RIOTS & COUP




Arab Riots in the Mandate of Palestine (1936-1939) and Iraq Coup (1941)
	Over the years preceding the riots in the Mandate of Palestine between 1936 and 1939 and the Iraq coup of 1941, Palestinians had been exhibiting both political violence and civil disobedience in different parts of Jerusalem, the Holy Land. Initially, the unrest began as spontaneous unorganized uprisings against the ruling British administration, spearheaded by Palestinian youth who were protesting the continuously expanding Jewish presence and the political stalemate in Palestine (Stein, 1990, pp 64). Thus, Palestine became an entity that only existed as a goal for political slogans and an inspiration of armed struggles. The issues of state and religion, both of which had become pressing matters affecting the Arab and Muslim states, remained unaddressed, and the determination of a predominant philosophy that would govern the political body was ignored (Israeli, 2000, pp 229). Evidently, the principal force that led to both the 1936-1939 Arab riots in the Mandate of Palestine and the 1941 coup in Iraq was Arab nationalism, which elicited an identity competition between the parties involved. Additionally, the principal persons that instigated both events mentioned above are Amin Al Hussein and Rashid Ali el Gailani, whose ideologies on the government of the people differed.
	The rebellion staged by Arabs in Palestine started as sporadic terrorist attacks on19 April 1936. These were retaliation actions because the British had refused to grant them three specific demands that they had previously outlined. First, the Arabs wanted the Jewish migration into Palestine to cease completely. Secondly, the Arabs wanted the British to stop the sale of Arab lands to Jews, and lastly, the Arabs sought Palestine’s independence and the end of the Mandate (Cohen, 1977, pp 279). The need for Arabs to stop Jews from migrating into Palestine evidenced the religious force that promulgated the riots of 1936-1939 and consequently the coup of 1941. The second Arab demand to stop the sale of sections of the native land to Jews exhibited the Arab need to maintain political control over Palestine, a motive that was further reinforced by their demand for Palestine’s independence. Accompanying these was the leaders’ obstinance to grant the Arab demands or work out a viable solution based on compromise, which would have perhaps seen to the aversion of the riots and coup.
	According to Michael Eppel (1998, pp. 227), the political life in Arab states between the 1920s and 1940s was marked by basic characteristics of social conditions evidenced by the intricate relationships that existed between the elite, traditional leaders of the Fertile Crescent cities and the effendiyya, also referred to as the Westernized middle stratum. The balance in this relationship was a critical element of the factors that characterized both the ideological and the political environment within which Iraq existed, where politicians were highly influential. Therefore, the dynamics of the relations between the politicians from the group of elite rulers and the effendiyya defined the political conditions created in Iraq as well as facilitated the transformation of the Arab nationalism and the pan-Arab ideology into a dominant political-ideological force that dominated the 1930s and 1940s (Eppel, 1998, pp. 228). 
However, it is important to note that the core of the problem was the fact that the Zionists considered themselves as the guardians of the fate of Jews. Therefore, they insisted on bringing Jews to Palestine under an economic formula while completely disregarding the political consequences that their actions would have. During the Arab riots in the Mandate of Palestine, in 1936 to 1939, there were negotiations that were undertaken to restore peaceful relations between the Zionists and Arabs. Regardless, the talks were more of tactical approaches to the problem rather than genuine efforts seeking a compromise. Nonetheless, it is necessary to acknowledge that there were leaders from both sides whose agenda to seek peace was genuine while the rest only sought to determine who would control Palestine in the future (Cohen, 1977 pp 380).
		British efforts to limit the French influence in the Levant contributed to the establishment of modern day Palestine and the state of unrest that plagued Palestine between 1936 and1941. Palestine’s special status was outlined in the Balfour Declaration stating that Britain was putting its best efforts to establish Palestine as a home for the Jews. This was an endeavor that 	General Sir Charles Townshend deemed fateful and characterized by ambiguous terms of execution, both of which were variables that stemmed from the British government’s belief that it could determine how Palestine turned out, seeing that it considered the country as a tabula rasa that was ready to be renewed. Eventually, the British undertaking to execute the Mandate was halted by the evolution of Palestinian nationalism. Arab hostility to Zionism took shape between 1920 and 1921 and was characterized by alarming riots. Moreover, the hostility almost spread into a general civil war in 1929, but at the time, the British leaders did not see the same as threats to their Palestinian rule, which would later result in the riots of 1936-1939 and the coup of 1941 (Townshend, 1989, pp 13-14).
[bookmark: _GoBack]	When it comes to the coup of 1941 in Palestine, Winston Churchill was a key figure who facilitated the acceleration of the hostile conditions in the country. He ordered General Sir Wavell to march to Baghdad with the aim of pre-empting Axis support for a violent anti-British Arab national, Rashid Ali el Gailani, who appeared to threaten British interests in the region. During the period that General Wavell was executing Churchill’s orders, Britain had already granted Iraq independence in 1932. Thus, the General’s approach to the situation differed with that which Churchill intended to take, with Sir Wavell preferring that a more diplomatic approach be employed. However, by 1937 the British presence in Iraq had been reduced to two Royal Air Force (RAF) bases but the anti-British sentiments continued to prevail, especially in the army. Amin al-Hussein, the grand mufti of Jerusalem, further escalated the situation by exploiting the Arab-Jewish tension while the decline of Jewish fortunes in Italy, Spain, and Germany led to the increased sense of Arab nationalism. The refusal of the Britons to adopt a policy that favored Arabs more proved disadvantageous to their administration, leading to Rashid Ali’s power takeover in 1941, a coup that threatened the interests that Britain had in the region (Porch, 2004, pp. 134-136).
	In response, Wavell evacuated an armored brigade and three divisions from Greece and prepared a defense against German assault on the Crete. Additionally, General Erwin Rommel also launched an attack on Cyrenaica in March 1941 reinforced by both German and Italian divisions that were driven to the Egyptian Frontier. Also, thirty-six thousand British troops were invested at Tobruk but Wavell still insisted that it was not an opportune time to ignite volatility among the Arabs. At Habbaniya, the best defense was in airpower. This defense was executed by student pilots who were flying a fleet of approximately seventy-eight biplanes, which were mostly obsolete and rigged to carry bomb loads of about twenty pounds. Additionally, eight Wellington medium bombers with the capacity to deliver 4500-pound bomb loads joined the defense accompanied by Hurricane fighters, Gladiator biplanes and three thousand soldiers that were airlifted from Shaibah RAF base. The buildup of Iraqi forces around the base at Habbaniya led to the commander’s, Marshal H.G. Smart, decision to launch an attack as the best defense mechanism. On May 2nd the British attacked the Iraqi forces and after four days of bombings and raids, the Iraqis withdrew, warranting British defeat in the 1941 coup (Porch, 2004, pp. 136-138).
	From the evidence provided above, it is undisputed that political and religious affiliations among the Jews, Arabs, and Britons were major forces that fueled the riots of 1936-1939 and consequently, the coup of 1941. The political and religious differences that existed among the players, previously mentioned, resulted in an identity competition with all parties looking to be the most dominant. The regional leaders like Amin al Hussein and Rashid Ali el Gailani also played a significant role in the escalation of the situation, especially considering that their leadership ideas differed significantly. The insufficiency of genuine efforts by the leaders to work towards a compromise was the ultimate deal breaker that resulted in the unrest in Palestine between 1936 and 1941.
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