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Editorial

Since national histories have been discredited as the only legitimate way to write
history, global history has been gaining momentum. Global history, however,
is not merely »history outside Europe«; and global is more than »around the
world«. Global history means historiography that tries to overcome Eurocentric
perspectives and to focus on global complexity and interrelations. Thus, global
historians tend to study topics such as colonialism, migration, trade, international
cooperation, slavery, tourism, imperialism, globalization, knowledge transfers,
etc.

The book series Global and Colonial History offers a common forum to discuss
cutting-edge research on these issues. We consider colonial and imperial history
to be a central part of global history because it is exemplary of this historiography
as a history of interrelations and because it challenges past and present power
structures and hegemonic discourses on a methodological level.

Leon Julius Biela is a graduate student of modern history at Albert-Ludwigs-
Universitit Freiburg. From 2019 to 2021, he was a fellow of the Honours Pro-
gramme for Future Researchers at Friedrich-Schiller-Universitit Jena, with a
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British imperialism, liberal internationalism, and the interwar years disarmament
efforts. His research interests are focused on the international history of the 20th
century, particularly the interwar years and the Cold War.

Anna Bundt is a graduate student of history and English & American studies at
Friedrich-Schiller-Universitit Jena. She also studied at Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi,
Izmir, Turkey, and at Central Michigan University as a graduate student and grad-
uate teaching assistant. Her interests and historical research focus on communica-
tion, global, Middle Eastern, Ottoman and Turkish history. From 2020 to 2022, she
was a fellow of the Honours Programme for Future Researchers at FSU Jena.
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Introduction

Anna Bundt & Leon Julius Biela

In the English language, “crossroads” has multiple meanings. It can refer to an inter-
section, a place where two streets meet, and thus where people, ideas, worldviews,
and goods come into contact or pass each other on the way to their destinations.
It can also describe a pivotal situation, a significant point in time, in which a fateful
decision has to be formulated, a path has to be chosen, a choice crucial for the future
has to be made.

This volume plays on these two meanings of “crossroads”. It seeks to demon-
strate that for the Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World, the interwar years were
full of “crossroads” in both meanings of the term. In the first sense of the term,
the interwar years saw the advent of many new crossroads as places to meet, as
well as the expansion of existing ones. The multitude of complex encounters, entan-
glements, exchanges, and connections in the years between the World Wars makes
observing these crossroads central to understanding not only the histories of the
Middle East or the North Atlantic but also their common history in its global con-
text. At the same time, the interwar years were a formative era for both the Mid-
dle East and the North Atlantic — and, again, also for their common history as well
as the global processes that informed it. The significant influence that these years
had on the future entailed an abundance of “crossroads” in the second meaning of
the term. This brings the two dimensions of “interwar crossroads” together: If the
interwar years were so important for the history of the Middle Eastern and North
Atlantic World and the multiple entanglements, connections, mutual transfers, and
exchanges were so important for the Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World dur-
ing the interwar years, it is necessary and fruitful to study them together, to focus on
the entangled histories of the Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World during the
interbellum period. This is why “interwar crossroads” serves as the two-dimensional
central theme of this volume.
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Relevant Fields of Research

In following this approach, this volume builds on several existing fields of research
that have previously taken similar approaches, dealt with similar themes, or con-
tributed groundwork to the topic of this volume. At the same time, each of these
fields has its limitations, set by its, methodical, thematic, or spatial approach. Most
of the existing research on both the North Atlantic and the Middle East has remained
within the confines of national histories, often taking the borders of contemporary
states as spatial and methodological boundaries for historical inquiry. While these
works provide crucial empirical historical knowledge, their explanatory force is of
course limited by their approach. By imposing hard borders where there were only
highly permeable ones or, in the spatial consciousness of historical actors, none at
all, this approach neglects processes and interactions that cross these boundaries or
influence the subject of research from beyond them.

In particular for the interwar history of the Middle East and North Atlantic, there
is a second well-established and highly relevant strand of historical inquiry focus-
ing on the reach of North Atlantic imperial powers into the Middle East (a concept
that was created only by and through this imperial incursion). From this perspec-
tive, the interwar period in the Middle East is frequently seen through the lens of the
Great War and the many consequences arising from it, most prominently the parti-
tion of the Ottoman Empire by the imperial powers. These works have contributed a
plethora of insights to this volume’s topic, as imperialism was a formative force for
the history of the interwar years, shaping the history of the mandated, colonized,
and otherwise controlled territories as well as of the North Atlantic metropoles.” At

1 For general reflections on this issue see, for instance, David Thelen: “The Nation and Beyond:
Transnational Perspectives on United States History”, in: The Journal of American History 86:3
(1999), 965—975; Christopher A. Bayly et al.: “AHR Conversation: On Transnational History”,
in: American Historical Review 111:5 (2006), 144—1464; Sebastian Conrad: What is Global History?
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2017), 2—5.

On the Middle East in particular, see Cyrus Schayegh: “The many worlds of ‘Abud Yasin; or,
what narcotics trafficking in the interwar Middle East can tell us about territorialization”, in:
American Historical Review 116:2 (2011), 273—306, here 274—277, 305.

2 For examples, see David Fromkin: A Peace to End All Peace. The Fall of the Ottoman Empire and the
Creation of the Modern Middle East (New York: Holt, 1989); D.K. Fieldhouse: Western Imperialism
in the Middle East 1914—1958 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006); James Barr: A Line in the
Sand. Britain, France and the Struggle that Shaped the Middle East (London: Simon & Schuster,
20M); T.C. Fraser: The First World War and its Aftermath. The Shaping of the Middle East (London:
Gingko Library, 2015); Laura Robson: States of Separation: Transfer, Partition, and the Making of
the Modern Middle East (Oakland: University of California Press, 2017).

In some analyses, the history of the North Atlantic appears somewhat detached from impe-
rialism on the ground in the Middle East. It is the merit of works inspired by approaches from
cultural history and new imperial history to have connected the events in the Middle East to
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the same time, however, while focusing on the imperial powers’ policies and activ-
ities, this imperialism-centered approach frequently entails an emphasis on unidi-
rectional transfers and top-down histories. Imperial histories that focus on the ac-
tivities of imperial actors and present imperialism as the almost universal root cause
of past and present developments and conflicts run the risk of denying the agency
of non-imperial actors. This perspective places the Middle East in a passive role vis-
a-vis the North Atlantic, and thus subliminally presents the latter as the origina-
tor of all kinds of exports to the Middle East, thereby creating a dualist image with
clear role assignments.’ This is why it is important to study imperialism without ne-
glecting the local, global, and regional contingencies, processes, continuities, forces,
and agencies it encountered. Similarly, research on the international system, newer
international histories, and attempts to examine events and processes with global
implications from a global point of view are also valuable for this volume’s topic,
especially those works that focus on the interwar years. All too often, however, the

call to de-center history and “provincialize Europe”,*

which is already more than two
decades old, is not realized consistently, and works on the interwar period’s inter-
national history frequently put vastly more emphasis on the North Atlantic than on
the Middle East.’ In recent years, however, many more nuanced works have emerged
at the intersections of new imperial history, new international history, and Middle
East studies providing new and innovative perspectives and thematical approaches

to the fields outlined above and especially on the interwar years.®

the cultural frameworks, discourses, and processes in the metropoles. See, for instance, Priya
Satia: Spies in Arabia. The Great War and the Cultural Foundations of Britain’s Covert Empire in the
Middle East (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008).

3 This is exemplarily illustrated by the titles of books such as Walter Reid: Empire of Sand. How
Britain Made the Middle East (Edinburgh: Birlinn, 2011); Bernard Lewis: What Went Wrong? West-
ern Impact and Middle Eastern Response (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002).

4 Dipesh Chakrabarty: Provincializing Europe. Postcolonial Thought and Historical Difference
(Princeton/Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2000). This call has been debated widely, see,
for example, Carola Dietze: “Toward a History on Equal Terms: A Discussion of “Provincial-
izing Europe”, in: History and Theory 47:1 (2008), 69—84; and Chakrabarty’s response: Dipesh
Chakrabarty: “In Defense of “Provincializing Europe”: A Response to Carola Dietze”, in: History
and Theory 47:1 (2008), 85-96; Natalie Zemon Davis: “Decentering History: Local Stories and
Cultural Crossings in a Global World”, in: History and Theory 50:2 (2011), 188—202.

5 See, for example, Piers Brendon: The Dark Valley. A Panorama of the 1930s (New York: Knopf,
2000); Robert Boyce: The Great Interwar Crisis and the Collapse of Globalization (Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2009); Richard Overy: The Inter-War Crisis, third edition (London: Rout-
ledge, 2016). Also, significantly more studies exist on the international history of Europe than
on the Middle East during the interwar period.

6 For an overview see Simon Jackson: “From Beirut to Berlin (via Geneva): The New Interna-
tional History, Middle East Studies and the League of Nations”, in: Contemporary European
History 27:4 (2018), 708—726.
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Two additional fields of historical inquiry have contributed to this volume’s
topic. In the first instance, histories of religions and religious groups in the North
Atlantic, mostly Muslims but also groups like Sephardic Jews, have assembled
stories of how actors from the Middle East and elsewhere have influenced the
intellectual life, religious landscape, and much more within the North Atlantic.
Some of these have explicitly focused on the interwar years.” While these works
have contributed important insights to this volume’s field of interest, they remain
committed to a perspective focused on one religious community (as diverse this
community might have been) in just the North Atlantic and therefore do not have the
same comprehensive approach to a de-centered entangled history that this volume
promotes. Second, many important works have been published in global history
and closely related fields. Case studies situating their subject in global contexts and
interrelations have provided valuable examples of the many ways the Middle East
and the North Atlantic were connected.® Approaches that take either the Middle
East, the North Atlantic, or parts of either as units of analysis and systematically
place them in a global context, such as several recent edited volumes committed
to the “Global Middle East”, have similarly provided fruitful approaches, while
centering on one of these spatial units.’

7 See, for example, Gotz Nordbruch/Umar Ryad (eds.): Transnational Islam in Interwar Europe.
Muslim Activists and Thinkers (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014); Bekim Agai/Umar Ryad/
Mehdi Sajid (eds.): Muslims in Interwar Europe. A Transcultural Historical Perspective (Leiden:
Brill, 2015); Nathalie Clayer/Eric Germain (eds.): Islam in Inter-War Europe (London: Hurst,
2008); Sina Rauschenbach/Jonathan Schorsch (eds.): The Sephardic Atlantic. Colonial Histories
and Postcolonial Perspectives (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2018).

8 See, for example, Sevket Pamuk/Jeffrey Williamson (eds.): The Mediterranean Response to Glo-
balization before 1950 (London: Routledge, 2000); Cyrus Schayegh: “The many worlds of ‘Abud
Yasin”; Liat Kozma: Global Women, Colonial Ports: Prostitution in the Interwar Middle East (Al-
bany: SUNY Press, 2017); Cyrus Schayegh: “Imperial and Transnational Developmentalisms:
Middle Eastern Interplays, 1880s—1960s”, in: Stephen ). Macekura/Erez Manela (eds.): The De-
velopment Century (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018), 61-82; Deniz Kuru/Hazal
Papugcular (eds.): The Turkish Connection. Global Intellectual Histories of the Late Ottoman Empire
and Republican Turkey (Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter, 2022).

9 See, for example, the Journal of Levantine Studies 10:1 (2020), which as dedicated to the topic
“Beyond Connectivity: The Middle East in Global History”, edited by On Barak and Haggai
Ram; Liat Kozma/Cyrus Schayegh/Avner Wishnitzer (eds.): A Global Middle East: Mobility, Ma-
teriality and Culture in the Modern Age, 1880—1940 (London/New York: |.B. Tauris, 2014); Allen
James Fromherz (ed.): The Gulf in World History. Arabia at the Global Crossroads (Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2018). Some studies of the Ottoman Empire also place it wit-
hin global interconnections. See, for example, Suraiya Faroghi: The Ottoman Empire and the
World around It (London: |.B. Tauris, 2004); Karen Barkey: Empire of Difference: The Ottomans in
Comparative Perspective (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008); M. Erdem Kabadayi/
Kate Elizabeth Creasey: “Working in the Ottoman Empire and in Turkey: Ottoman and Turkish
Labor History within a Global Perspective”, International Labor and Working-Class History 82
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In addition to the fields outlined above, there are many other publications and
research projects that present different ways of approaching the historical inter-
connectedness of the Middle East and the North Atlantic. One group of works fo-
cuses on contemporary history viewed through the lens of current (geo)political is-
sues.'® Other projects and publications examine the activities and experiences of
actors from the Middle East in the North Atlantic and vice versa, or trace the mu-
tual reception of philosophy, religion, and ideas.” Many studies have stressed the
interconnectedness and relations between empires, states, and other polities of the
North Atlantic and the Middle East™* or highlight the flow of objects, people, and
ideas between them. At the same time, some of these research projects are not only
turning to and developing new fields and topics of research but are also pursuing
innovations of new and established methods and theories.”

(2012),187—200; Pascal Firges/Tobias Graf/Christian Roth: Well-connected Domains. Towards an
Entangled Ottoman History (Leiden: Brill, 2014).

10  See, for example, B.A. Roberson (ed.): The Middle East and Europe. The Power Deficit (London/
New York: Routledge, 1998); Samir Amin/Ali El Kenz: Europe and the Arab world. Patterns and
Prospects for the New Relationship (New York/London: Zed Books 2005); Meir Litvak (ed.): Mid-
dle Eastern Societies and the West: Accommodation or Clash of Civilizations? (Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv Uni-
versity, 2006); David Lesch (ed.): The Middle East and the United States: A Historical and Political
Reassessment (New York: Avalon, 2007).

1 See, for example, Abbas Amanat/Magnus Bernhardsson (eds.): U.S.-Middle East Historical En-
counters. A Critical Survey (Gainesville: Univeristy Press of Florida, 2007); Laura Nader: Culture
and Dignity: Dialogues Between the Middle East and the West (Hoboken: Wiley-Blackwell, 2012);
Angelika Neuwirth (ed.): Europa im Nahen Osten — Der Nahe Osten in Europa (Berlin: Akademie
Verlag, 2010); Albert Hourani: Europe and the Middle East (Berkeley/Los Angeles: University of
California Press, 1980).

12 Many scholars have thematized the interconnectedness of polities of the Middle East and
North Atlantic, not just in modern and contemporary history but also before, including Jir-
gen Osterhammel, Die Entzauberung Asiens. Europa und die asiatischen Reiche im 18. Jahrhundert
(Miinchen: C.H. Beck, 2000); Edmund Herzig/Willem Floor (eds.): Iran and the World in the
Safavid Age (London: |.B. Tauris, 2012); Faroghi, The Ottoman Empire; Firges et al. (eds.), Well-
Connected Domains.

13 See, for example, the work undertaken within the DFG priority program Transottomanica
and the research projects affiliated with it: Stefan Rohdewald/Stephan Conermann/Albrecht
Fuess (eds.): Transottomanica—Osteuropiisch-osmanisch-persische Mobilititsdynamiken. Perspek-
tiven und Forschungsstand (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2019); Evelin Dierauff et al.
(eds.): Knowledge on the Move in a Transottoman Perspective. Dynamics of Intellectual Exchange
from the Fifteenth to the Early Twentieth Century (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2021);
Arkadiusz Christoph Blaszcyk/Robert Born/Florian Riedler (eds.): Transottoman Matters. Ob-
jects Moving through Time, Space, and Meaning (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2022).
See also the works cited in footnote 9.

17
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Goals and Premises

The forgoing outline of relevant fields of research is by no means complete. Many
more works and subject areas can be drawn upon to approach the entangled his-
tories of the Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World in the interwar years. Still,
the outline testifies to a dynamic field of research, in which many approaches are
employed. Several of these have foregrounded the interconnectedness of the Middle
East and the North Atlantic and placed the idea of entanglement at the heart of their
analysis. Yet much remains to be done to advance perspectives that think the North
Atlantic and the Middle East together and to reach a comprehensive understanding
of their intertwined histories. This volume seeks to contribute to such efforts toward
ade-centered entangled history of the Middle East and the North Atlantic and enrich
this dynamic field of research by employing the framework of “interwar crossroads”
and building on the following premises:

(1) This volume takes the call for de-centering history seriously. It has no focus
on either the North Atlantic or the Middle East. Instead, its contributions amount
to what can be called an entangled history of the Middle Eastern and North Atlantic
World (more on this concept below). Taking up ideas and suggestions from various
historiographical currents, the volume examines processes and discourses that in-
volve actors from both the Middle East and the North Atlantic. While drawing on the
historiographical approach of Entangled History, this book does not seek to present
an Entangled History in a narrow sense.” While Entangled History almost exclu-
sively deals with entanglements on a transnational level, this volume takes into ac-
count entanglements, connections, exchanges, and transfers on various levels. It
furthermore does not treat its subjects of inquiry as determined by these entan-
glements, nor does it simply assume their importance, but always critically asks
whether, how, and how far such entanglements informed and shaped specific his-
torical contexts. In the context of this volume and the approach and viewpoint taken
here, the use of the term “entangled history” seeks to express that there are no histo-
ries of the Middle East and North Atlantic as separate units of analysis; rather, they
are so densely interwoven that certain historical contexts only become visible and
understandable by thinking them as one framework of analysis and taking those in-
terwoven connections into account.

This volume, therefore, strongly argues that the connections, mutual transfers,
and exchanges are crucial to understanding the histories of the Middle Eastern and
North Atlantic World. It seeks to pursue this argument without undervaluing the

14 On Entangled History, see Michael Werner/Bénédicte Zimmermann: “Beyond Comparison.
Histoire Croisée and the Challenge of Reflexivity”, in: History and Theory 45:2 (2006), 30-50;
Margrit Pernau: “Whither Conceptual History? From National to Entangled History”, in: Con-
tributions to the History of Concepts 7:1 (2012),1-11; Conrad, What is Global History, 4142, 44—48.
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importance of local actors, contingencies, and continuities. Thus, it examines in a
careful and nuanced way how specific historical contexts were influenced by or con-
nected to transnational, transregional, and global processes, institutions, and dis-
courses, and how exactly these processes, institutions, and discourses were appro-
priated, amended, shaped, or rejected by the actors involved. From this point of
view, national borders, considered as essentialized categories, must be overcome,
while at the same time the analysis must remain aware of how (globally circulating)
ideas of national or other socio-spatial entities shaped the actions of historical ac-
tors, thus structuring historical realities and developing historical efficacy.” Efforts
to control new movements, mobilities, and modes of exchange on the part of the
imperial powers, and the hurdles and inhibitive mobility regimes that this entailed
also developed such efficacy and therefore have to be part of this book’s analysis. The
same applies to restrictions connected to categories such as race, class, and gender,
and the experiences of those subject to them. This volume is thus the attempt to de-
velop a history of the Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World with a consistent fo-
cus on reciprocal and mutual entanglements, while at the same time maintaining an
openness that does not make those entanglements absolute and critically reflecting
upon their significance. The entanglements, relations, connections, and exchanges
are not analyzed by and for themselves but understood within and brought into di-
alogue with their local and global contexts.

(2) The volume is committed to presenting new perspectives. While this should
be the aim of almost all historical research, for this volume, it is a principal concern
to present topics and arguments that have not yet received much scholarly consid-
eration, or develop innovative perspectives and new interpretations of familiar and
partly well-researched topics. Thus, the volume not only demonstrates that its ap-
proach can be pursued by re-reading and re-analyzing familiar subjects under new
premises, and that the field of research in which it is situated is still dynamic and
open to innovation, it also seeks to encourage such innovation by contributing and
enriching diverse scholarly debates.

(3) The volume presents a variety of methodological approaches and is inher-
ently interdisciplinary. This interdisciplinarity is the logical result of the volume’s
goals and the two preceding premises. All too often, however, such interdisciplinar-
ity fails to reach its full potential in anthologies with a historical focus that promise

15 Onthis, see, for example, Conrad, What is Global History, 135; Bayly et al., “AHR Conversation”,
1463.

16 On the importance of taking into account differing access to mobility see, for instance, Jordi
Tejel/Ramazan Hakki Oztan (eds.): Regimes of Mobility: Borders and State Formation in the Middle
East, 19181946 (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2022); Nina Glick Schiller/Noel B.
Salazar: “Regimes of Mobility Across the Globe”, in: Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 39:2
(2013), 183—200.
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to pursue it, or is confined to certain closely related disciplines. The current volume
not only draws on a variety of approaches from the theoretical and methodical tool-
box of the discipline of history, e.g., international history, global intellectual history,
new imperial history, gender history, microhistory, and many more, but also turns
towards other disciplines such as architecture, comparative political science, and
translation studies. This helps to generate a broader and more multi-layered analy-
sis, offering new methodological means for nuanced analysis and contextualization
of entanglements and their significance. Piecing together a fragmented collection
of approaches, methods, and topics within the framework of “interwar crossroads”
ultimately allows for a more comprehensive take on the entangled histories of the
Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World.

(4) The volume focuses on the interwar years. It is one of the main arguments of
this book and its “interwar crossroads” framework that the interwar years were a for-
mative period within world history, and especially for the entangled history of the
Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World. The interwar years have long been con-
sidered as exactly what the term “interwar” suggests, a post-war period in which its
own transformation into a new pre-war period was already determined. More re-
cent historiographical approaches, though, emphasize not only the undetermined
and open character of the interbellum period but also its character as a period of
time on its own right and with great significance for subsequent history.”” Such a
view of this period becomes even more visible when the focus on the North Atlantic
isleft behind. Jiirgen Osterhammel, for instance, sees the interwar years as a time of
worldwide reorientation, a “hinge period” (Schanierperiode) between a long 19th and
a short 20th century.”® In their edited volume, Sénke Kunkel and Christoph Meyer
emphasize the global significance of the 1920s and 1930s as an era in which many his-
torical developments aligned and global constellations were reconfigured, terming
them the “departure to the postcolonial era.”” While such a term runs the risk of un-
dervaluing longer continuities, itis right in stressing the significance of the interwar

17 Forreflections on the significance of the interwar years see, for example, as well as the works
cited below, Dominique Kalifa: “Lentre-deux-guerres naura pas lieu”, in: Littérature193 (2019),
101-113; Horst Méller: Europa zwischen den Weltkriegen (Miinchen: Oldenbourg, 1998),117—120.
For works more concerned with the historical analysis of some of the interbellum period’s for-
mative features, see footnote 23. Taking the World Wars as definitive historical caesuras is
criticized by Lucian George: “Periodization Challenges and Challenging Periodization. Inter-
disciplinary Reflections”, in: Lucian George/Jade McClynn (eds.): Rethinking Period Boundaries.
New Approaches to Continuity and Discontinuity in Modern European History and Culture (Berlin/
Boston: De Gruyter, 2022), 1-3, here 8.

18 Jirgen Osterhammel: Die Verwandlung der Welt. Eine Geschichte des 19. Jahrhunderts (Miinchen:
C.H. Beck, 2009), 1300.

19 Sonke Kunkel/Christoph Meyer (eds.): Aufbruch ins postkoloniale Zeitalter. Globalisierung und die
auflereuropiische Welt in den 1920er und 1930er Jahren (Frankfurt/New York: Campus, 2012).
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years for many anti-colonial and anti-imperial movements and therefore for the his-
tory of almost the entire world from the end of the Second World War to the present
day, as many recent publications have underscored.?® Kunkel and Meyer further ar-
gue that the period should be understood as a constitutive phase of experiments
in which problems, solutions, approaches, and practices of the 20th century, often
responding simultaneously to both local and global experiences, have been caused,
tested, rejected, and invented, thereby stressing long-term dynamics and continu-
ities and laying important foundations for the future.”

Andindeed, the interwar years were shaped by a vast set of distinctive processes
and events that had lasting effects on legal, political, and social orders as well as
on peoples’ lives around the globe. Starting from the first attempt to create a truly
global order of lasting peace,?” in the interwar years imaginaries of space and dis-
tance shifted; new types of mass media changed the way politics and society worked
and were experienced. Mass participation created new demands. New products and
consumer habits became available. New and old visions of modernity came together
to create novel concepts from the arts to rurality. The establishment of communist
governments fueled the global competition of ideologies and utopias. Democracies
were founded and destroyed. The nation state became the predominant unit of polit-
ical organization but competed with other concepts of space and territory. Empires
were simultaneously extended and challenged. New political entities were created,
causing new currents of migration and displacement. Cooperation between gov-
ernments and civil-society groups within international and transnational organiza-
tions flourished. A new kind of internationalism brought about significant advances

20 Besides the volume edited by Kunkel and Meyer, see, for example, Michele Louro: Comrades
Against Imperialism. Nehru, India, and Interwar Internationalism (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 2018); Michael Coebel: Anti-lmperial Metropolis. Interwar Paris and the Seeds of
Third World Nationalism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015); Tim Harper: Under-
ground Asia: Global Revolutionaries and the Assault on Empire (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 2021); Erez Manela: The Wilsonian Moment. Self-Determination and the International Ori-
gins of Anticolonial Nationalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press 2007). On how the League
of Nations facilitated the crisis of empire, see Susan Pedersen: The Guardians. The League of
Nations and the Crisis of Empire (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015).

21 Sonke Kunkel/Christoph Meyer: “Dimensionen des Aufbruchs: Die 1920er und 1930er Jahre
in globaler Perspektive”, in: Sonke Kunkel/Christoph Meyer (eds.): Aufbruch ins postkoloniale
Zeitalter. Globalisierung und die aufSereuropdische Welt in den1920er und 1930er Jahren (Frankfurt/
New York: Campus, 2012), 7-36.

22 Forglobal perspectives on the Paris Peace Conference and its consequences see, for example,
16rn Leonhard: Der Uberforderte Frieden: Versailles und die Welt 1918—1923 (Miinchen: C.H. Beck,
2018); Urs Matthias Zachmann (ed.): Asia After Versailles. Asian Perspectives on the Paris Peace
Conference and the Interwar Order, 1919—33 (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2017); Mar-
cus Payk/Roberta Pergher (eds.): Beyond Versailles: Sovereignty, Legitimacy, and the Formation of
New Polities after the Great War (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2019).
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in global governance. The crisis and ultimate survival of capitalism engendered new
concepts of welfare, of the state’s role in the economy, of the usefulness of state plan-
ning and the technical forgeability of society. Almost all these processes, discourses,
and experiences were not confined to certain spaces but were more or less global,
affecting all parts of the Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World. This highlights
the lasting importance of these years, which does not merely derive from the wars
that frame them.?

By laying the focus on the interwar years, this volume seeks to analyze how some
of these processes, discourses, and experiences shaped the entangled history of the
Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World. It seeks to demonstrate how the analy-
sis of the interwar years under the premises and principles outlined above entails a
deepened understanding of this entangled history, encouraging further research on
this period and especially its lasting importance. At the same time, by de-centering
the historical focus, the volume also contributes to efforts that go beyond concep-
tualizations of the interwar years, together with the World Wars, as a single “Age of
Catastrophe” and towards a multi-facetted understanding of this period.**

Temporal and Spatial Organization

While centering on the interwar years as globally formative in their own right, this
volume does not regard the interbellum period as one, clearly defined period of

23 Forexamples of studies emphasizing the global historical significance of the interwar years
from various perspectives, see Kunkel/Meyer, “Dimensionen des Aufbruchs”; Adam Tooze:
The Deluge. The Great War and the Remaking of Global Order (London: Allen Lane, 2014); Daniel
Laqua: “What is interesting about the interwar period?”, in: Exploring and Teaching Twentieth-
Century History (Winter 2019), 18—21; Richard Carr/Bradley Hart: The Global 1920s: Politics, Eco-
nomics and Society (Abingdon: Routledge, 2016); Marc Matera/Susan Kent: The Global 1930s:
The International Decade (Abingdon: Routledge, 2017); Daniel Gorman: The Emergence of In-
ternational Society in the 1920s (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012); Jens Hacke:
“Zwischenkriegszeit”, in: Michael Festl (ed.): Handbuch Liberalismus (Stuttgart: ].B. Metzler
2021), 425-432. The importance of the interwar years for the history of the Middle East is
highlighted by Schayegh, “The many worlds of ‘Abud Yasin’, 305—306; Cyrus Schayegh: The
Middle East and the Making of the Modern World (Cambridge/London: Harvard University Press,
2017), 8-13. See also the works cited in footnotes 7 and 20.

24 EricHobsbawm: The Age of Extremes. A History of the World 1914—1991 (London: Michael Joseph,
1994). In the introduction, he describes the years from1914 to the end of the Second World
War as an “Age of Catastrophe” for the society of the (western) civilization of the 19th cen-
tury. Part One — “The Age of Catastrophe” — takes up this understanding. Since Edward Hal-
lett Carr’s seminal book, there has been a long line of studies and textbooks interpreting the
interwar period as a single crisis. See, for instance, Edward Hallett Carr: The Twenty Years’ Cri-
sis, 1919—1939, An Introduction to the Study of International Relations (London: Macmillan, 1939);
Ovety, The Inter-War Crisis; Boyce, The Great Interwar Crisis.
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time. While for many Western Europeans this period might have lasted from 1918 to
1939, the many ends of World War One and continuities of violence after its formal
armistices on one side, and the gradual geographical expansion of World War Two
on the other side render the beginning and the end of the interwar period somewhat
vague.” The interwar period had different temporal configurations depending on
the space under consideration. At the same time, just as the processes taking place
during the interbellum period were global, the two World Wars that delimited it
had worldwide effects and consequences and therefore marked caesuras for the
entire Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World.*® Thus, despite the vagueness
of its limits, the interwar years ultimately still mark a definable period that lends
itself as a temporal framework of analysis. The World Wars should, however, not
be understood as all-encompassing breaks. As Kozma, Schayegh, and Wishnitzer
observe of the “Global Middle East”, important processes and historical trajectories
were effective before and beyond these caesuras.”” The interwar historical contexts
analyzed in this volume took place within the framework of earlier developments
and - this is one of the book’s arguments - had impacts long after the Second
World War’s guns had fallen silent. Furthermore, some of the immediate contexts
analyzed here had been formed before the First World War or subsisted even after
the Second. Thus, while it focusses on the interwar years, this volume treats its
delimitations not only as shifting but also as open and permeable for longer con-
tinuities. Consequently, the temporal organization of the various contributions is
conditioned by their spatial and historical focus.

Not only the temporal, but also the spatial categories and organization of this
volume deserve further explanation. Rather than employing conventional terms to
delineate its spatial unit of analysis, this volume proposes the North Atlantic and Mid-
dle Eastern World as a spatial-analytical concept. By using this term, the volume seeks
to emphasize the de-centering historical focus and to turn away from essentializing

25  For reflections on an alternative periodization of the First World War in the Middle East see,
for example, Jonathan Wyrtzen: “Relational History, the Long Great War, and the Making
of the Modern Middle East”, in: Natana Delong-Bas (ed.): Islam, Revival & Reform. Redefin-
ing Tradition for the Twenty-First Century (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 2022), 141-159.
On the continuities of War after 1917/18 in Eastern Europe, see, for instance, Jochen Bohler/
Wlodzimierz BorodziejfJoachim von Puttkamer (eds.): Legacies of Violence: Eastern Europe’s First
World War (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2014).

26  On the globality of World War One, see, for example, J6rn Leonhard: Die Biichse der Pandora.
Geschichte des Ersten Weltkriegs (Miinchen: C.H. Beck, 2014); Jay Winter (ed.): The Cambridge
History of the First World War, Volume I: Global War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2014).

27  LiatKozma/Cyrus Schayegh/Avner Wishnitzer: “Introduction”, in: Liat Kozma/Cyrus Schayegh/
Avner Wishnitzer (eds.): A Global Middle East: Mobility, Materiality and Culture in the Modern Age,
1880-1940 (London/New York: I.B. Tauris, 2014), 1-15, here 4—5.
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terms such as ‘the East’/the Orient’ and ‘the West’, which are culturally discursive
constructions that assume an “other” and create the notion of a clear and irrecon-
cilable divide, dichotomy and opposition between two seemingly clearly defined,
monolithic, unchanged and natural regions. Within the intellectual framework of
this divide, these terms not only refer to geographical spaces but are temporalized
and spatialized concepts that have come to designate spaces — both clearly delim-
ited and yet remaining vague - with a “clear ideological edge through the polarized
opposition to distinct antonyms.”® In this, “the West” is stylized as the cultural su-
perior, inherently possessing seemingly universal values of progress and modernity.
These conceptualizations have been rightly criticized and reflected by many schol-
ars since Edward Said’s seminal study Orientalism was published more than four
decades ago.” Subsequently, sparked by postcolonial theory and fields such as sub-
altern studies, new terminologies and concepts have been introduced to talk and
write about these spatial units or to create new spatial frameworks of analysis.*®
Such thoughts have been taken up in the ‘global’, ‘transnational’, and ‘spatial’ turns
that inspired much new research and both theoretical and conceptual considera-
tions about these units.”

At the same time, many geographical terms and spatial units of analysis used
today remain burdened by their historical genealogy and still perpetuate such con-
structed divides and dichotomies. This is particularly true of the term “Middle East”.
By now, many studies have explored its historical origins and pointed out how this
term was the product of the imperial imagination, and ultimately established itself
during the First World War and the period under consideration here.?” The imperial

28  Riccardo Bavaj: “The West’: A Conceptual Exploration”, in: European History Online, 21 Novem-
ber 2011, http://www.ieg-ego.eu/bavajr-2011-en (accessed 2 July 2022).

29  Edward Said: Orientalism (New York: Vintage, 1979). Part of this critical reflection was to re-ori-
ent the “orientalist gaze” that by Said observed, and this has been taken up in several works
since. See, for example, Susannah Heschel/Umar Ryad (eds.): The Muslim Reception of European
Orientalism. Reversing the Gaze (London/New York: Routledge, 2019); Hamid Dabashi: Revers-
ing the Colonial Gaze. Persian Travelers Abroad (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2020).

30  See, for example, Nile Green: “Rethinking the ‘Middle East’ after the Oceanic Turn”, Compara-
tive Studies of South Asia, Africa and the Middle East 34:3 (2014), 556—564; Nile Green: “The View
from the Edge: The Indian Ocean’s Middle East”, International Journal of Middle East Studies 48
(2016), 746-749.

31 See, forinstance, among others Schayegh, The Middle East; Dierauff et al. (eds.): Knowledge on
the Move.

32 See, for example, James Renton: “Changing Languages of Empire and the Orient: Britain and
the Invention of the Middle East, 1917-1918, in: The Historical Journal 50:3 (2007), 645—667;
Schayegh, The Middle East; Osamah F. Khalil: “The Crossroads of the World: U.S. and British
Foreign Policy Doctrines and the Construct of the Middle East, 1902—2007”, in: Diplomatic
History 38:2 (2014), 299—344; Thomas Scheffler: “Fertile Crescent’, ‘Orient’, ‘Middle East: The
Changing Mental Maps of Southwest Asia”, in: European Review of History10:2 (2003), 253—272.
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origins of “Middle East”, its arbitrariness as one of the mental maps projected upon
Southwest Asia, the monolithic and essentialized region it suggests, and the orien-
talist notions to which it is connected on one side, and the heuristic and method-
ological need for spatial units for historical analysis, the continuing presence of this
term in academic, public, and political discourse as well as its use in many languages
on the other side, have created an ongoing scholarly debate about whether the con-
cept “Middle East” should be used and what exactly it should designate.® Although
“Middle East” has this difficult conceptual history and must necessarily be reflected
upon critically, it still serves as an effective spatial-analytic concept for many stud-
ies.

The problem of suggesting an essentialized, hermetically delineated entity ap-
plies, to a certain degree, to any concept of a (world) region.** When space is under-
stood as relational and created by social interactions, however, regions undoubtedly
exist as clusters and agglomerations within this relational space. These clusters lead
to patterns of similarities and shared paths of development.* Regions are therefore
still useful categories for historical analysis, provided there is congruency between
the posited region and the cluster of relations that are the subject of the given re-
search interest. Thus, to avoid treating regions as essential “container” spaces and
imposing them on a historical context in a way that undermines analytical efficacy,
the spatial framework of any historical study should be thoroughly reflected upon
and adapted for each study depending on the kinds of relations and clusters ana-
lyzed. In practice, this self-reflective approach often hits a wall when, especially in
larger projects such as anthologies, overarching and comprehensive units of space
are to be used. Ultimately, moreover, all spatial-analytical concepts remain subject
to the tension between the heuristic need to categorize space in order to make it

33 This debate has been on-going for many decades, see, for instance, Roderic H. Davison:
“Where Is the Middle East?”, in: Foreign Affairs 38 (1959/60), 665—675; Nikki R. Keddie: “Is There
a Middle East?”, in: International Journal of Middle East Studies 4:3 (1973), 255—271. For a more
recent contribution on this debate, see Michael E. Bonine/Abbas Amanat/Michael Ezekiel
Gasper (eds.): Is There a Middle East? The Evolution of a Geopolitical Concept (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 2011).

34  Christian Biischges: “Clobal History and the History of World Regions. An Inventory of Cer-
man-Language Research”, in: Comparativ 29:2 (2019), 7-19, here 11-12.

35  Some insightful observations on the concept of ‘region’ in relation to the Middle East can
be found in Cyrus Schayegh: “Regions and GClobal History: An Arab-Iranian Case Study and
Three Observations”, in: Journal of Levantine Studies 10:1 (2020), 25—44. For exemplary studies
of the more general interdisciplinary conceptualizations of ‘regions’ see Anssi Paasi: “From
Bounded Spaces to Relational Social Constructs. Conceptualisation of the Region in Geog-
raphy”, in: Paul Kohlenberg/Nadine Godehardt, Nadine (eds.): The Multidimensionality of Re-
gions in World Politics (Abingdon/New York: Routledge, 2021), 17-35; Krisztina Varré/Arnoud
Lagendijk: “Conceptualizing the Region — In What Sense Relational?, in: Regional Studies 47:1
(2013), 18—28; see also the contributions in European Review of History 10:2 (2003).
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accessible for research and the inadequacy and historical conditionality of such cat-
egories.

With the concept of the Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World, the volume sug-
gests areaction to this tension. The term Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World is
lexically as well as conceptually multi-layered and includes atleast three dimensions:
(1) Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World can suggest a denotation of each region
separately. Such an understanding, of a Middle Eastern World and a North Atlantic
World, uses the term “world” to indicate the vast inner variety and diversity of both
the Middle East and the North Atlantic, thus highlighting the inadequacy of treating
them as essentialized and homogenous entities. (2) Understanding the Middle East-
ern and North Atlantic World as one, joint world stresses the dense entanglement
and interconnectedness of the two socio-spatial units. Such a perspective suggests
that, because it is marked by such a density of relations and interconnections, cer-
tain historical processes and contexts can only be explained if viewed through a lens
that sees the Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World as one historical region and
unit of analysis. (3) The term can also be read in a way that the Middle East and the
North Atlantic, taken together or separately, are specific parts of one, larger world.
This dimension of the concept emphasizes how they are deeply immersed in global
processes that go beyond both national and supposed regional borders.

The term Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World is thus deliberately ambigu-
ous and multi-layered to allow for different spatial notions, perspectives, and ana-
lytical units. Each of these dimensions can include international, transnational, and
transregional approaches as well as studies presenting local cases against the back-
ground of processes spanning the Middle East and the North Atlantic as separate
or converged spatial units of analysis. While the above-described heuristic needs
and limitations make it sometimes necessary to write about the Middle East and
the North Atlantic or to use other spatial denominations, we use the overarching
concept of the Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World to encompass all of these
spatial denominations and perspectives while at the same time drawing attention
to the fact that the spatial conceptualizations of both historical actors and analytical
approaches can vary, shift, overlap, and change depending on the specific context.

By proposing the analytical framework of “interwar crossroads” and the multi-
layered spatial concept of the Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World, the present
volume seeks to offer new ways of thinking about the Middle East and North At-
lantic and to highlight little known or unknown aspects of their entangled histories.
It emphasizes the interwar years as a formative period, without undervaluing con-
tinuities or constructing new historical determinisms. It stresses the importance
of processes of exchange, mutual transfers, entanglement, and interconnection of
the interwar years, while consistently taking into account the significance of conti-
nuities, contingencies, and the agency of historical actors. Despite understanding
the interwar years as an era of intensified interconnectedness, the contributions do
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not tell a story of progressively increasing and all-encompassing entanglement, ex-
change, globalization, or mobility but present a more complex, nuanced, and differ-
entiated view of how such processes of growing interconnectedness were accompa-
nied and challenged by countervailing trends, how mobility and immobility, de-ter-
ritorialization and re-territorialization, globalization and moments of de-global-
ization,® connection and disconnection, the establishment of new borders and the
persistence of old ones all happened simultaneously and were all significant for the
entangled history of the Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World.

Contributions

Taking up one of the main themes of this volume, Felicitas Remer’s chapter on the
evolution of the national idea and its ultimate culmination in the practice of territo-
rial partition in early 20th century Palestine seeks to overcome the historiographi-
cal emphasis on imperial intrusion and the accompanying notion of the unidirec-
tional transfer of ideas. Instead, by bringing together research on ethnonational
separatism and partition and the approach of global intellectual history, the chapter
argues that the consolidation of the national idea in Palestine involved interaction
between global and local forces that cannot be reduced to the imperial encounter
with Britain during the Mandate period. Focusing on the case study of Jaffa-Tel Aviv
as a microcosm of a larger set of processes connected to the national idea and its
specific forms of spatialization, the chapter analyzes local papers, considering how
“a growing but uneven consciousness, among both Jewish Zionists and Palestinian
Arabs, of the de-territorializing influences of increased mobility and global integra-
tion caused a turn towards localized, reterritorialized forms of attachment.” From
this perspective, the establishment of the British Mandate was not a decisive break
with existing trends but operated within dynamics, realities, and discourses that
already existed and were being shaped by the experience of the global. These same
forces simultaneously influenced British perspectives and decision-making. Since
the Mandate government possessed the political power to order local socio-spatial
organization, however, it played a decisive role in nation-building and the creation
of ethnonational separatism and served as a mediator and arbiter of globalization
in Palestine and especially Jaffa-Tel Aviv.

36  Whilesomestudies picture the interwar years as period of de-globalization (see, forexample,
Harold James: The End of Globalization. Lessons from the Great Depression (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2001); Boyce, The Creat Interwar Crisis), Kunkel and Meyer consider this in-
terpretation to be a myth based on a narrow understanding of globalization (Kunkel/Meyer,
“Dimensionen des Aufbruchs”, 9-10).

27



28

Anna Bundt & Leon Julius Biela

Through this perspective, Felicitas Remer’s chapter stresses the importance of
developing a more complex understanding of the circulation of ideas by emphasiz-
ing the necessity of taking into account the continuity of local trends and agency as
well as the global and transregional processes that inform them. In a certain sense,
the two following chapters are variations of this theme. Joseph Leidy analyzes the
Village Welfare Service (VWS), a youth volunteer movement based at the American
University of Beirut in the 1930s and 1940s. His chapter situates the VWS at the in-
tersection of overlapping Lebanese and American mobilities, contending that the
Service's transnational social and institutional contexts gave rise to a vision of rural
service by and for young people that appealed beyond the immediate realm of Amer-
ican missionary education. He traces how the actors behind the VWS discussed,
amended, appropriated, and rejected transnational discourses on youth, modernity,
and rurality. This connected them to the North Atlantic and other parts of the globe,
and they went on to develop their own understanding of rural modernity. The chap-
ter then sheds light on the conceptual afterlife of these visions in the 1940s, when
Afif Tannous, a crucial figure in the history of the VWS, began a career in interna-
tional development in the United States and introduced the ideas that emerged in
the VWS into post-war developmentalism. The chapter suggests that, in this way,
the VWS’s tethering of youth to the question of rural revitalization was a preview
of the developmentalism of the mid-20th century. By tracing youth as a border ob-
ject between the local middle-class and American proto-developmental projects, the
chapter demonstrates that the VWS reflected entangled imaginaries of elite-led so-
cial change clustered around youth as an ideal bearer of developmental energy and
expertise.

The chapter by Thomas E. Jakob offers a different perspective on the transna-
tional circulation of concepts by posing the question of why the notions of organized
labor held by communist organizations and groups from the Europe and the Soviet
Union failed to spread to Lebanon during the French Mandate. By employing the
method of single-case analysis from comparative political science, the chapter iden-
tifies several reasons why communists were not successful in establishing their con-
cept of organized labor in interwar Lebanon in any lasting way. On one side, it points
to the Mandatory Power’s anti-communist policies and the absence of extended in-
ternational support from other actors such as the International Labor Organization,
which also failed to gain a foothold in Lebanon. On the other side, the chapter also
identifies the strong nationalist current, which was also anti-colonialist and there-
fore shared a key appeal with communism, as well as the resilience of the Ottoman
guild system in Lebanon’s mutualist unions as pivotal factors for the communist or-
ganizations’ failure to successfully introduce their ideas of organized labor. Thus,
the chapter draws attention to the insights that can be obtained by thinking about
how and why certain kinds of intended organizational and conceptional connections
failed to materialize and plans to spread certain ideas were unsuccessful.
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While Thomas E. Jacob's chapter analyzes the shortcomings of interwar commu-
nist internationalism, Leon Julius Biela’s chapter turns to interwar international-
ism as itwas embodied in the League of Nations. The chapter takes the international
regulation of arms traffic in the Persian Gulf on arms-control conferences under the
auspices of the League, which largely emerged from imperialist ideas of how to sta-
bilize the empires after the Great War, as a case study. It first describes how arms-
traffic control in the Gulf was shifted to the international level by the British, who
sought to obtain international sanctioning of their imperial practices of control. The
chapter then traces how Iranian diplomats seized on this decision and linked the is-
sue of arms-traffic control with questions of sovereignty in order to promote their
anti-imperial agenda of erasing structural inequalities in the international system
and pushing back British influence in the Gulf. Hence, while the League and the in-
ternational system of the interwar years were largely conceived by empires, the Ira-
nians turned international arms-traffic discussions into an opportunity to openly
challenge imperial visions of order and to prevent their codification in international
law. While the conferences ultimately failed to produce an arms-traffic convention
and the British imperial power was still able to wield a decisive influence, the chap-
ter argues that the Iranians were successful in opening new spaces for the contes-
tation of imperialism, shifting international discourse on arms control in the Gulf
from the rhetoric of a ‘civilizing mission’ to discussing the relation of imperialism
and sovereignty, and pushing the British into an increasingly weak position on the
international stage. In this way, the chapter advocates a different perspective on in-
terwar internationalism’s and the League’s role in the entangled history of the Mid-
dle Eastern and North Atlantic World that understands them not only as imperial
instruments but is also aware of moments of anti-imperial appropriation.

Where Leon Julius Biela understands international arms-traffic conferences as
institutionalized spaces of international exchanges open to appropriation by less
powerful actors, Semih G6katalay’s chapter makes a similar argument focusing on
the World’s Fairs of 1933/34 in Chicago and 1939/40 in New York as spaces of con-
nection, international exchange, and transnational networking. The chapter’s anal-
ysis of the role of post-Ottoman diasporas in these World’s Fairs draws attention to
how these spaces could be appropriated by groups who were marginalized in other
contexts. The chapter argues that the post-Ottoman diasporas in the United States
used the Fairs as a unique means of negotiating their identity between the cultural
heritage of their countries of origins and the will and expectation to integrate into
American society. By using the Fairs as opportunities to present their native cul-
tures, the diasporas and particularly their leaders sought to appropriate this frame-
work to dispel negative stereotypes and to situate themselves as part of larger Amer-
ican society. Furthermore, despite the diversity of the post-Ottoman diaspora com-
munities, their shared experiences at the Fairs were an avenue to foster inter-di-
aspora contacts and a heightened sense of unity among post-Ottoman diasporas.
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Finally, the Fairs, in which diasporas sometimes had to represent their country of
origin on their own, sometimes in cooperation with the respective governments, of-
fered a new forum for the creation of contacts and connections between the diaspo-
ras and their post-Ottoman countries of origin and gave the diasporas significant
influence over how these countries were represented. The chapter also traces how
all these processes were influenced not only by intra- and inter-diaspora dynamics,
inequalities based on class and race, and the organizational framework of the fairs,
but also the political developments in the diaspora’s countries of origins.

Anna-Elisabeth Hampel’s chapter, too, focuses on processes and means of self-
representation of Middle Eastern diasporas living in the North Atlantic. Analyzing
Muslim Journals of Weimar-era Berlin and taking up approaches from translation
studies, the chapter argues that for Muslims from the Middle East and other places
living in Berlin, multiple forms of translation were a key instrument in the pursuit of
self-representation and the negotiation of their relationship with “Europe”. In these
journals, produced for and in collaboration with a European non-Muslim audience,
Muslims helped to shape the discourse on the relationship of “Islam” and “Europe”
and on how Islam was to be understood and lived in the modern, globalized world
formed by imperialism. They had to defend themselves against European epistemic
logics, prejudices, and narratives of superiority while meeting the standards set by
“the West” for the legitimation of political demands. Translation was thus a “difficult
balancing act of engaging with the logics and categories of a hierarchized discourse
in order to simultaneously question and overcome them,” with “Europe” as a part-
ner for dialogue but not a central reference point, making it, therefore, too simpli-
fied to situate the journals’ discourses as either conformist or resistant. The chapter
emphasizes the significance of translations as a central — even if unconscious — part
and means of this discourse. The journals’ multilingualism was always accompanied
by processes of selection and omission in conscious or unconscious alignment with
the translator’s agenda, legitimation strategies, and the assumed expectations of the
target audience, which reflected the ambivalence of the Muslim journals’ discourse
but also testified to well-functioning networks between the Middle East and North
Africa, Europe, and beyond. Thus, the chapter’s approach sheds light not only on a
further form of networks and entanglements between Europe and the Middle Eastin
the interwar years but also on how Middle Eastern actors in Europe helped to shape
contemporary imaginations of these regions and their relation.

From a different angle, César Jaquier’s chapter also illuminates contemporary
imaginations, perceptions, and experiences of the spaces of the Middle Eastern and
North Atlantic World. Drawing on microhistorical approaches to mobility and con-
nectivity, César Jaquier’s chapter offers new insights into the transregional connec-
tions that developed between London and Baghdad in the 1920s and 1930s by exam-
ining the journeys of Yusuf Ghanima and Freya Stark. Instead of focusing primarily
on the transport system that placed these two cities within nine days of travel in the
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interwar years, the chapter foregrounds the experience of these two travelers as they
journeyed through the spaces in between. Their travel narratives, examined along-
side other sources, expose how they became aware of and reshaped their percep-
tions of space, distance, and alterity. Their travel accounts also reveal the coexistence
of different forms of mobility along the same routes and demonstrate that people
on the move enjoyed different travel conditions and different treatment by states,
based on social, racial, and gender categories that underpinned different mobility
regimes. In examining the travel experience of Yusuf Ghanima and Freya Stark, the
chapter contributes to moving beyond the sometimes overly simplistic narrative of
accelerated mobility and increased connectivity put forward in global history and
mobility studies.

While this volume seeks to move beyond simplified narratives of the European
powers’ imperial intrusion into the Middle East during the interwar years as the sole
force of transfer and the spread of ideas and concepts, it remains pivotal for an en-
tangled history of the Middle Eastern and North Atlantic World to understand how
the ordering power of imperialism interacted with local agency. The last two chap-
ters of the volume thus center on European imperialism in the interwar Middle East,
while questioning common narratives about its role and stressing perspectives and
agencies marginalized by imperialism and its historiography.

Written from the perspective of architectural history, Margaret Freeman’s
chapter focuses on “architecture as a key pillar in Mandate Britain’s strategy for
control of the ‘desert periphery’ of Transjordan and Iraq and its nomadic inhab-
itants.” Seeing themselves in an imperial tradition stretching back to the Roman
Empire, British administrators sought to imitate what they understood as their
imperial predecessors’ strategic approach to desert control through architecture.
Going beyond the narrative of top-down mechanisms of imperial control, however,
the chapter sheds light on Bedouin contributions to the built environments of the
desert regions the British sought to control. It highlights the role of Bedouins as
builders and patrons of architecture, thereby offering new insights into their history
as well as the architectural history of the region and the nature and extent of British
imperial desert control. By setting this focus, the chapter complicates simplified
notions of nomadic peoples and lifeways as being opposed to the construction and
use of permanent architecture — notions that were solidified and perpetuated by
British Mandate officials, who arrived in the mandates with such notions already
entrenched. The chapter argues that for them, based on a vision of architecture
as an expression of imperial ideology, a matter of strategic importance, and a tool
to subjugate nomadic people, it was both politically expedient and symbolically
significant to lay sole claim to the desert’s built heritage and imperial legacies. By
analyzing how these ideas, informed and mutually reinforced by decision-making
in the field, were reaffirmed in the publications and presentations these officials
produced for the British public, the chapter scrutinizes how notions about the
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Bedouins that still circulate in the North Atlantic World and elsewhere were shaped
by externally constructed narratives and orientalist myths. Shedding light on the
complexities of Bedouin relationships with both imperial actors and “imperial”
architecture during the Mandate period and understanding the built environment
of the deserts during the interwar years as shaped by both Bedouin and imperial
actors, ideas, and concepts, the chapter helps to overcome notions of the Bedouin
and their relationship to architecture that prevail to this day.

The chapter by Katie Laird also reflects critically upon narratives that were
shaped by interwar imperialism and remain relevant up to today. The chapter re-
stores historical depth to the phenomenon of “honor crimes”, which, in the current
political discourse, continue to be presented as some kind of contemporary and
essential “Middle Eastern” or “Muslim” problem, by analyzing the British Mandate’s
authorities’ legal approach to them in interwar Palestine. Taking the observation
that British Mandate officials systematically downplayed “honor crimes” and com-
muted the sentences of “honor killers”, while simultaneously upholding death
sentences for murderers with other motives as a starting point, the chapter locates
the reason for this British leniency toward “honor crimes” in interwar Palestine
in the British concept of masculinity that had been forming since the late 18th
century. This concept was centered on the ability of men to protect women, whose
femininity was constructed around moral purity and innocent fragility, from other
masculinities perceived as subordinate. Thus, British officials sought to demon-
strate to the public at home and to the world the need for their control over other
masculinities and therefore the Mandate’s population by rhetorically condemning
and stressing the brutality of ‘honor crimes’ and the need to protect women. At the
same time, their concepts of masculinity and femininity led British officials and
judges to showing tacit tolerance for the killing of women whom they perceived as
threats to their own masculinity. Based on the analysis of multiple ‘honor killing
cases from different court levels as well as the private correspondences of judges,
the chapter argues that, from the British officials’ perspective, “to allow Palestinian
women [...] to disobey their own fathers and brothers and husbands would set a
precedent that could ultimately destabilize the dominant masculinity” to which
they laid claim. Hence, by defining when the alleged “bad character” of a woman
could mitigate a murder, the British officials made themselves the “ultimate arbiters
of what constituted acceptable femininity”, thus stabilizing their notion of gender
hierarchies and masculinity.



Hotels, Immigrant Houses, and Special Neighborhoods
Global Mobility, Nation Formation,

and Ethnonational Partition in Jaffa-Tel Aviv,

ca. 1908-1927

Felicitas Remer

The interwar period - coinciding largely with British mandatory rule - was key to the
idea of the ‘nation’ taking hold in Palestine. The rather vague concept of the nation
is invoked here deliberately to signify both the nation as an imagined community
of people and as a socio-spatial unit of political identification that replaced empire,
but continued to coexist and compete with other geographical scales, such as the
region and the city, but also the globe.’ Thus understood, the idea of the nation is a
conceptual prerequisite for related and more strictly defined terms such as national-
ity, nationalism, and the nation-state. The existing historiography of the encounter
between the North Atlantic region and the Middle East during the interwar period
has strongly emphasized the transfer of the nation-state into the partitioned Ot-
toman territories in the aftermath of the First World War.? In this context, the case
of Israel-Palestine has received the most scholarly attention, no doubt because - as
the hyphenated expression indicates — the absence of a state for the Palestinian na-
tion and long-lasting violent national conflict most clearly betray the grievous con-
sequences of British imperial intervention. It is thus also the clearest case in point
for a narrative that constructs the import of the national idea into the ex-Ottoman
territories as an original sin, causing a seemingly perpetual spiral of sectarian con-
flict and national strife or even ethnic cleansing, forced population transfers, and
territorial partition along ethnoreligious lines. It thus obliterated, the story goes,
non-national modes of conviviality that had existed in Ottoman Palestine, where

1 For the nation as an imagined community, see Benedict Anderson: Imagined Communities.
Reflection on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism (London: Verso, 1983). For the nation as a
spatial scale in the Middle East, see Cyrus Schayegh: The Middle East and the Making of the
Modern World (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2017), 1—-26.

2 See, for instance, James Barr: A Line in the Sand. Britain, France and the Struggle that Shaped the
Middle East (London: Simon & Schuster, 2011); David Fromkin: A Peace to End All Peace. The Fall
of the Ottoman Empire and the Creation of the Modern Middle East (New York: Holt, 1989).
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until nationalism transformed “permeable boundaries [...] into rigidly patrolled na-

tional cages™

members of all three monotheistic religions had “lived side by side in
plural, multifaced coexistence.”

This narrative contains some obvious nostalgia, which is perhaps more con-
cerned with the present than with historical accuracy, yet it also reiterates another
problematic paradigm at work in research on the relationship between the Middle
East and the North Atlantic:® The model of the imperial diffusion of ideas, which
denies the colonized actors intellectual independence and agency and reduces
them to passive objects of an all-powerful, imperial encroachment. As Baruch
Kimmerling expressed it in the case of the Palestinians: “If one wants to single out
one major factor that shaped and built the Palestinian collective identity and made
the Palestinians into a people [...] we can point to the role of the British Mandatory
power.”® Beyond the reproduction of the ideological perspective of the colonizer,
another problem with this approach lies in its historical oversimplification, be-
cause it limits itself to a generalizing answer to the question of ‘what’ happened,
but rarely initiates in-depth or locally anchored studies of the precise ‘how, when,
and why’ particular ideas such as the nation took hold in places far removed from
their alleged geographical origins. However, in seeking to overcome, as this volume
does, the one-dimensional historiographical emphasis on imperial intrusion and
the unidirectional transfer of ideas in favor of showcasing the more varied and
complex encounters and exchanges between both regions, it is essential to develop
alternative perspectives.

This chapter therefore attempts to provide a new angle on both the evolution of
the national idea and its ultimate culmination in the fateful practice of territorial
partition along religious, ethnic, and national lines in early 20th century Palestine.
It seeks to reorient our point of view by zooming out and comprehensively engaging
existing literatures on the global history of the universalization of the national idea,
nation formation, and ethnonational partition, on the one hand, and zooming into
the local, urban history of Jaffa-Tel Aviv, on the other. By bringing into conversa-
tion the scholarship on ethnonational separatism and partition and the approach of

3 Mark Mazower: Salonica. City of Ghosts. Christians, Muslims and Jews, 1430-1950 (London: Harper
Collins, 2004), 22—-23.

4 Mark Levene: “Harbingers of Jewish and Palestinian Disasters. European Nation-State Build-
ing and Its Toxic Legacies”, in: Amos Goldberg/Bashir Bashir (eds.): The Holocaust and the
Nakba. A New Grammar of Trauma and History (New York: Columbia University Press, 2018),
45-65, here 61.

5 Will Hanley: “Crieving Cosmopolitanism in Middle East Studies”, in: History Compass 6:5
(2008), 1346—1367.

6 Baruch Kimmerling: “The Formation of Palestinian Collective Identities: The Ottoman and
Mandatory Periods”, in: Middle Eastern Studies 36:2 (2000), 48—81, here 64.
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global intellectual history, I show that the consolidation of the national idea in Pales-
tine cannot be explained without paying attention to the mutual co-constitution of
modern globalization and nation formation, and that it involved an interaction be-
tween global and local forces that cannot be reduced to the imperial encounter with
Britain during the Mandate period.” In a second step, the application of these find-
ings is tested on the case of Jaffa-Tel Aviv. Jaffa-Tel Aviv presents an ideal setting, not
only because it was a site where interactions between the global and the local were
particularly strong. What is more, Jaffa-Tel Aviv presents a microcosm of a larger
set of processes, since it is commonly assumed that Tel Aviv introduced the national
idea and its specific forms of spatialization into the previously non-national envi-
ronment of Ottoman Jaffa and that this led, ultimately, to the de facto partition of
both cities along ethnonational lines.®

Using a close reading of the local Arabic and Hebrew press of the period between
1908 and the 1920s, this chapter therefore proceeds to ask how the national idea ar-
rived in Jaffa-Tel Aviv and how exactly this led to the separation of the two cities.
With regard to the Hebrew press, it draws most substantially on the Jaffa section of
the Jerusalemite Sephardi newspaper ha-Herut and the Labor Zionist paper ha-Poél
ha-Tsa‘ir, which was published in Jaffa. They are chosen not only because of their ex-
tensive coverage of Jaffa and Tel Aviv, but also because they represent two opposite
ends of the Palestinian Jewish and Zionist ideological spectrum, with ha-Herut being
published by Palestinian-born Sephardi Jews and ha-Po'el ha-Tsa‘ir representing the
voice of Labor Zionist immigrants from Central and Eastern Europe. The study of
the Arabic press must by necessity remain limited to the Christian Orthodox news-
paper Filastin, which was published in Jaffa from 1911 onwards and soon turned into
Palestine’s most widely read Arabic newspaper. It is, unfortunately, the only news-
paper continuously covering both the period under study and Jaffa specifically that
is still available to historians.

The lens of the urban press, the perspectives and everyday experiences reflected
init, asaview ‘from below’, sheds light on how a growing but uneven consciousness,
among both Jewish Zionists and Palestinian Arabs, of the deterritorializing influ-
ences of increased mobility and global integration caused a turn towards localized,
reterritorialized forms of attachment — such as Zionism, Arab nationalism, Pales-
tinianism, and Ottomanism - and that this was already manifest during the final
years of Ottoman rule. Increased mobility and migration had changed not only de-
bates on local attachment, identity, and communal belonging, but had already be-

7 See Antony G. Hopkins: “Introduction: Interactions between the Universal and the Local’, in:
Antony G. Hopkins (ed.): Global History. Interactions between the Universal and the Local (Bas-
ingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006), 1-38, here 11.

8 Mark LeVine: Overthrowing Geography. Jaffa, Tel Aviv, and the Struggle for Palestine, 1880—1948
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005).
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gun to have a momentous impact on the spatial configurations of the city and its
intra-urban boundaries. Tel Aviv, which was incorporating into itself the European
Jewish experience of being an ‘uprooted’ minority in an increasingly ethnically de-
fined majority nation, had already begun to separate itself from its mother city Jaffa.

The advent of the British Mandate did not constitute an immediate or radical
break with this existing trend, but rather, as an imperial actor, it operated within
that same dynamic. Existing realities, discourses, and agency - ‘local’ vis-a-vis the
new British rulers, yet already conditioned by an experience of the global — thus in-
fluenced both British perspectives on Palestine and its decision-making. British im-
perialism, then, did not act as an all-powerful diffusor of ideas or the exclusive chan-
nel through which Jewish Zionists and Palestinian Arabs engaged with globally cir-
culating concepts. The British Mandate government did, however, hold the political
power to order and regulate both deterritorializing processes — for instance migra-
tion and mobility — and reterritorializing processes, such as urban border-drawing,
town planning, and housing construction.

Literatures in Conversation: Imperialism, “Lausanne Wisdom”,
and the Global Intellectual History of the Nation

Due to the dwindling feasibility of the two-state solution, hopes for peaceful coex-
istence in Israel-Palestine are increasingly placed in alternative models — models
that fundamentally challenge the dominant assumptions about the nexus between
state, nation, territory, and sovereignty that has shaped the post-World War I in-
ternational order. Scholars are attempting to recast concepts of political liberation
and self-determination “away from the telos of the nation-state” and, importantly,
transcending the notion of territorial and demographic partition.’

This line of political thought opens a space of historical inquiry: How and why
did it come to pass that the notion of national partition become the single most obvi-
ous means of solving intercommunal conflict? And, more fundamentally, when and
how exactly did the nation become the dominant framework when thinking about
identity and politics in the first place? For both of these questions, broader histori-
ographies exist into which the Israeli-Palestinian case has so far rarely been or only
just begun to be included - likely out of fear that such a contextualization would run

9 Leila Farsakh: “Introduction: The Struggle for Self-Determination and the Palestinian Quest
for Statehood”, in: Leila Farsakh (ed.): Rethinking Statehood in Palestine. Self-Determination and
Decolonization Beyond Partition (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2021), 1-25, here 2.
On Post-Zionism see, for instance, Uri Ram: “National, Ethnic or Civic? Contesting Paradigms
of Memory, Identity and Culture in Israel”, in: Studies in Philosophy and Education 19 (2000),
405—422.
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the risk of denying it its complex singularity. Yet whether one is looking for possible
courses of action in the present or for historical depth and accuracy, if this hesitance
leads to a perpetuation of the paradigm of imperial diffusion, which denies agency
to the local communities, it is doing us a disservice.

No matter how integral a part of the conventional wisdom of conflict resolution
partition might be today, it was not the only, logical, or inevitable trajectory for most
of the actors involved during the British Mandate. The British treated Palestine as
a single polity; its draft constitution included the country’s different communities
equally, recognized Arabic, Hebrew, and English as official languages, and issued
a single nationality to all of Palestine’s inhabitants.’® While territorial separatism
had been an aspect of Practical Zionist strategy from its inception, and partition
or cantonization had been discussed in conversations between Zionist leaders and
among British officials from at least 1929 onwards, it was only in 1937 that it was first
raised in the official, public debate by the proposal of the Peel Commission." Zionist
leaders accepted the idea of partition in principle and convinced the 20th Zionist
congress to agree to the proposal as a basis for future negotiations." Bi-nationalism,
however, continued to influence future visions of a shared state outside the Zionist
mainstream between the 1920s and 1940s.” The Arab Higher Committee, in turn,
condemned the Peel proposal in 1937, and the Palestinian intellectual and political
leadership continued to reject partition or any other form of Zionist sovereignty over
Palestine as a violation of their rights well into the 1970s.*

10 Leila Farsakh: “Alternatives to Partition in Palestine. Rearticulating the State-Nation Nexus”,
in: Leila Farsakh (ed.): Rethinking Statehood in Palestine. Self-Determination and Decolonization
Beyond Partition (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2021), 173-191, here 174-175. For
more detail on the Mandate’s nationality law, see Lauren Banko: The Invention of Palestinian
Citizenship, 1918—1947 (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2016). On the institutionaliza-
tion of communal difference by the Mandate government, see Leila Farsakh: Colonialism and
Christianity in Mandate Palestine (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2011).

1 Palestine Royal Commission: Report presented by the Secretary of State for the Colonies to Par-
liament by Command of His Majesty, July, 1937 (London: His Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1937),
380—393. On deliberations on partition prior to 1937, see Penny Sinanoglou: “British Plans for
the Partition of Palestine, 1929—1938”, in: The Historical Journal 52:1 (2009), 131-152; Gideon
Biger: “The Partition Plans for Palestine —1930—1947", in: Israel Studies 26:3 (2021), 24—45.

12 Benny Morris: One State, Two States. Resolving the Israel/Palestine Conflict (New Haven: Yale Uni-
versity Press, 2009), 60—64; T.G. Fraser: “A Crisis of Leadership: Weizmann and the Zionist Re-
actions to the Peel Commission’s Proposals, 1937—38”, in: Journal of Contemporary History 23:4
(1988), 657—680.

13 Shalom Ratsabi: Between Zionism and Judaism: The Radical Circle in Brith Shalom, 1925-1933 (Lei-
den: Brill, 2002); Adi Gordon: “Rejecting Partition: The Imported Lessons of Palestine’s Bi-
national Zionists”, in: Laura Robson/Arie Dubnov (eds.): Partitions. A Transnational History of
Twentieth-Century Territorial Separatism (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2019), 175—202.

14 Laura Robson: States of Separation. Transfer, Partition, and the Making of the Modern Middle East
(Oakland: University of California Press, 2017), 119; Joel Beinin: “Arab Liberal Intellectuals and
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The genesis of the partition proposal cannot be understood without contextu-
alizing it within what Mark Levene has called “Lausanne wisdom”.”® What this ex-
pression refers to is a new logic of internationally legitimized and formalized eth-
nonational separatism that emerged out of the post-World War I peace treaties and
was decisive in shaping the post-war world order. Arising out of the experience of
the mass displacements and genocidal atrocities shaping the collapse of the Hab-
sburg, Ottoman, and Russian Empires, “Lausanne wisdom” entailed that nation-
states had to be ethnically, religiously, and linguistically homogenous in order to
prevent conflict and sustain political stability, and that the measures of forced pop-
ulation transfers and partitions — the “unmixing of peoples” - provided legitimate
means to achieve this homogeneity.’ The 1923 Treaty of Lausanne, which concluded
the war between Greece and Turkey and provided for the Greek-Turkish population
exchange, entailing the movement of about 1.5 million people, formalized the “state-
authorized expurgation of ethnoreligious difference.” It was cited as a precedent
in the partition proposal of the Peel Commission."” The League of Nations and its
minorities treaties, on the other hand, were designed to protect and monitor the
treatment of minorities in ethnically and religiously mixed territories such as those
formerly belonging to the Ottoman Empire. Yet, as Laura Robson has recently ar-
gued, they not only legally enshrined certain principles regarding the question of
the treatment of national, ethnic, or religious minorities by majority societies but
simultaneously reformulated older principles justifying imperial intervention.™

This new international order, and the League of Nations overseeing it, were
doubtlessly shaped decisively by imperialism. However, characterizing the circula-
tion of the idea of ethnonational partition as a process of genesis, dissemination,
and transformation, as much of the literature does, runs the risk of reiterating

the Partition of Palestine”, in: Laura Robson/Arie Dubnov (eds.): Partitions. A Transnational
History of Twentieth-Century Territorial Separatism (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2019),
203-223.

15 Levene, “Harbingers of Jewish and Palestinian Disasters”, 56.

16  See the contributions by Panikos Panayi, lan Talbot, Mark Levene and Matthew Frank in
Panikos Panayi/Pippa Virdee (eds.): Refugees and the End of Empire. Imperial Collapse and Forced
Migration in the Twentieth Century (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011).

17 Renée Hirschon: “Unmixing Peoples’in the Aegean Region”, in: Renée Hirschon (ed.): Crossing
the Aegean: An Appraisal of the Consequences of the 1923 Compulsory Population Exchange between
Greece and Turkey (Oxford: Berghahn Books, 2003), 3—12; Levene: “Harbingers of Jewish and
Palestinian Disasters”, 46. See also Asli I18siz: Humanism in Ruins. Entangled Legacies of the Greek-
Turkish Population Exchange (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2018).

18  Laura Robson: “Capitulations Redux: The Imperial Genealogy of the Post-World World War |
‘Minority Regimes™, in: The American Historical Review 126:3 (2021), 978—1000. See also Susan
Pedersen: The Guardians. The League of Nations and the Crisis of Empire (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2015).
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the outdated paradigm of a powerful, linear imperial diffusion.” What is more, by
positing the Zionist movement as one of the causes of this “dissemination” rather
than an outcome, it fails to grasp the complex routes by which ethnonationalist
separatism travelled — it was, after all, the ethnonationalism of the European heart-
lands that posited European Jews as a minority within a majority nation, defined by
blood and ancestry, that sparked the Zionist movement.* As Jacqueline Rose puts
it: “Israel inscribes at its heart the very version of nationhood from which the Jewish

”*! Mark Levene therefore stresses that contextualizing the case

people had to flee.
of Israel-Palestine within this “Lausanne wisdom” makes it “more understandable
within a wider process of historical development heralding the genocidal birth
pangs of the contemporary international nation-state system.” In other words, he
understands Zionism itself, which regarded nation-state formation as a process
of Jewish “normalization” and a means to shed the Jewish minority status and
thus solve the “Jewish question”, to have been conditioned by that same emerging
international order premised on ethnonational separatism.**

It is important to differentiate, therefore, between understanding the emer-
gence of this new global order as premised on imperial diffusion or grasping it
as a complex process, in which certain concepts and ideas became universalized
on a global scale. An in-depth inquiry into this process of the universalization of
ideas, which the field of global intellectual history has tasked itself with, allows,
crucially, for the distinctiveness of non-European thought and thus for local intel-
lectual agency. The simplifying model of imperial diffusion, understood by global
intellectual history to be the “colonist’s model”, is countered by two basic claims.
First, that it disregards the complex local intellectual genealogies already in place
and interacting with newly arriving ideas, and that even these “local” genealogies
of thought had already been impacted by global connections — unless one supposes
an essential “epistemic frontier” separating the West from the rest prior to the 19th
century. Second, that even concepts that seemingly originated in Europe and were
inextricably tied to Europe’s own local intellectual history were conditioned by global
interactions, and thus have their own global history and cannot be understood to

19 For this understanding, see Laura Robson/Arie Dubnov: “Introduction. Drawing the Line,
Writing Beyond It: Toward a Transnational History of Partitions”, in: Laura Robson/Arie Dub-
nov (eds.): Partitions. A Transnational History of Twentieth-Century Territorial Separatism (Stan-
ford: Stanford University Press, 2019), 1-27, here 26.

20 See Gerard Delanty: “Nationalism and Cosmopolitanism: The Paradox of Modernity”, in: Ger-
ard Delanty/Krishan Kumar (eds.): The Sage Handbook of Nations and Nationalism (London:
Sage, 2006), 357368, here 361—-363.

21 Jacqueline Rose: The Question of Zion (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005), 83.

22 Levene, “Harbingers of Jewish and Palestinian Disasters”, 47, 59.
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be exclusively local in their context of origin.”® As a consequence, imperialism is
denied its function as the sole mediating force through which locals experienced
and grappled with global interconnection, making room for more nuanced and
complex accounts of the interplay between local intellectual traditions and globally
circulating ideas.

The global universalization of the concepts of the nation, nationalism, and the
nation-state has perhaps received most scholarly attention with regard to this is-
sue.* The work of Benedict Anderson, whose understanding of nations as imag-
ined communities has become conventional wisdom, considered nationalism to be
“modular” and thus “available for pirating”. He thereby claimed that European na-
tionalism could simply be adopted, mimicked, and transplanted to different locali-
ties in the world — implying both a hierarchical order between origin and copy and
a linear, teleological process of diffusion.? This view has been subject to profound
criticism, especially for its tendency to homogenize the particularities of various na-
tionalist movements.*® Much attention has also been given to non-Western imagin-
ings of alternative world orders that were developed in the context of decolonization
and transcended the framework of a global system of nation-states.””

The most detailed and elaborate critique stems from Manu Goswami, who seeks
to develop an alternative to Anderson’s modularity, paying tribute to both the spe-
cific and particularist content of different nationalist movements without losing
sight of “the transnational and global production of the local.” She insists that the
nation form became “transposable” towards the late 19th century not least because
of the lure of its doubled character: Nationalisms, she elaborates, developed at once

23 Andrew Sartori: “Intellectual History and Global History”, in: Richard Whatmore/Brian Young
(eds.): A Companion to Intellectual History (Chichester: Wiley, 2015), 201—212. See also Andrew
Sartori/Samuel Moyn: “Approaches to Global Intellectual History”, in: Andrew Sartori/Samuel
Moyn (eds.): Global Intellectual History (New York: Columbia University Press, 2013), 3—30.

24  See Sophie-Jung Kim/Alastair McClure/Joseph McQuade: “Making and Unmaking the Nation
in World History: Introduction”, in: History Compass 15:2 (2017), 1-9.

25  Anderson, Imagined Communities, 4; Manu Goswami: “Rethinking the Modular Nation Form:
Toward a Sociohistorical Conception of Nationalism”, in: Comparative Studies in Society and His-
tory 44:4 (2002), 770—799, here 779.

26  See, for instance, John Breuilly: “Reflections on Nationalism”, in: Philosophy of the Social Sci-
ences 15:1 (1985), 65—75; Prasenjit Duara: Rescuing History from the Nation (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1996); Partha Chatterjee: The Nation and Its Fragments: Colonial and Post-Colo-
nial Histories (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993).

27  See, for instance, Cemil Aydin: The Politics of Anti-Westernism in Asia. Visions of World Order
in Pan-Islamic and Pan-Asian Thought (New York: Columbia University Press, 2007); Frederick
Cooper: Citizenship between Empire and Nation. Remaking France and French Algeria, 1945-1960
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2014). See more broadly Adom Cetachew: Worldmak-
ing after Empire: The Rise and Fall of Self-Determination (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2019).
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into the most accepted means to express local particularisms in their specific con-
tent — while embracing an outward, global universalism in their abstract form. In
her words, “nationalist claims of particularity and the imagined singularity of na-
tional formations only become intelligible against and within a global grid of for-
mally similar nations and nation-states.”® Against the backdrop of the deterritori-
alizing influences of imperial and capitalist expansion, nations thus presented “still
points in a turning world.”* By positing such a new global space-time and the de-
sire to assert local, collective identity against this as one of the foundations of nation
formation - both in Europe and elsewhere — Goswami echoes global intellectual his-
tory’s approach of capturing the global circulation of ideas without reducing it to
imperial diffusion. In this light, European imperialism appears as a crucial driver
of capitalist and imperial expansion, though not as the blueprint for nation forma-
tion around the globe, because the same context of modern globalization had itself
conditioned European nation formation.*

While today, then, globalizing processes are ironically often regarded as erod-
ing the nation as a unit of identity and the nation-state as a political framework
of sovereignty, their very emergence was in fact historically deeply intertwined.
Global flows of capital, goods, people, and ideas, rather than merely making bor-
ders permeable, identities more flexible and flattening the world into a “global
village”, simultaneously entailed counter-processes creating new and redefined
borders and identities. Globalization thus rescaled the world territorially rather
than merely compressing it into one single whole. Accordingly, globalization is
much more accurately understood as a process of continuous deterritorializations
and reterritorializations, interacting closely with each other.®® Often those sites
where the deterritorializing influences of globalization were experienced most in-
tensely were also the arenas where redefinitions of often rigid spatial and territorial
borders and cultural or social boundaries emerged most clearly. Such sites, where
flows, connections, and networks become most tangible and new forms of their
regulation, ordering, and assertions of particularism occur most vividly, such as

28  Coswami, “Rethinking the Modular Nation Form”, 785.

29 Ibid., 789, quoting Stuart Hall: “The Local and the Global: Globalization and Ethnicity”, in:
Anthony D. King (ed.): Culture, Globalization and the World System: Contemporary Conditions for
the Representation of ldentity (Binghamton: State University of New York Press, 1997), 19—40,
here 22.

30  PaulJames: “Theorizing Nation Formation in the Context of Imperialism and Globalism”, in:
Gerard Delanty/Krishan Kumar (eds.): The Sage Handbook of Nations and Nationalism, 369—381,
here 374—376.

31 Matthias Middell/Katja Naumann: “Global History and the Spatial Turn: From the Impact
of Area Studies to Critical Junctures of Globalization”, in: Journal of Global History 5:1 (2010),
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metropolises, international conference venues, or port cities, have been theorized
by global historians as “portals of globalization”.>*

Late Ottoman Jaffa as a “Portal of Globalization":
Mobility, Migration, and Urban Separatism

At the turn of the 20th century, Jaffa was Palestine’s most globalized, diverse, and
mobile city. Despite its relatively small size, it was Palestine’s second largest town
and its most important port — second only to Beirut in the whole region. Through-
out the late 19th and early 20th centuries, it had developed into a regional hub of
international trade and commerce, with imports through Jaffa port increasing al-
most tenfold and exports almost fivefold in the years between 1875 and 1913.%* At the
same time, with international travel becoming cheaper, safer, and hence more avail-
able, Palestine became an attractive destination for the “modern tourist pilgrim”.>*
Travelers from England, the United States, Germany, Argentina, India, or Japan ar-
rived at Jaffa port and continued their journeys from there, transforming the city
into a center of tourism, full of facilities such as hotels, restaurants, and branches of
travel agencies.*

Apart from trade and tourism, however, Jaffa also evolved into the ‘gateway’
of migration to and from Palestine. The biggest group of migrants was, without a
doubt, European Jews of the Second Aliyah, with the local Socialist Zionist news-
paper ha-Poel ha-Tsa‘ir reporting 4553 new arrivals and 2169 departures between
February of 1913 and March of 1914.% On the eve of World War I, already about 44
percent of Jaffas Jews had immigrated from outside of Palestine.’” In addition,

32 Ibid., 153, 162-163; Claudia Baumann/Antje Dietze/Megan Maruschke: “Portals of Globaliza-
tion — An Introduction”, in: Comparativ 27:3/4 (2017), 7—20.

33 Haim Cerber: “Modernization in Nineteenth-Century Palestine: The Role of Foreign Trade”,
in: Middle Eastern Studies 18:3 (1982), 250—264, here 258—259. For detailed accounts of imports
and exports between 1885 and 1913, see the tables in Shmuel Avitzur: Namal Yafo be-Ge'uto
u-bi-Shki'ato (Tel Aviv: Avshalom Institute, 1972), 41, 47.
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in: Journal of Historical Geography 27:2 (2001), 166-177, here 169; Doron Bar/Kobi Cohen-Hat-
tab: “A New Kind of Pilgrimage: The Modern Tourist Pilgrim of Nineteenth-Century and Early
Twentieth-Century Palestine”, in: Middle Eastern Studies 39:2 (2003), 131-148, here 134.

35  “Mawsim al-Siah fi Filastin [The Tourist Season in Palestine]”, Filastin, 29 June 1912, 3.

36 “Ha-Shavu‘a [The Week]”, ha-Po'el ha-Tsa'ir, 13 May 1913, 21; “ha-Shavu‘a [The Week]”, ha-Po‘el
ha-Tsa'ir, 20 June 1913, 16; “ha-Shavu‘a [The Week]”, ha-Po‘el ha-Tsa'ir, 21 November 1913, 2; “mi-
Hayei Yafo [From Life in Jaffa]”, ha-Poel ha-Tsa'ir, 15 May 1914, 14; Ruth Kark: Jaffa. A City in
Evolution, 1799—1917 (Jerusalem: Yad Yitshak Ben-Tsvi, 1990), 144.
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young men from Afghanistan and Morocco had begun to work as guards in the cit-
rus orchards surrounding the city.®® Significantly, after the Young Turk government
lifted restrictions on international emigration from the Ottoman Empire in 1908,
Jaffa port also became the point of passage for those Palestinians who emigrated to
the Americas as part of what has become known as the Syrian emigration.*

In line with the model of “portals of globalization”, however, this experience of
increased mobility and global integration not only led to more flexibility or fluidity
in terms of the communal organization or the narratives of belonging available to
Jaffa's residents. It also sparked a process of redefining and redrawing urban bound-
aries — between the city’s various ethnoreligious communities and their spatial or-
ganizations in the urban landscape. Before the First World War, Jaffa was a mixed
city, whose inhabitants — Christian and Muslim Arabs as well as Jews — fostered close
economic, social, and cultural contacts. In recent years, historical scholarship has
done important work to excavate the many instances of friendly neighborly rela-
tions, shared holidays and public celebrations, mixed schools, and business cooper-
ation between Arabs and Jews. They have rediscovered Jaffa and other late Ottoman
cities as worlds where identities were multilayered and liminal, not yet subjected
to the rigid boundaries of the nation, describing them as cosmopolitan or “Levan-
tine”.*® Notwithstanding these findings, however, an analysis of the local press also
reveals strong anxieties concerning Jaffa’s increasingly mobile and diverse popula-
tion, which in many cases led to the sharpening and redefinition of existing com-
munal boundaries in increasingly national terms.

While the Arab-Christian newspaper Filastin took pride in Jaffa’s economic sta-
tus and demanded funds for the expansion of the local port from the Ottoman gov-
ernment on several occasions, the issue of migration became a central theme in the
newspaper between 1911 and 1914.* Initially, its primary concern was the emigration

38 “Al-Magharibah wa-l-Afghan [The Moroccans and the Afghans]”, Filastin, 13 November 1912,
3; Evelin Dierauff: “Global Migration into Late Ottoman Jaffa as Reflected in the Arab-Pales-
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of large numbers of Palestinians through Jaffa port to the Americas. It regularly in-
formed its readers about Ottoman travel regulations.** More importantly, however,
itregularly warned its readers of the dire travel conditions for migrants to the Amer-
icas as well as the dangers of fraud and human trafficking, dedicating long editorials
to the topic and publishing open letters by migrants recounting the stories of their
misery and disappointment and how they wished to return to Palestine but lacked
the financial means for the return journey — a clear attempt to deter others from
pursuing the same endeavor.*

The issue increasingly became a “patriotic” (watani) one: On the one hand, many
articles lamented the fact that the emigrants left behind their families and their
rootedness in their homeland - reminding them of their obligation to send remit-
tances to their relatives athome.** On the other, the newspaperitself, which had sub-
scribers in the Americas, constituted an important means to retain close ties with
the emigrants in the mahjar (diaspora). It stressed that as long as remittances were
being sent, emigration could be an act of patriotism and proudly reported on in-
stances of Syrian political loyalty overseas, especially during the Ottoman Empire’s
war with Italy between 1911 and 1912.%

Without a doubt, the emergence of a Palestinian diaspora overseas was one
crucial factor in creating a consciousness of being Palestinian or Syrian, and this
dynamic would intensify throughout the interwar years.* Yet, at this point, at-
tachment to the geographical units of Palestine and Syria, alongside Ottoman
patriotism, appeared as loyalties that were easy to reconcile. While parts of the

3; “Risa’il felah [Letters of a Peasant]”, Filastin, 6 January 1912, 1; “Nurid Marfa’ [We Want a
Port]”, Filastin, 6 August 1913, 1.
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uary1912,1-2; Isa al-Isa: “Kalima fi al-Muhajira [A Word on Migration]”, Filastin, 21 September
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Palestinian urban elite supported the nascent project of Arab nationalism, in-
cluding its demands for Ottoman decentralization, and opposed the Young Turk
regime’s Turkification policies, the majority, including Filastin’s editors, remained
firmly loyal to the Ottoman Empire and specifically to its emergent “imperial citi-
zenship project”.*” The last years of Ottoman rule were, then, a time when political
loyalties and frameworks of identification in Palestine were in flux and often over-
lapping, where being Ottoman and Arab, Palestinian, Muslim, Christian, or Jew
was easy to reconcile. Nonetheless, new and redefined forms of local and particular
attachment, such as Arab nationalism, Zionism, Palestinianism, or Ottomanism,
were on the rise — albeit without universally agreed upon boundaries and without
being understood as mutually exclusive.

Yet when it came to the issue of Ottoman migration restrictions, Filastin took
on a decidedly local, Palestinian perspective, and the parliamentary representatives
of the Jerusalem district, which encompassed the qada‘ (sub-district) of Jaffa, Ruhi
al-Khalidi, and Sa‘id al-Husayni, were often called upon to lobby for Palestine’s in-
terests in the Ottoman capital. In 1908, the new Young Turk regime had granted
all Ottoman citizens freedom of mobility. Already in 1910, however, the subsequent
increase in emigration and the loss of military aged men had prompted the govern-
ment to partially revoke this policy.*® Filastin’s articles criticized the inefficiency of
the Empire’s new regulations, arguing that in order to stem emigration flows it was
much more important to improve Palestine’s living conditions, lower taxes, and in-
vest in economic development, so that the poor would no longer be compelled to
seek a better future elsewhere.*’ In Filastin’s discourse, then, there was an inextri-
cable link between the issues of increased emigration and mobility and their deter-
ritorializing influences — and the theme of local attachment, patriotism, and local
economic development.

It was also in the context of migration regulation and local economic develop-
ment that the topic of the Palestinian emigration became connected to increasing
apprehension towards growing Zionist immigration from Europe. Indeed, within
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just over three years of its publication before the outbreak of the First World War,
Filastin’s attitude towards Zionism underwent a decisive change — from a neutral
or even cautiously positive stance to staunch opposition.*® In Jaffa, the large num-
ber of new Jewish arrivals from Europe were made responsible for the starkly ris-
ing costs of living, which were interpreted as one of the causes of Arab emigration.
While Jewish immigration had facilitated commercial progress and economic pros-
perity, which Filastin applauded, the newspaper also accused the Jews of having sep-
arated their economic life from that of the Arab population. “We see that our immi-
grant Israelite brothers have established for themselves special neighborhoods, spe-
cial markets and special conventions.” While for Jews, then, expenses and income
had increased equally, the Arab population had not shared in the new profits, but
nonetheless suffered from heightened costs of everyday commodities.*

In addition, the combination of increased Jewish immigration and growing
Palestinian Arab emigration appeared as a daunting prospect, and Filastin began
voicing fears that it would be the Zionists rather than the “sons of the homeland”
who would build and construct Palestine, taking over the lands deserted by the
emigrants.’” The newly instated Ottoman passport regulations became subject to
criticism not only because of their inefficiency, but also because of their effect on
regulating and policing Arab migration — while allowing the misuse of the so-called
“red note”, a three-month residence permit given to Jewish immigrants upon arrival
in Palestine. Describing the scenes unfolding at Jaffa port and comparing the treat-
ment of Zionist arrivals and Palestinian returnees, Filastin concluded: “Whereas you
see the Zionist immigrants entering safely, you will find the indigenous (watani)
migrants, for their part, subjected to contempt, ill-treatment and severe scrutiny.”*
Indeed, alongside several local controversies — regarding, for instance land sales or
the mutual exclusion of the Jewish and Arab Muslim and Christian communities
from employment or education — concerns about Zionist immigration vis-a-vis
Palestinian emigration and the emergence of separate economies proved crucial in
making Filastin’s editors perceive Zionism as a “danger” (khatar). In the process, the
terminology differentiating sahyuniyyin (“Zionists”, as political movement) from
isra’tliyyun (“Israelites”, bearing a solely religious connotation) and yahud (“Jews”,
implying a layer of racial and national identification in Arabic) became less and less
distinct.>* In other words, Jewish immigration from Europe and local economic and
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communal separatism also gradually led Filastin to view the Jews as a national com-
munity rather than as a religious group. What is more, their national character was
conceptually distinct from indigenous forms of local attachment, the terms qawmi
and watani being used to signify this difference. Warning of Jewish mass immigra-
tion, a 1913 editorial in Filastin warned that the “national life” (al-hayah al-qawmiyya)
of the immigrants would cause the “imminent death of the [Palestinian] patriots”
(wataniyyin).>

On the one hand, then, in the years between 1908 and 1914, the Ottoman impe-
rial framework remained firmly in place, and alternative, nationalized forms of local
attachment did not yet appear to present insurmountable obstacles to this imperial
project. On the other hand, however, the interplay between the experiences of local
political representation within the framework of the Ottoman constitution, the Syr-
ian emigration, Jewish immigration, and Zionist separatism had already gradually
begun to spark assertions of an identification with the geographical unit of Palestine
as such. Ottoman Palestine thus underwent a dynamic process of rescaling identi-
ties and geographical and political frameworks of attachment in light of the deterri-
torializing experiences of geopolitical upheaval and mobility, migration, and global
integration. The outcome of this process was unclear yet, but it would continue to
gain traction in the following years and especially in the wake of the empire’s col-
lapse.

The epitome of Jewish immigration and communal separatism, and one of the
“special neighborhoods” Filastin lamented above, was Tel Aviv. Ithad been founded in
1909 at the initiative of some of Jaffa’s leading Jews as an attempt precisely to tackle
the problems of increased immigration and high living costs. Housing shortages,
overcrowding, and the poor quality of the apartments and perceived lack of hygiene
and orderliness in Jaffa had been Tel Aviv’s founders’ main arguments when lobby-
ing for support from the World Zionist Organization (WZ0).>¢ Alongside unemploy-
ment, lack of proper housing was seen as one of the main reasons for Zionist return
migration to Europe through Jaffa port — anissue that caused widespread concernin
the Hebrew press.*” The port city was a point of passage for many Jewish emigrants
from all over Palestine, and this function as a gateway and the “mobile” image it en-
dowed the city with were bemoaned in the press: “In recent days, the exodus has in-
creased to the extreme, different people of different types [...]. The migration frenzy
stretches to all four corners of the world, some to Australia, some to America and
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even to Russia [...]. The talk of the day in Jaffa is ‘when and where will you travel?”,
as the Jerusalemite ha-Herut reported. The Labor Zionist newspaper ha-Poel ha-Tsa‘ir
even went as far as describing Jaffa as a “hotel” for those Jewish arrivals who had not
found the means to settle permanently yet or who were planning their departure.*®

Increased mobility and migration thus also caused concern throughout the He-
brew press, and there was likewise closely tied to the desire to foster local attach-
ment, patriotism, and Zionist nationalism - in other words, to reterritorialize the
Jewish immigrants upon their arrival in ‘Eretz Israel’. Tel Aviv, besides remedying
housing and employment shortages, was also founded with the concrete intention
of permanently settling and thus firmly rooting the Jewish migrants in Palestine.
This much deeper desire inscribed in the process of Tel Aviv’s foundation and urban
development is best expressed by an article that appeared in one of the first issues of
ha-Po'el ha-Tsa‘ir, when Tel Aviv was still known as “Ahuzat Bayit” (lit. “housing estate”
or “homestead”):

There are new ghettos for Israel everywhere. There is neither a shortage of
building associations conspiring to [profit from] speculation, but our country is
one in the movement of ‘Ahuzat Bayit’ This is the desire of the people of Israel
[bnei ha-arets] to attain a home, in a worldly homestead [Ia'ahuz ba-bait, be-ahuza
‘olamit]. This is the feeling that we are building here no temporary apartment,
no ‘place to stay the night, but a permanent apartment for generations. [..] The
‘millennial’ wanderer slowly, slowly removes his satchel from his shoulder and
tries to stand on his land, in his home.”

Condensed in this quote is the rich Zionist intellectual tradition of thinking about
exile, uprootedness, and the city in their interconnection — and the special place Tel
Aviv, as the first Hebrew city, occupies within it. Whether in the thought of Max Nor-
dau, the creator of the concept of “muscular Judaism”, or Aharon D. Gordon, one of
the intellectual leaders of the Second Aliyah, ruralism and agriculturalism, physi-
cally working the soil, were seen as the essence of the redemption (ge'ula) of both the
land and the people of Israel.*
European ghetto, epitomized exile, the dwelling space of the overly intellectual, up-

rooted, weak, even physically and mentally degenerated urban Jew, a lufimensch. For

The city and urban life, in turn, and especially the

many Zionists, therefore, the negation of exile (shlilat ha-galut) necessarily also en-
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tailed the negation of the city and urban life.”! In Palestine, where the great majority
of Jews lived in cities, the conditions of European exile appeared to be reproduced
by the mixed, mobile, Levantine cities, and the Jews inhabiting them were regarded
as cosmopolitan strangers to the country, who, instead of establishing authentically
Jewish environments, blended in with Levantine urban culture.®*

The urban history of Tel Aviv, and the urban discourses, imaginings, and myths
surrounding it, can only be understood against this backdrop. Its planning and
building were defined by a search for a new Hebrew urbanism that could overcome
the images of both the European and the Palestinian city. Tel Aviv, from the outset,
functioned as an urban flagship for the Zionist project and as such its urban image
and appearance became subject to a previously unknown degree of regulation
and control.®* Planned according to the progressive town planning scheme of a
garden city, Tel Aviv sought to mitigate the urban shapes modern capitalism had
created in Europe and retain a degree of pastoralism and attachment to nature
for its residents.® At the same time, rectangular planning, detached houses, wide
streets, and sanitation were meant to introduce the ideas of European modern
urban order and distinguish Tel Aviv from its Palestinian surroundings. Most
importantly perhaps, Tel Aviv was to be built by Jewish workers, a proof of Jewish
strength and revival, thus negating the European exile and giving it a thoroughly
Zionist national character: “Its population will be 100 percent Hebrew, Hebrew
will be spoken there, where purity and cleanliness will reign and where we will not
follow the ways of the gentiles”, as one advertisement put it.* Accordingly, the new
suburb was praised by the Hebrew press for its beauty and order, and it was viewed
as the crown jewel of the new Yishuv and an instance of Zionist pioneering — a place
where immigrants settled for good, and became, once again, firmly attached to the
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local.®® Its aim was to re-root the migrants in the soil and to create an independent
and sovereign Hebrew polity with proto-national citizens via urbanism, and one
necessary precondition for this was its separation from its mother town, Jaffa.*’

Tel Aviv's separatist aspirations did not go unnoticed by Jaffa's Muslim
and Christian Arab population. Throughout September 1911, the pages of the
Jerusalemite Sephardi newspaper ha-Herut were filled with debates sparked by an
open letter presumably sent by a Muslim Arab resident of Jaffa. Hafiz Ben Omar
accused the Tel Aviv Town Committee, which functioned much like a municipal
government in the suburb, of boycotting local Arab labor in the building of the Na-
halat Binyamin neighborhood. He called the boycott a “first sign of war” and directly
connected it to Jewish immigration from Russia through Jaffa port, pointing out,
“it would be enough if the Arabs would not let guests of this kind off the ship, and
then we will see how strong the power of Tel Aviv’s people will be.”® In October 1913,
an open letter sent to Filastin by “a patriot” (watani) warned of a separate judicial
system being established in Tel Aviv in shape of the Jewish communal courts.®
Around the same time, Filastin provided the platform for debates over whether the
Netter Agricultural School, run by the Alliance Israélite Universelle, excluded non-
Jewish students — counter to Ottoman law.” By March 1914, suspicion of Tel Avivian
separatism ran high, and a comparatively small incident led to an uproar not only in
the local but also in the regional press. A Jewish resident of Tel Aviv was attacked and
lightly injured with a knife by an Arab, the reason for this being unclear to the press.
The crowd that had gathered at the scene stopped the Arab culprit and detained him
in the Hebrew Gymnasium of Tel Aviv until the police arrived and transported him
to Jaffa’s government house. This temporary seizure of executive power by Tel Aviv’s
residents for the first time caused the widespread and explicit accusation that Tel
Aviv had erected a “government within a government” for itself.”
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Already before the First World War, then, globalization and migration led to a
strengthening and a redefinition of existing forms of local attachment and reterri-
torialization in Jaffa-Tel Aviv. In the Arabic press, existing local attachment to the
geographical unit of Palestine, evident already in Filastin’s choice of name, was for-
tified by local representation in the Ottoman parliament as well as the experiences
of Palestinian emigration to the Americas and Jewish immigration, and thus con-
structed between the global and the local. The terms watan (homeland), wataniyya
(patriotism) and watani (patriot) were used with increasing frequency in the press,
but could refer to Palestine, Greater Syria, or the Ottoman Empire as a whole. Yet
voices demanding the Ottoman government improve local conditions and take care
oflocal Palestinian interests grew louder. Zionist immigrants increasingly appeared
as strangers who did not adapt to and integrate into local society but instead formed
a separate milieu. In turn, as the Hebrew press shows, the Jewish immigrants of the
Second Aliyah were infused with national aspirations and the desire to reterritorial-
ize and settle permanently in Palestine after the experience of exile, minority status,
and migration. The planning and building of Tel Aviv were pervaded by the desires
to remedy the precarious conditions Jews had experienced in East and Central Eu-
rope, and its new Hebrew urbanism was thus premised on the notion of ethnona-
tional separatism. In spatial terms, this meant that years before the territory of the
Israeli nation-state was defined by partition, Jewish immigrants in Palestine strove
to construct and delimit a national, Hebrew urban environment, thus beginning to
reconfigure the socio-spatial makeup of late Ottoman Jaffa.

Urban Disengagement and Partition under British Rule:
The First Hebrew City as a Laboratory for National Independence

In 1917, a single document altered Palestine’s existing discourse on the nation and
the national unequivocally. The Balfour Declaration and its central statement that
“his Majesty’s Government view with favour the establishment in Palestine of a na-
tional home for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours to facilitate the
achievement of this object” is regarded as the foundational document of the later Is-
raeli state. From a broader perspective, however, the Balfour Declaration was also a
crucial part of a global moment of national definition and demands for national self-
determination sparked by the upheavals of the First World War and the transition

Press: Zionist Settler-Colonialism and the Newspaper Filastin, 1912—1922", in: Journal of Holy
Land and Palestine Studies 14:1 (2015), 59—81, here 68—73.
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from empire to nation — “what it meant to be a nation” at the end of World War I was
unclear and up for debate among the imperial policy-makers.”

The very same question was also debated in Palestine itself, and the Balfour
Declaration introduced a new vocabulary into the discourses surrounding collective
identities, communal relations, and belonging that had been underway since the
last years of Ottoman rule. Opposition and protest were ubiquitous in the Pales-
tinian press. When Winston Churchill, the newly appointed British Secretary of
State for the Colonies, visited Jaffa in 1921, increasing tensions took on a distinctly
local and urban shape: Filastin called its readers to a mass protest, and, after this
was prohibited by the British government, asked Jaffa’s residents and shopkeepers
to boycott the visit, printing the English words “down with the Balfour Declaration”
and “down with the Jewish national home” in bold, capitalized letters.” The Arabic
translation of the “national home for the Jewish people,” al-watan al-yahudi al-qawmi,
contained both the concept of watan and that of gawm, whose congruence in this
expression implied that the Palestinian homeland (watan) was being promised to
the Jewish nation (qawm).”

When, only about two months after the local boycott of Churchill’s reception,
the “Jaffa riots” between Jews and Arabs broke out in the mixed neighborhood of
Manshiyyah, which lay at the border between Jaffa and Tel Aviv, leaving 48 Arabs and
47 Jews dead, it seemed clear to the British administrators that the Balfour Declara-
tionand its implications for Jewish immigration lay at the root of the conflict. In fact,
Palestine’s Muslim-Christian Associations had already made it clear in 1919 that the
Balfour Declaration had transformed the situation into a zero-sum conflict between
homeland and exile: “We will push the Zionists into the sea - or they will send us
back into the desert.”” In 1921, Jaffa’s Arab rioters directly targeted a symbol of Jew-
ish immigration, the building known as “Immigrant House”, which provided shelter
to new arrivals and lay in Jaff2’s mixed Muslim-Christian neighborhood of Ajami.
“It would have been wise, perhaps, to have found room for it in Tel Aviv, which is
an exclusively Jewish quarter”, the report of the British commission of inquiry later
admitted. It thus demonstrated the new government’s understanding that Tel Aviv,
rather than mixed Jaffa, was the appropriate location for the new Jewish immigrants
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to settle — prefiguring later convictions that only partition could lead to a peaceful
solution of the conflict.”

In the immediate aftermath of the riots, British High Commissioner Herbert
Samuel wrote a gloss of the Declaration. He noted that “it is possible that the trans-
lation of the English words ‘the establishment of a national home for the Jews in
Palestine’ into Arabic does not express their true meaning” — attributing the protests
to mere mistranslation. Their true meaning, according to Samuel, was

that the Jews, a people who are scattered throughout the world, but whose hearts
are always turned to Palestine, should be enabled to found here their home, and
that some among them [...] should come to Palestine in order to help by their re-
sources and efforts to develop the country to the advantage of all its inhabitants.””

Significantly, this rephrasing did not contain the word “national” but simply spoke
of a“home” (nonetheless translated in Filastin as watan) for the Jewish people. It em-
phasized, on the other hand, the Jewish right to reterritorialize in Palestine after
having lived “scattered” throughout the world.

This watered-down version of the Declaration’s text did little to appease Filastin’s
editors. Refuting the claim that their opposition was only caused by mistranslation,
the editors clarified that the true meaning of the Declaration was revealed not in its
wording, but in British policies, and it listed precisely those that to them constituted
the very essence of a Jewish national home in Palestine: The British consultations
with the Zionist Commission, the recognition of Hebrew as an official language in
Palestine, the facilitation of Jewish immigration while stemming regional migra-
tion flows from Syria, financial support that only benefited the economic endeavors
of the Jewish immigrants, and the Municipal Law, which favored Jewish local gov-
ernmental institutions. “Do not all of these things [...] indicate the true meaning of
the national home in all languages of the world?” the editors asked.”

Such questions were indeed perennial features of Filastin’s approach to migra-
tion and the nation throughout the Ottoman and British Mandate eras: Just as in
late Ottoman times, it was Jewish immigration, combined with the perceived pref-
erential treatment of strangers vis-a-vis locals as well as economic, social, and cul-
tural separatism of the immigrants and the first stirrings of local self-government
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that lay at the heart of Filastin’s understanding of the Jews as a ‘national’ commu-
nity. Now, however, there was one crucial addition — British imperial partiality to-
wards Zionism vis-a-vis Palestinian nationalism. Wartime promises of support for
an Arab state, Filastin often stressed, had been betrayed by the British to the ben-
efit of the “foreigner” (al-ajnabi) and the “intruder” (al-dakhil) — two designations
that were now increasingly replacing the previously common and more neutral term
“Zionist immigrants” (al-muhdjivin al-sahyaniyyun).” In turn, this perceived alliance
between the British administration and the Jewish immigrants was confirmed by
the reception of the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate by Palestine’s Jewish com-
munity — and Tel Aviv’s residents specifically: Churchill’s arrival, while boycotted
by Jaffa’s Arab Palestinians, who closed their shops on the city’s main commercial
artery, Bustrus Street, was celebrated by the Jews of Jaffa and Tel Aviv. On Bustrus
Street and Sderot Binyamin (today’s Rothschild Boulevard), Jewish shop owners and
tenants decorated lanterns, balustrades, windows, and shop fronts with double na-
tional flags — the British on the one side and the Zionist flag on the other.®°

Due in part to its vagueness, the Balfour Declaration provided but little concrete
direction for British policy in Palestine. One aim of the British administration was,
however, Palestine’s colonial development, and the enlargement of municipal pow-
ers as nuclei of self-government in Palestine, was viewed as a crucial step in this
direction. As Anat Kidron observed for the case of Haifa, the British had “a certain
blindness” to the fact that this agenda often led to the preferential treatment of Jews,
especially in shared urban spaces: “The Zionist movement shared the desire for mod-
ern European development with the British administration, but made modernity
a national symbol.” Hence, the developmental cooperation of the British with the
Zionist economic and institutional establishment ultimately also helped to “estab-
lish the notion of a ‘national home’.”® A similar argument can be made for the case of
Jaffa-Tel Aviv, where British policies supported the growth and increased indepen-
dence of Tel Aviv vis-a-vis Jafta by way of immigration, as well as the reterritorial-
ization and ‘nationalization’ of those immigrants and the new Hebrew city. This also
implied, probably unintentionally, the disengagement of the two cities and a pro-
cess of urban partition along ethnonational lines before the tools of partition and
transfer entered official discourses on British Palestine policies.

Yet British policies were largely influenced if not determined by the preexisting
realities encountered and interpreted by local officials. British government reports
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demonstrate that Jaffa and Tel Aviv were understood as two distinct and separate
urban units, one an “Oriental city” and the other of European appearance — as had
been the explicit agenda of Tel Aviv’s founders. To British eyes, Jafta’s old town was
“alabyrinth of narrow streets, winding among masses of picturesque old buildings,
[lying] close packed behind the quay[.]” And while the Muslim-Christian Ajami quar-
ter seemed “modern” to British observers, “Tel Aviv [was] a well-built quarter with
a town hall and a municipality of its own, and is not unlike a small modern Con-
tinental suburb”’, separated from Jaffa by a “sandy space”.®> In other words, then,
the founders’ aim to clearly demarcate and delimit Tel Aviv from Jaffa, to establish
a base for urban self-rule, and to create a proto-national urban environment fell on
very fertile ground with the British administrators.

Tel Aviv’s efforts to achieve greater governmental autonomy came into full force
in the aftermath of the war. As early as 1919, articles began to appear in the Hebrew
press arguing for the municipal separation of Tel Aviv from Jaffa. The coexistence
of the Jewish Town Committee of Jaffa (va‘ad ha-‘ir), which represented Jaffa’s Jews
within the governing structure of that municipality, and the Tel Aviv Committee
(va‘ad Tel Aviv), which considered itself the municipal government of Tel Aviv, was
deemed inefficient and a double burden to Tel Aviv’s residents — who were taxed
both by the municipality of Jaffa and the Tel Aviv Committee.® It was argued that
the Town Committee should pull out of Jaffa’s municipal affairs in favor of a purely
Hebrew municipality because the former did too little for the benefit of Tel Aviv’s
residents. Going much further, an article in Doar ha-Yom even stressed that while
the modernization brought by the Jewish immigrants was, in principle, intended
to benefit all of Palestine’s population, it was not the Yishuv’s objective to build mod-
ern urban quarters, educational institutions, and the like for everyone. Rather, these
were explicitly part of the project of building a Jewish national home and thus re-
quired separation from the country’s other communities.3

Press debates over this issue intensified over the course of 1920 and early 1921,
and Tel Aviv’s first mayor, Meir Dizengoff, brought up the issue directly with Her-
bert Samuel on the occasion of the latter’s visit to Tel Aviv in June 1920.% Ultimately,
British recognition of Tel Aviv’s “unique nature and wishes to make its independent
development”led the High Commissioner to abide by the suburb’s demands and en-
dow it with the status of an independent township with the right to determine its
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own budget, collect taxes, raise loans, make contracts, and pass by-laws in May 1921
— atexactly the same time as the Jaffa riots. Whether there was any direct connection
between the two events remains unclear, yet doubtlessly the status as an indepen-
dent township, and the powers thereby gained, strengthened existing animosities
between Jaffa and Tel Aviv.® To Filastin, Tel Aviv now symbolized the status of Jew-
ish immigrants as foreigners and intruders and their ambitions for self-rule and
national autonomy more clearly than ever, and the paper did not miss an opportu-
nity to criticize the workings of Tel Aviv’s “municipal government”. It claimed, for
instance, that residents of Tel Avivand Manshiyyeh had petitioned the Tel Aviv Com-
mittee to not be included under its jurisdiction out of fear of the exorbitant taxes it
was administering, mocking “how poor would Palestine be if it came under Zionist
rule?”®

Even though, from 1921 onwards, the Tel Aviv Town Committee was regularly
referred to as a “municipality” in Arabic (baladiyya), Hebrew (‘iriyah), and British
sources, it actually gained this official status only in 1934. Nonetheless, the Tel Aviv
Township Order, one of the first enacted by the newly instated British Mandate, had
far-reaching consequences. It was due to the autonomy granted by the Order that
Tel Aviv became known as the “laboratory of independence”; as others have argued,
it was by no means a coincidence that the foundation of the state of Israel was pro-
claimed in 1948 in Tel Aviv rather than Jerusalem.®® In addition, the Order gave Tel
Aviv a unique status: Throughout all of Palestine, it was the only purely Jewish town-
ship, yet until 1926 residents of Tel Aviv still had the special privilege of being eligible
tovote in Jaffa’'s municipal elections, despite the fact that they were not taxed by that
city.®” In other words, the Order very much corroborated and confirmed Tel Aviv’s
special status as a Hebrew city. Not least because of its autonomy, Tel Aviv devel-
oped into the center of the Yishuv throughout the early 1920s and housed its most
important political and civic institutions — as its founders had already intended in
late Ottoman times.

The significance of the 1921 Tel Aviv Township Order must also be understood
in connection with increased Jewish immigration and planned urban expansion.
While, by the end of 1909, Tel Aviv had only been home to some 500 people, by 1925
its population had risen to 34,200, and by spring 1934 ithad doubled again to 72,000.
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Its built area had increased seventy-fold in the meantime.®® With this rapid urban
growth, which went hand in hand with rising land prices, poor workers and immi-
grants erected overcrowded quarters of makeshift housing such as tents or wooden
barracks throughout the city, which were perceived as a threat to the clean, modern,
and progressive image of the city and its function as a symbol for the nation that
was to be built.” It caused a “hunger for land”, as members of the Tel Aviv Commit-
tee called it, a dire need for ordered urban expansion by the means of town planning.
Jaffahad been declared a town-planning area by the High Commissionerin1921,and
the status of independent township was decisive in increasing the power of its local
town-planning commission to expropriate lands for the construction of roads and
housing.”*

As a consequence, land purchases, planning and construction increased, and
European standards of modern town planning and architecture became another
means of demarcating the Hebrew city of Tel Aviv from Jaffa and constructingitasan
ideal Hebrew nation-space.” In1925, the Scottish architect Patrick Geddes, who had
been hired by the Tel Aviv Committee, presented his master plan for the expansion of
the city northwards.** The building area of the Geddes Plan eventually became what
is today known as Tel Aviv’s “White City” — a dense conglomeration of residential
buildings in the architecture of the International Style, which scholars agree served
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asanational Hebrew building style not least because of its negation of the ‘Orient’.”

In the 1920s, then, the immigration, municipal, and town-planning policies of the
British Mandate saw Tel Aviv flourishing as a modern Hebrew metropolis, housing
thousands of new Jewish immigrants. Politically, it had become all but autonomous
from its mother city of Jaffa, and its development had often occurred at the latter’s
expense.

By early 1929, revisionist Zionist leader Ze'ev Jabotinsky was able to comment,
echoing and yet not fully endorsing “Lausanne wisdomn’,

Tel Aviv is an example and a lesson as to how two nationalities, destined to live in
one and the same country, can and should dwell side by side without stepping on
each other’s toes. This is, perhaps, the most “discussed” feature of Tel Aviv; to me,
the most valuable. Two men of different habits may keep friendly for ever if each
one has his own apartment, provided the walls are of sufficient thickness; but they
are bound to lose their tempers if forced to room together. The rule should not be
extended so as to cover whole countries or districts; but within the limits of one
village or township, racial homogeneity is a great asset of peace.®®

Later thatyear, after another outbreak of violence, as British officials observed, “Jew-
ish shopkeepers moved from Jaffa to Tel Aviv. In every respect the schism between
the two peoples was now open and undisguised[.]” In 1937, by the time of the Peel
Commission’s report, the partition of Jaffa and Tel Aviv and the conflicts at their bor-
der were cited by the British officials as further proof of the necessity of partition on
a country-wide level.”’

The case of Jaffa-Tel Aviv shows that the role of the British Mandate in the nation-
alization of Palestine (and later Israel) was much more complex than the narrative of
a forceful imperial transfer of a North Atlantic concept into the Middle East would
have it. When the British Mandate gained power in Palestine, it did not encounter
an empty, malleable space but was confronted with preexisting local realities. British
imperialism was not and did not suddenly turn into the only channel through which
either Jewish Zionists or Palestinian Arabs conceived of their local and global sur-
roundings or their own specific places within them. Rather, as shown above, even
before the war, globalization had gone hand in hand with a large degree of localiza-
tion, i.e., the strengthening of attachment to the geographical units of Palestine and
Greater Syria. In addition, the Zionist movement, premised on the European ‘mi-
nority experience’ and its xenophobic ethnonationalism, had already begun to en-
force the principle of the nation in its spatial politics at the local level. This resulted

95  Alona Nitzan-Shiftan: “Contested Zionism — Alternative Modernism: Erich Mendelsohn and
the Tel Aviv Chug in Mandate Palestine”, in: Architectural History 39 (1996), 147-180.

96  Ze'ev]abotinsky: “The Meaning of Tel Aviv”, The Palestine Bulletin, 8 April 1929, 2.

97  Palestine Royal Commission, 70.
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in a simmering conflict over incompatible forms of (re-)territorialization caused by
different aspects of geopolitical upheaval and global integration. With the establish-
ment of the Mandate, however, the British gained much of the authority to privilege
one competing form of reterritorialization over another, and British policies regu-
lating migration, urban planning, and construction supported and exacerbated the
partition of both cities and what some scholars call Tel Aviv’s “conquest of Jaffa”.*®

From a global perspective, this privileging of Zionist forms and claims of reter-
ritorialization by the Mandate is paralleled by the Mandate’s restrictive policies con-
cerning the naturalization of members of the Palestinian diaspora. In late January
0f1926, Tel Aviv and other cities throughout Palestine opened their first “naturaliza-
tion offices”.”® Article 7 of the Mandate had obligated the British to enact a national-
itylaw in Palestine, and the Palestinian Citizenship Order in Council came into force
on1August 1925. As had been stipulated by the Treaty of Lausanne, it provided that
all those who had been “habitually residents” of what was to become Palestine would
“become ipso facto” nationals of that territory. Immigrants, in turn, were allowed to
naturalize after having permanently resided in Palestine for the relatively short pe-
riod of two years.'® The Hebrew press provided its readers with detailed informa-
tion on how to naturalize and called them to do so at one of the offices. Throughout
the Arabic press, however, the Palestinian Citizenship Order again raised the issue of
the Palestinian emigration and the diaspora in the Americas: By 1927, it had become
clear that for many of the Palestinians living abroad, it was impossible to naturalize
under the conditions laid out by the British administration.®*

Again, Filastin began to publish open letters by emigrants, only that this time
they were not narrating the risky and often grievous migration experience — but
rather their failures to naturalize as Palestinians despite having been born there,
having family there, and owning property lying within its territory.
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The strange thing is that every Jew of whichever previous nationality [..] receives
naturalization as soon as he sets his foot in our country, but the native of Pales-
tine [...] is considered non-Palestinian and is eligible for the “award” of Palestinian
citizenship only under preconditions and restrictions.'®

Justaswhen itaddressed the unequal treatment of Jewish immigrants and returning
Palestinian migrants at Jaffa port during the period of late Ottoman rule, the Jaffan
newspaper Filastin contrasted Jewish and Arab access to reterritorialization under
the new regime that ordered it, criticizing the privileges Jewish migrants enjoyed
over Palestinian Arabs. What is more, the above excerpt from an open letter from
an emigrant residing in Mexico demonstrates Palestinian resistance to the regime
itself and the fact that the British were the ones invested with the imperial power to
“award” Palestinian nationality.

Conclusion

By taking a large step back and engaging with the rich literatures on the intellectual
history of ethnonational partition and the global intellectual history of the nation,
this chapter has aimed to draw attention to the limits of the paradigm of imperial
diffusion. I have argued that neither global nation formation nor the emergence of
ethnonational separatism and ultimately partition are adequately grasped by the as-
sumption that these were disseminated by imperial powers from the core to the pe-
riphery. Rather, they constituted new forms of reterritorialization in face of the de-
territorializing impacts of increasing globalization, and thus stemmed from an in-
teraction between local and global forces that was not exclusively shaped by the im-
perial encounter. New forms of localized attachment, bounded identities, and their
spatializations had already begun to emerge in Jaffa-Tel Aviv at the close of Ottoman
rule — both in the shape of an emerging sense of Palestinian Arab wataniyya and in
the shape of Zionisn'’s ethnonational separatism, most clearly embodied in Tel Aviv,
which was itself conditioned by the experience of exile and of minority status in ma-
jority societies increasingly defined in ethnonational terms.

Interestingly, Palestinian forms of local attachment and identity were linguisti-
cally distinguished from the threat of the Zionist claims to the land, with the Zionist
immigrants increasingly being understood as a gawmi community undermining the
interests of the watan. Neither term, wataniyya or qawmiyya, was entirely new at the
time. Nowadays, both would be translated as “nationalism” but for the period under
study gawmiyya is mostly rendered as “nationalism” while wataniyya is translated as

103 “Mushkilat Jansiyyat al-Muhajirin [The Problem of the Emigrants’ Nationality]”, Filastin,
23 April 1927, 1; Abdullah Abu Shawaria: “Mushkilat al-Jansiyya al-Filastiniyya [The Problem
of the Palestinian Nationality]”, Filastin, 30 August 1927, 2.
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“patriotism’”.’** This distinction is, as others have pointed out, flawed, because it im-
plies a conceptual distinction stemming from European languages that is unlikely to
reflect local conceptual realities. In addition, wataniyya was used much more widely
than gawmiyya by many Arabic-speaking national movements without this implying
that they were patriotic rather than nationalist in character.’® The distinction made
in Filastin’s usage at the time nonetheless appears to be meaningful, both because of
the systematic way the terms are used and in view of their respective etymologies.
Whereas gawm derives from the Bedouin term for a group that a person is born into
and thus denotes loyalty to the nation as a people, watan, the homeland, is defined
first and foremost by being a person’s place of habitation, and thus carries spatial
and geographical connotations. Historically, it was most often used to differentiate
residents from aliens (ajnabi). By the late 19th century, however, its meaning also
began to incorporate the dimension of an aboriginal homeland, fatherland or patrie,
and was thus ethnicized.’*

Recognizing the Zionist movement’s national aspirations, the Arabic press re-
ferred to them as gawmi — as the term watani was reserved for the patriotic/national-
ist movement of the (original), locally attached residents of Palestine and thus stood
in conceptual opposition to the Zionist movement. While this does not necessar-
ily mean that Palestinian Arab nationalism may not also have been understood as
qawmi, it proves beyond doubt that Zionism and wataniyya appeared to be mutu-
ally exclusive concepts to contributors to the Arab press. In Zionist discourse, mean-
while, while it was common to refer to its own movement as national (leumi, a term
that also derives from the idea of a nation as a people, uma), when the emergent
‘Arab question’ was addressed, it was rarely spoken of using the same vocabulary.
Rather than designating it as a leumi/national movement, it was referred to as the
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state nationalism in the Arab Middle East, while gawmiyya designated (pan-)Arab nation-
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