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of Jerusalem; Musa Kazem was dismissed because of his participation in 

the demonstration against Zionist policies. Musa Kazem inforced Storrs 

that under these circumstances no’ Arab will dare take my place.’*° As 
it turned out, a rival notable Ragheb Bey Nashashibi accepted the post 

the moment it was offered to him, thus d&monstrating a lack of solid- 

arity and resolution among: the notables vis-d-vis the British 

Administration. 

The Palin Commission Report was suppressed and until recently 

(1968) treated confidentially. Violent Arab opposition failed to 

introduce any fundamental changes in the overall British policy in 

Paléstine. Quite the contrary, His Majesty’s Government were contem- 

plating a switch from military administration to ‘civil Mandatory 

Government incorporating in its provisions the Balfour Declaration, 

despite the delay in concluding the peace treaty with Turkey. Moreover, 

the British Gévernment proposed to appoint Herbert’Samuél, a 
well-known Jewish politician, as the first British High Commissioner in 

Palestine.'*! The risks involved in appointing a wéll-khown Zionist Jew 
were promptly pointed out by the British Authorities in the area. Both 

Samuel and the Cabinet were well aware of the nature of these risks. In 

a letter to Lord Curzon, Samuel reported the gist of a conversation with 

a deputation from the Council of Jews of Jerusalem: 

I told them that the Government had received a grave warning. .. 

that the appointment of any Jew as the first Govetnor of Palestine 

would likely to the signal for an outbreak of serious disorder, that 

there was a danger of widespread attacks upon the Jewish colonies 

and upon individual Jews; that raids might take place across the 

border; and further, that important Christian elements in the 

population, whose co-operation was necessaty for thé effective 

conduct of the Government, might withdraw their support. It had 

been represented that Mohammedan opinion was already in an 

excitable state, owing to the inclusion of the Balfour Declaration in 

the Turkish Treaty, and tHat such an‘ appointment would be 

regarded as the transfer of the whole country to the Jews.'*? 

In his published memoirs, Samuel contended that he had been 

appointed ‘With full knowledge on the part of'His Majesty’s Govern- 

ment of my Zionist sympathies, and no doubt largely because of 

them’. 43 
On 31 May following the announcément of the Palestine Mandate, 

the inclusion of the Balfour Declaration in its articles, and the appoint- 
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ment of Samuel as the first High Commissioner for Palestine, a number 

of leading Palestinian political personalities met at the Nadi-al-‘Arabi in 

Damascus where they resolved to form ‘The Palestinian Arab Society’. 

The officers of the Society were Haj Amin Husseini, ‘Izzat Darwaza and 
‘Aref al-‘Aref. The society urged all Palestinian societies and clubs to 

work together for the common good. Moreover, the Society protested 

against the San Remo Conference’s decision to grant Britain a mandate 

over Palestine and against Samuel’s appointment. It also appealed to the 

Muslims ‘of India and to the Pope, drawing attention to the Jewish 

danger in.Palestine.™ 

The appointment of Samuel came as a severe blow to the Palestinian 

Arab masses, who, nevertheless, seemed determined to resist Zionism 

and the Balfour Declaration as their struggle against them entered a new 

stage. 
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