britain's global power
status. The government was prepared to engage in negotiations with other nations, such as France

and the United States, in order to safeguard its interests in the area.

The oil conflict in the Middle East was a complex and diverse matter, including several forces and
interests. Retaining authority over the region’s oil reserves and ensuring their safe passage to India
shaped the British government's strategy towards the area. The government's desire to protect its
interests in the area motivated its inclination to engage in negotiations with other influential nations
like France and the United States. Moreover, the treaty between England and France was signed
at San Remo in April of 1920. In return for Syria and a 25 per cent share in TPC, the French gave
over their oil holdings in Iraq, including Mosul, to the British. Thus, the French received the shares
of Germany, which was defeated at the end of the war, and Syria, which had been pledged to
Faisal. Faisal, who had been sitting about doing nothing, was appointed by Britain as the leader of

the newly formed state of Iraq.

Britain and France reached an oil accord after some time, notwithstanding the prime ministers'
agreement. San Remo saw the signing and ratification of an Anglo-French oil accord. The Ottoman
Empire was then subjected to the punitive Treaty of Sevres. It looked to offer Britain all it sought
in the Middle East, including the LN mandate over Iraq's vilayets of Basra, Baghdad, and Mosul.
The three oil accords' resemblance suggests that the first two were victims of other Anglo-French
disagreements at the peace talks. Sevres collapsed due to Mustafa Kemal's resurrection of Turkey
and Allies' conflicts. San Remo upset Americans because it excluded them from Mesopotamia's
oilfields. It was commonly assumed that US oil output will shortly peak. Britain pondered leaving
Iraq, or at least abandoning the Mosul and Baghdad vilayets and keeping Basra, many times in the

early 1920s. The 1920 Iragi Revolt questioned the expense of staying in Iraq. The answer was to
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put Faisal, who had fought with Britain throughout the war, on the throne and rule via an Arab
administration alongside the RAF and local soldiers. Prestige, defensibility, Arab pledges, and oil
kept Mosul and Baghdad. Britain wanted oil and Irag needed money. Turkey's triumph against
Greece in late 1922 questioned this system's longevity. Renegotiating the Treaty of Sevres may

give Turkey Mosul. British strategy changed once the Lloyd George Coalition collapsed.

A committee was established by the new Bonar Law Government to investigate whether or not
Britain should remain in Irag. Even those who wished to flee believed that oil was the only reason
to remain. In 1923, Lausanne hosted negotiations with Turkey while the LN deliberated. Mosul's
affiliation with either Turkey or Irag was one of the most contentious issues. The Turks stated that
they wished to control only those regions of the Ottoman Empire where ethnic Turks constituted
the plurality of the population; they claimed that since the Kurds of Mosul were ethnic Turks,
Mosul should be controlled by the Turks. Curzon argued that Mosul ought to be an Iraqi city
because the Kurds are not Turkish. He insisted that oil had nothing to do with his opinions and

claimed that he did not even know if Mosul contained oil.

Britain’s wartime promises had significant consequences after the Great War. Amir Faisal
expected Britain to deliver an independent Arab Kingdom, but Sykes-Picot forced the Lloyd
George government to initially renege on its promises. The implementation of the British war
promises went through some challenges before reaching its destination. However, the Anglo-Iraqi
Treaty of 1922 was a significant agreement that aimed to establish Iragi self-governance while
maintaining British influence. It created a constitutional monarchy under King Faisal 1 and
addressed various issues, such as British obligations and payment for public works. However, the
treaty faced opposition from nationalist groups. Overall, the treaty played a crucial role in shaping

Irag's path to independence and had complex legacies in the country's history.

From 1923 to 1926, conflicting interests between Arabs, Turks, and the British over Mosul, Iraq,
centred on dominion, autonomy, and oil control. The Lausanne Conference in 1923 differed
significantly between the British and Turkish perspectives. The British argued for continued
control, while the Turks rejected British occupation. The issue was postponed for further
negotiations. In 1924, Turkey and Britain disputed Mosul due to conflicting interests, leading to

the LN awarding the region without Turkish approval. The Iragi-Turkish Frontier Agreement of
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1926 resolved the dispute over Mosul's status by incorporating it into Iraq and solidifying British

control over oil reserves, granting Turkey military intervention in Mosul and northern Irag.

Furthermore, the discovery of oil in Mosul Vilayet, specifically in the Kirkuk region, had far-
reaching consequences in terms of politics, economics, society, and demographics. The
establishment of the Turkish Petroleum Company (TPC) aimed to facilitate oil exploration and
extraction in the Ottoman Empire. However, conflicts arose between private investors and the oil
sector. Eventually, a cooperative approach was adopted, resulting in the signing of the Red-Line
Agreement in 1928. This agreement limited independent operations by oil companies. Besides, the
Red Line Agreement of 1928 was a significant agreement that aimed to divide oil resources in the
Middle East among oil firms from the United States, Britain, and France. It established the TPC
as the sole agent for obtaining oil concessions in the region and reserved control of a large part of
the world's oil resources to the group of companies involved. However, the agreement faced
challenges as non-member corporations were still able to pursue concessions within the territory
governed by the TPC.

What’s more, the Anglo-Iragi Agreement of 1930-1932 established a strong alliance between
Britain and Iraq, granting Iraq independence and sovereignty. The treaty included provisions for
mutual assistance in times of war and allowed Britain to maintain air bases in Irag. However, the
treaty has faced criticism from the Iragi public, with concerns raised about its impact on Iraqi
society, politics, and commerce. Opponents argue that the treaty does not guarantee full
independence and allows Britain to exploit Iraq for colonial purposes. King Faisal's opposition to
the treaty has also caused controversy, as it undermines his role as a symbol for the entire nation.
The Mandate for Palestine was assigned to Great Britain at the San Remo Conference in 1920. The
mandate aimed to establish a Jewish homeland in Palestine while protecting the rights of all its
inhabitants. However, it faced opposition from Arab leaders, who called for independence and
rejected British authority. Despite this opposition, the mandate was formally implemented in 1923,

and Palestine remained under British control as a Crown Colony.

The British administration's support for Jewish migration and the establishment of a Jewish
national home in Palestine caused anger and resistance from the Arab population. This led to an

open revolt in 1929. The population of Palestine underwent significant changes during this time,
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with the Jewish population growing through immigration and the Arab population growing due to
a high birth rate. The British administration's policies, such as encouraging Zionist immigration
and facilitating the purchase of Arab lands by Jews, resulted in the displacement of Palestinians
and favoured the Jewish population over the native Arabs. Ultimately, Britain failed to fulfil its
obligations to the Palestinian Arabs. Furthermore, the British steps to establish the Zionist State in
Palestine resulted in armed operations, uprisings, and revolts by Palestinians against British and
Jewish occupation. The events of the 1920s and 1930s, including the Wailing Wall Riots in 1929,
had a significant impact on both the Arab and Jewish communities. The British response to the
riots led to a change in their policy towards the Zionist movement and the Balfour Declaration.
The increasing immigration of Jews from Eastern Europe also heightened Arab resistance to
Zionism. These actions and tensions between the Jewish and Arab communities set the stage for
further developments in Palestine.

In addition, the British government, under the Palestine mandate, had the authority to manage and
exploit Palestine's natural resources, including the construction and utilization of the Haifa seaport.
This decision was in line with their economic priorities and allowed them to profit monetarily from
the mandated region. However, this strategy led to disagreements with other countries regarding
prior commitments. The construction of Haifa port in Palestine was driven by British economic
and imperial interests, aiming to boost the British economy and maintain its dominant position in
the region. The harbour was strategically important for protecting the Suez Canal and the British
Empire's defence. The British government used its authority under the Palestine mandate to
manage and exploit Palestine's natural resources, including the harbour. The decision to include
oil facilities was delayed due to funding and pipeline alignment. Moreover, the mandate system
was implemented to prevent the annexation of seized regions and ensure equal economic
opportunities. Britain accepted the mandates of Palestine and Iraq to fulfil its geographical
ambitions and establish a railway and oil pipeline connecting the two nations. The development of
the Haifa port exemplified the decision-making process and management strategies employed by
the British government in the mandated region. The inauguration of the oil pipeline in Irag was a
significant event, although it was less grand compared to the opening ceremony of the Haifa port.
The Haifa port played a crucial role in Britain's oil strategies in the Middle East, addressing
political and strategic concerns. Additionally, the proposed Haifa-Baghdad railway was seen as a

solution to Irag's trade and economic challenges.
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The primary purpose of the British economic interests in Iraq and Palestine from 1932 to 1935 was
to secure access to oil resources and keep control over major trade routes. This was the primary
motivation behind British economic interests in these two regions. The founding of the Iraqi
Petroleum Company and the construction of infrastructure in Palestine were two of the most
important measures that the British adopted in order to accomplish these objectives effectively. It
is possible that future studies will entail a deeper investigation into the influence that British
economic interests had on the local inhabitants, as well as the larger geopolitical dynamics of the
area during this period. In addition, doing research on the long-term effects of British engagement
in Irag and Palestine, especially with regard to the oil sector and trade routes, would be of great

use in gaining important insights into the historical development of these territories.
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