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Die mohammedanisch-arabische Kulturperiode ist das Verbindungsglied zwischen der
untergegangenen griechisch-romischen und der alten Kultur iiberbaupt und der seit dem
Renaissancezeitalter aufgebliihten europdischen Kultur. Die letztere hdtte obne dieses
Bindeglied schwerlich so bald ibre heutige Hobe erreicht.

(The era of Islamic-Arab culture represents the link between the fallen Greek-Roman
and generally the culture of antiquity, and the European culture that has blossomed
since the period of the Renaissance. Without this link, the latter would not have easily
reached its high position of today.)

August Bebel, Die Mohammedanisch-Arabische Kulturperiode, Herausgegeben und
eingeleitet von Wolfgang G. Schwanitz (Berlin: Edition Ost, 1999), 169.

Als volkischer Mann, der den Wert des Menschentums nach rassischen Grundlagen
abschdtzt, darf ich schon aus der Erkenntnis der rassischen Minderwertigkeit dieser
sogennanten “unterdriickten Nationen” nicht das Schicksal des eigenen Volkes mit
dem ibren verketten.

(As a folkish man who estimates the value of humanity on racial bases, 1 may not,
simply because of my knowledge of their racial inferiority, link my own people’s fate
with that of these so-called “oppressed nations.”)

Adolf Hitler, Mein Kampf, Jubiliumsausgabe anlifflich der Vollendung des s5o.
Lebensjahres des Fiithrers (Miinchen: Zentralverlag der NSDAP/Frz. Eher Nachf.,

1939), 655.

Unsere Sender wiegeln die Araber auf. Jetzt wollen wir mal Oberst Lawrence spielen.

(Our radio stations are inciting the Arabs. Now we want to play Colonel Lawrence.)
Joseph Goebbels, Die Tagebiicher von Joseph Goebbels, Elke Frohlich Hrsg., Teil 1,
Bd. 9, Bearbeitet von Hartmut Mehringer (Berlin: K.G. Sauer Verlag, 1995), 252.
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Introduction

This book is a reexamination of the foreign policy of Hitler’s Third Reich
toward the Arabic-speaking world of North Africa, the Fertile Crescent, and
the Arabian Peninsula before and during the Second World War. Although it
touches briefly on the roles of the non-Arab states of Turkey and Iran in
German geopolitical and military considerations during those years, its focus
remains on the Arab lands, all of which remained in varying degrees under
the influence or control of a European colonial power. Turkey, unlike the
Arab states, was a fully sovereign and independent state, one toward which
Hitler’s regime pursued a consistent policy before and after 1939 based on the
recognition and support for Turkey’s territorial integrity, independence, and in
particular its neutrality in a European war. Iran was more or less independent
as well, at least until the Anglo-Soviet occupations of August 1941. It was
neither an immediate object of competing European imperial ambition, nor in
close proximity to German and Italian geopolitical interest and military reach
in eastern Europe, the Mediterranean region, and parts of Africa.

The book’s focus on the Arab world is presented within the framework of
two central, interconnected issues in the larger history of National Socialism
and the Third Reich, namely the geopolitical interests and ambitions of Hitler’s
National Socialist regime and its racial ideology and “world view.” It seeks to
define the geopolitical interests and policies of Nazi Germany in the Arab lands
of the Middle East and North Africa, within the context of Hitler’s primary
ambitions in Europe, Germany’s relationships with the other European powers
in the Mediterranean area, and Arab nationalism. It also considers Nazi racial
attitudes and policies toward the Arab population that lived in those regions,
and more generally with “colonial peoples” living under some form of
European control throughout the world at that time.

In recent years, events in the Middle East and beyond have generated a
renewed interest among scholars and non-scholars alike in the relationship
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between Hitler’s Germany and the Arab lands of the Middle East and North
Africa. This is especially true with regard to the Second World War and the
Nazi persecution and mass murder of the Jews in Europe. Prior to the end of the
last century, there were a few scholarly studies that appeared beginning in
the 1960s that focused on the aims and policies of Nazi Germany in the Arab
Middle East. Few, if any, provided much detail on the reactions of Arab leaders,
intellectuals, and the general Arab population to National Socialism, Germany,
and Nazi Jewish policy." However, much of the more recent literature has
begun to examine the responses of the Arab populations of the Middle East
and North Africa to Hitler, National Socialism, German and European anti-
Semitism, and the destruction of the Jews in Europe. Moreover, they consider
the question of Arab responses to National Socialism and the Holocaust in
Europe not only during the Second World War, but also in the turbulent
decades in the Arab world following the end of the war. One might engage in
conjecture and attribute the recent spike in interest in the topic of Arab and
Islamic responses to Nazism and the Holocaust to a host of developments:
the rapid growth of fundamentalist Islamic organizations and movements in the
Middle East over the past several decades; the continuing Israeli-Palestinian
conflict; the 1979 Islamic Revolution in Iran and elsewhere; the American wars
in Iraq and Afghanistan; as well as the issue of terrorism and the so-called war
on terror since the attacks of September 11, 2007.

Some of the recent literature tends to offer simplistic generalizations about
the responses to Hitler, National Socialism, and Nazi anti-Semitism in a very
large, complex, and highly diverse Arabic-speaking part of the world that
stretches from the Atlantic coast of Morocco in the west to the Persian Gulf
and Iraq’s border with Iran in the east, and from the Syrian and Iraqi borders
with Turkey in the north to the southern coast of the Arabian Peninsula. A few
are works by scholars in the field of modern European and German history,
the Third Reich, and the Holocaust. As such, these provide valuable new
information on, analysis of, and insights into, German policy and propaganda

* On the question of German Middle East policy, there was some interest in the mid 1960s with the
appearance of the following: Lukasz Hirszowicz, The Third Reich and the Arab East (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1966); Heinz Tillmann, Deutschlands Araberpolitik im Zweiten
Weltkrieg (Berlin: Deutscher Verlag fiir Wissenschaft, 1965); Robert Melka, “The Axis and the
Arab Middle East, 1930-1945,” Diss. University of Minnesota, 1966; Mohamed-Kamal el
Dessouki, “Hitler und der Nahe Osten,” Diss. Berlin, 1963; and Joseph Schechtman, The Mufti
and the Fiibrer: The Rise and fall of Haj Amin el-Husseini (New York: Thomas Yoseloff, 1965).
Several additional works on specific aspects of Nazi policy appeared during the three decades
following the 1960s, among them: Bernd Schroder, Deutschland und der Mittlere Osten im
Zweiten Welkkrieg (Gottingen: Musterschmidt Verlag, 1975); Yair Hirschfeld, Deutschland
und Iran im Spielfeld der Mdichte (Dusseldorf: Droste Verlag, 1980); Francis R. Nicosia,
The Third Reich and the Palestine Question (Austin and London: University of Texas Press
and L.B. Tauris, 1985); Uriel Dann (ed.), The Great Powers and the Middle East, 1919-1939
(New York: Holmes & Meier, 1988); and Edgar Flacker, “Fritz Grobba and Nazi Germany’s
Middle East Policy, 1933-1942,” Diss. London, 1998.
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toward the Arab Middle East and North Africa.> However, even they,
not unlike many of the non-scholarly, often polemical, literature that has
appeared since the World Trade Center attacks of September 11, 2007,
at times imply the existence of a generally singular, uniform Arab world, with
a more or less uniform reception of Hitler, National Socialism, and the perse-
cution and mass murder of the Jews in Europe. They often assume the existence
of an Arab world in the Fertile Crescent, the Arabian Peninsula, and North
Africa that constituted a generally uniform and monolithic ethnic, cultural,
political, and religious entity with a more or less singular world view. As such,
they provide neither the necessary historical and cultural context of the modern
Middle East, nor do they really utilize the important and diverse Arabic-
language sources that historians and other scholars of the modern Middle East
naturally have consulted on this important topic.

In his analysis of Nazi propaganda to the Middle East during the Second
World War, Jeffrey Herf rightly concludes that the Nazi state and party, along
with the German military, “... made strenuous efforts with the resources at
their disposal to export the regime’s ideology in ways that they hoped would
strike a nerve among Arabs and Muslims.”? He also points out that Allied and
German intelligence services “. .. all found evidence that there were individuals
and groups from which the Axis might have expected strong support.”# Just as
scholars of the history of the Third Reich and the Second World War would
hardly disagree with Herf’s first point, scholars of modern Middle Eastern
history would generally concur with his second point. Moreover, Klaus-
Michael Mallmann and Martin Ciippers present important information about,
and insight into, Nazi plans and activities with regard to the Middle East during
the Second World War. These include efforts by the Nazi regime to intensify
hatred of the Jews among the Arab populations, as well as evidence for Nazi
plans during the war to extend the “final solution,” the mass murder of the
Jews in Europe, to the ancient Jewish communities in the Arab lands of North
Africa and the Middle East.” As scholars of modern Europe and Germany,
Mallmann and Cuppers, Herf, and a few others make important contributions
to our knowledge and understanding of the Third Reich, and its attitudes and
policies toward the Arab world.® Their focus on the handful of Arab exiles in
wartime Berlin and Rome is indeed important for understanding German and

* See for example the studies by Klaus-Michael Mallmann and Martin Ciippers, Halbmond und
Hakenkreuz: Das Dritte Reich, die Araber und Paliistina (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchge-
sellschaft, 2006); Klaus Gensicke, Der Mufti von Jerusalem und die Nationalsozialisten: Eine
politische Biographie Amin el-Husseinis (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 2007);
Jeffrey Herf, Nazi Propaganda for the Arab World (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2009);
and most recently Barry Rubin and Wolfgang Schwanitz, Nazis, Islamists, and the Making of the
Modern Middle East (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2014).

Herf. Nazi Propaganda, 263 4 Ibid.

Mallmann and Cippers, Halbmond und Hakenkreuz, 137 ff.

See also Gensicke, Der Mufti von Jerusalem, chap. 4.

w

o v
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Axis policy toward the Arab world during the war; this study also uses these
individuals to this particular end. However, a focus on those Arab exiles in
wartime Berlin alone does not provide an adequate lens for understanding how
the diverse populations, organizations, and institutions in the Arab world
reacted to National Socialism and the policies of the Third Reich in Europe.

Some of the recent literature at times attributes Arab motives and Arab
violence against Jews in Palestine and elsewhere in the region during the years
1933-1945 to a historically-rooted, religiously- and culturally-based hatred of
Jews. For example, Klaus Gensicke feels compelled to attribute the Grand
Mufti of Jerusalem’s particular hatred of the Jews to Arabs in general, with
little analysis or context: “This fanatical extremism has become a tradition that
remains as virulent as it was at the time of the ‘great uprising’ (1936-1939) and
represents a failed policy of refusal to compromise, of irreconcilability, and
of ‘all or nothing.””” Mallmann and Ciippers, moreover, speculate that the anti-
Semitic potential of the Arabs as a whole during the summer of 1942, as
Erwin Rommel seemed poised to achieve victory over the British in Egypt and
eventually Palestine, was the same as that of the Lithuanians, the Latvians, and
the Ukrainians a year earlier in Europe: “There is no reason, therefore, why the
anti-Semitic potential of the Lithuanian, Latvian, or Ukrainian nationalists
should have been greater than that of the Arabs as they awaited the German
army.”” In drawing conclusions about Nazi wartime propaganda to the Arab
world, often a joint effort of the Nazi regime and Arab exiles in Berlin,
Herf concludes: “Nazi Germany’s Arabic-language propaganda during
World War II was the product of a remarkable political and ideological
synthesis that took place in wartime Berlin...These materials displayed a
synthesis of Nazism, Arab nationalism, and fundamentalist Islam.”® While
each of these three points may indeed possess some element of truth for some
Arabs, they also infer general truths about Arabs, Arab history, Arab national-
ism, and Arab responses to National Socialism. As such, they can be simplistic
generalizations that are impossible to demonstrate in the absence of a necessary
Middle Eastern historical context, familiarity with Arabic-language sources,
and the fortunate reality that Nazi Germany was defeated in the Second
World War.

Likewise, this study cannot consult what is no doubt a large and essential
array of Arabic-language sources that would enable it to draw legitimate and,
of necessity, nuanced conclusions about the reception of Nazi ideas and policies
in the Arab world between 1933 and 1945. Therefore, rather than drawing
such conclusions, this book will leave the question of Arab reception of,
and responses to, National Socialist Germany to scholars of the Middle East
who have undertaken this task. Moreover, some of the aforementioned recent

7 Ibid., 192. # Mallmann and Ciippers, Halbmond und Hakenkreuz, 164.
° Herf, Nazi Propaganda, 261.
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scholarship tends to ignore or dismiss as a motivating force among Arabs at
that time, early and mid-twentieth-century Muslim and Christian Arab resent-
ment against western imperialism and domination of the region since the
nineteenth century. Notwithstanding legitimate Zionist efforts to deal with
centuries of anti-Semitism and persecution in Europe, as well as issues of Jewish
identity and survival in the Diaspora, some tend to dismiss Palestinian Arab
fears that Zionism, the Zionist movement, and the Jewish National Home,
within the context of Arab resentment against continuing European imperial-
ism in the region, ultimately sought a Jewish majority and state in Mandatory
Palestine after the First World War.'® Examples of Arab hatred and violence
against Jews in Palestine and elsewhere in the region during the more than two
decades following the First World War are undeniable. That many Arabs
during those decades did in fact resent European imperialism in the region,
and did fear and resent Zionism and Jewish immigration as serious obstacles to
the achievement of Arab national self-determination in Palestine, is equally
undeniable. That some may use the reality of European imperialism and fears
of Zionism to explain — not to justify or defend — a large part of that hatred
and violence is both reasonable and necessary if we are to fully understand this
history. Of course, even a partial explanation such as this would conflict with
claims that Arab animosity toward Jews was and remains a mirror image of the
deeply ingrained, historical hatred and persecution of Jews in Europe.

The important topic of Arab responses to Hitler, National Socialism,
and Nazi persecution and destruction of the Jews in Europe between 1933
and 1945 is something that this author will leave to historians and other
scholars of the modern Middle East. They possess the expertise in the
modern history of the Arab world, and are able to do the essential research in

*© See for example Mallmann and Ciippers, Halbmond und Hakenkreuz, Chap. 1; and Herf, Nazi
Propaganda, 261-266. While certainly not a replacement for Arabic-language primary sources,
some Zionist sources can provide useful and important context to this issue. Chaim Weizmann’s
pronouncement at the Paris Peace Conference in 1919 that the aim of Zionism was “to make
Palestine as Jewish as England is English” sent an unambiguous message to the Arab majority in
Palestine. See Chaim Weizmann, Trial and Error: The Autobiography of Chaim Weizmann
(New York: Harper, 1949), 244. Vladimir Jabotinsky rejected any compromise with the Arabs
over the absolute necessity of a Jewish majority and state in Palestine, noting that, as Walter
Laqueur has written, “the Arabs loved their country [Palestine] as much as the Jews did.
Instinctively, they understood Zionist aspirations very well, and their decision to resist them
was only natural.” See Walter Laqueur, A History of Zionism (New York: Holt Rinehart and
Winston, 1972), 256. David Ben Gurion’s 1938 statement “I support compulsory transfer.
I don’t see anything immoral in it,” might have served to heighten Arab fears. See Benny Morris,
Righteous Victims: A History of the Zionist-Arab Conflict (New York: Vintage, 2001), 144.
On the other hand, and to illustrate the degree of Arab rejectionism to which Mallmann and
Clippers refer, the call of some Zionists, especially Brit Shalom, during the interwar period for a
binational state based on Jewish-Arab equality, was vehemently rejected by most Arab leaders,
as it was by most Zionists. See Steven Aschheim, Beyond the Border: The German-Jewish
Legacy Abroad (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2007), 6—44.
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Arabic-language sources that are necessary in such an endeavor. In recent years,
there has emerged a growing body of scholarship that includes monographs,
collections of essays, and individual journal articles by scholars of the Middle
East and Islam who examine the complexities and varieties of Arab responses to
Hitler’s Germany.'' As is usually the case in scholarly discourse, there are
substantive disagreements among them over various issues. However, their
works seem to generally exhibit a common recognition of the considerable size,
diversity, and complexity of the Arabic-speaking world, and of the consequent
multiplicity and range of Arab attitudes and responses to Germany, National
Socialism, Nazi anti-Semitism, and the persecution and mass murder of the
Jews in Europe. These multiple responses, the natural result of such diversity,
would preclude simple generalizations about the Arab world in the 1930s and
1940s. Moreover, some make use of this historical context in their analyses
of the impact and legacy of those years on the turbulent developments in the
region in the decades following 1945. Their knowledge and understanding of
the modern history of the region, as well as their research in Arabic-language
sources, provide a necessary context for the debates that arise from this
very sensitive topic. They provide a perspective that those of us in the fields
of modern European and German history, anti-Semitism, National Socialism,
and the Holocaust are usually not in a position to adequately provide. In the
end, they generally assume the existence of a large and diverse “Arab world,”
one that was certainly far larger and more diverse in its responses to Hitler
and National Socialism than merely the Grand Mulfti of Jerusalem, Rashid
Ali al-Gaylani of Iraq, and other Arab exiles in wartime Berlin.

" See most recently Stefan Wild (ed.), Die Welt des Islams, International Journal for the Study of
Modern Islam, Special Theme Issue: “Islamofascism”? 52, 3-4 (2012); and Omar Kamil, Der
Holocaust im arabischen Geddchinis. Eine Diskursgeschichte (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2012). See also Gotz Nordbruch, Nazism in Syria and Lebanon: The Ambivalence
of the German Option, 1933-1945 (New York: Routledge, 2009); Gilbert Achcar, The Arabs
and the Holocaust: The Arab-Israeli War of Narratives (New York: Henry Holt, 2009); Meir
Litvak and Esther Webman, From Empathy to Denial: Arab Responses to the Holocaust (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2009); Peter Wien, Iraqi Arab Nationalism: Authoritarian,
Totalitarian, and Pro-Fascist Inclinations, 1932-1941 (New York: Routledge, 2006); Israel
Gershoni and Gotz Nordbruch, Sympathie und Schrecken. Begegnungen mit Faschismus und
Nationalsozialismus in Agypten 1922-1937 (Berlin: Schwarz, 2011); Gerhard Hépp, Peter
Wien, and René Wildangel (eds.), Blind fiir die Geschichte? Arabische Begegnungen mit dem
Nationalsozialismus (Berlin: Hans Schiler Verlag, 2004). See also the essays by Ulrike Freitag
and Israel Gershoni, Peter Wien, Nir Arielli, Jeffrey Herf, Anna Baldinetti, and Mustapha Kabha
in the special edition of Geschichte und Gesellschaft, 37 (3), 2011, edited by Ulrike Freitag and
Israel Gershoni. These essays are from the international workshop “Arab Responses to Fascism
and Nazism, 1933-1945: Reappraisals and New Directions,” which took place at Tel Aviv
University and the Open University in Israel in May 2010. An older but very useful source on this
question is Stefan Wild, “National Socialism in the Arab Near East Between 1933 and 1939,”
Die Welt des Islams 25 (1985): 126-173.
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That some Arabs eagerly sought to make common cause with Germany in
the decades following the First World War, regardless of the nature of its
government, is certainly clear. It would seem the logical and inevitable outcome
of a post—=World War I settlement in the Middle East that clearly did not satisfy
the goal of many Arabs for immediate national self-determination and inde-
pendence from foreign rule. Winston Churchill met with a delegation of
Muslim and Christian Arabs in Haifa during a visit to Palestine in March
1921, on the heels of Palestinian Arab unrest and violence in the immediate
postwar years. With a postwar settlement in place that virtually ignored
the expectations and demands of Arabs in general, it is not surprising that the
atmosphere of this meeting was one of confrontation and recrimination. Arabs
expressed anger over what they perceived as broken promises and betrayal by
the Allies during and immediately following the First World War. By the time
of Churchill’s meeting with Arab leaders in Haifa, it had become clear that
British and French control over much of the former Arab territories of the
Ottoman Empire would be formalized with League of Nations mandates. These
included a British mandate over Palestine, and a Jewish National Home that
would be incorporated into the mandate. The expansion of Anglo-French
imperial influence and control to include the entire Fertile Crescent, along with
the creation of a Jewish National Home within Britain’s Mandate for Palestine,
would trump the attainment of Arab national self-determination and independ-
ence. The Arab delegation issued the following warning to Churchill that
would be of significance in the decades that followed:

Today the Arabs’ belief in England is not what it was. . .If England does not take up the
cause of the Arabs, other powers will. From India, Mesopotamia, the Hedjaz and
Palestine the cry goes up to England now. If she does not listen, then perhaps Russia
will take up their call someday, or perhaps even Germany."*

This study is limited to an examination of the intent and the policy of the
Third Reich with regard to the Arab lands of the Middle East and North Africa
from Hitler’s assumption of power in 1933 through most of the Second World
War. It does so, in a sense, with an implicit reference to the warning contained
in the last sentence of the statement by the Arab delegation to Churchill in
Haifa in 1921. There are many references to and discussions of periodic Arab
overtures for German support during the Nazi years. Although these overtures
constitute an important component of this study, there is no attempt to offer an
analysis of, or conclusions about, overall Arab attitudes and responses to
National Socialism, the Nazi state, and its policies in Europe. This book does,
however, assume the existence of a general frustration and anger among Arabs
against a post—-World War I settlement that effectively denied them the inde-
pendence they had expected and believed to be rightfully theirs. There was

'* Doreen Ingrams (ed.), Palestine Papers, 1917-1922: Seeds of Conflict (London: John Murray,
1972), 118.
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indeed a fondness among Arabs for Germany that likely stemmed from the
general conviction that Germany, alone among the European powers, had
never harbored imperial ambitions in the Arab world. Based on that conviction,
of course, many attempts by Arab leaders to solicit German support for
overturning the post—World War I settlement in the Middle East would materi-
alize during the Weimar and Nazi periods.”? This sympathy for Germany also
produced an important constant in Nazi Germany’s attitudes and policy
toward the Arab world, namely the persistent refusal of Hitler’s government
to unequivocally recognize and openly support Arab efforts to overturn the
post—World War I status quo in the Middle East through the achievement of
real independence from European control. This study is limited, therefore, to
the substance of Nazi Germany’s ideological and strategic interests and policies
in the Arab lands of the Middle East and North Africa, albeit beyond the
platitudes and assertions contained in Nazi propaganda in the region during
the Second World War.

Finally, this book considers the many important instances of requests that
some Arab representatives made to Germany during the Weimar and Nazi
periods for diplomatic and material support against British, French, Italian,
and Spanish colonial rule in the region, and against Jewish immigration to the
Jewish National Home in Palestine. Its focus is on German responses to those
requests in order to understand the intent of German policy toward the Arab
world, rather than on Arab attitudes toward Germany, National Socialism, and
Nazi Jewish policy. These initiatives on the part of some Arabs appear regularly
in the German diplomatic reports from the Middle East to Berlin, and naturally
constitute an element in the relationship between Hitler’s Germany and various
sectors of the Arab nationalist movement during those years. Some of the more
obvious, numerous, and useful examples of Arab initiatives are those involving
the Grand Mufti of Jerusalem, Amin al-Husayni, as well as Rashid Ali
al-Gaylani of Iraq, and a few other representatives in the Arab lands or living
in exile in wartime Berlin. The book draws conclusions only about the sub-
stance of Germany’s responses to those Arab initiatives within the context of
German interests and policy in the Arab world; the larger meaning or signifi-
cance of those Arab initiatives as part of a more general Arab reception of
Germany, National Socialism, and Nazi Jewish policy is left to other scholars.
The mostly German primary sources used in this study clearly provide an
abundant documentary basis for drawing conclusions about the motivations

'3 This view is referred to time and again in the correspondence within the German Foreign
Office in Berlin, and between it and German diplomatic missions in the Arab world during
the Weimar and Nazi periods. See for instance Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte (hereafter IfZ):
Nachlaff Werner-Otto von Hentig, ED 113/34, “Grofsarabien und die Lage in Syrien,”
Aufzeichnung Werner-Otto von Hentig, 26. Februar 1941; and ED 113/6, “Der Orient in seiner
politischen Entwicklung seit dem Weltkrieg,” n.d. Additional references to this view will be made
in the chapters to follow.
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and aims of Hitler’s government; they do not necessarily do the same for Arab
motivations and intent as a whole, beyond reflecting a clear Arab desire for self-
determination and independence. While these sources do indeed provide
important information for an understanding and evaluation of some of the
motivations and ambitions of the Mufti and other Arab exiles in wartime
Berlin, neither they nor the activities of German and Italian-based Arab exiles
are used in isolation to draw larger conclusions about the Arab world as a
whole during those years.

Scholars of the history of the Third Reich and the Second World War have long
debated the larger question of Hitler’s ultimate geopolitical aims and ambitions
in Europe and the rest of the world. A major divide among them has been the
extent to which Hitler and his Nazi state had developed specific ideas and
ambitions for the world beyond the European continent, after an anticipated
victory over the Soviet Union and the conquest of German “living space”
(Lebensraum) in Europe.'* Some have argued that Hitler’s ultimate goals were
“continental” in nature and scope, limited to Europe, while others have insisted
that his goals extended beyond Europe, and thus were “global.” Some of the
earliest and most important historians of modern Germany and the Third Reich
in the postwar period represented the “continental” interpretation. Scholars
such as Hans-Adolf Jacobsen, Hugh Trevor-Roper, Alan Bullock, Axel Kuhn,
Eberhard Jackel, and others outlined Hitler’s systematic plans for a war of
conquest that was essentially limited to continental Europe and to its complete
reorganization under the control of a Greater German Reich."> Others made
the argument that Hitler’s geopolitical aims and ambitions were ultimately
global in nature. Scholars such as Andreas Hillgriiber, Klaus Hildebrand,
Jochen Thies, Gerhard Weinberg, and others argued that they evolved as the
Second World War progressed, extending from the European continent to
the world beyond."®

'4 See Volker Berghahn’s Foreward in the new English edition of Jochen Thies’s Hitler’s Plans for
Global Domination: Nazi Architecture & Ultimate War Aims (New York: Berghahn Books,
2012), xii. Thies’s original German edition is Architekt der Weltherrschaft. Die Endziele Hitlers
(Diisseldorf: Droste Verlag, 1976).

See for example Hans-Adolf Jacobsen, Nationalsozialistische Aufenpolitik 1933-1938
(Frankfurt am Main: Alfred Metzner Verlag, 1968); Hugh Trevor-Roper, “Hitlers Kriegsziele,”
Vierteljabrshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte 8 (1960): 121-133; Alan Bullock, Hitler: A Study in Tyranny
(New York: Harper and Row, 1962); Axel Kuhn, Hitlers Aussenpolitisches Program (Stuttgart:
Klett Verlag, 1970); Eberhard Jickel, Hitlers Weltanschauung. Entwurf einer Herrschaft
(Tibingen: Rainer Wunderlich Verlag Hermann Leins, 1969).

See for example Andreas Hillgruber, Hitlers Strategie. Politik und Kriegfithrung 1940-1941
(Frankfurt am Main: Bernhard Graefe Verlag fiir Wehrwesen, 1965), and “England’s Place in
Hitler’s Plans for World Domination,” Journal of Contemporary History 9 (1974): 5—22; Klaus
Hildebrand, Vom Reich zum Weltreich. Hitler, NSDAP und Kolonianfrage 1919-1945%
(Miinchen: Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 1969); Thies, Architekt der Weltherrschaft; Gerhard
Weinberg, A World at Arms: A Global History of World War II (New York: Cambridge



10 Nazi Germany and the Arab World, 1933-1944

To a significant extent, this debate has been linked to the debates over the
ultimate aims of Nazi anti-Semitism and race policy in Europe and beyond.
Nazi racial ideology was always an inherent part of the geopolitical consider-
ations of the Nazi state as it planned and waged war. There certainly has been
general agreement on the central role of racial ideology in the development of
Hitler’s geopolitical plans for Europe from the early days of the National
Socialist movement. The National Socialist German Workers Party (NSDAP)
and the Nazi state after 1933 often professed Germany’s rightful pursuit of
Lebensraum for the German people (Volk), within the context of a “new racial
order” (rassische Neuordnung) in Europe. This new German living space
would initially be centered in a “racially reorganized” Greater Germany in
central Europe, but would eventually expand into the vast reaches of eastern
Europe. It would involve the eventual elimination of Jews, Roma and Sinti, and
ultimately most of the Slavic peoples, and would likely be followed by some
sort of new, but undefined racial order at least in parts of the world beyond the
European continent.'” Of course, one can only speculate on the form that such
a new world order outside of Europe would have taken. Moreover, scholarly
debates over the Nazi decision-making process that ultimately led to the “final
solution to the Jewish question in Europe,” the decision in the fall of 1941 to
systematically murder all of the Jews in Europe, of necessity involved the
relationship between race theory and anti-Semitism on the one hand, and
geopolitical calculations and timing with regard to Europe and the Soviet Union
on the other. The final solution was clearly a central part of Nazi military and
political efforts in the war for the conquest of living space in Europe. Scholars
such as Saul Friedlander and Christopher Browning have largely put the
debates surrounding the decision-making process and the final solution to rest
with the recognition of some degree of improvisation in Nazi implementation of
its racial ideology, within the context of foreign policy and war. Friedlander has
concluded:

The Crimes committed by the Nazi regime were neither a mere outcome of some
haphazard, involuntary, imperceptible, and chaotic onrush of unrelated events nor a
predetermined enactment of a demonic script; they were the result of converging factors,
of the interaction between intentions and contingencies, between discernible causes and

University Press, 1994). For German intentions in specific areas outside of continental Europe,
see for example Norman J. W. Goda, Tomorrow the World: Hitler, Northwest Africa, and the
Path toward America (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1998); and Klaus
Hildebrand, Das Dritte Reich, 7. Aufl. (Miinchen: Oldenbourg Verlag, 2009), 77-79.

7 See, among others, Weinberg, A World at Arms, 898 ff. In her recent book, Shelley Baranowski
looks at the links between race and empire in modern German history, and contextualizes since
the nineteenth century German imperialist ambitions in Eastern Europe, and even beyond, as
embracing ethnic homogeneity over diversity, imperial enlargement over stasis, and “living
space” as the route to the biological survival of the German Volk. See her Nazi Empire: German
Colonialism and Imperialism from Bismarck to Hitler (New York: Cambridge University Press,
2010).
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chance. General ideological objectives and tactical policy decisions enhanced one
another and always remained open to more radical moves as circumstances changed."®

And Browning has exposed this tendency toward improvisation as circum-
stances changed, and its deadly consequences in the final solution, within the
context of war, German conquest, and what he terms the “euphoria of seeming
victory” in Europe by 1941."

How did Hitler’s intentions and policies with regard to the Arab lands of
North Africa and the Middle East after 1933 fit into the scenario of a two-
phased strategy of a successful European-centered Kontinentalpolitik, followed
by some sort of global or Weltpolitik? And how did Nazi racial ideology fit into
such a strategy? To some extent, the few early studies of the Third Reich’s
policies in the Middle East, written in the 1960s, did at least begin to address
this question. The most significant by far was historian Lukasz Hirszowicz’s
The Third Reich and the Arab East, a 1966 English translation from the
original Polish that was first published in Warsaw in 1963. This book, along
with an unpublished 1966 PhD dissertation by Robert Melka, offered the first
comprehensive scholarly studies of Nazi aims and policy in the Middle East.
Not surprisingly, these two otherwise valuable, groundbreaking studies tend to
define the Middle East as largely inconsequential in Hitler’s geopolitical calcu-
lations, focused as Hitler was on the expansion of German living space, eastern
Europe, and the Soviet Union. Moreover, Hirszowicz and Melka incorporate
little if any information on, or analysis of, Nazi racial ideology, anti-Semitism,
and Jewish policy as they might relate to the question of the Middle East in
Hitler’s thinking before and after the outbreak of war in Europe in 1939. In the
years since then, however, these issues have become an increasingly significant
part of discussions about Nazi Germany and the Arab world, particularly given
the close geographical proximity to Europe of North Africa and the Middle
East, and the existence of significant Jewish populations in those regions.

Not until the 1980s and thereafter did Nazi racial ideology and anti-
Semitism become somewhat more integrated into the scholarship on Nazi
Germany’s strategic interests and policy in the Middle East before and after
1939. Among others, this author’s 1985 study of Nazi Germany’s relationship
to the Palestine Question before the outbreak of war in Europe in September
1939 combines the issues of Germany’s strategic interests in the region and its
relationship with Great Britain on the one hand, and Nazi Jewish policy,
specifically the role of Zionism and Jewish emigration from Germany to
Palestine before the Second World War, on the other. Mallmann and Ciippers’
2006 book offers a reexamination of overall Nazi Middle East policy, with a

"8 Saul Friedlinder, Nazi Germany and the Jews: The Years of Persecution, 1933-1939
(New York: HarperCollins, 1997), 5.

"9 Christopher Browning, The Path to Genocide: Essays on Launching the Final Solution
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1992), xi.
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focus on the war years that does include an analysis of anti-Semitism and
Jewish policy as part of Nazi strategic thinking. The authors frame their
analysis of German strategic interests and aims in the Middle East with clear
reference to the role of anti-Semitism and persecution of the Jews as a central
element both in the pursuit of German policy in North Africa and the Middle
East, as well as in Arab responses to that policy.

Race was indeed part of Hitler’s overall geopolitical calculations, including
the pursuit of Nazi objectives in the Arabic-speaking lands before and
during the Second World War. As was the case in Europe, those calculations
and policies were subject to improvisation as political and military realities on
the ground required. Even in the 1960s, Lukasz Hirszowicz concluded in his
final chapter: “Nazi racism made itself constantly felt in Germany’s relations
with Arab nationalist leaders. . .A contemptuous attitude to the Arabs, aversion
to their character and political behavior, disbelief in their state-forming cap-
acity and their loyalty as allies are expressed by many statements of German
leaders and officials.”*° Improvisation in the application of Nazi racial ideol-
ogy, specifically in the regime’s Jewish policy after 1933, also provides an
important, interpretive context for any study of Hitler’s aims and strategy in
the Middle East. Indeed, a key component in Hitler’s persecution of the
Jews before 1941 was the encouragement of Jewish emigration from Germany
and settlement in the Jewish National Home in Palestine.”" This policy, in direct
conflict with Arab national interests in Palestine and generally throughout
the Middle East, was pursued by Hitler’s regime before and even during the
early part of the war. Hitler’s government supported the continuation of British
rule in Palestine over the objections of Palestine’s Arab inhabitants. The adop-
tion of the final solution in 1941, and the consequent termination of the
policy of forcing Jewish emigration from Greater Germany and occupied
Europe, seemed to remove this impediment to some form of potential wartime
Arab-German understanding and cooperation against the western powers; but
it did nothing to change Hitler’s fundamental support for continued European
imperial domination of the Middle East, and consequently, his general disinter-
est in the idea of Arab independence. Moreover, even during the Nazi mass
murder of the Jews in wartime Europe, and Germany’s concurrent and massive
propaganda campaign aimed at rallying Arab support for the Axis, Berlin
reluctantly agreed to the movement of small groups of Jews from occupied
Europe to Palestine in exchange for German nationals held by the British,
much to the consternation of the Mufti and his circle in wartime Berlin.
Given the significant Jewish populations in the Arab world, their close proxim-
ity to Europe, Germany’s wartime physical presence in the region, however
brief, and the reality of a large and dominant Arab population, race and

*® Hirszowicz, The Third Reich and the Arab East, 315.
*' See Francis R. Nicosia, Zionism and Anti-Semitism in Nazi Germany (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2008).
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geopolitics were in the end inextricably linked in a somewhat improvised Nazi
approach to the Arab lands of the Middle East and North Africa.

This book parts company from some of the assumptions in recent scholarly
works about Arab enthusiasm for National Socialism and the Third Reich,
based mainly on German assessments of Arab attitudes gleaned primarily from
regular contact with Arab exiles in wartime Berlin. With its focus on German
intent and policy in the region, this study takes a somewhat different position
regarding the German side of the equation. It concludes that there was indeed
no “synthesis” or “fusion” of German interests and intentions and those of
Arab nationalists, Islamic fundamentalists, or the political and intellectual
elites in the European-controlled Arab states in the Middle East and North
Africa. This author’s 1980 essay in the International Journal of Middle East
Studies concludes that Nazi policy toward Arab nationalist aspirations in
Palestine during the 1930s, prior to the outbreak of war in 1939, reflected
an “ideological and strategic incompatibility” insofar as the Nazis and their
specific interests and aims were concerned.”* The goals of Nazi racial and
foreign policies prior to 1939 had included a determination to force Jews to
emigrate to Palestine and other overseas destinations, to avoid threatening
Great Britain’s imperial position in the Middle East and elsewhere, to support
Mussolini’s quest for a greater Italian presence in the Mediterranean area,
and to answer Arab overtures of friendship and solidarity with Nazi Germany
with responses that ranged from polite but noncommittal expressions of
sympathy, to indifference, to outright rejection. During most of the war after
1940, Palestine ceased to be a central component of Nazi Jewish policy.
Moreover, Nazi acceptance of, and support for, British imperial interests in
the Arab world and beyond gave way to a policy of support more or less for the
integrity of the French empire throughout the Mediterranean region, and its
coexistence with Italian and Spanish colonial interests in the Arab world.

Notions of compatibility usually reflect some degree of shared intent, even in
the absence of parity, in the mutual interests and goals of two or more parties.
This study contends that there was clearly an absence of shared intent
from the German side throughout the years of the Third Reich with regard to
the achievement of Arab independence. It is not in a position to assess the
conclusion drawn by Mallmann and Cippers that, “Not in spite of, but
because of their virulent anti-Semitism, sympathy for Hitler and the Germans
increased among the Muslims of the Near and Middle East.”*> However,
it does maintain the characterization of the German-Arab relationship as one
of incompatibility on both the ideological and strategic levels. In the end, Nazi
Germany’s unambiguous and consistent refusal to accept and commit to

** Francis R. Nicosia, “Arab Nationalism and National Socialist Germany, 1933-1939: Ideological
and Strategic Incompatibility,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 12 (1980): 3 51-372.
*3 Mallmann and Ciippers, Halbmond und Hakenkreuz, 55.
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Arab aspirations for full sovereignty and independence from European rule
precluded any sort of Nazi-Arab compatibility or synthesis.”*

With the outbreak of war in Europe and the decision two years later to
systematically murder all of the Jews in Europe, German tactics with regard
to the Arab world did change. However, tactics and intent are not the same
thing. Given the need to defeat Britain and the United States in the region by all
possible means, Arab hostility toward Britain and the Jews was recognized in
Berlin as a potentially useful instrument in the Axis war effort, certainly insofar
as Germany’s wartime propaganda campaign was concerned. At least in terms
of the popular message of Nazi propaganda, the interests of the Axis powers
created a surface “compatibility” with the interests and aims of Arab national-
ism, namely the defeat and end of the Anglo-French colonial rule over much of
the Arab world. Of course, this was only superficially related to the substantive
intent of German policy. Herf’s conclusion that “Nazi Germany’s Arabic-
language propaganda during World War II was the product of a remarkable
political and ideological synthesis that took place in wartime Berlin”*’ no
doubt reflects what was in the minds of the Mufti and some other Arab notables
living and working in exile in Berlin. Again, without making judgments
about the Arab component of this “synthesis,” and certainly not in terms
of the entire Arab world beyond the limits of Berlin and Rome, this book
contends that a Nazi component was simply absent. Hitler’s regime did not
intend to fight for or otherwise contribute to the Arab goal of national full
sovereignty and independence, despite the inferences in its propaganda cam-
paign toward the Arab world. Beyond seeking to influence Arab public opinion
in general to support the Axis war effort in the region by contributing to
Anglo-French difficulties in the Middle East and North Africa, there was no
Nazi belief in or intent to equate the interests and objectives of the German
Reich with those of an “Arab/Muslim world.” Nazi propaganda in the Arab
world remained simply that, propaganda, filled with the manipulative slogans
and platitudes that usually form the substance of propaganda in time of war.

In chapter 12 of his “Second Book,” dictated but not published in 1928,
Hitler put forward eight “Principles of German Foreign Policy” that he
deemed necessary for Germany’s future given its current “hopeless military
situation.””® The eight principles at times bemoan Germany’s state of

** Indeed, Mallmann and Ciippers in fact do stipulate that Nazi policy after 1933 was based on
promoting Jewish emigration from Germany to Palestine, on reasonably friendly relations with
Great Britain, and that, “After 1933, the foreign policy of the Third Reich was based above all
on premises that were not in any way compatible with Arab interests.” See Ibid., 57.

*5 Herf, Nazi Propaganda, 261.

26 See Gerhard Weinberg (ed.), Hitler’s Second Book: The Unpublished Sequel to Mein Kampf by
Adolf Hitler (New York: Enigma Books, 2003), 153-154. See also the original German edition
of Hitler‘s 1928 manuscript, edited by Gerhard Weinberg and published with the support of the
Institut fir Zeitgeschichte in Munich in 1961 as Hitlers Zweites Buch. Ein Dokument aus dem
Jahr 1928 (Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, 19671), 160.
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disarmament and consequent military weakness following the First World War,
as well as its relative isolation among the great powers. He alludes to the
necessity of breaking up the coalition of powers against which Germany had
fought in the previous war, and to the potential for alignment of future German
interests with the interests of some of those former enemies. Of course, that
wartime coalition had included the four other European great powers: Great
Britain, France, Italy, and Russia. In point five, for instance, Hitler argues that
Germany would be successful in the future only if it could persuade other states
that had been in the victorious Allied coalition in the First World War to break
away and form a new coalition with new goals that could not be realized
through the League of Nations.”” From that new coalition, Hitler would
eliminate France as a possible future partner for the “new” Germany, although
that position would change significantly following his victory over France in the
summer of 1940 and his simultaneous failure to defeat Great Britain. More-
over, since Russia had in the previous decade become the communist Soviet
Union, that left Great Britain and Italy, two key European powers in the Middle
East and North Africa in the post=World War I period, as possible European
partners on some level in future conflicts. After outlining Germany’s claims for
Lebensraum in eastern Europe, Hitler is clear about the potential for accom-
modation with Italian and British interests when he notes: “. . .but the nature of
such a foreign policy goal does not give reason for England and especially Italy
to maintain the enmity of the Great War.”*"

Hitler would also eliminate another potential partner in the Mediterranean
region after Germany regained its standing as a great power, namely the Arabs
of North Africa and the Middle East. Obviously, an alliance with the various
Arab nationalist movements and leaders would be incompatible with his pro-
jected accommodations with Italy and England. In Mein Kampf, Hitler did not
conceal his admiration in racial terms for British rule over India, for example,
and by extension a large part of Asia and Africa.”” Hitler’s early racial views of
peoples of non-European descent, including Arabs, will be considered in some
detail in Chapter 2.

In the end, of course, Hitler’s early calculations and tendencies with
regard to future German strategic interests and foreign policy had to be adapted
to the realities of a world that did not exactly fit his preconceived framework,
ideological convictions, and desired timetables. The projected rapid defeat of
the Soviet Union and the consequent absorption of a vast new living space in
eastern Europe did not materialize. Great Britain did not accommodate itself
to Hitler’s expansionist ambitions in Europe before the outbreak of war in
September 1939, or his notions of Anglo-German racial kinship and shared
interests in the world. Moreover, his illusions of a future global conflict after the

*7 Ibid., 154. 28 Tbid., 159.
* Adolf Hitler, Mein Kampf, Jubiliumsausgabe anlafslich der Vollendung des so. Lebensjahres des
Fiihrers (Miinchen: Zentralverlag der NSDAP/Frz. Eher Nachf., 1939), 655.
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war, which would require Germany and Britain to someday join forces against
a common American enemy, would never find a receptive audience in
London.’® Finally, the course of the war in Europe and North Africa did not
generate pro-Axis rebellions among the Arabs in the region against the British
position, in spite of a persistent Arab animosity toward British and European
rule. Indeed, the Arab world remained relatively quiet on the domestic front
throughout the war. Of course, we are aware of all of this today. However,
Hitler and his government certainly were not at the time, at least not before the
winter and spring of 1943 when German and Axis forces experienced crushing
defeats in the Soviet Union and in North Africa.

In the Middle East and North Africa during the war, Nazi propaganda tried
to rouse the Arab populations against their imperial masters in London, in spite
of the fact that the call for Arab unrest and rebellion against British authority
was not uniformly or enthusiastically supported by the German state and
military bureaucracy, or by Mussolini’s government in Rome. In any case,
it was a propaganda effort that proved to be a dismal failure. A central part
of the appeal was to link Jews, Zionism, and the Jewish National Home in
Palestine to an alleged British and American imperial agenda in the region.
In the end, wartime Axis propaganda toward the Arabs was not unlike
Anglo-French efforts to incite the Arab populations in the Fertile Crescent
and the Arabian Peninsula against their Ottoman imperial overlords during
the First World War. With promises of liberation and vague references to Arab
national self-determination at the core of both Allied and Axis propaganda
efforts in the two World Wars respectively, the question naturally arises about
the real intent of those making such promises. The publication of the Allied
“secret treaties” in late 1917, including the secret Sykes-Picot Agreement of
May 1916, exposed those Anglo-French promises of 1915-1916 to Sharif
Husayn of Mecca and the Arabs generally as deliberately misleading, and not
meant to be kept once the Ottoman Empire was defeated. This study will
address the similar questions with regard to German and Axis intentions in
the Arab lands of North Africa and the Middle East before and during the
Second World War.

It is important at this point to make a few brief comments about the rich and
varied primary source material used in the preparation of this book. This is a
study with a combined focus on the strategic, foreign, and Jewish policies of the
Third Reich. As such, it is important to remember that the Middle East and
North Africa constituted a region with a close geographical proximity to,
and strategic importance for, Europe, a significant Jewish population, and of
course a substantial population of non-European “colonial” Arabs. Given
these realities, this book requires a combined consideration of all three facets

3° Nevertheless, see Andrew Buchanan, America’s Grand Strategy in the Mediterranean during
World War II (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2014) for the most recent account of
American strategic aims in the Mediterranean region during the Second World War.
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of Nazi interest and policy. It naturally relies primarily on the main collections
of three central German archives. The role of the German Foreign Office is, of
course, paramount in any consideration of German policy in North Africa and
the Middle East during the Third Reich. It was a matter of German foreign
policy, primarily of German relations with other European governments, and
to a lesser extent, with the governments of several “nominally independent”
Arab states and with a few individuals and movements that aspired to consti-
tute governments in future independent Arab states. Therefore, for the formu-
lation and implementation of German foreign policy in the region, the records
from the Politisches Archiv des Auswirtigen Amts (the Political Archives of the
German Foreign Office) in Berlin contain the files of the Reich foreign minister,
as well as those of the offices of the state secretary and the under state secretary,
the Middle East department, embassy and consular reports, and the papers of
various individual civil servants and diplomats who dealt with the Arabic-
speaking lands in the Middle East and North Africa. From the Bundesarchiv
(Federal Archives) in Berlin, of course, SS and police files, particularly those
related to Nazi Jewish policy and plans for Palestine during the 1930s and for
the entire region during the war years, as well as state agencies including the
Foreign, Interior, Economics, and Propaganda Ministries, and Nazi party
offices, are particularly helpful. The rich collections of the Bundesarchiv-
Militdrarchiv (Federal Archives-Military Archives) in Freiburg im Breisgau
possess the necessary military archival resources given Germany’s significant
military presence in the region between 1941 and 1943. They also possess
important records of German military intelligence for the war years. Addition-
ally, the archival resources of Britain’s National Archives in Kew Gardens,
London, contains much relevant information for this topic. The files of
Colonial and Foreign Offices, as well as British intelligence files from the war
years, are particularly useful in gauging the actual impact of German policy and
propaganda within the region in general, but as well on British reactions and
policy in particular, both before and after the outbreak of war in September
1939. Other archival resources, unpublished and published, provide useful
additional information for this book. With Italy’s important role in German
calculations regarding the entire southern and eastern Mediterranean region,
before and particularly during the war years, the diaries and diplomatic papers
of Mussolini’s son-in-law and foreign minister, Galeazzo Ciano proved useful,
albeit somewhat peripheral resources for understanding German decision
making and policy. Diaries, memoirs, and papers of the German government,
military, and Nazi party officials, listed in the bibliography under published
primary sources, were also helpful in the research for this study. In the end,
however, it is the sheer volume and wealth of German archival materials that
were absolutely essential for the substance of this book.



Continuity and Departure:
Imperial and Weimar Germany

IMPERIAL GERMANY AND THE FIRST WORLD WAR

There was a line of continuity in German policy toward the Middle East that
extended from the Wilhelminian period through the Weimar years and through
much of the Third Reich. It reflects fundamental decisions on the part of
German governments during those years to more or less accept the political
preferences of other European imperial powers as well as the Ottoman Empire
in the region, and generally to defer to them by somehow aligning Germany’s
predominantly economic and cultural interests in the region to theirs. This is
not to say that governments in Berlin were consistently supportive of the
policies of each of those powers in the Arab world at all times. Nor does it
mean that governments in Berlin never considered Germany an instrument for
political change in the region, or a strategic factor in great power competition in
the Middle East and North Africa. It is certainly not an argument that Germany
saw its interests in the region as entirely peripheral or devoid of significant
strategic meaning or self-interest. However, it does reflect a degree of aloofness
and improvisation that was characteristic of German policy in the region from
the 1880s through the Second World War. Successive German governments
attempted to accommodate rapidly changing political and economic realities in
the region to prevailing perceptions about Germany’s primary interests and
policies in Europe and other parts of the world. This usually required adapting
German policy to the interests of those powers already in control of the various
Arab lands in the region. As a result, there was often a lack of clear and
consistent definition of general German interests and aims in the region, exacer-
bated in part by the intensification of the competing imperial interests of the
other powers in the region.

Germany’s late emergence as a unified European great power with global
potential relegated it largely to the position of bystander in the geopolitics of

18



Continuity and Departure: Imperial and Weimar Germany 19

the Middle East until its wartime alliance with the Ottoman Empire during the
First World War. The relationship between Germany and the Ottoman
Empire during the years prior to 1914 has been a topic of interest and debate
among historians of modern Germany since the t1960s. Using the framework
of German interest in the so-called Eastern Question (Orientalische Frage) in
the years before 1914, historians such as Fritz Fischer, Wolfgang Mommsen,
Gregor Schollgen, and some others have considered how the new German
empire came to assign an essential significance to the East, specifically to
southeastern Europe and the Middle East, in its effort to join the ranks of
world empires and ultimately achieve a “place in the sun.”" The “Eastern
Question” was a political term used in reference to a process that involved
the steady decline of the Ottoman Empire throughout the nineteenth century
and first decade of the twentieth century, and its final collapse in 1918.
The “question” that was naturally generated by the Ottoman decline centered
on what would fill the void in the East created by the Ottoman demise.
The possibilities included the competing political and economic interests
of the European great powers, Germany among them, and the efforts of
the various nationalities in the East that sought self-determination and
independence.

Of particular interest was the relationship between the Ottoman Empire and
Germany, and the latter’s developing role as a factor in the Eastern Question
following German unification in 1870. This is especially the case after
the changeover from Bismarck’s supposedly Europe-centered foreign policy
(Europapolitik) to a global foreign policy (Weltpolitik) of Kaiser Wilhelm II.
Bismarck’s initial rejection of the latter was based primarily on his conviction
that German foreign policy must always be focused primarily on its relations
with Europe and North America.” However, this position did not entirely rule
out support for some level of overseas colonial activity.” Moreover, his initial
reluctance to acquire overseas colonies was somewhat compromised by peri-
odic adjustments in German foreign policy coming on the heels of events and
crises in 1879 and 1884, and between 1885 and 1888. These adjustments might
be interpreted as Germany’s initial entry into the great power mix of the
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See for example Fritz Fischer, Griff nach der Weltmacht. Die Kriegszielpolitik des kaiserlichen
Deutschland 1914/1918, 4. Aufl. (Disseldorf: Droste Verlag, 1971); Wolfgang Mommsen, Das
Zeitalter des Imperialismus (Frankfurt a.M.: Fischer Biicherei, 1969); and Gregor Schéllgen,
Imperialismus und Gleichgewicht. Deutschland, England und die orientalische Frage 1871—
1914 (Miinchen: Oldenbourg Verlag, 1984).

See Wolfgang Schwanitz, “The German Middle Eastern Policy, 1871-1945,” in Wolfgang
Schwanitz (ed.), Germany and the Middle East, 1871-1945 (Princeton: Markus Wiener, 2004),
2-3.

3 For a brief analysis of Bismarck’s somewhat nuanced acceptance of limited German overseas
colonial activity, see Sebastian Conrad, German Colonialism: A Short History (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2012), 21-23.
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Eastern Question.* Yet, the German approach to the Eastern Question during
the three decades before 1914 was ostensibly to seek peaceful economic

4 Schollgen, Imperialismus und Gleichgewicht, 30-31, 419—420. See also Konrad Canis, Bismarcks
Auflenpolitik 1870 bis 1890. Aufstieg und Gefahrdung (Paderborn: Schoningh, 2004); Jehuda
Wallach, “Bismarck and the ‘Eastern Question’ — A Re-Assessment,” in Jehuda Wallach (ed.),
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penetration of what remained of the Ottoman Empire, specifically Anatolia and
the Arabic-speaking lands of the Fertile Crescent and the Arabian Peninsula,
while avoiding a military alliance with Istanbul.’

Generally, the approaches of both Bismarck and Kaiser Wilhelm II to the
Eastern Question were more or less the same, namely to maintain as far as
possible the political status quo in the Arab lands of the Middle East and
North Africa, and to forego the pursuit of German colonies in the region.® This
would include German recognition of complete European control over Arab
North Africa by Great Britain in Egypt and the Sudan, France in Tunisia, Algeria,
and Morocco, Italy in Libya, and Spain in Spanish Morocco, Ifni, and Rio de Oro.
In the end, however, it was Germany that rushed into an alliance with Istanbul in
August 1914 because of its immediate strategic and military needs after the
outbreak of war in Europe. Having finally driven England and Russia together
in the pursuit of a Weltpolitik beyond North Africa and the Middle East, with
the consequent need for a greater German naval force, the Kaiser’s immediate

Germany and the Middle East 1835-1939. International Symposium April, 1975 (Tel Aviv:
Nateev Printing and Publishing, 1975), 23-29; and Conrad, German Colonialism, 36-38.
Schollgen, Imperialismus und Gleichgewicht, 417—421. See also Alexander Will, Kein Griff nach
der Weltmacht. Gebeime Dienste und Propaganda im deutsch-Gsterreichisch-tiirkischen Biindnis
1914-1918 (K6ln: Bohlau Verlag, 2012), 13-15.

Wolfgang Schwanitz, “The Jinnee and the Magic Bottle’: Fritz Grobba and German Middle
Policy, 1900-1945,” in Wolfgang Schwanitz (ed.), Germany and the Middle East, 1871-1945
(Princeton: Markus Wiener, 2004), 93.
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wartime strategic interests required the adherence of the Ottoman Empire to the
Central Powers. Strategically, of course, this was necessary to block Anglo-
French access to southern Russia through the straits separating Europe and
Anatolia. A similar strategic need to keep Turkey separated from its wartime
opponents would confront Nazi Germany beginning in 1939, in that particular
instance through the maintenance of strict Turkish neutrality.

In his classic study of the German-Ottoman alliance during the First World
War, Ulrich Trumpener considers Imperial Germany’s policy in the eastern
Mediterranean and the Middle East since the 1880s. He describes that policy
as seeking to expand German economic and cultural interests, while stumbling
into a doubtful wartime alliance that “...was not the culmination of carefully
laid German plans but instead a diplomatic improvisation.”” After 1888,
Germany was generally regarded as the dominant foreign economic force in
the Ottoman Empire, despite the fact that Great Britain was still Istanbul’s
largest trading partner and France its largest creditor. Germany’s role in the
expansion of the Anatolian Railway and in the exploitation of Mesopotamian
oil and other natural resources, often in concert with Great Britain, coupled
with its increasing assumption of Ottoman debt, reflected Germany’s growing
economic stake in the region.” Moreover, military relations between Berlin and
Istanbul began to expand beginning in the 1880s with Germany’s increasing
involvement in the training and modernization of the Ottoman military.’
Although the authorities in Berlin had had severe misgivings about an alliance
with the crumbling Ottoman Empire, they concluded that Germany had little
choice but to accept Ottoman military assistance in the eastern Mediterranean
in 1914 as a means of blocking Allied supply access to Russia. Trumpener does
assert that although the immediate military requirements of the war constituted
the primary concern of the German government between 1914 and 1918,
Berlin nevertheless soon aspired to increase German economic and political
influence in the Ottoman Empire upon a successful conclusion of hostilities.
The exact nature of those developing German ambitions in the region during
the war is not clear; but it does not appear likely that they included concrete
plans to expand German influence and power in the Arab world beyond the
confines of the Ottoman Empire, more or less as it existed in 1914.

As a wartime ally of the Ottoman Empire, the German government could
not promote or support Arab national self-determination and independence as
means of expanding its influence and power in the region or of aiding the
military fortunes of the Central Powers in the Middle East. Berlin did work

7 Ulrich Trumpener, Germany and the Ottoman Empire, 1914-1918 (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1968), 366.

¥ See Kurt Grunwald, “Pénétration Pacifique — the Financial Vehicles of Germany’s Drang nach
dem Osten,” in Jehuda Wallach (ed.), Germany and the Middle East 1835-1939. International
Symposium April, 1975 (Tel Aviv: Nateev Printing and Publishing, 1975), 85—98.

? Schwanitz, “The German Middle East Policy,” 5-6.
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with the Ottomans and their wartime propaganda efforts in calling for jibad
throughout the Islamic world against the Allies, a tactic that elicited little if
any positive response from among the Muslim populations of west and south
Asia. It was also a tactical approach that Hitler’s regime would embrace in
some form in its wartime propaganda in the Arab world during the Second
World War."® Moreover, what would appear to have been a natural inclination
on the part of the Kaiser’s government to support the efforts of the Zionist
movement in its quest for international recognition of and support for a Jewish
National Homeland in Palestine was compromised by the same requirement to
adhere to Ottoman opposition to any idea or movement for national autonomy
within its greatly diminished multinational empire. This was the case whether it
meant the small but increasingly influential, European-based World Zionist
Organization (WZO) with its center in Berlin until 1914, or the still relatively
small Jewish population in Palestine. In theory, a pro-Zionist policy was
considered by many in Berlin, including the Kaiser, to be in the interest of
Germany’s domestic and foreign policies.'" It might strengthen pro-German
attitudes that already existed among the Jewish masses in eastern Europe, and
thereby assist the war effort against the Russian Empire in the East. Moreover,
it was believed that the establishment of an autonomous Jewish national
homeland in the strategically important Fertile Crescent would naturally be
sympathetic to German economic and cultural interests. It might also serve as a
destination for Eastern European Jews who might otherwise settle in Germany,
a factor that in late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century Germany appealed
to prevailing anti-Semitic attitudes both inside and outside the state
bureaucracy.

It was not until the final year of the war that Berlin felt it necessary to change
course, and to push the Ottoman government to support Zionist efforts in
Palestine. Following the perceived propaganda success of the British govern-
ment’s Balfour Declaration of November 2, 1917, which committed the
government of Great Britain to the establishment of a “Jewish National Home”
in Palestine following the war, the German government persuaded the Ottoman
sultan to issue a declaration on December 12, 1917 in support of Zionist efforts
in Palestine. A similar declaration had been issued by Austria-Hungary on
November 21 of that year, and the German government issued its own state-
ment on January 5, 1918, which read:

With regard to Jewish efforts in Palestine, especially those of the Zionists, we support the
declaration recently made by the Grand Vizier, Talaat Pasha, and in particular the
intention of the Imperial Ottoman government, in keeping with their proven friendly

'© Ibid., 7-10. See also Thomas Hughes, “The German Mission to Afghanistan, 1915-1916,” in
Schwanitz (ed.), Germany and the Middle East, 25-64.

' Egmont Zechlin, Die deutsche Politik und die Juden im Ersten Weltkrieg (Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck und Ruprecht, 1969), 285-286, 291-292.
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disposition toward the Jews, to promote the flourishing Jewish settlements in Palestine
by granting free immigration and settlement limited only by the absorptive capacity of
the land, the establishment of local self-government in keeping with the laws of the land
and the free development of their cultural individuality.**

Of course, periodic prewar and wartime Ottoman suppression of nationalist
sentiments among Arabs, Ottoman Greeks, Armenians, and Jews precluded
any German inclination to use those causes as weapons against the British.
Indeed, Germany’s foes in the war, Britain and France, had already publicly
adopted the cause of “Arab independence” in Egypt, the Fertile Crescent, and
the Arabian Peninsula as an Allied war aim in the Middle East by 1916 with the

'* Reprinted in the Zionist newspaper in Germany, the Jiidische Rundschau, 2 Mirz 193 4.



Continuity and Departure: Imperial and Weimar Germany 25

so-called Arab revolt. This public position in Allied wartime propaganda,
including the private promises made in 1915 on behalf of the British govern-
ment by the British high commissioner in Egypt, Sir Henry McMahon, to Sharif
Hussein in Mecca, did not reflect Allied intent. The “secret treaties” of the
Allies in 1915 and 1916, specifically the Sykes-Picot Agreement of May 1916
between Britain and France, clearly demonstrated Anglo-French intentions
to extend their imperial control over the Arab Fertile Crescent following
the defeat of the Ottoman Empire. Postwar Arab cognizance of actual Anglo-
French intentions in the Middle East during the First World War would not
be entirely lost on the attitudes and reactions of some Arabs toward German
and Axis propaganda in the Arab world during the Second World War.

With Germany’s defeat in 1918 and the various postwar settlements in
Europe and the Middle East, the elements of German influence and power in
the Middle East for the most part evaporated. Notwithstanding the severe
political, economic, military, and diplomatic sanctions that crippled
Germany’s ability to function as a European and world power following
the war, all of the Arabic-speaking lands of North Africa and the Middle
East were in varying degrees under the influence and control of Germany’s
wartime foes, namely Great Britain, France, and Italy. The Arab states of
North Africa were still under their prewar European colonial rulers: Morocco
remained under French and Spanish control; Algeria and Tunisia were still
under French rule; Libya was still ruled by Italy; and Egypt and the Sudan
remained under the control of Great Britain, notwithstanding the nominal
independence granted to Egypt by the British in 1922. In the Arab territories
of the former Ottoman Empire, the British and French divided the Fertile
Crescent initially into three new “states” for which London and Paris drew
the boundaries, and over which they would exercise power: the new states
of Iraq and Palestine came under British control, with the new status of
mandates administered by Britain by authority of the League of Nations.
The new state of Syria became a French-administered mandate. In principle,
although with somewhat different border configurations, this result reflected
the basic outlines of the secret Anglo-French Sykes-Picot Agreement of 1916,
under which London and Paris had agreed to divide the Fertile Crescent
among themselves in any postwar settlement. In 1921, Britain divided the
Palestine Mandate into two British-administered League of Nations man-
dates, namely Palestine west of the Jordan River, and yet another new state,
Transjordan, east of the Jordan river. A few years later, France divided
its Syrian Mandate into two by carving the new French-controlled state of
Lebanon out of the Syrian Mandate. In the Arabian Peninsula, much of the
interior had been under indirect Ottoman influence before 1914. Britain
retained its prewar control over the southern and eastern coasts, from the
port of Aden in the southwest to Kuwait in the northeast. It also established
some degree of influence within the now nominally independent central
and western regions of the peninsula, including the Hijaz, which would
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become part of a new kingdom controlled by the Saud family after 1923,
and renamed the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia in 1932.

Although there remained much sympathy and support for Germany within
the World Zionist Organization (WZO), and among the Yishuv in Palestine, a
defeated Germany nevertheless lost much of its considerable prewar influence
within the Zionist movement after 1918. The headquarters of the WZO,
located in Berlin prior to 1914 and moved temporarily to Copenhagen during
the war years, was relocated again to London after the war. The Jewish
National Home in Palestine, promised by the British government in its Balfour
Declaration of November 2, 1917, had become a postwar reality and was
formally incorporated into the new, British-administered Palestine Mandate
under the authority of the League of Nations. As the German Zionist Richard
Lichtheim observed in his memoir, many Zionists were inclined, some reluc-
tantly, to look to Great Britain and away from Germany for the fulfillment
of Zionist hopes: “We owed Germany very much, but the course of events
in the war compelled Zionism to seek a connection with and help from the
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Anglo-Saxon powers.”"’? Indeed, the very brief one-year German-Zionist
understanding of sorts, centered on the Ottoman and German declarations of
late 1917 and early 1918 in favor of formalizing Jewish settlement and insti-
tutions in a postwar Palestine, came to an abrupt end a year later with the end
of the war. But it would reemerge very quickly within the context of some of the
foreign policy directions pursued by the governments of the Weimar Republic.

Despite the Kaiser’s wartime alliance with the Ottoman Empire, the defeated
Germany still enjoyed considerable sympathy among many Arab nationalist
leaders and intellectuals. Germany’s prewar status among Arabs in general
appears to have been positive, although not entirely above suspicion, and it
persisted during and after the war.'* This might have been due in part to the
perception that Germany, unlike the other European powers, harbored no
tangible imperial ambitions in the region that might compromise the Arab
quest for national self-determination and independence. In September 1921,
the German ambassador in London, Friedrich Stahmer, notified Berlin of his
recent talks in London with the same Arab delegation that had met with
Churchill in Haifa in March of that year. Stahmer’s conversations with the
Arab delegation were not substantive in nature. They focused instead on
the general wish of the Arabs and Germans to maintain friendly relations in
the coming years. In his report to Berlin, Stahmer described the Arab view of
past Arab-German relations in the following manner: “They have never had
hostile feelings for Germany, having instead trusted Germany more than the
other Great Powers because of their impression that, in the pursuit of its
interests, Germany has never acted in a purely selfish manner, having instead
respected the interests of the indigenous inhabitants.””’ Stahmer’s meeting
in London with the Arab delegation was the beginning of a succession of
initiatives by various Arab nationalist leaders and individuals to enlist German
diplomatic and material support against the post—=World War I status quo in the
Middle East, based as it was on Anglo-French and Italian dominance and
control in North Africa and the Middle East, and the Jewish National Home
in Palestine. These attempts to secure German support for Arab independence
in any form are evident during the years of the Weimar Republic, and they
continued even more through the Nazi years before and during the Second
World War. The manner in which the governments in Berlin, particularly the
National Socialists, responded to these initiatives, within the context of overall
strategic and racial calculations, intent, and policy, constitutes the primary
focus of this book.

'3 Richard Lichtheim, Riickkebr. Lebenserinnerungen aus der Friibzeit des deutschen Zionismus
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlagsanstalt, 1970), 367.

4 See Nordbruch, Nazism in Syria and Lebanon, 2—3.

'S Politisches Archiv des Auswirtigen Amts-Berlin (hereafter, PA): Pol. Abt.IIL, Politik 6-Palistina,
Bd.1, DB-London an AA-Berlin, K.Nr. 69, 1. September 1921.
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THE WEIMAR YEARS

As was the case with the German government before 1914, the governments
of the Weimar Republic consistently, if at times somewhat critically, supported
the Anglo-French-Italian imperial positions and the new post-World War
I status quo in the Middle East and North Africa. Of course, Weimar Germany
was in no position, politically, economically, or militarily to challenge the new
realities in the region after 1918. Even when Imperial Germany was in a
position to do so, it had more or less accepted the dominant positions of
neighboring European powers in the region. In a speech in Hannover in
1924, Gustav Stresemann observed: “In foreign policy we have hitherto pur-
sued a narrow and limited course, and so perhaps we shall continue for a long
while. We are going through all the tribulations that must attend the policy of
an unarmed nation.”'® Moreover, it is generally accepted that from 1924 on,
Stresemann worked for rapprochement with Britain and France in an effort to
revise peacefully most of the provisions of the Versailles settlement in Europe.
These included a significant reduction in reparations to a manageable sum, the
end of the Allied occupation and the evacuation of the Rhineland and the Saar,
the protection of ethnic Germans in central and eastern Europe, a revision of
postwar boundaries in the East that would include a return of Upper Silesia, the
Corridor, and Danzig, and even the eventual union of Germany and Austria."”
Indeed, his foreign policy approach was centered on the Locarno Treaty of
1925 as the only means for German retention of the Rhineland and its prewar
western borders, as well as for the possible return of lands in the east that
were lost to Poland. And the key to Stresemann’s Locarno strategy, and thus to
the foreign policy of the Weimar Republic, was friendly relations with Great
Britain. In a memorandum to Ambassador Stahmer in London on April 19,
1925, Stresemann noted: “The cooperation of England is an indispensable
condition for a peaceful solution, and only such a solution is possible for
us.”"¥ Moreover, in a memorandum a year later to the minister of finance,
Stresemann stressed that, in conjunction with postwar cooperation with
Great Britain, Germany should also seek to rebuild its economic presence and
interests in its former African colonies."’
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If the postwar settlement in the Middle East confirmed an expanded
Anglo-French colonial rule in the Arab world and the establishment of a Jewish
National Home in the British Mandate for Palestine, it also meant the rejection
of Arab national self-determination and independence. Arabs had to content
themselves with a form of local self-government, perhaps as lip service to
Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points, in conformity with the new system of
Anglo-French mandates under the jurisdiction of the League of Nations. As
such, Weimar Germany’s policies in the region reflected these realities, and
remained centered on promoting primarily Germany’s economic and cultural
interests in the region. This required a consistent policy of support for the
legitimacy of the mandates and, therefore, for the status quo. This approach
is probably best summarized in the comprehensive report by Legationsrat
Moritz Sobernheim of the German Foreign Office upon his return to Berlin
from a two-month fact-finding trip to Palestine in March-April 1925.*° His
description of the situation in Palestine and the Fertile Crescent, of Germany’s
interests in the region, and his recommendations for the best way to preserve
German interests there provide a good general summary of the foundations of
German Middle East policy during the Weimar years.

In his report, Sobernheim tended to dismiss Arab claims in Palestine and
elsewhere in the region, and to credit Jewish capital and labor for the rapid
development of Palestine since the war.*" He described the Arabs as lacking the
capability and the will to develop the land, and as unjustified in their claims of
oppression by outsiders. He asserted that Palestine constituted a dynamic,
naturally friendly, and growing market for German exports, and a conduit
for access to other markets in the region for German goods. He also stressed
the necessity of rebuilding and expanding German cultural institutions and
prestige in Palestine and the larger region. Germany’s significant cultural influ-
ence in the Middle East before 1914, which had included relatively small
German colonies, schools, hospitals, institutes, and orphanages, and had gen-
erated considerable prestige and good will among Jews, Arabs, and Turks,
would have to be reestablished in the postwar period. Moreover, Sobernheim
viewed German support for Zionism and the Jewish National Home in
Palestine as central in German Middle East policy. Although relatively few
German Jews had been attracted to Zionism before and after the First World
War, those that were often occupied some of the highest professional,
academic, and business positions within the Yishuv, the Jewish community

*© PA: Botschaft Ankara. Pol.3-Palistina, 1924-1938, “Bericht iiber meine Reise nach Palistina im
Mirz und April 1925,” IIT O 1269.

** Sobernheim had already filed a detailed report some four months earlier, in December 1924, in
which he made the same assertion that Arab claims of being the victims of injustice in Palestine
were groundless. See PA: Pol. Abt. III. Politik 5: Innere Politik, Parlaments- und Parteiwesen in
Paldstina, Bd. 1, Aufzeichnung von Sobernheim an Herrn V.L.R. von Richthofen, 8. Dezember

1924.



30 Nazi Germany and the Arab World, 1933-1944

in Palestine. This nucleus of German Jews, combined with the larger numbers
of Eastern European Jewish immigrants who generally retained their prewar
sympathies for Germany in any case, its culture, language, and history, were
seen by Sobernheim as agents of German economic and cultural interests and
influence in Palestine and the rest of the Middle East. Sobernheim emphasized
the central role of Great Britain in the pursuit of Germany’s admittedly limited
interests and objectives in the region, and he further identified the potential
political significance of Palestine and the entire region for Germany in the
future in the following manner: “For the aforementioned reasons, this part of
the Near East may possess in a political, as well as a spiritual and economic,
sense significant meaning for German policy.”**

Sobernheim’s report outlined policies that were for the most part already
in place. In fact, in May 1922, the German Foreign Office had issued its
first comprehensive statement on Palestine, German interests in the larger
region, and the emerging conflict involving British imperial interests, Arab
national ambitions, and the Zionist movement with its developing Jewish
National Home.*? The statement reviewed Britain’s gains during the war and
its consequent powerful position in the Middle East, as well as the negative
consequences of its conflicting wartime promises to the Jews and the Arabs, and
real and potential friction between Britain and France in the Fertile Crescent.
The statement did not directly criticize or oppose the British position in
Palestine or the larger Middle East; nor did it constitute a formal recognition
of Anglo-French authority in the Fertile Crescent. Rather it presented those
issues as a realistic and necessary backdrop to what it defined as Germany’s
growing economic interests and advantages in the area. It referred to
Germany’s favorable trade position and its rapidly rising exports to Palestine,
a trend that would promote the export of goods such as machinery, heavy
industrial products, and building materials that would be increasingly in
demand in a developing Palestinian economy, stimulated by the flow of Jewish
capital and immigration into the country. The memorandum signaled an
active German policy in Palestine, and considered the Zionist movement
and the developing Jewish National Home as the best vehicle for securing
German economic interests in the region. In this sense, it concluded: “Friendly
relations with the Jewish movement, as will doubtless be pursued by their
leaders, could be of significance for Germany’s economic and even political
position.”** Finally, the memorandum placed the postwar Palestine situation
and, specifically, Arab opposition to Britain and France in general, within
the larger context of rising anti-imperialism in the colonial world. It concluded

** PA: Botschaft Ankara. Pol.3-Palidstina, 1924-1928, “Bericht iiber meine Reise nach Paldstina im
Mairz und April 1925,” IIT O 1269.

*3 PA: Gesandtschaft Bern, Palistina 1922-1937, “Aufzeichnung des AA iiber die Lage in
Palistina,” Nr. IIb 245, 8. Mai 1922.

*4 Ibid.
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that Arab opposition to the British Mandate for Palestine was less about the
rejection of Jewish immigration and the Jewish National Home than it was
about the rejection of European imperial domination and the frustration of
Arab ambitions for independence. Citing the rebellions throughout the Arab
lands of the Middle East, the report concluded: “The unrest that has taken
place in Palestine over the past few years stems particularly from the shock that
has pervaded the entire Near East as a result of the war, which in the end has
little to do with Zionism; for in Egypt and India, where there is no Zionism, this
unrest has taken an even sharper form.”*’

Germany’s entry into the League of Nations in October 1926 in a sense
represented Berlin’s formal recognition and acceptance of the postwar settle-
ment in the Middle East. With its formal acceptance of the Covenant of the
League of Nations, and specifically of the Anglo-French mandates, Germany
had become treaty-bound to support the new status quo in the Middle East,
something that it had already done de facto since the end of the war. This had
been situated within the context of Germany’s immediate postwar political,
economic, and diplomatic isolation, which then gave way to the era of Locarno.
The Locarno period was characterized by the gradual economic recovery of
Germany and western Europe, and the beginning of some revisions of the
Versailles Treaty in Europe that the German government had sought. It also
included the political reintegration of Germany into Europe based on cooper-
ation and friendly relations with the west, especially with Great Britain.
Germany was accorded great-power status with a permanent seat on the
League Council, and at its meeting on September 9, 1927, the council voted
to increase the membership of the Permanent Mandates Commission from nine
to ten with the appointment of Ludwig Kastl of Germany. Thus, with its seat on
the Permanent Mandates Commission, Weimar Germany became more directly
involved in the issues and conflicts inherent in the Anglo-French Mandates
in the Fertile Crescent. That involvement amounted to the enforcement of
Anglo-French control in Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, Transjordan, and Palestine,
at least for as long as those territories remained official League of Nations
mandates. It also reflected Germany’s continuing support for the Jewish
National Home within the Mandate for Palestine, something that the German
government had formally signaled would be forthcoming at least as early
as May 1922.

The documents also reveal that Weimar Germany’s desire for a seat on the
Permanent Mandates Commission was based in part on the hope of recovering
former colonial territories in Africa. According to State Secretary Carl von
Schubert in the spring of 1926, there had been mounting pressure from
within the German bureaucracy for the return of Germany’s former colonies.
Schubert reported in a memorandum of April 14, 1926 that it was hard for the

*5 Ibid.
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government to contain that pressure given the strong sentiment both within
state agencies and the general population for the return of the colonies, along
with continuing indignation over their loss after the war. In that memorandum
he also reported on discussions with the British ambassador in Berlin, Britain’s
unwillingness at that time to consider giving up any of its recently acquired
colonial territories, and its fears that German pressure on the issue of colonies
could damage German-British relations.*® Indeed, for some time Stresemann
himself had been convinced of the need for the return of at least some parts of
Germany’s former colonial empire in sub-Saharan Africa. However, in an
address of November 4, 1925, Stresemann argued that it would be unwise for
Germany to raise the issue of its former African colonies before it became a
member of the League of Nations, at which time Berlin could then pursue
its colonial aims from within, as a League member.”” With this in mind,
Stresemann pushed especially hard for the seat on the Permanent Mandates
Commission, despite initial opposition from Britain, France, Belgium, and
Japan, those wartime opponents that had reaped significant colonial gains at
Germany’s expense in the postwar settlements.”® By the end of May 1926, a
clear German strategy on the colonial question was apparent, one that was
based on the return of Germany’s former colonies in Africa and possibly the
acquisition of the Portuguese colony of Angola in western Africa, all within
the context of the following initiatives: German membership in the League
of Nations and a seat on the Permanent Mandates Commission; efforts to
influence public opinion in Britain, France, and the United States; the promo-
tion of German economic interests in the existing European mandates
and colonies; and the strengthening of the will of the German people to secure
colonies overseas.™

The task of promoting a pro-Zionist German foreign policy in the Middle
East, with full support for the Jewish National Home in Palestine, required
among other things some degree of support from the Jewish community at
home. However, since the beginnings of Zionism and the Zionist movement in
Europe in the second half of the nineteenth century, the great majority of
German Jews had been non-Zionist or even anti-Zionist, seeing Zionism as a
serious threat to the considerable progress that Jews had made toward accept-
ance, integration, and assimilation in their native Germany. The often
bitter prewar conflicts between the Zionist Federation for Germany
(Zionistische Vereinigung fiir Deutschland) and the several larger non-Zionist
or “assimilationist” Jewish organizations, mainly the Central Association

*6 ADAP: Serie B, Bd. I/1, Nr. 195.

*7 See PA: Biiro St.S. X: Kolonialfragen (Mandatsgebiete), Bd. 1 (complete file).
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of German Citizens of the Jewish Faith (Centralverein deutscher Staatsbiirger
judischen Glaubens), subsided during the war years in favor of an intense
German patriotism and support for the German war effort on all sides.
However, their struggles were renewed after the war with even greater inten-
sity. Zionist success in building the Jewish National Home in Palestine, coupled
with the conflicting phenomena of both greater progress for Jewish assimilation
in the democratic culture of the Weimar Republic and increasing virulence
and public tolerance of anti-Semitism and anti-Semitic movements, culminating
in the successes of Hitler and the National Socialist party in the early 1930s,
only served to heighten these conflicts. The German government wished to
make its policy toward Palestine and the Middle East acceptable to its Jewish
and non-Jewish citizens alike, and set out to enlist the support of prominent
Jewish and non-Jewish political and cultural leaders.

As its main tool for promoting domestically German policy in Palestine and
the Fertile Crescent, the government decided to constitute the German
Pro-Palestine Committee (Deutsches Pro-Palistina Komitee) in December
1926. The committee was similar to its short-lived wartime predecessor, the
German Committee for the Promotion of Jewish Settlement in Palestine
(Deutsches Komitee zur Forderung der jiidischen Palistinasiedlung). The latter
had been established in Berlin in May 1918 as part of the German government’s
efforts to neutralize the perceived propaganda benefits that Britain had reaped
with the Balfour Declaration, and in conjunction with the new Ottoman,
Austro-Hungarian, and German declarations in favor of Zionist efforts and
objectives in Palestine. Like its earlier version, the Pro-Palestine Committee was
made up of prominent Jewish and non-Jewish Germans of various political
tendencies, brought together by the common conviction that Germany’s stra-
tegic interests in Europe and the Middle East were best served by support
for Zionism and the Jewish National Home in Palestine. Count Johann
von Bernstorff became the first chairman of the organization in 1926. Von
Bernstorff had been the wartime German ambassador to the United States
and then to the Ottoman Empire, and had been instrumental in German efforts
to persuade Istanbul to issue its declaration of support for the Zionist cause in
late 1917.%° Besides the usual arguments that Germany’s political, economic,
and cultural interests were best served by supporting Zionist efforts in

3¢ Zechlin, Die deutsche Politik, 493 ff. See also Joseph Walk, “Das Deutsche Komitee Pro-
Palistina, 1926-1933,” Bulletin des Leo Baeck Instituts XV (1976): 162-193. Besides Johann
von Bernstorff, prominent non-Jewish members of the Pro-Palestine Committee included Mayor
Konrad Adenauer of Cologne, State Secretary in the Reich Chancellory Hermann Piinder, former
Chanceller Josef Karl Wirth, Prussian Minister of Culture Carl Heinrich Becker, and Chancellor
Hermann Miiller, as well as Foreign Office notables such as Hartmann Freiherr von Richthofen
and Curt Priifer of the Orient-Abteilung, and State Secretary Carl von Schubert. Of course,
Germany’s representatives at the League of Nations and the Permanent Mandates Commission,
Ludwig Kastl and Julius Ruppel, were also members, as were others. See Walk, “Das Deutsche
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Palestine, von Bernstorff, the committee, and the German Foreign Office based
their support for Zionism and the Jewish National Home on the legal and
moral obligations that Germany had undertaken as a member of the League
of Nations, the League Council, and the Permanent Mandates Commission.
For example, von Bernstorff justified German policy in an October 1927 letter
to Georg Mecklenburg of the non-Zionist Centralverein in the following
manner: “Germany is a member of the League of Nations, and through
this membership German foreign policy has assumed co-responsibility for the
Palestine Mandate. The promotion of Jewish settlement in Palestine is, from the
standpoint of German foreign policy, a welcome endeavor.”?"

The German government pursued this clear and very active policy toward
Palestine despite the battle of ideas raging within the German Jewish commu-
nity between Zionists and “assimilationists.” The Foreign Office in Berlin and
its Consulate General in Jerusalem were convinced that Jewish immigration
and settlement in Palestine would play an important role in efforts to increase
German exports to the Middle East, and thus contribute to the postwar
German economic recovery. An undated economic report from the German
Consulate General in Jerusalem, probably from some time in 1926, observed
that new Jewish firms that had been opening up in Palestine since 1921 were
inclined to order goods from German manufacturers, and that German trade
with Palestine did best when Jewish immigration was highest. It linked a
successful German trade policy with Zionist development and growth in the
Jewish National Home, arguing that the Zionist movement and Jewish settlers
in Palestine, regardless of their origin, were naturally pro-German, and that
they especially needed the kinds of industrial products that Germany produced.
The report concluded that, in contrast with the period before the war, when
Palestine was a market only for simple and inexpensive goods, the postwar
market there had changed dramatically: “The inflow of Jewish groups with
greater intelligence, more refined and sophisticated needs, has slowly resulted in
a change with regard to the quality of the needed products.”?*

Arab nationalists in Palestine and throughout the Middle East turned
increasingly to Germany for diplomatic and material support against the post-
war settlement in the Middle East. As mentioned earlier, the September 1921
report of the German ambassador in London on his conversations with Arab
leaders indicated that Germany had not lost the generally pro-German senti-
ments that had existed in the Arab world before 1914, despite Germany’s
wartime alliance with the Ottomans. According to German diplomatic records,
attempts were made by Syrian Arabs to obtain German support against the

31 PA: Pol.Abt. III, Politik 2a-Palistina, Bd.1, Bernstorff an Mecklenburg, 3. Oktober 1927.
Bernstorff reiterated in his memoirs that the Pro-Palestine Committee enjoyed the warm and
consistent support of the German government. See J.H. Graf von Bernstorff, Memoirs of Count
Bernstorff (New York: Random House, 1936), 331-332.
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French in Syria and Lebanon. For instance, a representative of the Syrian
Orthodox Church, on a visit to Germany in 1921, wanted to involve Germany
in its dispute with the French mandatory authorities over alleged preferences
shown to the Maronite Catholics. The representative suggested that it would
give Germany “the opportunity to regain lost ground” in the region.?’
The German government immediately rejected these overtures, arguing that it
would not serve German economic and cultural interests in Syria and through-
out the region to even appear to question French authority in Syria. Other
attempts to involve Germany in Syria were made in 1926 and 1927. Efforts by
the Druse in Syria in 1926 for a declaration of sympathy from the German Red
Cross for their treatment by French authorities were politely rebuffed in
Berlin.’* Syrian Arab nationalist Fawzi Bey approached the German consul
general in Jerusalem, Erich Nord, with a proposal for closer relations between
Syrian Arab nationalists and Germany, and a request for German weapons
assistance for a Syrian uprising.’> Nord immediately rejected the request,
pointing out that the Treaty of Versailles prohibited Germany from manufac-
turing most weapons, as well as from exporting any weapons. Nord also
mentioned that the Allied Control Commission in Germany strictly supervised
the German military as well as German industries capable of manufacturing
weapons. Moreover, even if German weapons had been available, their export
to Syrian Arabs would have violated the spirit of Germany’s obligations as
a soon-to-be member of the League of Nations and, later, the Permanent
Mandates Commission.

The December 1924 memorandum, authored and circulated by Sobernheim
in the German Foreign Office, already outlined Germany’s rejection of Arab
requests for German support in the Palestine conflict. It argued that the Arabs
had done nothing to develop the land in Palestine, and had therefore forfeited
their rights to the Jews who were developing the land and making it prosper.
With some irony, as was the case at the Paris Peace Conference in 1919,
Sobernheim and others in the German Foreign Office tended to dismiss the
Arabs as not yet fit for self-government. This approach in Palestine reflected
Germany’s economic interests in Palestine that Berlin felt were best served by
the British Mandate and the Jewish National Home with a growing Jewish
population, rather than by support for the Arab majority and for Arab nation-
alism and independence throughout the region.

Prior to the outbreak of renewed Arab violence in Palestine in August 1929,
relative peace had prevailed since the earlier violence of the immediate postwar
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period before 1922. During this generally peaceful interlude, Berlin had been
free to pursue its aims in Palestine and in the wider region without the pressure
that a crisis situation would generate, specifically pressure that might call for
public policy statements on the issues. The German Foreign Office continued
to cultivate friendly relations with the Mandatory powers Britain and France,
to promote the Zionist cause in Palestine, and to reject Arab requests for
diplomatic and material support against the Mandatory powers and the Jewish
National Home. However, Berlin feared that the outbreak of unrest in
1929 might impede economic activity and expansion in Palestine, a particular
concern of those in the Near East Department (Abteilung IIT before 1936,
Abteilung VII thereafter) in the German Foreign Office. This was noted in an
internal memorandum in December 1929, which stipulated that “Germany’s
main interest is that order soon be restored in Palestine and that economic
development be promoted.”?“ Moreover, in the public debates that ensued after
the outbreak of violence, Germany, as a member of the Permanent Mandates
Commission, was forced to define more precisely its position on the conflict
between Arabs and Jews in Palestine. In so doing, Berlin could not avoid a
discussion of Britain’s wartime and immediate postwar promises to both
the Jews and the Arabs, promises that the Germans contended made future
animosity and conflict virtually inevitable.

In conjunction with the international debates in late 1929 and 1930 over the
violence in Palestine, events in Germany and Europe were beginning to influ-
ence German foreign policy as well. Stresemann died in October 1929, and his
successors took a somewhat more independent, albeit not substantively differ-
ent, approach in foreign policy. This followed some of the revisions of the
Versailles Treaty, including the more favorable regulation of reparations
embodied in the Young Plan, as well as the end of the Allied Control Commis-
sion in Berlin and the Anglo-French-Belgian occupation of the Rhineland by
1930. It is difficult to determine whether the dramatic electoral successes of the
Right, especially the Nazis, beginning in September 1930, put pressure on the
government to pursue a more independent foreign policy. Moreover, in Abtei-
lung III of the German Foreign Office, Sobernheim was losing influence, and he
soon retired. Middle East specialists such as Fritz Grobba came to exert more
influence on German Middle East policy as a whole, pushing it in a direction
that was somewhat more critical of Britain and France in the Middle East in
general. Nevertheless, this slightly greater independence did not entail a change
Germany’s fundamental support for the status quo, namely for the Anglo-
French mandate system and for the Jewish National Home in Palestine. In
meetings of the Permanent Mandates Commission in 1929, for example, the
German delegation reiterated its full support for the Jewish National Home.

3¢ PA: Pol.Abt. III, Politik s-Palistina, Bd. 3, Aufzeichnung Ziemkes, A.O. 6577, 23. Dezember
1929. Kurt Ziemke was Legationsrat in the German Foreign Office in 1929.
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This support remained constant even through the turmoil of the final years of
the Weimar Republic. This continuity was perhaps best summed up in a
January 1931 letter from State Secretary Bernhard von Billow to the German
Pro-Palestine Committee in the following manner: “The German government
and the Foreign Office have repeatedly expressed their sympathy for the goals
and efforts of your committee.”?”

Berlin’s somewhat more independent position at the League of Nations by
the end of the decade included a growing tendency to indirectly criticize
Britain’s conflicting wartime promises to the Jews and the Arabs in Palestine.
Its argument was that those promises had been used as convenient propaganda
tools in the war against Germany rather than as ideals honestly promoted for
their moral worth. A month after a November 1929 meeting of the Permanent
Mandates Commission regarding the situation in Palestine, Abteilung III of the
German Foreign Office circulated a memorandum stipulating that Great Britain
alone was responsible for the consequences of its policies, and that the British
government had the responsibility to work out a solution without outside
intervention: “Full responsibility for carrying out the provisions of the Mandate
rests with England, which itself created the deplorable conditions in Palestine
through its contradictory promises to Jews and Arabs. . .It is therefore in the
first instance England’s task to run the Mandate and to create peace in the land.
It cannot be our task to relieve England of a part of the responsibility, and to
somehow to seize the initiative.”*" This position did not mean that the German
government was now opposed to the British position in the Arab world, or
specifically to its mandate and the Jewish National Home in Palestine. Rather it
seemed to reflect Berlin’s lingering resentment over the postwar settlement by
pointing to Britain’s wartime strategy against Germany, a strategy that the
Germans now implied embodied dishonest and contradictory promises to both
the Jews and the Arabs.

Yet, without proposing a way to effectively eliminate the inherent contradic-
tions in Britain’s wartime promises, the German Foreign Office continued to
argue that Britain alone bore responsibility for achieving reconciliation between
Jews and Arabs in Palestine. For example, an internal memorandum of May o9,
1930 in Abteilung III in the German Foreign Office extended Germany’s full
support to the Shaw Commission, which the British government appointed in
1929 to come up with a solution to the recent violence and unrest in Palestine.
The memorandum first repeated the view that Britain’s primary motive in
issuing the Balfour Declaration in 1917 had been to mobilize Jews around the
world against Germany. It stated that Britain alone was in a position to rectify
the situation: “As we have already said, we must leave it to England to find a
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way out of the situation,” and then concluded: “A satisfactory solution would
perhaps be possible, if Arabs and Jews should find themselves ready to reach an
agreement with each other. It will be the task of the British government to
promote and to produce such an understanding between both parties.”’”
Consul-General Nord in Jerusalem reiterated this position and tendered similar
advice to Berlin during the summer of 1930.*° A few months later, Grobba
seemed to embody that slightly enhanced independence in German policy,
which now included general expressions of sympathy for Arab frustrations.
However, such expressions did not come at the expense of German support
for Zionist interests or for the British position in Palestine and throughout the
region. In an August 20 memorandum commenting on a recent report of the
Permanent Mandates Commission to the League Council, Grobba observed:
“From the German standpoint it is to be welcomed if the measures suggested by
the Commission are successful in establishing peace in Palestine, and thereby
secure a peaceful coexistence of the two peoples. Germany extends the same
sympathy to both peoples.”*’

Finally, the Foreign Office in Berlin was careful to avoid German involvement
in the natural rivalries among the dominant European powers in the region,
especially between Britain and France. For instance, the German consulate in
Beirut reported to Berlin in March 1927 the fears of French Mandatory author-
ities that Britain was seeking to eliminate French control over Syria and establish
a greater Arab empire under British protection.** It further reported that anti-
English sentiments were prevalent among French civilian and military officials in
Syria, that French authorities in Syria believed that Britain had instigated the
anti-French uprising among the Syrian Arab population immediately following
the war, and that France wanted German support at the League of Nations to
uphold the legitimacy of French authority in Syria and Lebanon. Berlin’s
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1930. In September 1929, the government in London appointed a royal commission under Sir
Walter Shaw to investigate the recent violence in Palestine. It also sent a group under John Hope
Simpson to Palestine to aid in the investigations. The result of all this was the Passfield White
Paper in October 1930 which stipulated that there was nothing in the Balfour Declaration or in
the League Mandate’s Jewish National Home that promised an independent Jewish state in
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reaction was to categorically reject as premature and unfounded such allegations
about English intent in Syria. Its position remained that German interests in the
Middle East were best served by avoiding involvement in great power rivalries
and disputes in the region, and to reaffirm Germany’s interest in maintaining the
postwar status quo in the Middle East. In its April 20, 1927 response to the
consulate in Beirut, with copies to German diplomatic missions in London,
Paris, Rome, Constantinople, Cairo, Jerusalem, and Baghdad, the German
Foreign Office concluded: “Nevertheless, it seems to us that the idea of provid-
ing France with active political support for the strengthening of its position in
any form in Syria is not opportune, just as we naturally would never think of
increasing French difficulties there. Our position with regard to the entire
Mandate system is limited by the basic proposition, that we recognize and
respect the situation that was established without our involvement.”*+’

As its Imperial predecessor had done, Weimar Germany also pursued pri-
marily economic and cultural interests in Egypt. Berlin recognized Britain’s
political and economic dominance, France’s cultural advantages, and Italy’s
postwar push to establish a greater economic and cultural presence in Egypt.
In May 1927, the German embassy in Cairo delivered a lengthy report to the
Foreign Office in Berlin in which it reviewed Germany’s position in Egypt in
relation to the other European powers. The report identified advantages for
Germany in the fact that, unlike Britain, France, and Italy, Germany did not
have political interests there: “In contrast to these powers, Germany has
no active political aims to pursue in Egypt or the neighboring countries. . .”**
It observed further that Germany enjoyed popular sympathy, especially among
educated Egyptians who generally held German culture and science in high
esteem, and recognized Germany’s “civilizing mission” in the world. The
German ambassador, Eberhard von Stohrer, recommended efforts to promote
German language instruction, an increase in German medical training and
personnel in Egypt, more German teachers for Egyptian universities and trade
schools, promotion of German music and art in Egypt, greater opportunities for
Egyptian students to study in German schools and universities, film exchanges,
and visits to Egypt by German sports teams.

In Palestine, there had been a German cultural presence since the middle
of the nineteenth century, with the presence of several thousand Germans living
in Christian colonies and institutions, Protestant and Catholic. The largest was
the Temple Society (Tempelgesellschaft), a breakaway Lutheran community
from Wirttemberg that had settled and built mainly agricultural colonies in
Palestine since the late 1860s.*> With the arrival of Jewish settlers, mostly from
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eastern Europe, in the latter decades of the nineteenth century, there was some
demand for German language instruction in some of the new Jewish schools.
The diplomatic reports from Jerusalem following the war seem to indicate that
the German Christian communities had enjoyed generally good relations with
Ottoman officials, as well as with the local Jewish and Arab communities
before the war. After the war, Berlin worked with the British government for
the satisfactory resettlement of almost nine hundred Palestinian Germans
(Paldstinadeutsche) who had been interned in Egypt during the latter part of
the war in the Middle East. Seeking to build on these relations, and to support
German economic interests in the Palestine Mandate at the same time,
the German Consulate-General undertook several cultural initiatives. Foremost
among them were the promotion of German-language teaching in Jewish and
Arab schools, the establishment of a chair in German language and literature
at the new Hebrew University, the promotion of German tourism with the
creation of tourist information centers in Palestine, and the promotion of
cultural exchanges with the visit of German musicians, lecturers, and others.*°

To emphasize the absence of German political interests in the region beyond
its support for the status quo and any necessary peaceful, internationally
recognized changes to that status quo, Germany rejected requests by Libyan
and other Arab leaders for German diplomatic intervention in Libya. In the
spring of 1931, for instance, unnamed Arabs complained to the German
Consulate-General in Jerusalem, and to the Jerusalem consulates of other
states, about Italian atrocities against the Arab population in Libya.*” As was
the case with earlier efforts to involve Germany in the French Mandate of Syria,
mentioned earlier, the Foreign Office in Berlin was clear in its response to the
Consulate-General in Jerusalem: “The Consulate-General is instructed in
future cases to not accept the written petitions of groups from the Arab or
the Jewish population...and to advise the relevant delegations to proceed via
the Mandatory government and its diplomatic representative to the appropriate
foreign government.”**

Moreover, examples of Weimar Germany’s support for peaceful, inter-
nationally recognized changes to the postwar status quo in the region include
Britain’s agreement in 1930 to end the mandate over Iraq and to recognize
Irag’s nominal independence. Article 22 of the League Covenant stipulated that
mandates would eventually become independent states with full rights as
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members of the League of Nations. Germany greeted Britain’s decision to grant
nominal independence to Iraq with full support. In 1931, as a member of the
League Council, the German Foreign Office issued the following statement in
support of Iraq’s entry as an independent state into the League of Nations:
“Germany has always supported the Iraqi wish to be freed from the shackles of
the Mandate and to bring this to reality. Germany greets with sincere joy the
fact that this Iraqi wish has been realized...”*” On October 3, 1932, Iraq was
formally admitted into the League of Nations as an independent state. Berlin
also expressed its understanding and full acceptance of the reality that in Iraq,
as well as perhaps later in Syria, Britain and France would retain certain
political, economic, and military prerogatives when the mandates became
independent states at some point in the future. This position was perfectly
consistent with the fact that Germany had no political ambitions in the region.
In Abteilung III, Grobba, who would soon be appointed as Germany’s first
ambassador to Iraq, circulated a memorandum in January 1932 which outlined
this position quite clearly: “As opposed to Italy, we have no political interests in
these Mandate territories, and we are of the opinion that our economic and
cultural interests in these future independent states, states that will nevertheless
still remain somewhat dependent on England and France, will be even more
secure than was the case under the direct English and French administrative
supervision in the Mandates.”*°

Berlin also accepted the formal alliance between Great Britain and Iraq that
would accompany the latter’s nominal independence. In Berlin, all of this was
viewed as an opportunity to further promote German economic interests in the
region, especially in the growing international efforts to exploit oil reserves in
Iraq. Indeed, Germany’s main interest in the exploitation of Iraq’s oil resources
was not so much for the oil itself as for its major role in supplying much of the
industrial equipment needed for the petroleum industry in Iraq. This included
oil drilling and pipeline equipment and materials, railway construction, as well
as irrigation equipment for the development of some of the territories in the
vicinity of Iraq’s major oil fields.’" In talks with King Faysal of the new Iraqi
state in the summer of 1930, Grobba expressed Germany’s complete

49 PA: Pol.Abt. III, Politik 2-Irak, Bd.-, “Entwurf einer Ansprache des Herrn Reichsministers
anlasslich der Aufnahme des Irak in den Vélkerbund,” II1.O.3113, (no date).

5 PA: Pol.Abt. III, Politik 2-Irak, Bd.-, Fritz Grobba, “66. Tagung des Volkerbundsrats: Punkt 8
der Tagesordnung,” II1.O. 4477/31, 16. Januar 1932. In May 1932, Curt Priifer in Abteilung III
in the Foreign Office in Berlin instructed the German delegation in Geneva to adopt the following
position on Iraq’s formal admission to the League of Nations: “Please continue to observe
benevolent neutrality in the question of the Iraq Mandate.” See PA: Pol.Abt. III, Politik 2-Irak,
Bd.-, AA/Berlin (Priifer) an Deutsche Delegation/Genf, zu IIL.O. 1510/32, 12. Mai 1932.

5t See for example PA: Pol.Abt. III-Wirtschaft, Irak-Rohstoffe und Waren: Petroleum, Bd. 1,
Aufzeichnung des AA, IIl R.26/31, 9. Januar 193 1; and Pol.Abt. III-Wirtschaft, Irak-Wirtschaft
6: Wirtschaftliche Beziehungen zu Deutschland, DG/Bagdad an AA/Berlin, III O 4347, Nr. 688,
1. Dezember 1931.
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understanding that the new Iraq would need the kind of security that a formal
alliance with Great Britain would provide. Grobba told Faysal that the German
government would support such an alliance “...so long as in the new alliance
England would not be accorded a preferred economic position in Iraq, and that
Germany would be treated equally with England and other powers and be
allowed to compete economically.”* Faysal also mentioned to Grobba the
problem of Irag’s border dispute with Syria as it related to the oil-rich Mosul
area in northern Iraq. Faysal asked Grobba for Germany’s support in the
ongoing dispute. In a follow-up memorandum the next day, August 12, Grobba
advised his superiors in Berlin in a manner that seemed to contradict the
existing Weimar policy of adhering to a policy of strict neutrality in political
issues and disputes in the region. He argued that German firms had long been
interested in exploiting the oil resources in the Mosul area of northern Iraq, and
that Germany’s position in the dispute should accommodate that of an inde-
pendent Iraq. He concluded: “Since we are interested in the oil in this region,
the king should be able to count on our sympathy in this question.”’’
Three days later, the Reich foreign minister approved Grobba’s suggestions
and the content of his talks with King Faysal.’* Grobba’s desire for a general
expression of sympathy on a particular question was not tantamount to actual
diplomatic intervention or support.

By the early 19305, Weimar Germany’s primary goal of promoting
Germany’s economic interests, particularly German exports, as well as its
cultural interests in the Middle East, seem to have achieved a level with which
the German Foreign Office was more or less satisfied. In the Palestine Mandate,
for example, the diplomatic correspondence between Berlin and Jerusalem
reflects a belief in a causal relationship between local Arab perceptions of
German neutrality in Arab conflicts with British rule and with Jewish immigra-
tion and the Jewish National Home, and the growth of German imports.
Reports from the Consulate-General to Berlin in the politically difficult years
of 1929-1932, years of Arab unrest and subsequent international discussions
about the future of Palestine, indicate German satisfaction with both Arab and
Jewish attitudes toward Germany, and toward German economic activity. In
the Consulate-General’s annual report for the year 1929, for example, Consul
General Nord reported that even with the unrest of the previous year, which
included an Arab boycott of Jewish businesses and a consequent drop in Jewish
orders from Germany, Germany still remained second only to Great Britain in
imports into Palestine. Nord attributed this position to the ongoing friendly
attitude of both Arabs and Jews toward Germany, in spite of the difficult events

5* PA: Pol.Abt. III, Politik 2-Irak, Bd.-, Aufzeichnung Grobbas, IIl.o. 3552/30, 11. August 1930.

53 PA: Pol.Abt. 111, Politik 2-Irak, Bd.-, Aufzeichnung Grobbas, IIl.o. 3588, 12. August 1930.

54 PA: Pol.Abt. III, Politik 2-Irak, Bd.-, Aufzeichnung des RAM, zu Ill.o. 3588/30, 14. August
1930. This internal statement also called for securing expanded German concessions for air links
into Iraq, as well as the opening of the Iraqi market to more imports of German trucks.
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of the past year: “The attitude of the population in Palestine toward Germany
has remained generally unchanged and friendly.”’ In fact, Berlin tried to
improve Germany’s trade position in Palestine through a League of Nations
intervention between 1927 and 1931. It complained of deliberate British efforts
to take advantage of its position as Mandatory power to favor British firms, all
in violation of Article 18 of the Mandate Statutes that promise economic
equality to all powers in Palestine. In November 1927, the German consul
general in Jerusalem complained that the British Mandatory government tried
to .. .protect the outward appearance of equal access for all competitors...” ¢
while usually favoring British firms, even in instances where German goods
were less expensive. However, Germany’s repeated attempts as a member of the
Mandates Commission to obtain satisfaction apparently were unsuccessful.’”
By 1931, of course, an entirely different crisis, the world-wide depression, was
the primary factor that negatively affected German exports to Palestine and
elsewhere. Still, in its reports for the years 1930 and 1931, the German consul
general concluded that in spite of the economic downturn and, by the end of
1931, the overall decline in its trade with Palestine, Germany had maintained
its favorable trade position with Palestine.’”

In the Arabian Peninsula, Germany was at first hesitant, then moved slowly
but deliberately in positioning itself to pursue its economic interests after
the Saud family’s 1925 overthrow of the previous Hashemite ruler, Sharif
Hussein. First calling itself the Kingdom of the Hijaz and the Nejd in 1925, the
soon-to-be Kingdom of Saudi Arabia expressed an interest in importing
German weapons, as well as automobiles, tires, and other industrial products,
and assistance in building railway lines.’” The German government carefully
secured the approval of the British government in the establishment of
friendly relations between Berlin and the Saudi monarchy. This lead to the
signing of a Treaty of Friendship between Germany and the Kingdom of the
Hijaz and the Nejd on April 26, 1929, followed two years later by the opening

55 PA: Pol.Abt. III, Sonderreferat W-Allgemeines, Bd. 3, DGK/Jerusalem an AA/Berlin, Jahrestiber-
sicht 1929, Nr.Polit. 2/30, IIl O 536, 23. Januar 1930. This report was virtually identical in
substance to the annual report a year earlier, for 1928, before the unrest and consequent
disruptions of the summer of 1929. See PA: Pol.Abt. III, Sonderreferat W-Allgemeines, Bd. 3,
DGK/Jerusalem an AA/Berlin, Jahresiibersicht 1928, Nr.Polit. 1-28, IIl O 498, 24. Januar 1929.

5¢ PA: Pol.Abt. III-Wirtschaft, Palistina-Handel 11, Aufzeichnung des DGK/Jerusalem, (no date);
and Wirtschaft, Paldstina-Wirtschaft 7, Bd. 1, DGK/Jerusalem an AA/Berlin, JN 2386/27, 14.
November 1927.

57 See for example PA: Pol.Abt. III, Paldstina-Wirtschaft 7, Bd. 1, DGK/Jerusalem an AA/Berlin,
Nr.Haf. 9/28, 19.Dezember 1928; and AA/Berlin an Ministerialdirektor Ruppel/Berlin, Nr. III
01142, 14. Mirz 1931.

5% See PA: Pol.Abt. III, Sonderreferat W-Allgemeines, Bd. 3, DGK/Jerusalem an AA/ Berlin,
Jahresiibersicht 1930, Nr.Polit. 6-31, I O 406, 21. Januar 1931; and DGK/Jerusalem an
AA/Berlin, Jahresiibersicht 1931, Nr.Polit. 15-32, IIl O 679, 18. Februar 1932.

5% Uwe Pfullmann, “German-Saudi Relations and Their Actors on the Arabian Peninsula, 1924-
1939,” in Schwanitz (ed.), Germany and the Middle East, 121-130.
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of a German consulate in Jidda. Britain even approved the shipment of three
thousand Polish rifles with ammunition from Hamburg to the Kingdom via
German ships.®

With the defeat of the Central Powers in the First World War, the so called
Eastern Question had disappeared from the diplomatic narrative among the
Great Powers. The Ottoman Empire had finally collapsed, and the western
powers, specifically Great Britain and France, had further extended their
prewar penetration of the Arab world, from the lands of North Africa into
the predominantly Arab Fertile Crescent. Unlike most of the nationalities of
southeastern Europe, which had more or less achieved independent statehood
by 1914, the Arab peoples of the Fertile Crescent and much of the Arabian
Peninsula, not already under some form of British control before the war,
came under various forms of Anglo-French rule, mostly in the form of the
League of Nations Mandates at the end of the war. Imperial Germany’s
position on the Eastern Question, somewhat confused prior to 1914, never-
theless pursued German economic and cultural penetration of Ottoman lands
while maintaining the Ottoman Empire’s existence in the Fertile Crescent and
Arabia in the face of British, French, and Italian imperial ambitions. In other
words, Germany had generally favored maintaining the status quo in North
Africa and the Middle East, satisfied with an expansion of German influence
within existing political structures. As a defeated power, of course, Germany
had no say in the creation of a new order in the Middle East following the
war. The Allied victory enabled the extension of Anglo-French imperial
interests and ambition into almost all of the remaining Ottoman-Arab terri-
tories of the Fertile Crescent and Arabia, as well as a successful effort by
the Zionist movement to include the establishment of a Jewish National
Home within the final peace settlement and Britain’s League of Nations
Mandate for Palestine.

With this context in mind, and the reality of Germany’s weakness following
its total collapse and defeat in 1918, the new German republic played no role in
the creation of a new postwar order in the Middle East. With its main focus on
Europe, and on obtaining revisions of at least some of the harsher provisions of
the Versailles Treaty in Europe, the new Weimar Republic quietly pursued its
rather modest economic and cultural agenda in the Arabic-speaking lands of
North Africa and the Middle East. As was the case with Imperial Germany
prior to the war, so too did the postwar Weimar Republic define its interests in
the region primarily in economic and cultural terms; and, as before 1914, Berlin
set out to promote those interests within the context, once again, of recognizing
and working within the geopolitical status quo in the region. To the extent that
German Middle East policy under the Kaiser and the Weimar Republic
reflected common underlying strategic or political considerations, interests,

6° Ibid., 132-133.
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and goals, these were to be found ultimately in Europe.®’ German support for
the postwar status quo required its acceptance of, and support for, Anglo-
French-Italian imperial domination and the establishment and development of
the Jewish National Home in Palestine, even if Berlin’s implied criticism of that
status quo was always evident in its repeated assertions that Germany had
nothing to do with its creation. This position also reflected a range of attitudes
with regard to the Arab quest for national self-determination and independence
after the First World War that ranged from general indifference to outright
rejection. This range would also be evident in Hitler’s strategic calculations and
policy decisions toward Arab nationalism and the Middle East during the Third
Reich.

' For instance, Gordon Craig’s assessment more than half a century ago of Gustav Stresemann’s
approach to Anglo-French interests in the Middle East, and their direct impact on Germany’s
immediate needs in post—-World War I Europe, seems to have stood the test of time. See his From
Bismarck to Adenauer: Aspects of German Statecraft (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1958), 74—75.
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RACE AND THE EUROPEAN GREAT POWERS

Hitler and the fledgling National Socialist party exhibited at a minimum a
partly developed strategic and racially centered approach to foreign policy in
the early years of the movement. The connection between a Nazi racial world
view and early geopolitical fantasies about the conquest of new German “living
space” in eastern Europe has long been established.' It resulted in a world
war that ultimately involved the physical displacement and mass murder of
millions of Jews, Roma, Slavs, and others in Europe. Indeed, Hitler publicly
espoused the connection between race and geopolitics during the first half of the
decade of the 1920s. By 1925, when he finished the second volume of Mein
Kampf, race, war, a future new Germany’s relationship with the relevant
European great powers and the United States, and the identification of targeted
“racial” groups were for the most part set in his mind. In Mein Kampf,
he wrote: “We have been chosen by fate, as witnesses of a catastrophe that
will be the mightiest confirmation of the soundness of the vélkisch theory.”*
Hitler wrote this within the context of what he believed was a necessary war
with the new Soviet Union, the conquest of German living space in eastern
Europe and, in the process, the elimination of defined “racial” groups, primar-
ily the Jews, from Poland to the Urals. This did not in any way preclude
the extension of such an approach to foreign affairs globally, to the world
beyond Europe, following the successful culmination of war for the conquest of
German Lebensraum and the establishment of a “new racial order” (rassische
Neuordnung) in Europe.

* See Weinberg, A World at Arms, 44 ff.
* Hitler, Mein Kampf, 651. See also lan Kershaw, Hitler, 1889-1936 Hubris (New York:
W.W. Norton, 1999), 79, 249-250.
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Hitler was always aware of the relevance of the other European great
powers, as well as the United States and Japan, to his developing plans for
Germany in Europe and in the world beyond. Indeed, his many references to
those powers in his early writings, certainly to the European powers and
the United States, are indicative of a realization that his strategic and racial
notions were naturally contingent on the role that those powers would play in
the process. This is not to say that Hitler possessed a keen insight into, or solid
understanding of, the world and its realities beyond the borders of the Reich.
Indeed, it is likely that he knew little about the world outside of Europe,
and that he generally cared even less. It does, however, reflect his thinking that
the achievement of German aims would require a clear identification of friends
and foes in the future wars that he believed would be necessary to achieve a new
Germany’s foreign policy aims in Europe and in the world beyond. Some of
those potential friends and foes were imperial powers with a significant pres-
ence and established interests and ambitions in the Arabic-speaking lands
of North Africa, the Fertile Crescent, and the Arabian Peninsula following the
First World War. Therefore, Hitler’s early strategic and foreign policy calculations
were always based in part on the imperial interests and demands of Germany’s
potential allies in any future wars for the establishment of his desired new order in
Europe and possibly beyond.” As Britain and Italy emerged early on as Hitler’s
logical choices to be the new Germany’s future allies, the Reich’s Middle East
policy after 1933, specifically its views on Arab nationalism and independence,
would have to accommodate first British, and then Italian, and after 1940, French
and Spanish imperial interests in the region.*

Some four decades ago, Klaus Hildebrand argued that Hitler’s early foreign
policy calculations were plagued by an “authoritarian-led anarchy” that was
characteristic of the fledgling NSDAP and its various positions on all issues.’
Indeed, some of Hitler’s earliest pronouncements on Germany’s relationships
with the other great powers reflected an effort to chart a course for a future new
Germany in the lingering environment of immediate postwar anger, violence,
and unrest. They seemed to demonstrate a state of confusion in his mind about
the world beyond Germany, fueled in part by the chaos of those immediate
postwar years. Some degree of certainty in his developing strategic and foreign
policy inclinations would indeed emerge just a few years later, in both
Mein Kampf and his “Second Book.” However, his public statements between
1919 and 1921 betrayed a rather mixed assortment of ideas that generally
rested on lingering popular resentment and harsh criticism of all of Germany’s

3 Hitler’s virtual obsession with determining future German allies and enemies is evident, for
example, in the second volume of his Mein Kampf. See Hitler, Mein Kampf, 11, Chaps. 13 and 14.

4 Josef Schroder, “Die Beziehungen der Achsenmichte zur arabischen Welt,” Zeitschrift fiir Politik
18 (1971): 95.

5 See Klaus Hildebrand, The Foreign Policy of the Third Reich (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1973), 12-23.
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wartime foes, with particular emphasis on Russia, France, and Great Britain.®
Even Italy, as one of the victorious Allies in 1918, was viewed negatively.
Of course, the Jews were also targeted for their alleged international conspir-
acy and dominance over all of the powers that had been Germany’s foes in
the war.

In a speech to the local Munich branch (Ortsgruppe) of the NSDAP on
December 10, 1919, with a view that would be significant and directly relevant
more than twenty years later, Hitler singled out Great Britain and the United
States as belonging to a “second echelon” of Germany’s enemies. He stated:
“Look at our enemies. We divide them into two groups: one includes our
absolute opponents. England and America, the second group: nations, who as
a result of their own unhappy situation or as a result of other circumstances
have become our opponents.”” In his speech at the Hofbrauhaus on April 17,
1920, Hitler again placed Germany’s enemies in certain categories; this time he
revealed a somewhat mixed attitude toward Great Britain and its global
empire.” While he clearly placed France in the category of long-standing
enemies, he seemed to relegate Great Britain and Russia into a category of
great powers that only recently, and for a variety of reasons, had become
Germany’s enemies. Yet, at times, he would also assert that “international
Jewry” had come to control both the British and Russian Empires, especially
the former, making any sort of future accommodation impossible.” By the
spring of 1920, his position on Britain mellowed somewhat, particularly as
he increasingly inserted considerations of race into his strategic calculations for
the future. This factor will be considered in the sections that follow.

Nevertheless, and in spite of his relatively early and positive assessment of
the racial foundations of the British Empire, Hitler clearly was not yet com-
mitted to the idea of an Anglo-German accommodation in the immediate
postwar years. However, several factors in 1922 and 1923 undoubtedly did
contribute to both a hardening of his opposition to Russia and a softening of
his immediate postwar animosity toward Great Britain.'® His early outlook,
influenced to some extent by Heinrich Claf$ and the Alldeutsche Verband,
tended more in the direction of restoring a Wilhelminian approach to German

¢ See the excerpts from, and analysis of, the meetings of the NSDAP in Munich between December
1919 and December 1920 at which Hitler was the main speaker, in Reginald Phelps, “Hitler als
Parteiredner im Jahre 1920,” Vierteljabrshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte 11 (1963): 274-330.

7 Ibid., 290. See also the account of his speech of July 6, 1920 in the Vélkischer Beobachter,
July 11, 1920.

8 Phelps, “Hitler als Parteiredner, ” 297-299.

° See Kuhn, Hitlers aussenpolitisches Programm, 47—48, 64-65.

*© See Gunter Schubert, Anfinge nationalsozialistischer Aussenpolitik (Koln: Verlag Wissenschaft
und Politik, 1963), 74-75, 133; Jackel, Hitlers Weltanschauung, 35-36; Dietrich Aigner, Das
Ringen um England (Munich: Bechtle Verlag, 1969), 34 ff; and Gerhard Weinberg, The Foreign
Policy of Hitler’s Germany: Diplomatic Revolution in Europe, 1933-1936 (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1970), 14-15. See also Kuhn, Hitlers aussenpolitisches Programm, 57—-58.
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strategic interests and foreign policy aims."'' This included a restoration and
completion of the unity of the German Volk in central Europe, the right to
overseas colonies as sources of raw materials, and the revision of the hated
Versailles settlement. This approach, of course, would not bode well for
friendly relations with Great Britain. However, the final triumph in 1922
of the Bolsheviks over their opponents in the Russian civil war appeared
to Hitler and his fellow National Socialists to ensure the victory of
“international Marxism” in Russia and, therefore, a triumph for the alleged
international Jewish conspiracy. Another factor might have been Alfred
Rosenberg’s increasing ideological influence on Hitler’s “world view” begin-
ning in 1920, particularly with regard to casting Russia, Bolshevism, and the
Jews as the single, monolithic enemy of the Reich. Any sort of future cooper-
ation with Russia now seemed out of the question with the rise to power of
an alleged Jewish-controlled Bolshevik regime in the new Soviet Union.
Of course, the existence of France and Russia as Germany’s implacable foes
would place Great Britain in a somewhat different light in Hitler’s evolving
calculations.

A vyear later, with the crisis in the Rubrgebiet over Germany’s default on
its reparations payments, France and Belgium occupied the Ruhr area of
Germany in spite of British objections. Hitler’s previous fears regarding the
likely permanence of the prewar and wartime Anglo-French Entente gave
way to a new recognition of the historical rivalry between Britain and France
that predated the Anglo-French Entente of 1904. In April 1923, for example,
Hitler stated: “For 140 years, England stood in bitter rivalry with France
for hegemony. They have, despite their joint ‘war of theft’, remained to this
moment old and bitter rivals.”"* From this point on, one may observe
in Hitler’s speeches and in writings such as Mein Kampf and later his
“Second Book,” a not particularly subtle change in his assessment of Great
Britain from that of a potential opponent of Germany to the status of a
potential ally.

Regardless of the evolution of his early views on Germany’s future in rela-
tion to the other powers, it seems clear that from the early years of the Weimar
Republic Hitler came to view both Italy and Great Britain possible, desirable,
and even likely German partners in an otherwise uncertain future."’ British and
German diplomatic documents and other sources reveal that on many occa-
sions just before and after his appointment as Reich Chancellor in 1933, Hitler
would refer to his “early” conviction that Britain and Italy were Germany’s

' See especially Hitler’s speeches of November 26, 1919 and December 10, 1919 in Ernst
Deuerlein, “Hitlers Eintritt in die Politik und die Reichswehr,” Vierteljahrshefte fiir Zeit-
geschichte 7 (1959): 208—210. See also several of his speeches in 1920 in Phelps, “Hitler als
Parteiredner,” 298, 314-316, 320, 329. See also Hildebrand, Foreign Policy, 18—22.

'* Jackel, Hitlers Weltanschauung, 3 5—36. See also Schubert, Anfinge, 74-75.

'3 See Kershaw, Hitler, 1889-1936 Hubris, 246.
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natural allies for the future.'* For instance, in a December 4, 1932 letter to
Colonel Walter von Reichenau of the Reichswehr, Hitler wrote: “Therefore,
based on these considerations, for the past twelve years I have steadfastly
suggested closer ties to Italy on the one hand, and to England on the other, as
the most desirable foreign policy goals for which to strive.”'® His many
speeches in the very early years of the Nazi movement indicate that Hitler
was indeed positive about a future alliance with Italy. In the summer of 1920,
two years before Mussolini’s march on Rome and the first step in his successful
rise to power in Italy, Hitler was contemplating an important role for Italy
in his geopolitical plans and foreign policy for a future National Socialist
Germany. In Hitler’s calculations, the most important reality underlining his
connection to Italy was his perception of an intractable imperial conflict
between Italy and France in the Mediterranean area, particularly in North
Africa. In a speech in Munich on July 6, 1920, for instance, Hitler defined
Germany’s future relationship with Italy in terms of their common “enemy,”
France. He asserted: “For us the enemy sits on the other side of the Rhine,
not in Italy or some other place.”"® And, in September 1920, Hitler argued:
“The main demand is: eliminate the peace treaty! In this context, we must do
our utmost primarily to exploit the conflicts between France and Italy so that
we have Italy on our side.”"” Those Italian-French conflicts were in the area of
the Mediterranean Sea, especially in the French-controlled states of Tunisia and
Algeria in North Africa, Syria, as well as Corsica and southeastern France.

Of course, despite being on the winning side in the First World War, Italy
too was deeply dissatisfied with a peace settlement that fell considerably short
of satisfying its wartime imperial ambitions. Italian dissatisfaction was a fact
both before as well as after Mussolini’s rise to power in 1922. Again, the
primary point of competition between France and Italy in the postwar years
was in the Mediterranean area, which included Arab North Africa and the
Fertile Crescent, where Hitler had no discernible foreign policy interests or
ambitions at that time. This factor would be of considerable significance less
than two decades later. Moreover, the ideological affinity between Italian
Fascism and German National Socialism, in harmony with these geopolitical
calculations, would also become a decisive factor in the realization of Hitler’s
future alliance with Mussolini’s Italy."”

By 1923, Hitler had come to believe in a future accommodation between
Germany and Great Britain as well. His very early distrust of the British, based

4 See Kuhn, Hitlers aussenpolitisches Programm, 45—48. See also Kurt Luedecke, I Knew Hitler
(New York: Scribners, 1937), 77.

5 Thilo Vogelsang, “Hitlers Brief an Reichenau vom 4. Dezember 1932,” Vierteljahrshefte fiir
Zeitgeschichte 7 (1959): 435.

¢ Phelps, “Hitler als Parteiredner,” 305. 7 Kuhn, Hitlers aussenpolitisches Programm, 42.

'8 See Weinberg, The Foreign Policy of Hitler’s Germany (1933-1936), 16—20; and Walter Werner
Pese, “Hitler und Italien 1920-1926,” Vierteljahrshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte 3 (1955): 126.
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as it was on the premise that England was still tied to France in a common
postwar effort to enslave Germany, and that the British government was under
the control of an alleged “international Jewry,” soon gave way to the idea of
common Anglo-German strategic interests, as well as to fantasies about racial
bonds and kinship between Germans and Anglo-Saxons. This also represented
a shift in Hitler’s geopolitical thinking. On the one hand, he was moving
toward replacing Imperial Germany’s pre-World War I tendency to simultan-
eously pursue a Kontinentalpolitik of dominance in Europe and a Weltpolitik
of overseas colonial expansion with a “policy of one after the other” (Politik
des Nacheinanders), in which the conquest of living space in eastern Europe
would precede, but not necessarily exclude, the possibility of eventual overseas
colonial acquisitions."” In 1924, Hitler apparently came to the conclusion that
German expansion in eastern Europe would be most effectively pursued in
alliance with Great Britain against Russia, a scenario that would mean fore-
going global sea power and colonial expansion, at least for the time being.*®
With the publication of the complete Mein Kampf in July 1925, Hitler remarks
in several places that German expansion in central and eastern Europe, and a
consequent war with Russia, would require the friendship of Great Britain.
For example, he writes: “If one wants territory in Europe, then this can happen
for the most part only at Russia’s expense. . .For such a policy, however, there
would be only one ally in Europe: England. Only with England alone does
one have the power, with the rear covered, to begin the new German thrust.”*’
He concludes that “No sacrifice is too great in winning over England.”**

On the other hand, the role of France in Hitler’s strategic view shifted from
that of Britain’s very real but temporary postwar accomplice in punishing
Germany, to that of the deadly enemy of both Germany and the British Empire
in Europe and the world. As was the case with Italy, France would also be the
common denominator in drawing Britain and Germany together. In Mein
Kampf, Hitler writes “Any great power today that, like us, finds France’s
domination of the continent un-bearable, is our natural ally.”*’ In a more
direct way, Hitler tried to depict Britain as the main loser in Germany’s defeat
in the war, and what he alleged were the negative consequences of French
power in Europe as a result of its victory: “With the disintegration of Germany
as a great power in continental Europe, only the enemies of England can be the
victors.”** He goes to great lengths in his book to outline a common Anglo-
German aversion to French power in Europe and the world, and in particular
what he believed constituted potentially negative consequences for the British
Empire. After reasserting that, regardless of who is in power, “.. .France is and
remains the bitter enemy of the German people. . .,”*’ he concludes that “. . .the

9 See Josef Henke, England in Hitlers politischem Kalkiil 1935-1939 (Boppard am Rhein: Boldt,
1973 )) 20.

*° See Jackel, Hitlers Weltanschauung, 38. *' Hitler, Mein Kampf, 145.

** Ibid. 3 Ibid. *4 Ibid., 610, 611-615. *5 Ibid., 614.
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military super power of France placed great pressure on the heart of the great
British world empire.”*° In particular, he goes to great lengths to identify the
Ruhr crisis of 1923 as the main example of French perfidy and justification for
a common Anglo-German interest in containing French power.””

In the case of both Italy and Great Britain, Hitler tended to emphasize the
“power-political” (machtpolitische) incentives for drawing both countries
into future accommodations or alliances with Germany. There were also the
ideological factors that included Italy’s Fascism and the centrality of race in
Nazi thinking; however, as important as they were, they nevertheless remained
secondary in Hitler’s immediate calculations.*® It does seem clear that by 1925
and the publication of the complete Mein Kampf, Hitler felt certain that Britain
would not oppose his rationale for German ascendancy in Europe, specifically
for the expansion of German Lebensraum in eastern Europe at the expense of
the Soviet Union, so long as Germany did not then immediately follow with an
aggressive Weltpolitik. Rejecting the logic that Britain would oppose German
ascendance in Europe alone, he reasoned that “England’s wish is and remains
the prevention of the rapid ascendance of a continental power to a significant
world power, that is, the maintenance of a definite balance of power in the
relationships of the European states with each other.”*” However, for Hitler
this did not at all preclude Germany’s pursuit of some form of Weltpolitik
at some point in the future, after achieving German ambitions on the European
continent. This was a scenario that he believed would then necessitate Anglo-
German cooperation against the emerging world power and global ambitions
of the United States.’

Any doubts about the relative importance of power-political and racial-
ideological considerations in Hitler’s early strategic and foreign policy analysis
in Mein Kampf seem to fade with their integration into his 1928 unpublished
sequel. The manuscript, edited by Gerhard Weinberg, was first published by the
Institut fur Zeitgeschichte in Munich in 1961 under the title Hitlers zweites
Buch. Ein Dokument aus dem Jahr 1928. This version appeared in English
translation in 2003 as Hitler’s Second Book: The Unpublished Sequel to Mein
Kampf, also with Weinberg as editor. In his Introduction, Weinberg describes
the content of the book as mainly about Hitler’s obsession with Germany’s
struggle for Lebensraum in Europe as a question with combined geopolitical
and racial content: “In history he sees only the struggle for Lebensraum, based
on the rules of racial determinism. .. In the present and the future, Hitler sees
and proclaims the fight against the Jews and for the acquisition of territory in
the East. These were his primary ideas throughout his life.” " Of course, these
ideas were not new in Hitler’s mind in 1928, as he had aired them for the most
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part just a few years earlier in Mein Kampf. Moreover, he also wrote in the
“Second Book” that he had long advocated within the National Socialist
movement “...the idea of an alliance between Germany, Italy, and
England...”>* But, as Weinberg observes, the very fact that not much that
was new had emerged in Hitler’s thinking during the eight years between 1925
and his appointment as Reich Chancellor in 1933 is significant in itself. Indeed,
his overall geopolitical and ideological aims remained more or less fixed in
his mind and consistent in his long-term planning, even if the formulation and
implementation of policies designed to ultimately achieve those aims required
improvisation and timely adaptation to the realities on the ground.

In section 13 of the manuscript, designated by the editor as chapter 13 with
the title “The Possible Goals,” (Die moglichen Ziele) Hitler outlines four
possibilities that had already become evident in his thinking by the time of
the publication of Mein Kampf. Besides pushing for a restoration of Germany’s
1914 borders, he also imagined that: “Germany decides to adopt a clear,
farsighted policy of space...and...concentrates instead all of its strength on
marking out a way of life for our people through the allocation of adequate
Lebensraum for the next one hundred years. Because this space can lie only in
the East, the obligation of a naval power takes a back seat...”?’ He reasons
that a foreign policy that initially renounces global ambitions would preclude
bringing Germany into conflict with Britain and Italy, although France would
in any case remain Germany’s enemy: “...the nature of such a foreign policy
goal does not give reason for England and especially Italy to maintain the
enmity of the Great War.”?*

Elsewhere in the manuscript, Hitler reasserts his conviction that a foreign
policy based clearly and exclusively on the expansion of German Lebensraum
in Europe alone, and on a rejection of the Kaiser’s prewar global ambitions,
would remove any British doubts about the future benefits of an alliance with a
new Germany. For instance, he writes: “If. . .Germany arrives at a fundamental
political reorientation that. . .instead limits itself to continental goals, then there
is no longer a logical basis for English hostility.”?> Similarly, as he had done
with regard to Germany’s future relationship with Great Britain, he devotes
much of chapter 15 to his earlier rationalizations about future German-Italian
cooperation and alliance. Here too he identifies France as Italy’s natural enemy.
Indeed, until the final Allied expulsion of Axis troops from North Africa in
May 1943, Hitler maintained the position he outlined in the “Second Book”
that: “The natural area for Italian expansion is and remains the land bordering
the Mediterranean Sea.”’® After reiterating that France would never
accept Italy becoming a dominant Mediterranean power, Hitler concluded:
“What the Mediterranean Sea is for Italy, the eastern shore of the Baltic is for

3% Ibid., 182. 33 Ibid., 158 34 Ibid., 159. 35 Ibid., 172-173. 3¢ Ibid., 177-178.



54 Nazi Germany and the Arab World, 1933-1944

Germany. Germany’s mortal enemy in any further development...is France,
which is likewise the mortal enemy of Italy.”?”

This study does not attempt to definitively determine which of the two, Great
Britain or Italy, was dominant in Hitler’s early foreign policy thinking or, for
that matter, in his planning after 1933. It is sufficient here to note that each
played an important role in the formulation of Nazi geopolitical considerations
and foreign policy from the early years of the movement to the collapse of the
Axis position in North Africa and of Mussolini’s regime in the summer and
fall of 1943. Indeed, a consequence of the rapidly changing circumstances on
the ground before and especially after January 30, 1933 was the often impro-
visational nature of much of Nazi domestic and foreign policy. That is to say,
the tendency to improvise in Nazi policy making did not necessarily mean the
permanent sacrifice of core components of Nazi ideology and its ultimate goals.
This was certainly true in the evolution of Jewish policy after 1933, as distinct
from Nazi racial ideology; it was especially true in the evolution of Nazi foreign
policy, particularly with regard to the Mediterranean area and the Middle East.
Neither power-political requirements on the ground, nor the ideological foun-
dations of National Socialism, were entirely absent from the regime’s internal
debates and considerations; rather, at any given time one or the other might
take precedence in the formulation of policy. This will be evident in Hitler’s
approach to the Middle East in the early years of Nazi rule, as well as during the
years before and after the outbreak of war in 1939.

RACE AND “COLONIAL PEOPLES”

A brief reference to Hitler’s early recognition of race as a factor in his develop-
ing attitude toward Britain and its empire has already been made. A few
examples of those references are instructive at this point. In his April 17,
1920 speech at the Hofbrauhaus, Hitler seemed to temper his resentment of
the British with a positive recognition of the global British Empire. He ascribed
its power, scope, and longevity to several factors, using an apparently racial
context and framework. He marveled that as a small state with a relatively
small population of its own, England had been able to establish its control over
more than one-fifth of the earth’s land surface. He attributed this primarily to
the determination of the English people to maintain its racial purity in the
colonies, and asserted that, “The Englishman has always understood that
he must be master, and not brother.”*" By the time of the publication of Mein
Kampf in 1925, Great Britain’s racial value as a prospective German ally
seemed as fixed in Hitler’s mind as its strategic and political value. While
recognizing the quality of England’s superior armaments and its soldiers,
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Hitler referred to another factor in the survival of the British Empire: “.. .but
the valuable blood of the entire nation comes to the fore...”??

By 1925, Hitler seemed to have developed a level of contempt for the
colonial peoples of Africa and Asia, and their developing movements for self-
determination and independence. From time to time, he dismissed these move-
ments as pure fantasy. For instance, he wrote: “For the attempt through a
‘League of the Oppressed Nations’ to be able to disarm the all-powerful victors
is not only laughable, but also pernicious.”*° It is unlikely that Hitler was
alluding here to the futility of any German effort to achieve its aims peacefully
through the League of Nations, or to the strength of the British Empire
following the First World War; rather it is likely that he was dismissing the
efforts of anticolonial movements throughout Asia and the Middle East to
achieve independence from European colonial rule. In particular, he creates a
racial framework in his approach to the question of Anglo-German friendship
and cooperation that is utterly contemptuous of those independence move-
ments against British imperial rule. He scorns as childish and incomprehensible
statements in 1920 and 1921 by those in vélkisch circles who, after listening
to “Asian charlatans” (asiatische Gaukler), had argued that England was
facing a collapse in India.*" He reiterates that the English people were always
aware of the absolute central importance of India in the British Empire, and
that statements about the pending collapse of British rule in India are proof
of the utter ignorance of some Germans with regard to Britain’s ability to
maintain its strength and control over its empire. He concluded:

England will lose India only if it falls victim to racial degeneration within its own
administrative machinery. . .or if it is compelled to by the sword of a powerful enemy.
Indian rebels will, however, never achieve this. We Germans have learned well enough
how hard it is to force England. Entirely aside from the fact that as a German, I would,
despite everything, still rather see India under English rule than under some other rule.**

On the same page in Mein Kampf, Hitler alludes to the futility of Egyptian
efforts to achieve independence from Great Britain. He writes positively of
the racial basis of British rule in Egypt since 1882, and then goes on to describe
as equally pitiful the views expressed by some in the same vdlkisch circles
in Germany that Egyptian unrest and demands for independence might be
successful. He argues:

It is simply impossible for a coalition of cripples to defeat a powerful state determined, if
need be, to shed its last drop of blood for its existence. As a v6lkisch man, who estimates
the value of humanity according to racial principles, I may not, simply because of
my knowledge of their racial inferiority, link my own nation’s fate with that of these
so-called ‘oppressed nations.’*’
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Hitler’s obvious focus on power-political relations among the European
powers did not mean that he lost sight of the racial foundations of his emerging
foreign policy. He seemed to stress race as the most significant component of
the strength and worth of a people, even more important than the quantity and
level of technology of modern weapons and the size and power of modern
armies. He wrote: “Nothing is easier to replace than the loss of weapons, and
every form of organization can be recreated or renewed. What is irreplaceable is
the corrupted blood of a people — the destroyed inner quality.”** After asserting
that the intrinsic value of peoples is not the same, he noted: “The higher the
racial worth of a people, the greater its overall value, [through] which in
conflict and in the struggle with other peoples, it must then be mobilized for
the benefit of its life.”*> In his “Second Book,” Hitler ascribes the greatness of
the Roman and British Empires to the combination of the highest genetic
quality and clear political objectives; he then warns against the mixing of blood
and the consequent decline of racial quality as a key component in the fall of
world powers. In concluding his integration of power-political and racial-
ideological principles, he laid out eight “Principles of German Foreign Policy”
(Grundsitze der deutschen Auflenpolitik), the seventh of which stipulated that
“Germany should never hope to be able to make world history through
alliances with peoples whose military worth is inferior — this being adequately
identified through the fact of their previous defeat or their general racial
significance.”*® This position is instructive for the later discussion of Nazi
Germany’s Middle East policy beginning in 1933.

Finally, it is important to note that Hitler’s emphasis in his writings in the
mid to late T920s on German continental hegemony and the achievement of
German living space in Europe as a foundation for Anglo-German cooperation
in no way reflected a permanent rejection of the pursuit of Weltpolitik.
This was clearly implied in Mein Kampf, mentioned earlier, when he referred
to race as the ultimate logic of European domination of the colonial peoples of
the world, as well as in speeches during the several years before his appointment
as Reich Chancellor.*” In his “Second Book,” moreover, a specific “power-
political” rationalization emerged in Hitler’s thinking that would ostensibly
permit Germany, with British approval, to move beyond its strictly continental
position in Europe to one that would be more global in scope. When he wrote:
“...wherever our success ends, it will only be the jump-off point for a new
struggle,”*® one might then apply Hitler’s “logic” to sometime in the future
when, having consolidated its hegemony in central and eastern Europe,
Germany would then set out in the pursuit of some sort of Welipolitik.
As mentioned earlier, the key to this evolution from a Kontinentalpolitik to a
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Weltpolitik, in alliance with Great Britain, was likely in Hitler’s view the
emerging global power of the United States. In Mein Kampf, Hitler had already
alluded to an alleged American threat to the British Empire and by extension
to Europe:

All the kinship connections, however, cannot prevent a certain feeling of envious
concern in England for the growth of the American Union in all fields of international
economic and power politics. A new mistress of the world seems to be growing out of the
former colonial country, the child of the great mother. It is understandable if England
today re-examines her former alliances in anxious disquiet. . .*’

In his “Second Book,” Hitler continued to raise the specter of the United
States as a significant threat to Britain and its global empire, one that was every
bit as dangerous as France and Russia. He referred to .. .the significance of the
menacing American hegemonic position...,” and to a solution in which
“...the only state that will be able to stand up to North America will be the
state that has understood how. . .to raise the racial value of its people and bring
it into the most practical national form for this purpose.”* For Hitler, the
implication here was that Germany’s future strategic interests would indeed
become global in nature, in part within a context of Anglo-German cooperation
against a new, global threat from the United States: “If England itself remains
true to its great international political aims, then its potential adversaries in
Europe will be France and Russia, and in the rest of the world in the future
especially the American union.”’"

Hitler’s foreign policy inclinations were relatively fixed before January 30,
1933. Both power-political and racial-ideological considerations were not
merely interchangeable. They were the two sides of a single coin that involved
an initial, albeit temporary, renunciation of global interest and ambition in
favor of an exclusively Europe-centered policy of expanded German domin-
ation and living space in eastern Europe at the expense of the new Soviet Union.
It also identified France as an implacable enemy of the German people, and
both Great Britain and Italy as Germany’s future allies, based on the inherent
strategic competition and conflict of British and Italian imperial interests with
those of France. Furthermore, Hitler also identified the expanding ambitions of
the United States as an emerging global power that would, ultimately, come
into conflict with the interests of Britain, Germany, and indeed with all of
Europe. Generally, this would amount to the maintenance of existing European
empires with as yet undefined changes in the configuration of colonial bound-
aries that would likely benefit Italy and Great Britain. This would not necessar-
ily mean the dismantling of the French empire, nor exclude an as yet undefined
German colonial presence. A preliminary definition would soon be provided
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after Hitler’s assumption of power by Nazi demands in 1936 for the return of at
least some, if not all, of Germany’s pre-1914 colonial empire in Africa.

This fusion of power politics and racial ideology in Hitler’s thinking are
clearly evident in his speech to the Disseldorf Industrieklub on January 27,
1932, just one year before his appointment as Reich Chancellor. Speaking to an
audience of industrialists, he stressed the importance of reestablishing and
improving Germany’s competitive position in world trade, within the larger
context of his strategic calculations and his approach to a new German foreign
policy as it had evolved in his mind since the earliest days of the NSDAP.
Toward the end of this very long speech, he seemed to hint at the two phases of
his approach to Germany’s future foreign policy with the following remark:
“It is wrong to say: world politics, the position in the world alone determined
Germany’s fate in the sixteenth century. No, our internal situation back then
had helped to shape the picture of the world, under which we later so dearly
suffered: the division of the world without Germany.”** These words were
uttered just after Hitlers lament in that speech that the religious wars between
Protestants and Catholics in Germany had prevented the German Volk from
assuming its rightful place in Europe and the world, as part of the domination
of the world by the “white race.” Thus, nation/race is posited here as a critical
missing element in Germany’s unfortunate past, and a matter of absolute
necessity if Germany was to attain its rightful place in the world in the future.
Indeed, in much of the speech, Hitler argued that a new Germany, grounded in
principles and policies that would protect and enhance the racial purity of the
German people, would have to play its part in the continued domination of
the world by the “white race”: “We have the so-called white race that, since
the end of antiquity, has established its preeminent position in the world for the
past thousand years.””? With an audience consisting mainly of industrialists,
Hitler insisted in the speech that the economic domination of the world by the
“white race” was the natural consequence of its racial superiority, a superiority
that enabled Europe and America to create a world economic system .. .that is
characterized by gigantic central factories in Europe and lately in America, and
by huge export markets and sources of raw materials in the rest of the
world.”>* He concluded his speech by differentiating himself from the current
German government in terms of the best way to build a better future for
Germany. As vitally important as his strategic and foreign policy ideas were
in this speech, and had been since the early years of the movement, Hitler once
again returned to domestic affairs and his fantasies about preserving a healthy
Volkskorper (racial community) at home: “Therefore, contrary to the official
government, I see the means to Germany’s rebirth not in the primacy of
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German foreign policy, but in the primacy of the rebirth of a healthy, national
and strong German people.””’

There are many other examples of the centrality of race in Hitler’s racial
view of the world, and generally the role of Nazi racial ideology in the strategic
calculations and foreign policy of the Third Reich. This view, no doubt shared
by most within the Nazi party hierarchy, was likewise generally shared in the
educated and established elites in government, the universities, and the profes-
sions, in Germany as elsewhere, during the interwar years. It was a view of
modern society and the world that, in Mein Kampf, Hitler actually accuses the
bourgeoisie of not sharing, one that reflected his and the larger society’s race-
based and Social Darwinist conviction that the “strong” must prevail over the
“weak.”’® In this context, according to Hitler, the so-called colonial peoples
of the world naturally must be ruled by the “white” nations of Europe and
North America. In Mein Kampf, he mocks the bourgeoisie for permitting the
occasional person of African descent to become a lawyer, a teacher, a clergy-
man, or even an opera tenor, and, of course, explains this as the result of the
manipulation of the Jew who seeks “...to construe from this a new proof of
the correctness of his theory of the ‘equality of men’ which he intends to instill
into the nations.”’” He condemns the idea of trying to educate non-whites for
responsible positions as a “...sin against reason. . .a criminal absurdity to train
a born half ape until one believes a lawyer has been made of him...”’® He then
bemoans the fact that millions of proletarian members of the racially and
culturally superior “white” race are condemned to the most menial labor
“...while Hottentots and Zulu Kafirs are trained for intellectual vocations.”>?
Although Hitler did not make these observations within the context of
European colonial empires, it would no doubt be applicable to his assessment
of colonial peoples and their growing movements for independence in the world
after the First World War.

Hitler’s ideas about the racial justification for European colonial empires
were also evident in some of his statements during the years following his
assumption of power in January 1933. For instance, in a public speech before
a Nazi student rally in Munich in January 1936, Hitler made the following call
for continued “white” domination of the world: “...and when we consider this
peculiar historical picture today, then we can only comprehend it if we are
determined to employ the eternal organizational drive of the white race, that is,
this natural conviction that this white race has been ordained to govern, to lead
and to rule the rest of the world.”°® Other notables in the Nazi state after 1933
also referred time and again to the racial foundations of National Socialism’s
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view of the world beyond the confines of the European continent. For instance,
Alfred Rosenberg spoke of European racial solidarity in the face of growing
independence movements in Africa and Asia during the interwar years, while
Joachim von Ribbentrop’s promotion of an Anglo-German alliance during his
term as German ambassador to London was often couched in notions of racial
and Germanic kinship between Anglo-Saxons and Germans.®' Nevertheless, as
Germany’s head of state, Hitler did receive political leaders and other person-
alities from non-Western states, many of which were still not free of European
influence and control. As we shall see in the following chapters, several of these
personalities were from the Arab world.

Hitler’s racial view of the world and that of other Nazi officials during the
Third Reich must also be considered within the context of Germany’s wartime
propaganda to the Arab world. It was a propaganda that trumpeted themes of
common interests uniting the German and Arab peoples, and the need for close
cooperation against their common enemies.’” For example, on several occa-
sions, German leaders seemed to place Amin al-Husayni, the pro-Axis Grand
Mufti of Jerusalem who lived in exile in Berlin and Rome between 1941
and 1945, both racially apart from, as well as part of, the Arab people. They
commented on his ostensible “Aryan” appearance, yet ascribed to him a
“scheming intelligence.” In July 1942, for example, Hitler commented on his
one meeting with the Mulfti eight months earlier that, “With his blonde hair and
blue eyes, he gives the impression, despite his shrew-like face, of a man whose
ancestors were more likely to have been Aryans, and who perhaps is descended
from the best Roman blood. . .In sheer intelligence he almost comes close to
the Japanese.”®? On April 26, 1944, almost a year after the total defeat of the
Axis in North Africa, Joseph Goebbels remarked in his diary after a meeting
with the Mufti, “This Grand Mufti makes a very good impression on me.
One might almost believe that it is about his completely Nordic appearance.”
Notwithstanding Germany’s military collapse in the Middle East and North
Africa in May 1943, followed by the surrender and developing Allied occupa-
tion of Italy in the fall, and the Wehrmacht’s defeats and increasingly defensive
posture on the Eastern Front, Goebbels still entertained al-Husayni’s efforts to
impress upon him the value of some 400 million Muslim Arabs to the German
war effort and Germany’s need to improve its propaganda toward the Arabs.
On the following day, however, the only observation that Goebbels saw fit to
write in his diary was: “The Fiihrer has the same impression of the Grand Mufti
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of Jerusalem as I have. He considers him to be a descendant of the crusaders,
and he also looks like one.”®’

It is not within the scope of this study to consider race and geopolitics in the
Nazi quest for German Lebensraum in eastern Europe, and its application
within the context of the German invasion of the Soviet Union and Hitler’s
quest for a racial new order (rassische Neuordnung) in Europe. This would
include mass murder of the Jews, the Roma and Sinti, and, ultimately perhaps,
the Slavic peoples of eastern Europe. However, it should be remembered that
North Africa and the Middle East represented a large area, in very close
geographic proximity to Europe, one in which German troops were for a brief
time militarily engaged and even more briefly on the verge of what appeared in
1942 to be a military victory. Therefore, Germany was theoretically in a
position to apply National Socialist racial principles to the populations living
in the region, a significant minority of whom were Jews, and the overwhelming
majority of whom were Arabs. It is also clear that, had the Axis won the war,
Germany ultimately would have included the Jews in the Arab world in the
“final solution,” the physical annihilation of the Jews that had become a central
element in its war in Europe. It is, of course, unlikely that the same fate would
have befallen the Arabs. However, given the absence of defined German colo-
nial ambitions in the Middle East and North Africa, and the reality of Italian,
French, and continuing British imperial interests in the Arabic-speaking world,
it is equally unlikely that Hitler would have supported Arab independence and
the termination of European colonial rule in any meaningful way. It is certainly
true that one can find almost anything when reading Hitler’s Mein Kampf or his
“Second Book,” including the many references cited earlier to his belief in
the “racial” inferiority of the colonial peoples of the world, as well as to the
desirability of European or “white” hegemony in the world. Indeed, this view
of the world was evident in Hitler’s indecision over the British military cam-
paign against the short-lived pro-Axis al-Gaylani regime in Iraq in May 1941.
Goebbels notes in his diary entry for May 9, 1941: “The Fithrer rightly does not
expect much fighting ability from the Arabs. They don’t possess the nerves and
the intelligence to use modern weapons.”® The centrality of Nazi racial ideol-
ogy has been overwhelmingly acknowledged and accepted in explanations of
Nazi policy in Germany and the rest of occupied Europe during the Second
World War, with the connections often made to statements and actions by
Hitler and other Nazi officials before and after 1933. One must assume,
therefore, that had the Axis powers been militarily successful in the Mediterra-
nean area during the war, those earlier references to race and to colonial
peoples in North Africa and the Middle East, that is, to Arabs, would have
likewise played an important role at some point and in some manner in the
formulation and implementation of German and Axis policy.
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HITLER’S “ENGLANDPOLITIK”

When Hitler became Germany’s new Reich Chancellor on January 30, 1933,
he possessed some basic outline of a foreign policy that he had articulated in his
speeches and writings beginning in the early 1920s. It had evolved into a more
comprehensive and ambitious program than the very limited goal of revising
the Versailles Treaty, as demanded in the National Socialist Party Program of
February 1920." Hitler’s approach represented a combination of some of the
trends in early Nazi thinking with regard to a future German foreign policy.
Some emphasized the restoration of Germany’s prewar borders and its colonial
empire, by war if necessary. This approach was advocated by people such as
Ritter von Epp, Hermann Goring, and a few others. Some, such as Alfred
Rosenberg and Walter Darré, demanded a Blut und Boden (Blood and Soil)
approach that seemed to reject the pursuit of overseas colonies in favor of a
large continental empire in central and eastern Europe, one that would come at
the expense of Russia, but possibly in alliance with Great Britain.” Hitler’s
earlier thinking for the most part reflected the first tendency, one in which he
demanded the restoration of Germany’s prewar boundaries and at least some of
its former colonial empire, with the unity of the German Volk in one “Greater
Germany” in central Europe. Initially, there was little evidence of notions
of Lebensraum in eastern Europe in his geopolitical calculations. Given the
outcome of the First World War and the content of the Versailles Treaty, part
of Hitler’s early approach of necessity included hostility toward both France
and Britain as Germany’s Erbfeinde, enemies that he believed were determined
to deny Germany its rightful claims.” In 1921, for instance, Hitler also
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concluded that Britain had come under the control of “world Jewry.”*
His position on Great Britain and its role in Germany’s future geopolitical
and foreign policy calculations would have to change as he gravitated to the
much more ambitious undertaking of expanding German living space into
eastern Europe. He now concluded that this would ultimately mean war against
France and the new Soviet Union, a reality that would place Britain in a new
and very different position than had been the case in his earlier geopolitical
outlook.

It is difficult to discern precisely at which point in the early years of the Nazi
movement Hitler’s attitude toward Britain began to change. In his brief article
“Why did an 8th November have to come”? (Warum mufSte ein 8. November
kommen?), published in the monthly journal Deutschlands Erneurung in
Munich in 1924, Hitler referred to the possible benefits of an Anglo-German
alliance.’ In 1932, in a letter to Reichswehr General Walter von Reichenau,
he wrote that he had favored an alliance with Great Britain for twelve years.®
Of course, Alfred Rosenberg’s influence on Hitler, of some importance in the
early years of the movement, was a likely factor, particularly with regard
to Rosenberg’s conviction that Germany’s future lay in the conquest of Lebens-
raum in the East, the destruction of “Jewish-inspired” Bolshevism, and
the consequent advisability of future alliances with Italy and Great Britain.”
Moreover, as mentioned in the previous chapter, external events, particularly
the Bolshevik victory in the Russian civil war in 1922, and the Ruhr crisis of
1923 in which Britain did not support France’s Ruhr occupation, likely made a
significant impression on Hitler. In any case, these realities, along with the
consequences of Mussolini’s march on Rome in 1922, encouraged Hitler to see
both England and Italy as Germany’s possible allies against France and
Russia in Europe. He also began to assume that British and Italian colonial
and other rivalries with France would lead to the same result. All of this seemed
to be set in Hitler’s mind by the publication of the second volume of Mein
Kampf in 1925.° If one adds to this the racial content of Hitler’s developing
attitude toward Britain, the British Empire, and the colonial peoples of Asia
and Africa, as briefly outlined in the previous chapter, the role of Great
Britain in the geopolitical calculations and foreign policy of a new Germany
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under National Socialism was more or less set by the time Hitler assumed
power on January 30, 1933.

With the enactment of the Enabling Law of March 24, 1933, Hitler was on
his way to securing dictatorial power. He presided over a cabinet meeting on
April 7 during which Germany’s current and future foreign policy was on the
agenda, and at which it was agreed by all that while a future understanding
with France was not possible, good relations with both Britain and Italy were
essential.” To secure an understanding with Britain, Hitler understood that, at
least for the time being, he would have to forsake demands for the return of
German colonies in Africa and the Pacific, as well as any inclination to build a
large global navy as part of any future German rearmament program. This
decision was reflected in the Anglo-German Naval Pact of June 18, 193 5. It was
an agreement that seemed to indicate Hitler’s determination at the time to
pursue a foreign policy based in part on some sort of accommodation, perhaps
even a formal alliance, with Great Britain. Indeed, in an interview with the
Daily Telegraph in May 1933, Hitler expressed his disinterest in overseas
colonial ambitions in favor of German “interests” in eastern Europe: “The idea
of overseas German expansion, as it existed before the war, has been given up.
Germany should not seek to enter into a naval competition with England.
The German destiny does not depend on colonies or dominions, but on its
eastern borders.”'® In those early years, at least until 1935, Hitler tended
to frame his pitch to the British government in terms of Germany’s rejection
of colonial acquisitions and global naval power, which was another way of
signaling its public recognition and acceptance of the integrity and security of
the British Empire throughout the world.

After two years of avoiding mention of German colonial claims, Hitler’s
government began to send signals in 1935 that at some point it would seek
the return of at least some of Germany’s former colonies. In March 1935,
British Foreign Secretary Sir John Simon and Anthony Eden met with Hitler
in Berlin. Without specifically mentioning eastern Europe or overseas colonies,
Hitler described Germany’s insufficient economic living space in central
Europe, and the necessity of rectifying the situation in order to avoid future
conflict."" But Hitler also emphasized the community of interests between Great
Britain and Germany, and his hope that a special relationship between the
two would be established immediately. It does not appear that he was moving
away from the goal of an eventual alliance with Britain. He was, however,
increasingly under pressure from some in his government, including Hjalmar
Schacht, who advocated the return of some of Germany’s former colonies for

9 BArch: R/43-II, 1399, Ministerbesprechung iiber die aussenpolitische Lage am 7. April 1933.

'° The Daily Telegraph, May 5, 1933. Some of Hitler’s comments to the interviewer can be found
in the original German in Domarus, Hitler, Bd. 1, 265.

' ADAP: Serie C, Bd. Ill/2, Nr. 555. See also The Right Hon. Earl of Avon, The Eden Memoirs.
Facing the Dictators (London: Cassell, 1962), 132-138.
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its perceived economic benefit.'* The push for colonial revisions became openly
apparent in 1936 and 1937. In his speech of March 7, 1936, after the reoccu-
pation of the Rhineland, as well as at the Reichsparteitag in September of that
year, Hitler called for the return of former German colonies because of the
Reich’s need for more sources of food and raw materials.”? In his recently
uncovered diary, Alfred Rosenberg describes Hitler’s position on colonies
in September 1936 in the following way: “The Fihrer stressed that the colonial
question is not one of prestige, but rather a purely economic one.”"* Yet, Hitler
continued to stress the necessity of friendly relations with Great Britain and the
desirability of an Anglo-German partnership. This seems evident in his guide-
lines for the pursuit of German colonial policy, sent to Ritter von Epp, the head
of the Kolonialpolitisches Amt (Colonial Policy Office) of the National Socialist
party, on November 25, 1935. Hitler cautioned: “...that the scale of the
propaganda from all participating offices for our colonial goals be compatible
with the direction of foreign policy.”"® Moreover, Hitler’s appointment of
Joachim von Ribbentrop, long an advocate for some form of Anglo-German
accommodation, as German ambassador to London in 1936 was another
indication of his continuing hopes for an understanding of some sort with the
British government.'® Rosenberg, the head of the Aussenpolitisches Amt der
NSDAP, one of several foreign policy agencies within the Nazi party, had long
been committed to an Anglo-German alliance. Except perhaps for the return
of a former colony or two as sources for raw materials, Rosenberg and the APA
argued that Germany should concentrate on eastern Europe and generally
refrain from pursuing a Weltpolitik of any sort beyond the European continent.
Rosenberg believed that, for both racial and strategic reasons, Great Britain
was Germany’s natural ally."”

At that cabinet meeting of April 7, 1933, Reich Foreign Minister
von Neurath joined the chorus of those who doubted the possibility of a
future understanding with France, and who advocated close relations with
Great Britain. Von Neurath also raised doubts about German relations with
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Italy, a relevant question given the potential conflicts between Italian and
British imperial interests in the Mediterranean area, Northeastern Africa, and
even in the Red Sea and the Arabian Peninsula. As indicated in the previous
chapter, Hitler was quite clear in both Mein Kampf and the “Second Book”
that Britain and Italy were natural partners for a future National Socialist
Germany. He had assumed that neither had conflicts with Germany, and that
both were, like Germany, the natural enemies of France. He also assumed that
Britain and Italy could themselves be natural allies with competing, but not
necessarily conflicting, imperial interests. Echoing Hitler’s long-standing
interest in an Italian-German alliance, von Neurath asserted the need for
close cooperation with Italy; but, at the same time, he also stressed points
of potential conflict between Berlin and Rome, especially in Austria."”
The question arose, therefore, about the relative worth of Britain and Italy
to Germany, especially given conflicting imperial interests between London
and Rome in the Mediterranean and Red Sea regions, as well as the initial
areas of concern in German-Italian relations after 1933. Indeed, conflicting
British and Italian imperial interests were evident to Hitler with the crisis
over Ethiopia in 19335.

Hitler’s overtures to Great Britain between 1933 and 1936 were not
matched by similar efforts with regard to Italy."” There is some evidence that
Hitler might have opted for the British over the Italians had London been more
amenable to his gestures, even with Anglo-Italian differences and the potential
for conflict in the Mediterranean and in northeastern Africa. Exchanges
between the Foreign Office in Berlin and the German Embassy in Rome shortly
after Hitler’s appointment as Reich Chancellor indicate that both recom-
mended cooperation and friendly relations with Italy, but the avoidance of
any sort of formal alliance.*® At that early stage, the Foreign Office in Berlin felt
that Germany was in a weak position vis-a-vis France, and that Italy would not
be able to help Germany in case of hostilities on its western border. German-
Italian tension over Austria in 1934, and the international crisis over Ethiopia
in 1935, also shed some light on the relative worth of Britain and Italy
in Hitler’s eyes during the first two years of the Third Reich. For instance,
at the time of Mussolini’s invasion of Ethiopia in 1935, Hitler’s adjutant,
Fritz Wiedemann, claimed that Hitler predicted Italy would fail should Britain
decide to militarily resist the invasion. According to Wiedemann, Hitler
observed: “If T had a choice between Mussolini and the English, then of course
I would go with the English. As much as Mussolini is more ideologically
compatible with me, T know the English from the First World War. They are

'8 BArch: R/43-II, 1399, Ministerbesprechung iiber die aussenpolitische Lage am 7. April 1933.

9 See Jens Petersen, Hitler-Mussolini. Die Entstebung der Achse Berlin-Rom 1933-1936 (Tubin-
gen: Max Niemeyer Verlag, 1973), 61 ff.

*© See PA: Geheim Akten 1920-1936, Italien Pol. 2, Bd. 3, AA/Berlin (Képke) an DB/Rom (v.
Hassell), 20. Februar 1933; and DB/Rom (v. Hassell) an AA/Berlin (Kopke), 6. Mirz 193 3.
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hardy chaps.”*" Albert Speer also claims in his memoirs that Hitler preferred
the British over the Italians if given the choice.””* In the end, of course, London,
while amenable to Anglo-German friendship and cooperation, was not willing
to enter into any sort of formal accommodation or alliance with Hitler’s
Germany. This would leave Hitler with little choice but to proceed with Italy
alone. Nevertheless, he did not give up hope that one day Germany and Great
Britain would come to some sort of understanding, perhaps even an alliance.
In December 1937, State Secretary Ernst von Weizsidcker characterized German
policy toward England within the context of the previous two years, especially
with the recently concluded Rome-Berlin Axis in mind. He reasoned:
“Under no circumstances can the line between Berlin and London be allowed
to break...But in the end, time will work for an improvement in German-
English relations. Therefore, the Rome-Berlin Axis for the moment is useful
and tactically expedient...The Foreign Office will take advantage of every
opportunity to promote German-English relations.”*’

Hitler’s assumptions that Britain might support Nazi ambitions for
continental hegemony and acquiesce in his regime’s police state terror and
persecution of the Jews in Germany beginning in 1933 were obviously naive
and unrealistic.”* Yet, before and even at times during the war, Hitler refused
to accept that London would never acquiesce in significant changes in Europe
through some sort of bilateral Anglo-German accommodation, as opposed to
working through the framework of multilateral agreements and collective
security. Indeed, the Anglo-German Naval Agreement of 1935 turned out not
to be the important step toward a much closer arrangement that Hitler had
hoped it would be, and would never translate into British support for his plans
to redraw the map of central and eastern Europe. In the fall of 1934, the
German embassy in London delivered a list of impediments to improved
Anglo-German relations to the Foreign Office in Berlin. Among other things,
the report cited the events of June 30, 1934, recent violence in Austria, fears
of German rearmament, persecution of the Jews, and political repression in
general.”’ Yet, the only gestures that Hitler seemed prepared to offer the British

*' See Fritz Wiedemann, Der Mann der Feldherr Werden Wollte: Erlebnisse und Erfabrungen des
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were his repeated guarantees for the integrity and security of the British Empire,
and the renunciation of contacts between his government and the Fascist
movement in Britain. German rearmament, the expansion of German Lebens-
raum in Europe, authoritarianism and police state politics, and the separation,
dispossession, and expulsion of the Jews from Germany remained at the core of
National Socialist ideology and Nazi state policy beginning in 1933.

In late 1936, von Ribbentrop reported to Hitler that in spite of his efforts,
Britain would not enter into a formal alliance with Germany.*® Moreover,
Britain’s apparent acquiescence in the Italian invasion of Ethiopia, as well as
in Italian and German intervention in the Spanish civil war, probably convinced
Hitler that an active Anglo-German alliance, while still highly desirable,
might not be necessary at that moment for Germany to move forward with
its aims in Europe. An approach “without England” seems clear in Hitler’s
“Denkschrift zum Vierjahresplan,” drawn up some time in August 1936. In it,
Hitler reaffirmed Germany’s need for Lebensraum in eastern Europe, and that
the German economy and army must be ready for war within four years.
He referred briefly to Italy and Japan as reliable friends of Germany, but made
no mention at all of Great Britain.”” Nevertheless, Hitler continued to make
alliance overtures to the British in 1936 and 1937, but to no avail. By the end
of 1937, he seemed to be resigned to achieving his aims in Europe without
some sort of Anglo-German understanding, and perhaps even in spite of the
possibility of British resistance. This was apparent at the infamous
Reichskanzlei meeting of November §, 1937, at which he once again outlined
his regime’s plans for possible war and the expansion of German Lebensraum
in the East, and specifically the necessary initial steps with regard to Austria and
Czechoslovakia.*® For the first time since the early 1920s, he placed England in
the same category as France, labeling both as HafSgegnern (hateful opponents)
who opposed a stronger Germany in the middle of Europe and overseas. Hitler
also seemed to conclude that Britain would never agree to the return of
Germany’s former colonies, and even fantasized that the British would in fact
be incapable of defending their far-flung empire in future wars. He concluded
that Britain and France possessed neither the will nor the capacity to intervene
in Germany’s upcoming moves in central Europe and in its future conquests in
the East. On the other hand, the minutes of the meeting reveal no inclination
on Hitler’s part to actually enter a war against Great Britain or to compromise
in any way British imperial interests and security. It is likely that he had come to
the conclusion that Germany must prepare to achieve its aims in Europe

*¢ Henke, England in Hitlers politischem Kalkiil, 77-78. Klaus Hildebrand characterized
Ribbentrop’s efforts in London as “the final clarification regarding Great Britain.” See
Hildebrand, Vom Reich zum Weltreich, 491-511.

*7 See Wilhelm Treue, “Hitlers Denkschrift zum Vierjahresplan,” Vierteljahrshefte fiir
Zeitgeschichte 3 (1955), 204—210.
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without England, and indeed, in the face of British opposition, after
which London might then be brought into an accommodation with Germany
through a fait accompli.

Discussions with soon-to-be British Foreign Secretary Lord Halifax at
Berchtesgaden later in November 1937 revealed just how far apart the British
and German governments were in bilateral Anglo-German relations in general,
and in the specific issues inherent in Nazi ambitions in Europe.”” Halifax’s
willingness to consider peaceful changes in Austria and Czechoslovakia was a
far cry from Hitler’s notion of an Anglo-German partnership that included
British acceptance of German hegemony in Europe. On the matter of returning
some of Germany’s former colonies, Halifax was unwilling to promise much
beyond the possibility of establishing one or two new German colonies some-
where in Africa or Asia. Halifax did observe later that Hitler expressed his total
disinterest in colonial compensation in North Africa and the Mediterranean,
due to existing and competing British, French, and Italian interests in the
region.’® This was perhaps indicative of Germany’s relative disinterest, past
and future, in the Arabic-speaking lands of North Africa and the Middle East.

None of this meant that Hitler’s view of Great Britain and the British
Empire had fundamentally changed or that he no longer desired Anglo-German
collaboration or thought it necessary for the future. It did mean that Hitler was
resolved to achieve his goals, at a minimum in Europe, in spite of British
objections, after which Germany would be in a better position to make
common cause with the British Empire in world affairs. It is also clear that
none of the goals espoused by his regime with regard to Europe and beyond
were intended to come at the expense of the security of the British Empire, at
least in terms of Hitler’s understanding of British imperial interests at that time.
It is true that he publicly expressed his frustration and bitterness toward
Britain following its declaration of war on Germany in the fall of 1939."
Yet even as late as the summer of 1940, when a German victory in Europe
seemed a virtual certainty, Hitler continued to believe in the power and surviv-
ability of the British Empire. At a meeting with Mussolini in Munich in
June 1940, as Germany’s military victory over France was at hand, Hitler
asserted that the British Empire must be preserved as a central element in the
world balance of power. In his diary entry for June 18 and June 19, 1940,
Italian Foreign Minister Count Galeazzo Ciano observed: “But Hitler makes
many reservations on the desirability of demolishing the British Empire, which

*9 ADAP: Serie D, Bd. I, Nr. 31.

3° See Earl of Halifax, Fullness of Days (London: Collins, 1957), 187-188.
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he considers, even today, to be an important factor in world equilibrium.”>*
At a meeting one month later, Hitler asserted: “If we defeat England militarily,
the British Empire will collapse. But Germany has no interest in that outcome.
With German blood, we would accomplish something the only beneficiaries
of which would be Japan, America, and others.”??

Hitler’s placement of both Great Britain and Italy at the center of his
geopolitical calculations during the approximately decade and a half between
the publication of Mein Kampf in 1925 and the early years of the Second
World War played a decisive role in his attitudes and policy toward the Arab
world and its quest for independence from European imperial domination.
Power politics and racial ideology would preclude for the most part any
meaningful German diplomatic and material support for Arab national self-
determination and independence from the European imperial powers between
1933 and the end of the Second World War. Notwithstanding the obvious
wartime necessity for intense Nazi propaganda toward the Arab world
between 1940 and 1945, propaganda that stressed Arab/Islamic/Axis solidar-
ity against Bolshevism, the Anglo-Saxon powers, and the Jews, it is highly
unlikely that an Axis victory would have resulted in the real sovereignty and
independence for the Arab lands of the Middle East and North Africa.

ARAB OVERTURES, NAZI RESPONSES

In their study of the Third Reich, the Arabs, and Palestine, Klaus-Michael
Mallmann and Martin Ciippers consider how the Arab populations through-
out the Middle East and North Africa responded to National Socialism,
Hitler’s regime, and its Jewish policy in Germany after 1933. They assert
that: “Muslims from all countries in the general region, in particular from
Palestine, consistently sought an alliance with Nazi Germany, which had for
some time avoided playing the Arab card.”?* The existence of significant pro-
German and pro-Nazi sympathies in the Arab lands after 1933 represented in
part a continuation of a general sympathy and even enthusiasm for Germany
in the Arab lands after 1918. It was an attitude that in some ways saw
Germany as a fellow victim of the settlements that followed the First World
War, and that considered Germany historically as the only European great
power that had not coveted Arab territory. Moreover, Mallmann and
Cuppers characterize the Nazi regime’s attitude toward Arab nationalist
movements and goals and toward Arab overtures for German assistance in
their efforts to achieve independence from Britain, France, and Italy, as rather
indifferent before 1939. However, they also conclude that, from the beginning

3* Hugh Gibson (ed.), The Ciano Diaries 1939-1943 (Safety Harbor: Simon Publications, 2001), 265.
33 Hillgruber, Hitlers Strategie, 155.
34 Mallmann and Ciippers, Halbmond und Hakenkreuz, 55.
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of its rule in Germany, Hitler’s regime viewed Arabs and Muslims as
Germany’s natural and future allies.?’

This study departs from the conclusions of Mallmann and Ciippers on this
latter point. It is true, as they suggest, that Hitler’s approach to the Arab world
evolved from one of relative distance before 1938 to one of closer engagement
thereafter, one that further intensified during the war years. However, their
tendency to see a fairly positive Nazi strategic and ideological assessment of the
Arabs before the war, possibly as Germany’s future allies, is highly question-
able. To the contrary, this study sees Hitler’s move toward the Arabs, beginning
in the late 1930s and intensifying during the war, as largely superficial, and
decidedly negative with regard to Arab ambitions. It points to the regime’s
tendency to improvise when the facts on the ground necessitated an unwelcome
and temporary move in a particular direction, and to do so primarily in the
regime’s wartime propaganda to the Arab world. In the end, therefore,
this study argues that the Arab-Nazi relationship between 1933 and the end
of the Second World War, from the perspective of Hitler and his Nazi state, was
and remained “ideologically and strategically incompatible.”®

Given their the frustration, resentment, and hostility toward the post-World
War I settlement in the Middle East, many Arab leaders and intellectuals
greeted the new regime in Germany with enthusiasm early in 1933.7
As observed in Chapter 1, some Arab leaders had informed German officials
in the immediate post-World War I years that Germany, unlike Great Britain,
France, and Italy, was never an object of suspicion and hostility in the Arab
world given the general perception among Arabs that Germany had never had
colonial ambitions in the region. There were also some Arabs who sought to
identify themselves with National Socialism, particularly with the Nazi move-
ment’s perceived discipline, order, national solidarity, strength, and political
success. That some identified as well with Nazi hatred and persecution of the
Jews in Germany was likely a reflection of their bitter opposition to the Jewish
National Home and Jewish immigration into Palestine as well. All of this
tended to promote the hope among some Arabs that Germany, as a “neutral
bystander” in the postwar Middle East, might be a potential source of active
support against the western powers and the Jewish National Home.
The nationalist fervor of the Nazis, and their determination to eliminate the
postwar settlement in Europe held considerable appeal for some Arabs who
considered the mandate system a cover for an extended European imperial

35 Ihid., 68.

3¢ See Francis R. Nicosia, “Arab Nationalism and National Socialist Germany, 1933-1939:
Ideological and Strategic Incompatibility,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 12
(1980): 351-372.
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presence, and the implementation of the Balfour Declaration in the form of the
Jewish National Home as part of the injustice of the postwar settlement in
the Middle East. It is doubtful that the majority of Arabs really understood the
comprehensive nature of National Socialism’s racial world view, beyond
its specific anti-Semitism and persecution of the Jews in Germany. Nor is it
likely that most understood that the Nazi state would not be inclined to
undermine European colonial rule over the Arab world.”® At the same time,
and with regard to the question of Palestine, many at least initially seemed to
ignore the reality that the new Germany they admired so much was to a large
degree responsible for the dramatic increase in the Jewish immigration into
Palestine after 1933, a process that they adamantly opposed.

In Palestine, the views of the Mufti of Jerusalem, Amin al-Husayni, were
conveyed to Berlin by Heinrich Wolff, appointed as the German consul general
in Jerusalem in November 1932, in a Telegram on March 31, 1933. The Mufti
left little doubt about his disdain for democracy and for the Jews at this
relatively early stage, and about his eagerness to establish some sort of common
ground between Arab and German national interests. As was his tendency
throughout the 1930s and 1940s, the Mufti claimed to speak for all Arabs
and Muslims in his talks with Wolff. After his meeting with the Mufti, Wolff
reported to Berlin: “Today the Mufti told me that Muslims inside and outside
of Palestine greet the new regime in Germany, and hope for the spread of
Fascist and anti-democratic state authority to other lands. Current Jewish
influence on the economy and on politics is damaging, and must be
resisted. . .”?? Wolff again met with the Mufti and other Palestinian notables
almost a month later at Nebi Musa, in the mountains near the Dead Sea. After
proclaiming their sympathy and admiration for the new Germany, the Mufti
and his colleagues expressed their approval of Hitler’s anti-Jewish policies,
requesting only that the German government make every effort to prevent
German Jews from reaching Palestine.*® That there was some awareness among
Arabs that the Germany to which they looked to for assistance was in fact a
major cause of increased Jewish immigration into Palestine was not lost on the
German Consul General in Jerusalem in his report to Berlin in October 1933:
“The point of view can also move to the forefront, that the Arabs will begin to
assign guilt to Germany for their unhappiness when they say that it is the Reich
government that sends the Jews to this land.”*'

See Wien, Iraqi Arab Nationalism, 7-8.
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The generally positive responses to the Nazi assumption of power in Germany
could be found in other Arab countries as well, according to reports reaching the
Foreign Office and other government ministries in Berlin. The German Consulate
in Beirut reported that it received letters of admiration for Hitler and support for
the new Germany from various Arab leaders in Syria, Lebanon, and Iraq. Some
suggested direct cooperation. One such proposal, from Sheik Rahhal Scheiban of
Baalbeck in a letter to Adolf Hitler in July 193 4, suggested: “Iam ready, as I wrote
to you earlier, to place at your disposal 100 riders with horses as soon as I receive
anod fromyou. .. We are always ready to stand at your service at the first nod that
you give.”** In the spring of 1934, Goebbels’ Propaganda Ministry alerted the
Foreign Office in Berlin that it had received reports from its sources throughout
the Middle East that, “In all countries in the East I could happily ascertain that all
the people, with the exception of the Jews, are following the developments in the
new Germany with great sympathy and happiness.”*’> The report goes on to
describe the particular appeal of Fascism to the youth of the region who were in
the process of trying to form anti-English and anti-French movements and organ-
izations, and that everywhere people wished for a leader comparable to Adolf
Hitler. It also mentioned that more people were reading German newspapers and
suggested that appropriate propaganda in the region would be very useful for
Germany. By the summer of 1935, however, the German Consul in Jaffa,
Timotheus Wurst, attempted to describe the basis for Arab enthusiasm for the
new Germany. In an attempt to provide a realistic context for understanding Arab
enthusiasm for the Nazi state, Wurst wrote that, “Many of the local young Arabs
sympathize with the Fithrer and Reich Chancellor, and the Nazi party, but that
for the most part they have vague notions at best about the real meaning of Adolf
Hitler and the goals of the NSDAP.”#* Wurst observed that this pro-German
sympathy was often based on the Nazi persecution of the Jews in Germany, which
in Palestine was of particular significance, and that others, especially those in
nationalist movements, were more attracted to the idea of building movements in
the Middle East that would be similar to the NSDAP and would enjoy similar
success. That “success,” of course, could only be achieved within the context of
Arab states achieving independence from European colonial rule. Wurst also
mentioned that his consulate had been regularly approached with requests for
German advice and support for building such movements in the Arab world.
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Palestine accorded Hitler and the new Germany considerable enthusiasm and support.

4* PA: Pol.Abt.III, Politik 2-Palistina, Bd.2, Der St.S. in der Reichskanzlei an AA/Berlin, RK.6878,
2. August 1934.

43 PA: Pol.Abt.III, Politik 2-Palistina, Bd.2, Promi an AA/Berlin, VII/7074/16.3.3 4, 10. April 193 4.
The author of this report in the Propaganda Ministry is not known.

44 PA: Pol.Abt.INl, Politik 26-Palistina, Bd. I, DK/Jaffa an AA/Berlin, J.N. 4043/35, 14. August
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Wurst was not the only German diplomat in the region to receive such
requests. Similar manifestations of friendship and enthusiasm for Nazi
Germany were followed by attempts to secure German material support for the
Arab cause in Palestine and elsewhere in the Middle East. Some Arabs solicited
money and weapons from Germany for use against Britain, France, and the
Jewish National Home in Palestine. Pro-German tendencies, especially the man-
date territories of Palestine, Syria and the former Mandate of Iraq, remained
strong and consistent throughout the 1930s, and during the years of the Second
World War. By no means does this mean that sympathy among Arabs for Hitler,
National Socialism, and the events in Germany after 1933 was characteristic of
all or even most Arabs and their organizations and institutions in the region. It
merely confirms that these attitudes and activities existed among some Arabs.
It also signifies that the German government was confronted with that reality
as it attempted to formulate and implement its foreign policy in the region.

In Jerusalem, Consul General Wolff was rather contemptuous of the Arabs
and their efforts to secure German financial and military assistance against the
French in Syria in the summer of 1933. With regard to these requests,
he reported to Berlin: “Of the behavior of the Arabs, one can only say that it
is always the same thing.... In such circumstances I always think about a
conversation between the famous Lawrence from the war and Dr. Arlossoroff
who, before he was murdered not long ago, told me that Lawrence once talked
to him about the Arabs as follows: ‘I don’t know how one can take the Arabs
seriously. I know them well. It is not worth the effort.’”*> Wolff exhibited a
similar attitude in response to Arab requests in June 1934 for German diplo-
matic support for the Arab cause in Palestine and elsewhere in the region.
In early July, he reported to Berlin that he answered these requests in his usual
way, namely that Germany was not in a position to provide financial or arms
support, but that the Reich, as always, extended “...to the Arabs and their
interests great sympathy and moral support...”*® In the same report to Berlin,
Wolff cautioned that, “Probably everyone who has the opportunity to observe
Arab politics must in time become always more skeptical.”*”

Wolff was, to be sure, a diplomat who had been very sympathetic to
Jewish immigration into Palestine and the initial establishment and subsequent
development of the Jewish National Home.** But his indifference to Arab
nationalism and national self-determination, and his views on German interests

45 PA: HaPol Abt., Handakten Clodius-Pilastina, DGK/Jerusalem an AA/Berlin, Nr.Polit.Ill/33,
25. August 1933.

46 PA: Pol.Abt.IlI, Politik t1, Bd.l, DGK/Jerusalem an AA/Berlin, Nr.Polit. 55/34, “Politisches
Programm des Emirs fiir seine Besprechungen in London,” 7. Juli 1934.

47 Tbid.

48 See Francis R. Nicosia and Christopher Browning, “Ambivalenz und Paradox bei der Durchset-
zung der NS-Judenpolitik. Heinrich Wolff und Wilhelm Melchers,” in Widerstand und Auswiir-
tiges Amt. Diplomaten gegen Hitler, Jan Erik Schulte und Michael Wala, eds. (Miinchen: Siedler
Verlag, 2013), 199-209.
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in the Middle East in general, reflected the positions of his superiors in the
German Foreign Office in Berlin during the 1930s. An interesting example of
official German indifference to the Arab cause during this period occurred during
the visit to Berlin of Amir Schekib Arslan in November 1934. Arslan lived in
Geneva and was the editor of the newspaper La Nation Arabe, which was
published there. A strong Arab nationalist, he was a leading spokesperson in
Europe for the cause of Arab independence. Arslan, a Syrian, was especially
hostile to France and French colonial rule in Syria and Lebanon, as well as in
North Africa. He wanted to use Franco-German and Franco-Italian friction to
win over both Germany and, rather naively, Italy for the cause of Arab independ-
ence. Arslan went to Berlin in the fall of 1934 hoping to see Hitler. However, he
was unable to get past Curt Prifer of the Near East Department in the German
Foreign Office. During his talks with Prufer, Arslan suggested that Germany
would eventually have to align itself with the Arab world, and noted that Syria,
Morocco, Algeria, and Tunisia, as countries under French colonial rule, would be
Germany’s natural allies. In response, Priifer warned Arslan that the kind of
collaboration he was proposing could involve Germany in a war for which it was
neither inclined nor prepared. In his report to his superiors regarding his conver-
sation with Arslan, submitted on November 7, 1934, Prifer drew on Germany’s
experience in the Middle East in the First World War. He counseled:

“Germany cannot in an emergency support the Arabs with money or weapons. .. The
experience of the war has demonstrated that in spite of our alliance with the leading
Islamic power and in spite of our already existing intensive propaganda in Islamic lands
before the war, we did not succeed in igniting the so-called ‘holy war’ among Muslims
and especially among Arabs. I do not believe that it would serve any practical purpose to
take up the Amir’s suggestions.”*’

Priifer’s report was approved by Foreign Minister von Neurath, who agreed
with Priifer’s suggestion that Arslan be denied an audience with high govern-
ment officials and with Hitler. The Reich Chancellory in turn concurred with the
views of both von Neurath and Priifer.

During the 1930s, much of the initiative in the movement for national self-
determination for all Arabs came from Syria and Palestine. Since Egypt and
Iraq had been granted nominal independence by England in 1922/1936, and
1930 respectively, and the territory in the Arabian peninsula that officially
became the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia in 1932 had managed to retain some
degree of independence after the First World War, Syria, Lebanon, Palestine,
and Transjordan were the only Arab states east of Egypt still under the direct
colonial authority of the mandatory powers, namely France and Great Britain.
Moreover, the monarchies in Iraq and Egypt remained subject to considerable

49 PA: Geheim Akten 1920-1936, Syrien-Pol.2, Aufzeichnung Priifers, IIl o 4210,7. November
1934. See also Pol.Abt.IIl-Judische Angelegenheiten, Jid.Pol. I, Bd. 13, AA/Berlin an DK/Genf,
I o/3856, 26. Oktober 1933.
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British influence, and were quite dependent on direct British financial, political,
and military support. The nationalist movements in Syria, Palestine, and else-
where against the continued existence of any level of French and British
domination over the Arab world in whatever form were also part of a larger
Pan-Arab nationalism that continued to manifest itself and to grow during the
interwar period. Indeed, most of the state borders in the Arabic-speaking lands
of North Africa and the Middle East had only relatively recently been drawn by
European powers, while the memory of a unified Arab and Islamic past from
the days of the Arab Caliphates was no doubt still alive. Nevertheless, during
the years following the First World War, Arab nationalist movements and their
leaders were not able to agree on the substance and conditions of Arab unity.
Yet, the movement for Arab independence during the interwar period con-
tinued to demonstrate the existence of popular notions of Pan-Arab unity as a
possible basis for ending European control in its various forms, and for an end
to Zionist efforts to build a Jewish National Home and an independent Jewish
state in Palestine.’®

In early February 1935, a group of Syrian and Palestinian representatives of
the Pan-Arab Committee, established in Baghdad almost two years earlier,
approached Fritz Grobba, the German ambassador to Iraq, and proposed
mutual cooperation between Germany and an ill-defined Pan-Arab nationalist
movement.’" They proposed cooperative efforts in propaganda, diplomatic
support and, possibly later, some unspecified “active support”’* (aktive Unter-
stiitzung). Grobba made the usual expressions of German sympathy for Arab
efforts to achieve unity and independence, but rejected any form of direct
German support for the Arab movement. Furthermore, he received the
following instructions from his superiors in the Foreign Office in Berlin on
February 12, 1935: “Please avoid any connection with this group or its emis-
saries. We want nothing to do with these efforts.”’ Syrian nationalists had
made similar overtures to German Consul General Ferdinand Seiler in Beirut
since 1933 for German support against the French Mandate. Seiler responded

5¢ See Fritz Grobba, Mdnner und Mdchte im Orient. 25 Jabre diplomatischer Titigkeit im Orient
(Gottingen: Musterschmidt Verlag, 1967), 96-104.

Fritz Grobba, a German diplomat and specialist in Middle East affairs, was ambassador to Iraq
from 1932 to 1939, when the outbreak of war resulted in Iraq’s break in diplomatic relations
with Germany. In February 1939, he also assumed concurrently the post of German ambassador
to Saudi Arabia. He played an important role in the German Foreign Office’s Middle East policy
during the Second World War. He was generally considered to be the German diplomat with the
most knowledge of and familiarity with the languages, culture, and political conditions in the
region during the Nazi period. See Wolfgang Schwanitz, “’The Jinnee and the Magic Bottle’,”
87-117; and Francis R. Nicosia, “Fritz Grobba and the Middle East Policy of the Third Reich,”
in: Edward Ingram (ed.), National and International Politics in the Middle East. Essays in
Honour of Elie Kedouri (London: Frank Cass, 1986), 206—228.

PA: Pol.Abt.IlI, Pol.4-Pan-Arab. Bund, DG/Bagdad an AA/Berlin, Ill o 574, 2. Februar 1935.
53 PA: Pol.Abt.IlI, Pol.4-Pan-Arab. Bund, AA/Berlin and DG/Bagdad, Teregramm Nr.2, 12.Feb-

ruar 1935.

5T

“w
»



Germany and the Arab World, 1933-1937 77

PHOTO 3.1. Fritz Grobba (no date).
Courtesy Politisches Archiv des Auswirtigen Amts, Berlin.

to these overtures in a similar manner two months later. For instance, in a
report to Berlin in April 1935, Seiler warned that the political situation in Syria
was ripe for a new round of violence and rebellion against French rule, and that
French authorities in Syria had become very suspicious and fearful of German
intentions. Popular enthusiasm for Germany had probably led French author-
ities to suspect German intervention where there was none. Seiler’s advice to
Berlin was the same as Grobba’s, namely that: “We must make every effort to
avoid anything that might suggest we are taking advantage of the situation and
that we want to make common cause with the pan-Islamic Nationalists.”>#
German officials in the Middle East and in Berlin were also confronted with
Arab attempts to establish political organizations and movements based on
Italian Fascist or German National Socialist models. In Baghdad and Jerusalem
in 1933, Grobba and Wolff were approached by individuals with plans to
organize National Socialist parties and movements in Iraq and Palestine,
respectively.’’ Besides Hitler’s anti-Jewish policies, Nazi authoritarian methods

54 PA: Pol.Abt.III, Politik 2-Syrien, Bd.l, DGK/Beirut an AA/Berlin, 1/].N.978, l2. April 1935.

35 In Palestine, the correspondent of the newspaper AlI’Ahram, Joseph Francis, represented a group
of Palestinian Arabs interested in establishing such a party and made this suggestion to Wolff in
Jerusalem in April. In Iraq, Abdul Ghaffur el-Bedri, publisher of the newspaper Istiglal, and a
group of his supporters made similar overtures to Grobba in Baghdad in August of that year. See
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and organization as well as the military trappings of German National Socialism
apparently appealed to some Arab nationalists. In his report to Berlin on this
matter, Wolff noted his opposition to any German encouragement or support
for an Arab Nazi Party in Palestine, lest British authorities suspect German
interference in the internal affairs of the Palestine Mandate. He noted: “Through
a thoughtless indiscretion, the trust of the Mandate government in me. . .could
be placed in considerable danger...”*° In Berlin, the Foreign Office strongly
opposed any effort to involve Germany in the creation of Arab National
Socialist movements or parties in Palestine or elsewhere in the region. The Near
East Department in the German Foreign Office made this very clear in early July,
in a memorandum to Wolff in Jerusalem. It fully endorsed Wolff’s arguments
against any German involvement in the organization of National Socialist
parties or other political organizations and movements in Palestine or elsewhere
in the region. The memo further reasoned that the allegedly notorious political
unreliability of the Arabs would expose such a connection that would become
known throughout the Middle East, as well as in France and Great Britain, and
that the resulting negative consequences would be serious. It concluded:

Our work in the Middle East to this point, since the end of the war, has had as its goal
Germany’s economic and cultural expansion through complete political neutrality.
A change in this position through the interference of our representatives in the domestic
affairs of these countries would result not only in economic setbacks, but, given the
preeminent power positions of Britain and France in the Middle East, also in severe
negative consequences for Germany’s policy in Europe.’”

Nor were Arabs permitted to have contact with or join the small NSDAP
organizations that had been established within overseas German communities
(Auslandsdeutsche) living and working in some of the Arab states. In response
to these questions, Ernst Bohle of the Auslandsorganisation der NSDAP issued
a directive in June 1934 that membership in the NSDAP overseas was to be
denied to foreigners. Again, both Nazi party agencies as well as state agencies
wished to avoid any suspicion that Germany was meddling in the internal
affairs of the states in the region: “Foreigners may not be admitted into the
National Socialist German Workers Party, as the AO of the NSDAP wishes to
avoid the impression that it interferes in the internal affairs of foreign states.”>"

PA: Pol.Abt. II, Politik 2-Paléstina, Bd.l, Joseph Francis/Jaffa an DGK/Jerusalem, 13. April 1933;
and Referat-Deutschland, Pos NE adh7, DG/Bagdad an AA/Berlin, Nr.1130, 10. August 1933.

56 PA: Pol.Abt. III, Politik 2-Palastina, Bd.l, DGK/Jerusalem an AA/Berlin, Nr.Polit.74/33, 27. Juni
1933.

57 PA: Pol.Abt. III, Politik 2-Palastina, Bd.l, Aufzeichnung der Abteilung III, zu IIl 0 2362, 7. Juli
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