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THE PALESTINE EXPI.ORATION FUND: 1865-1914

submitted by
John James Moscrop

ABSTRACT

Founded in 1865, the Palestine Exploration Fund (PEF) was for the first 20 years of its
existence both the principal British exploration society in the Holy Land and a surveying
organisation which was heavily dependent upon the work of and support of the Royal
Engineers. From 1865 to 1886 PEF functioned as an independent organisation dependent for
its work and existence upon the intelligence department of the War Office. Employing Royal
Engineers, men and officers, the Fund surveyed western and eastern Palestine, Sinai, and
completed a geographical survey around the Dead Sea. Its surveyors included Charles Wilson
(later Sir Charles Wilson), Charles Warren (later Sir Charles Warren), Claude Conder and H.
H. Kitchener (later Lord Kitchener), and its supporters and organisers included many notable
men of the day. The survey operation linked closely with the need for a full map of the Holy
Land area in order to protect and police the eastern hinterland to the Suez Canal. After 1890 the
PEF became an archaeological organisation employing William Flinders Petrie (1891),
Frederick Jones Bliss (1891-1900), R. A. Macalister (1900-09) and lastly Duncan Mackenzie
(1910-1912). From 1913 to 1914 the PEF reverted to its former role of intelligence gathering
for the War Office and employed Leonard Woolley and T. E. Lawrence as archaeologists and
as a cover for Royal Engineers under Captain Newcombe who surveyed the Wilderness of Zin
area. After 1918 the British Mandate in Palestine rendered such uses of the PEF obsolete.

This thesis examines the composition of the PEF, its foundation, the involvement of the
military intelligence departments with PEF, its financial basis and its relationship to the British
involvement in the Middle East. It does not examine the PEF’s role in archaeological history,
but concentrates upon its work as a Victorian imperial institution.
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INTRODUCTION

On 8 February 1989 I attended a conference at University College, London organised
by the Institute of Jewish Studies and co-sponsored by the Jewish Historical Society. The
topic was ‘Britain and the Holy Land 1800-1914" and at that conference the late Dr Vivian
Lipman spoke about the need for further research into the Palestine Exploration Fund. I had
vaguely heard of the Fund, but had assumed that the worthy institution was now defunct. To
my surprise it was not; it was alive and well, and living at 2 Hinde Mews, the house bought for
itin 1911 by Walter Morrison. The more I examined what little was written about the PEF, the
more I realised that Dr Lipman was correct in his assessment. The publication in 1989 of Dr
Lipman’s last book, Americans in the Holy Land through British Eyes: 1820-1917, finally
confirmed my view that the Fund was a suitable topic for research. Once I had decided to look
at the Fund’s history, I had to decide what I would not include in this thesis. The PEF has
extensive site reports, maps and archaeological records relating to excavations that have taken
place under its auspices of joint sponsorship. Idid notintend to write a history of Victorian
archaeological work, and accordingly I have only referred to that work as is necessary to
illustrate the history of the Fund. What I have concentrated upon has been a history of the
institution itself and I have attempted to show how it linked into Victorian imperial endeavour
and Victorian British interest in the Holy Land.

As an institution PEF is unique. It was founded in 1865 by a group of men who
emerged from the collapse of the Syrian Improvement Fund when that fund appears to have
been taken over by evangelical Christians and from the work of the Jerusalem Water
Improvement fund. Going back even further, it would seem that its origins could lie in the
Prince of Wales’ 1862 visit to the Holy Land and the work of John Irwin Whitty. The nominal
founders of the PEF include George Grove and Walter Morrison who acted as the Fund’s
public face alongside James Fergusson and William Thomson, Archbishop of York. From its
earliest days the PEF had involved the Royal Engineers who, for its first 20 years, acted as its
‘explorers’ and who, for much of that time, also worked on the maps of Sinai, western and
eastern Palestine, and as intelligence gatherers for the War Office. The list of engineering
officers employed by the PEF was illustrious. It included H. H. Kitchener (later Lord
Kitchener), Charles Wilson (later a Major General), Conder (later a Colonel) and Charles’
Warren (a General and Metropolitan Police Commissioner). Its later employees were to include
T. E. Lawrence and Charles Woolley. Its civilian members were no less grand, including
Morrison, a member of parliament and millionaire, Lazard, several peers and parliamentary
men and its patron was none other than Queen Victoria. Yet PEF was a small, poorly-funded
organisation that, superficially at least, received no government help.




1t is argued that during the period 1865 to 1886 the Fund doubled as an intelligence-
gathering body for the War Office. It was because of that role that it attracted a ‘quality’
membership and more particularly that it obtained the services of the Engineers. Its finances
were poor, it spent 50 years on the brink of collapse, and at least three times (1867-8, 1875-6
and 1904-5) very nearly collapsed financially. It was only because of its usefulness in
surveying in the area adjacent to the Suez Canal in 1867 and 1875 that it survived two of these
crises, and the generosity of Morrison in 1906 that it lived through a third. I shall illustrate the
Fund’s value to the British Empire and the British interests in Palestine by reference to the
Western Survey, the Eastern Survey, the Geographical Survey and the Sinai Survey. That
value was discovered during Wilson’s first Jerusalem Survey. The Fund’s work during the
period 1865-1914 falls into two parts - cartographic and archaeological. From 1865 to 1886 its
work was cartography. It returned to this in 1913-14. From 1889 to 1912 the PEF
concentrated upon archaeology. The archaeological work illustrates the decline in status and
influence of both PEF and the British Empire in the Middle East.

I have depended heavily upon the PEF archives in this work. Those archives consist of
letters and reports sent to the Fund by its explorers and employees often returning two letters,
one for the Fund and a private one to the Secretary, usually Besant prior to 1886. The archive
includes the PEF account books, the books of the Jerusalem Literary Society and the Syrian
Improvement Fund, together with letters from early members. The archive was weeded by
George Armstrong in 1906 under Wilson’s direction. What, however, has never been
available before are the Minute Books of the Fund. Minutes were kept in full, and copies of
incoming correspondence from other organisations, Fund members, and the War Office, were
often recopied at the end of minutes. As far as I am aware, they were kept closed until I was
allowed access in 1989.

Wilson and Morrison left no papers or had them destroyed on death. Conder and
Warren likewise left little. Grove’s son wrote his biography, but destroyed papers relating to
the PEF. Dean Stanley was not active in the Fund after its foundation. The PEF has no
records in the Royal Engineers’ archives, but does have a small section in the Public Records
Office archive. I have traced what can be found under the Ordnance Survey archive, but
undoubtedly there are other items elsewhere. Intelligence records tend to be scattered
throughout the P.R.O. archive and not usually flagged up as such. I can only assume future
researchers will find other items. ,

Four histories have been written for the PEF, all of them before 1916. Besant was
probably the author of the first three, written in 1873, 1886 and 1895 to mark the eighth,
twenty-first and thirtieth years of the Fund. All were written to raise money and to attract
members; none were objective and all concentrated upon the Fund’s contribution to Biblical



history. They did not dwell on the workings of the Fund. In 1915 C. M. Watson, then
Chairman, wrote a Golden Jubilee history which is probably the most objective of all but even
so concentrates mainly upon the Fund’s contribution to Bible history. Nothing has been
written since then.

The PEF Quarterly Statement and the later Palestine Exploration Quarterly, its
successor, have proved useful sources of information especially when the accounting records
of the Fund have been deficient or the reminiscences of earlier Fund subscribers were needed.
They supplement the Minutes of the Fund, but do not replace them.

Finally, I must thank Dr Rupert Chapman and Dr Shimon Gibson of the PEF for their
valuable assistance to me during my work. The John Rylands University Library at
Manchester University, the British Museum, the Library of the United Grand Lodge of Free
and Accepted Masons of England, the Lambeth Palace Library, the Portico Library,
Manchester, the library at Giggleswick School, the Public Records Office, Kew, and the
Manchester City public libraries all deserve thanks. I would also like to thank Mrs Gillian
Austen for her help during the typing of this thesis. I must also give my special thanks to two
people who have laboured on this thesis with me for the last six years - Professor Aubrey
Newman of Leicester University, my supervisor, and the long-suffering Winifred Moscrop,
my mother, who has borne the brunt of the problems that this type of part-time work involves
and to whom this thesis is dedicated.




CHAPTER 1
ORIGINS OF THE PALESTINE EXPL ORATION FUND

The rediscovery of the Holy Land in the nineteenth century was the start of a process
whereby '... the Holy Land began to shed the timeless quality that had characterised it for
hundreds of years, and the approach which treated the Country as if it was a Unique Entity in
all the World".1 For the West Europeans in general and the British in particular it was to
become a story of the discovery of biblical history and its extraction from the 'timeless quality'
referred to above. But for Britain it was to be more than that. The Holy Land or Palestine (the
two terms were used interchangeably) was to remain a British obsession for the hundred years
or so from 1800 to 1914 and beyond. It was to carry military, religious, and political
significance far beyond its historical and scriptural interest. Although the Holy Land was not
taken into British imperial possession until after 1917, British involvement in the area prior to
1917 reflected not only British imperial military and naval interests but also British efforts to
define the nature of and the justification for the existence of an Empire on a truly global scale.

One of the central organisations in the story of the British involvement with the Holy
Land is the Palestine Exploration Fund (PEF) which, as we shall see, came into existence from
1865 onwards during a period when Britain was struggling to define its imperial purpose and
secure its imperial frontiers. The PEF came into being at a period which marked a turning
point in imperial history. The Crimean War had concluded in 1856 to be succeeded in 1857 by
arguably the most traumatic event in the history of the British Empire - the Indian Mutiny - or
the Sepoy War as the Victorians called it2 The Mutiny marked the change of imperial styles in
both India and the rest of the Empire.

Already evangelical clergy had commenced attempting to remould many of the British
Possessions into an English evangelical Christian mould. Nowhere had this been cleazer than
in Palestine and India: Palestine through the Jerusalem bishopric, established in the 1840s, but
which after 1846 had slipped into Prussian hands; and India, with the onset of the missionary
activity against the better judgement of the East India Company. Although the British Empire
had no religion, the Mother Country, so to speak, did. It had a Protestant state church. As the
Empire began to unfold, and to weave Anglican Christian principles and practices into the
fabric of imperjal awareness, as bishops began to be appointed to dioceses outside England,
and as the missionaries began to follow the flag, it became important to show that the nation
that ruled a considerable amount of the world's landmass controlled the land of its religious
origins.

1 Y. Ben-Arieh, 'The geographical exploration of the Holy Land', P.E.Q,, 1971, 81.
2 R. Hyam, Britain's Imperial Century, 1815-1914, pp.134-44.




The loss of the Jerusalem bishopric to a Prussian nominee in 1846 had been a blow to
British pride. The appearance of the PEF in 1865 allowed Britain again to capture the high
ground of imperial religious control. The Victorians were great believers. They believed in
their service, their destiny, their religion and themselves. They believed in their Empire and
many in their imperial mission. What could better sum up that mission than the scientific
exploration of the Holy Land, its reduction to maps and photographs, its exploration and
archaeological excavation, and the identification of its sacred sites?

The sacred sites the PEF strove to identify were not those of the Christian New
Testament but those of the Old Testament, the sites of the Hebrew Bible. There were practical
reasons for this. The only known New Testament sites were already occupied by non-
Protestant religious groups, mainly Orthodox and Roman Christians. Sites such as the Holy
Sepulchre, the Grotto at Bethlehem, and the Mount of Transfiguration were not available to the
Protestants to press into their service or for the British Protestants to commandeer. The
Hebrew Bible sites which PEF and its precursors identified were also older, giving the PEF,
and through them the British nation, the ownership of site groups that were superior in age to
those of the non-Protestants. They also linked the English Protestants, and through them the
British Empire, to the Israelites of old and the concept of a chosen people. The paraliel was
clear and simple. The Chosen People of old, the Israelites, had been succeeded by the new
Chosen People, the English.

The work of the fund in Palestine was carried out for its first thirty years by the Royal
Engineers and a small group of archaeologists. Many on the PEF's Executive Committee also
had military backgrounds. The appearance of a group of military Christian heroes fighting for
and working for God, the Empire and the commercial and military prosperity of Britain
matched well the mood of an age that almost saw Britain, her Empire and her armies as
divinely blessed. It was an age that tottered dangerously on the fringe of war-worship, an age
that produced Baring-Gould's hymn 'Onward Christian soldiers' and Spring-Rice's imperial
anthem 'I vow to thee my country'. To link military endeavour, the Promised Land, the
Church of England and British identity and scientific and investigative progress together was a
powerful combination.3

It was a combination that came together in the PEF and which acted to form it and
justify it. The Fund was important for what it said about Britain and the British, and England
and the English, as much as for its scientific finds and discoveries. To some extent it also
represented a part of the imperial ideal. PEF did not exclude people of any religion, or none,
but like the Empire it was run by an Anglican, English ascendancy. It defined out non-

3 J. Morris, Heaven's Command, chapter 13.




Christians by its very nature until after 1900. Its rulers, the executive, were virtually all
members of the Church of England, from the middle classes, and both monied and privileged.
The PEF did have some Jewish members but they mostly played no significant role in the
Fund's management. It effectively made the British role in Palestine in the later nineteenth
century the work of a tight knit group of English Christians working and searching for the
good of the Protestant religion and the British Empire. Its activities coincided with the end of
the Anglican/Prussian bishopric and mission in Jerusalem4 The Fund provided part of the
religious justification for the Empire, a reconciliation of imperial imagery with a link to the
Promised Land for the Chosen People, the English imperial servants. As Cecil Spring-Rice
demonstrated in his hymn, referred to above,

And there's another country I've heard of long ago

Most dear to them that love her, most great to them that know;

We may not count her armies, we may not see her king;

Her fortress is a faithful heart, her pride is suffering.

And soul by soul and silently her shining bounds increase,

And her ways are ways of gentleness, and all her paths are peace.5

How far the explorers and originators of the PEF were aware of the underlying imperial
rationale for the foundation of the Fund is another matter. The period 1850 to 1870 was one
where the value of Britain's growing Empire was questioned by many. Politically the Tory
party tended to be the party of Empire but many within it doubted the value of overseas
possessions. The Whigs tended to be rather more sceptical of the imperial dream but again
many favoured it. We can see the period up to 1870 as one where the imperial ideal was still
being debated but where some were increasingly willing to elevate Empire to the level of a
faith.6 That faith was given its most compelling voice in 1870 when John Ruskin made his
inaugural lecture as the Slade Professor of Fine Art at Oxford:

... Will you youth of England make your country again a royal throne of kings, a
sceptred isle, for all the world a source of light, a centre of peace; mistress of learning
and of the arts, faithful guardian of time-honoured principles? This is what England
must either do or perish; she must found colonies as fast and as far as she is able,
formed of her most energetic and worthiest men; seizing every piece of fruitful waste
ground she can set her foot on, and teaching there her colonists that their chief virtue is

4 A. L. Tibawi, British Interests in Palestine 1800-1901, pp.183-205.
5 Songs of Praise, Hymn 319.

6 B. Porter, The Lion's Share: A short history of British imperialism 1850-1983, pp.64-
8.




to be fidelity to their country, and their first aim is to be to advance the power of
England by land and sea ...”

Ruskin was not advancing a novel view, he was simply vocalising views that already
existed. When in 1865 the PEF was founded those views were already in existence, the
Empire was being gradually expanded and augmented, and the battle for the Empire's soul was
already in being. In 1865 Livingstone was in Bath reporting his African travels to the British
Association, Burton had already been to Mecca, and white British settlers were already in
Australasia and Africa, not to count India, Canada and the Pacific. Although not yet officially
backed by the government, the imperial idea was well established in 1865 as was the
accompanying concept of a world-wide missionary Church of England.

Nothing, however, should be allowed to obscure the very real religious faith of many
of the early PEF members. They would have seen little or no distinction between their beliefs
and the expansion of British interests that followed inexorably upon the work of the Fund. For
its first twenty-five years of existence the PEF doubled up as a research body and learned
society, a tool for extending British imperial influence and as a cover for obtaining strategic
information to support British military interests. From 1865 to 1890 the PEF filled all three
roles and for the period 1865-1884 it directly employed Royal Engineering officers as
surveyors of Western, and later Eastern, Palestine. The Fund's managing executive would
have seen little or no contradiction between allowing its employees to indulge in espionage for
Britain and the expansion of British imperial influence and in researching the Holy Land.

The period is one of great colonial significance. It commenced with the start of the
building of the Suez Canal in 1865 and its opening in 1869, a period when Britain saw France
as its potential colonial rival. Although France became less of a colonial threat after 1870 when
her Middle Eastern activities were curtailed by the Franco-Prussian War, France still remained
a potential colonial rival up to the First World War and there were periodic crises in '
British/French relations. Russia, too, was a colonial rival threatening to partition the decaying
Ottoman Empire and to obtain a warm water part in either the Mediterranean or in the Indian
Ocean/Persian Gulf area, a threat which continued into the early twentieth century. Whilst
Britain's colonial ideas were wedded to her religious ones and to her national ethos, there was
no problem in the minds of the PEF's executive in wedding its various functions to the national
interest.

From 1890 onwards the PEF altered in activity. No longer was it necessary for it to
provide the War Office with a base to survey the Holy Land, nor was it necessary to provide a

7 J. Morris, Heaven's Command, pp.379-80.




beacon of British imperial presence. It still, however, provided a symbolic marker of the
mission of Britain and her Empire but it was only one such marker. By 1890 the Holy Land
itself was changing. Jewish immigration into the land was growing and Turkish control was
improving. No longer was Britain reclaiming Ruskin's 'fruitful waste' and marking out the
ancient Promised Land as her own for her own Chosen People. No longer was there any
query over the religion of the Empire; that was settled. The Empire was not set to promulgate
Christianity around the world. The Foreign Office was losing interest in the PEF.

From 1890 to 1912 the PEF lived in the shadow of its former glory with declining
influence both at home and in Palestine. It turned from a surveying organisation to an
archaeological one, employing a succession of archaeologists to dig on its behalf. It had to
contend with growing German influence in the Holy Land and an increasing number of nations
working to excavate through their own national exploration societies. Still controlled by a now
out of touch, elderly Anglican upper-middie class oligarchy and with a waning influence on the
imperial idea and the British political establishment, the Fund was pressed into government
service once more in 1912-1914.

The period 1912-1914 saw the Fund used as a cover for intelligence work. The
Wilderness of Zin Survey, conducted by T. E. Lawrence and Charles L. Woolley was nothing
but a cover for the mapping work conducted by Captain Newcombe in the same area. This
was not part of the high ideals of Empire, nor part of the great imperial dream, but rather an
opportunistic exercise, using the Fund as a cover for military work. The Fund served a
purpose, but so would any other organisation. Its symbolic idea had vanished and its part in
the imperial tableau had diminished with the departure of most of its founders between 1899
and 1912.

In 1800, the land of Palestine had been thinly populated and had become a virtually
neglected province of the Ottoman Empire. It had no carriage roads. Its towns did not exceed
their medieval walls, and sanitation and a good pure clean water supply were virtually non-
existent. Law and order were badly administered and in places absent. The attention of the
world turned to Palestine in the year 1800 with Napoleon's invasion and the battle of Acre.
When the French left the attention of the world followed until 1830 when Muhammed Ali, the
ruler of Egypt, invaded the land and strategic interest in the land was awakened. The European
powers intervened and in 1840 the Holy Land returned to Turkish rule and was to remain an
Ottoman possession until 1917 when it was occupied by Britain.8

8 A. L. Tibawi, Britain's Interests in Palestine ..., chapter 1.




Increasingly weakened by European intervention and European policy, Turkey began to
lose its stronghold over day-to-day matters in the Holy Land. Gradually power slipped into the
hands of the foreign consuls and the hands of voluntary European organisatibns. This process
was accelerated as the whole of the Middle Eastern area became more and more strategically
significant. A sign of that significance came in 1853 when a quarrel between churches over the
maintenance of the Holy Places’ (in this case the Holy Sepulchre and the church at
Bethlehem), spilled over into the Crimean War. European interest in the country increased
after 1850 with the proposal to dig a canal across the isthmus of Suez. The digging of the Suez
Canal continued until 1863 when the British (belatedly) recognised the importance of the Canal
for British interests.® In 1882 Britain occupied Egypt, having purchased the Khedive's shares
in the Suez Canal in 1875. The Canal, Britain realised, was a back door to India, and both
Egypt and the Canal were important to the imperial effort. Palestine held a similar interest for
Britain.

Up to 1800 the only maps of the area that existed were very inaccurate and fanciful
medieval documents. In 1800 General Jacotin drew up and later published an atlas of maps.
The maps, known as Jacotin's Atlas, were published in 1815 and as Jacotin was an engineer in
Napoleon's army of occupation, they represented an enormous advance on the existing
cartography of the area. 10 The maps were checked and corrected from the point of marine
navigation when Captain Gauthier surveyed the coast Gaza to Haifa in 1816-1820. Jacotin's
maps were not replaced until 1870/80 with the publications of PEF's ordinance survey,
although Berghaus recognised Jacotin's deficiencies in mapping as early as 1835 and made an
inaccurate attempt to remedy them. Mapping of specific areas took place in the 1830s, areas
such as the Dead Sea which Costigan attempted to map in 1835. The salt water he drank on the
banks of the Dead Sea cost him his life.11

Russinger, an Austrian engineer, mapped Jerusalem in 1836, measuring the walls and
surveying the city. Frederick Catherwood, a Briton, a Royal Academician and a student of
architecture, sketched Jerusalem in the mid-1830s (around 1833) and, with the connivance of
the Turkish governor, he produced a plan of the Temple area specifically and the city in general
showing the position of the Mosques in the Haram. He made three maps of Jerusalem and a
large number of sketches. Sadly little of his work survives as he lent most of his drawings to
the historian of architecture, James Fergusson. The drawings were lost. Catherwood's plans
did survive and were the basic map of Jerusalem up to 1849.

9 Dean F. Bradshaw, A Decade of British Opposition to the Suez Canal Project. 1854-
1864, chapter 1.

10 P.E.Q., 1972, 83.

11 Yehoushua ben-Ariah, The Rediscovery of the Holy Land in the Nineteenth Century,
p.78.
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From 1840 onwards, the British became increasingly prominent in mapping and
recording the country. It was British military involvement that helped in 1840 to restore
Ottoman rule to the Holy Land and as the importance of the area was being gradually realised,
the British expedition that helped defeat Ibrahim Pasha in 1840 took the opportunity to survey
the area. In 1840 a team under Major Scott used a theodolyte to survey the area Jaffa to
Jerusalem and the Dead Sea, Ras el Abied, Safed and Lake Kinneret. In this Scott was
assisted by Lieutenant J.F.A. Simmons. The results were published in 1844. The military
factor in such work was to become increasingly important and significantly when this survey
was published as part of a larger work; the editor was a Royal Engineer, R. C. Alderson.12

Britain was not the only country interested in such mapping. In 1842-1846 Ludwig
von Wildenbruch surveyed around Galilee and noted the levels of the Red Sea, Suez and the
Mediterranean. The work was towards the Suez Canal Project. J. van de Cote published a
Holy Land map in Brussels in the 1840s and from 1847 C.W.M. van de Velde worked on
mapping in the area. Van de Velde was a Dutchman and he produced cartography of a high
quality. His maps were published in 1854 and 1857 and, prior to the ordinance survey by
PEF, were some of the best maps of the area.

British military interest in the country was not just linked to mapping. Connected to
terrestrial mapping was the work of men such as Lieutenant Molyneaux of the Royal Navy
who not only mapped but who, in 1847, sounded the Sea of Galilee and found it to be 48
metres deep. An American expedition under William F. Lynch of the USA Navy sailed two
iron boats, the Fanny Mason and the Fanny Skinner, from the Sea of Galilee to the Dead Sea in
1847-1848 sketch mapping and taking soundings as they went. The team produced an official
report of great detail, but unfortunately the maps produced were inaccurate.

Part of the reason for the interest of the early cartographers and explorers in the area
was the strategic significance of the country in which they operated. Not only was the building
of the Suez Canal mooted from the 1840s onwards, and actually commenced in the 1850s; the
whole area was seen as a possible Russian invasion route to the Indian Ocean which if taken
would result in Russia having a warm water port in the southern part of Asia. 13 In addition to
these very real concerns other, and rather more fanciful, military schemes existed for the area.
Thus in 1850 Captain William Allen RN proposed, in his book The Dead Sea - New route to
India, that the Jordan Rift should be flooded to provide a sea route to India. Other similar
proposals existed, but were never seriously attempted or acted upon.14

12 Ibid, pp.122-4.

13 Dean F. Bradshaw, A Decade of British Opposition ..., pp.33-42.
14 Yehoushua ben-Arieh, The Rediscovery of the Holy Land ..., pp.125-45.
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If one man must stand out from all other travellers and visitors to Palestine in the
nineteenth century, that man is Edward Robinson. By birth Robinson was an American
citizen. He came from New England, being born in Connecticut in 1794. He attended
Hamilton College and later Andover College, studying the Bible in the conservative heartlands
of New England. Andover was a Congregationalist college, and there his tutor was Moses
Stuart, a conservative biblical historian but also an admirer of many of the contemporary
German scholars. Robinson, influenced by Stuart, studied under the German thinkers of the
time, in particular under Carl Ritter and Gesenuis, returning from Germany in 1835 to teach
Hebrew at Andover. In 1837 Robinson became Professor of Biblical Literature at the Union
Theological Seminary, New York. He accepted the Chair on the basis that he be allowed to
visit and travel in the Holy Land. He made two visits, in 1838 and 1852. Both were brief
(five months in all), but their results were immense. Robinson studied both the physical
geography and the historical geography of the Holy Land. He used a philological and
linguistic theory to decipher Arabic place names and claimed that they contained within them
the root of the original Hebrew name of those places.15

Robinson's theory was based on a number of assumptions: firstly, that the Hebrew
place names were contained in the Arabic place names; secondly, an assumption of a continuity
of settlement; thirdly, a belief that the population of the area of the Holy Land had remained
static and had a continuity from biblical times. Whatever the shortfalls of his theory, it was
expounded in his work Biblical Researches in 1841 and again in his Later Biblical Researches,
1856. He died in 1863 and his last work, Physical Geography of the Holy Land, appeared in
1865. He was awarded the Royal Geographical Society's Gold Medal in 1842. His
companion in travel and research was his pupil from Andover, Eli Smith, a fluent Arabic
speaker.

Robinson's work was to influence the thought of nineteenth and many twentieth-
century Protestant scholars. In turn Robinson acknowledged a debt to his German teachers, in
particular to Carl Ritter to whom he dedicated his first book. To some extent Robinson was as
guilty as anyone of seeing the Holy Land as a place where time had stood still. On first seeing
Jerusalem he was struck by the desolate landscape but then commented from his
presuppositions and his biblical knowledge: 'Yet it must be a fine grazing country as is proved
by the fact of the sleek condition of the herds and flocks and by its having been from the days
of Abraham onward a place of resort of nomadic herdsmen.'16

Indeed Robinson, like so many travellers, went to the Holy Land expecting to find a
time capsule of the lands of the Bible. He felt little would have changed and expected the

15 V. D. Lipman, Americans and the Holy Land through British Eyes, p.24.
16 E. Robinson & E. Smith, Biblical Researches in Palestine ..., Vol.1, p.312.
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ethos, geography and even the population, its customs and its habits to be as they had been in
Bible times. We find him comparing the land and its missionaries (i.e. the Protestant
missionaries) with the Hebrew people of old, saying the missionaries were like: '... the
Hebrews of old, at the time of the Passover, [who] came to worship in this place, and to
consult on the best measurers for promoting the great work in which they were engaged.'17

The identification of the Protestants with the Jewish people is a constant theme
throughout the work of Robinson and of many other nineteenth century biblical writers and
Bible historians. Sometimes the reference is clear, as in the above passage, sometimes it is not
spelt out with such clarity, and for many it was assumed. Robinson, like many who were to
come after him, made it clear that he considered that for a Protestant coming to the Holy Land,
it was a coming home. He identified the 'Hebrews of old' with Protestant Christians and the
'Great Works' of the Bible with the task of the missionaries.

Of course Robinson referred to the traditional sites of the Christian church in the Holy
Land. Most of these sites had been established by the Christian churches prior to the Crusades
and were in the control of the Orthodox Christians (Greek, Russian and Armenian) and the
Roman Catholic Church. None had any Protestant groups attached to them. Robinson was
scathing. He rejected the priests as ‘ruffians and often illiterate'18 and condemned the
‘shrines' such as the Holy Sepulchre as revolting to a Protestant', as false19 and as inferior to
the Moslem and Jewish holy sites. Robinson accepted the Jewish holy sites as genuine and
was much impressed by the 'Wailing Place' when he attended there with Lanneau20

When Robinson came to describe the Christian holy sites he commenced his description
by referring to "... the lapse of more than fifteen centuries Jerusalem has been the abode not
only of mistaken piety but also of credulous superstition, not unmingled with pious fraud' and

then continues to emphasise: '... all ecclesiastical tradition respecting the ancient places in an
around Jerusalem and throughout Palestine is of no value, except so far as it is supported by

circumstances known to us from the Scriptures or from other contemporary testimony.'21

For Robinson the verifying factors that made a site clearly genuine included scripture,
ancient texts, and linguistic verification. The latter was attained by the 'preservation of the
ancient names and places among the common people'. A native tendency to reuse and preserve
names amid place identification through the:

17 Ibid., pp.326-7.

18 Ibid. p.330.

19  Ibid., p.331.

20 Ibid., pp.349-53
21 Ibid., pp.371-5
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deep seated ... genius of the Semitic language. The Hebrew names of places continued
current in their Aramean form long after the New Testament; and maintain themselves
in the mouths of the common people in spite of the efforts made by Greeks and
Romans to surplant them ... Aramean ... gave place to the kindred Arabic, the proper
names of places ... found a ready entrance and have thus lived on the lips of the ...
Arabs.22

By this method Robinson sought to identify a considerable number of sites. He did no
archaeological excavations but by language alone reflected the traditional Christian
identifications and made his own identifications. From a Protestant perspective this was indeed
valuable. It meant that English and American travellers in particular were no longer bound to
sites which were in Catholic or Orthodox control but, using the newly identified site, could
claim their own portion in the lands of the Bible.

The impact made by Robinson was enormous. Within a few years of publication in
1841 virtually all Western European travellers referred to the work, and most English and
American travellers used Robinson's book as a commentary. Robinson's texts became
standard texts in theological colleges and universities, and by the 1860s most biblical students
had access to, and used, them.

After 1840 a large number of books on the Holy Land were produced. Many attempted
to emulate Robinson; most failed to reach his standard. Perhaps the best summary of the then
existing information was published in 1841 by John Kitto. When Kitto wrote, the geography
of the Holy Land was still not clear. Many areas remained to be explored and documented, and
errors therefore crept into Kitto's text, but even so Kitto managed to make a number of
geographical conclusions which are still valid today. Kitto concluded that Palestine was an
example of a landscape changed by man's intervention and realised that the geography of a
country could be altered by human intervention. The land had therefore altered over centuries
and not stood still. Kitto also defined the natural boundaries of the land, boundaries later
adopted by PEF.23

If Robinson produced the nineteenth century's historical geography of the Holy Land,
it fell to a Scottish painter, David Roberts, to illustrate it. Roberts was born in 1796 at
Stocksbridge near Edinburgh and was a house painter. He later became a theatrical scene
painter and moved from Edinburgh to London. He first exhibited as an oil colour painter in
1824 and by 1832 was well established as an artist and illustrator of books. In 1838 he was
elected to the Royal Academy, following which he went to Egypt, Syria, and Palestine. In

22 Ibid., pp.375-6.
23 Yehoushua ben Ariah, The Rediscovery of the Holy Land ..., pp.118-21.
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1838 Roberts landed in Egypt but by 1839 he had left Egypt to travel via Sinai to Damascus.
On route he travelled to Jerusalem and the Holy Land. He returned to England in 1839, His
Holy Land pictures were unique; nothing like them had ever been seen before, and their
uniqueness was realised. Published by F. G. Moon and lithographed by Louise Hague, they
took eight years to publish. Roberts died 25 November 1864.24

Many illustrators who came after Roberts were influenced by both his style and his
drawing which were copied and re-copied throughout the nineteenth century. Roberts' work
gave a visual reality to the Holy Land and, as luck would have it, a visual and selective picture
which complemented the work of the historians who wrote about the land, men such as
Robinson whose work benefited enormously from Roberts' work. Roberts was the last great
Holy Land illustrator. Though others such as David Wilkie, Adrian Dauzati and Thomas
Horne came after him, much of the work of illustrating generally was taken over by
photography in the 1850s and 1860s.

British interest in Palestine had been clear since the early years of the nineteenth
century. By 1860 these interests were physically represented in the area by three bodies - the
London Society for the Promoting of Christianity amongst the Jews, the Church Missionary
Society, and the British Consul in Jerusalem. This Society, (known as the London Society),
was founded in 1808 by evangelical Protestant Christians led by Joseph Samuel Frederick
Frey, himself a Jewish convert to Christianity. By 1815 the London Society had distanced
itself from its original non-denominational roots and the Society was a totally Church of
England organisation. The London Society attracted eminent sponsors and, in its early years,
royal patronage. From 1848 up to his death the president of the Society was the Earl of
Shaftesbury who endowed the London Society generously and acted as its patron and adviser.

The London Society drew a great deal of money and support from Church of England
congregations attracting some of its funding from evangelical congregations who subscribed
some £135,000 to the Society in sixteen years. In many ways the London Society was the
product of evangelical speculation and polemic. From the last quarter of the eighteenth century
there had been much Protestant speculation about the coming of the millennium and much
eschatological thinking. By the 1820s this had reached a peak and in 1826 Henry Drummond,
a scion of the banking family, called a conference at his estate at Albury Park in Surrey to
discuss various matters linked to the current eschatological speculation including the
conversion of the Jews, the return of the Jews to the Holy Land, and the starting of the

24 Nachman Ran ed., The Holy Land by David Roberts, Repr. 1989.
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Millennium.25 Drummond was an evangelical, a wealthy man, and one who funded numerous
evangelical Christian events. He funded three conferences at Albury Park, one of the outcomes
of which was increased interest in Christian missionary activity involving British Jews and
attempts to assess the restoring of the Jewish people to the Holy L.and. It seems that at the
Albury conferences interest increased in the ten Lost Tribes' and in fringe ev.angelipal
movements. After the third Albury Park conference in 1829 the movement split and the
radicals moved out, some into non-Anglican churches such as the Catholic Apostolic Church
founded by Drummond in 1832 and others to movements run by Edward Irving.26

Within the more orthodox Christian churches interest remained in the Jewish people in
general and in their restoration to the Holy Land in particular. Edward Bickersteth, a second
generation evangelical clergyman, Secretary to the Church Missionary Society, and an
enthusiast for Christian mission to the Jews, became the main exponent of Jewish restoration
and conversion within the established church. As well as editing a number of works,
Bickersteth worked for and preached for the London Society and both he and John
Nicholayson were friends of Michael Solomon Alexander, the first Anglican Bishop of
Jerusalem. He, like many of his contemporaries, was both anti-Catholic and pro-conversion of
the Jewish people as a means of ending the Roman Church and bringing the Millennium into
being.

The high points of the London Jews Society's involvement with the Holy Land came in
the 1840s with the establishment of an Anglican bishopric in Jerusalem and the passage of
legislation to allow such an appointment to take place. Several previous attempts had been
made to establish a mission in Palestine, but none had been successful. A mission for the
London Society in 1819 failed when Joseph Wolf, a Jewish convert, had to abandon work in
the Holy Land. The Society sent a Dr G. Dalton to the Holy Land in 1825. Dalton died and
was not replaced. In 1826 a further missionary was sent, John Nicolayson, a Dane from
Schleswig. Nicolayson was to become one of the most important Protestant missionary
influences in the Holy Land from 1826 until his death. It was to be Nicolayson who was to
commence laying the foundations of the London Jews Society's church at Jerusalem just inside
the Jaffa Gate. It was Nicholayson who was to guide the new Bishop after 1840, maintain the
London Jews Society's presence after 1846, and later guide early PEF explorers.27

25 S. Kochav, 'Biblical prophecy, the evangelical movement, and the restoration of the
Jews to Palestine, 1790-1860" in Britain and the Holy Land 1800-1914, conference at
UCL, 8 February 1989.

26 Ibid., pp.7-10.

27 A. L. Tibawi, Britain's Interests in Palestine ..., pp.10-5.
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The Turkish system of government allowed the protection of certain Ottoman citizens
and all foreign citizens by foreign powers. Non-Muslim Ottoman subjects were organised into
autonomous communities or millets, a system of Byzantine origin. The Greeks, Latins (i.e.
the Roman Catholics), and the Armenians all formed millets. The Protestants did not.
Additionally a system of capitulations applied to all non-Ottoman subjects. It was a system
whereby certain countries were granted the power to exercise extra-territorial jurisdiction
through their ambassadors and consuls in relation to their own citizens in Turkey. By the mid-
nineteenth century such privileges had become rights and various countries claimed the rights
to protect communities within Turkey and its Empire. Thus France claimed the right to protect
Catholics and Unate church members whilst Russia claimed the protection of the Greek and
Orthodox Christians.28

Pressure from various influential people in Britain, coupled with a British desire to
have a greater influence in the Palestine area, led in 1842 to the appointment of an Anglican
Bishop for Jerusalem, Michael Solomon Alexander, a Jewish convert to Christianity.
Alexander was a member of the London Society and had for some time been its employee. At
the time of his appointment to the See of Jerusalem he was Professor of Hebrew at King's
College London. The London Society put him forward as their candidate, and he assumed the
bishopric, only to die in 1846.29 The bishopric to which Alexander had been appointed was
no ordinary Anglican bishopric; it was a joint bishopric shared by both the Church of England
and the Evangelical Protestant Church of Prussia. The negotiators and prime movers for the
foundation of the joint bishopric had included Lord Shaftesbury, Chevallier Bunsen and the
Prussian King Frederick William IV. On the English side the bishopric was established by Act
of Parliament and the Bishops ordained by the Church of England authorities. On the Prussian
side the Bishop was commissioned by the Prussian church and subscribed to the Augsburg
Confession.30 The two churches had major theological differences, and the establishment of
the Jerusalem Bishopric was to cause major problems within the Church of England with
Newman blaming it for his move to Rome.31

Following Alexander's death a Prussian successor was appointed under the terms of
the bishopric agreement. He was Samuel Gobet and he was to remain as Bishop until 1879.
With Gobet's appointment British influence on the bishopric declined.

28  Ibid,, pp.30-1.

29 Amongst those consulted was Lord Shaftesbury. See Edwin Hodder, Life and Work
of the Seventh Ear} of Shaftesbury, vol.1, pp.365-73.

30 A. L. Tibawi, British Interests in Palestine ..., pp.30-1; Michael Hannam, 'The
Jerusalem Bishopric' in Britain and the Holy Land 1800-1914, conference at UCL, 8
February 1989.

31 R. W. Greaves, 'The Jerusalem Bishopric 1842', English Historical Review, 64
(1949).
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The Church Missionary Society (CMS) was founded on 12 April 1799 by members of
the Clapham Sect and held its first meetings under John Venn. Its object was to propagate the
Christian gospel and unlike the Society for the Propagation of Christian Knowledge and other
organisations it was not limited as to where the propagation could take place. By the 1820s the
CMS Council included the future Lord Shaftesbury, William Wilberforce, and Charles
Simeon. Its funds amounted to £30,000 and it was by now interested in the Holy Land.
Initially missions to the Holy Land had already taken place. In 1815 William Jowett had failed
in a mission and ended up in Malta. Even earlier Melchior Renner and Peter Hartig had taken a
Levant mission which failed and an attempt to take a mission to the Moslems of the Holy Land
in around 1811 under Cleardo Naudi failed. CMS had as its main area of interest converting
Moslems (never a real possibility in any Moslem country) and making Protestants out of the
local Catholic Christians. Missions to the Jewish people did not generally interest the CMS.

In the 1820s missionaries began to be recruited from Germany and the main interests of
the missionarijes centred on work in Egypt, Malta and Abyssinia. The CMS literature has in it
only passing references to missions to the Jews and the Holy Land area was left free for the
London Jews Society through to the mid-1840s. The Malta base of the CMS was the
organisation's main depot for East Africa and a watching post for Asian missions. The Malta
depot was run by, amongst others, Samuel Gobat in the 1840s.32 CMS by now realised the
impracticalities of missions to Levantine Moslems; both missions and converts risked death if a
Moslem converted.

Under the 1841 Anglo/Prussian Agreement the successor to Bishop Alexander was to
be chosen by Prussia. Their choice was the CMS mission station leader in Malta, Samuel
Gobat. Gobat was an experienced missionary of French-Swiss origins with a command of
Arabic, a Lutheran background, and a CMS training. Gobat had already undergone Anglican
training and had been ordained as a deacon in the Church of England in 1845, He was
ordained priest and bishop at Fulham Palace in 1846 and took up his see of Jerusalem that
year. Gobat set to work systematically dismantling the institutions opened by Alexander in the
Holy Land. In 1847 the Jewish School for converts' families was turned into a general
mission school. The 'enquirers' house for converts was shut and Alexander's ‘Hebrew
College', House of Industry' and dispensary were all closed down. Despite the London Jews
Society's protests, by 1850 the whole nature of the mission had changed to a mission to the
Eastern Orthodox Christians. The Moslem authorities indicated that provided no attempt was
made to convert Moslems, a mission to convert non-Protestant Christians to Protestant
Christianity would not be stopped. The Jewish mission was sidelined, and when the London
Jews Society and the new consul, James Finn, protested it had no effect. The CMS mission

32 A. L. Tibawi, Britain's Interests in Palestine ..., pp.17-27.
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was to Palestine's Christian Arabs and the London Jews Society's only representative left in
the Holy Land was the long-serving missionary Nicolayson whose work was increasingly
overlooked by Gobat. Gobat was to remain Bishop until 1879 when he died in office.33

Until 1825 Levant consuls and Constantinople ambassadors were appointed from the
Levant Company. Consuls existed in the more important Turkish and Levantine ports and in
Palestine they were stationed in Acre, Jaffa, Beirut and Sidon. The first full-time, non-native
consul to be appointed to Palestine was William Tanner Young who, unlike the earlier part-time
consults noted above, was appointed to Jerusalem. The city was of virtually no commercial
importance. It had a very small population and an even smaller number of foreign residents.
There were virtually no Protestants in the city, only a handful of Englishmen, and the city was
of very little strategic value. It is hard to see why a consul was appointed to such a backwater.
According to Lord Shaftesbury the plan to appoint a consul to Jerusalem was an act of divine
providencc.34 The general view, however, has always been that pressure was exerted on
Palmerston by Shaftesbury to secure the appointment of a consul for missionary purposes.35
The area was, however, of great strategic and military significance especially after the Egyptian
occupation of Palestine in the 1830s. The Russians had military ambitions in Palestine and the
West European powers were becoming interested in it. The British Consul-General in Syria
had recommended in 1834 that more attention be paid to the Levant and his recommendations
referred to the increasing tourist interest in the area. The Consul-General of Egypt was
consulted by both Wellington and Palmerston about a possible Palestine consul. In short, the
missionary interest was probably a side issue, and strategic and other considerations led to a
consular appointment.?’6

For whatever reason, a consul was selected and William Tanner Young took up office
in 1839 remaining until 1845. Young was sponsored by the London Jews Society, but on
taking office he was strictly enjoined to act according to Foreign Office guidance. His terms of
appointment included 'affording protection to the Jews generally',37 but not acting as a
missionary. Young had no obvious group of people to protect. Most Palestine Jews of the
time were Russian or Turkish subjects, the Russians being effectively refugees from Czarist
Russian. What Young had to do was to establish a British client group which, under the Mellet
system and the capitulations, would give him a chance to intervene in Turkish affairs in
Jerusalem. Young established his client group amongst the Russian refugees. It was to be

33 Ibid., pp.86-100.

34 Edwin Hodder, Life and Work of ... Shaftesbury, vol.1, p.233.

35 A. L. Tibawi, British Interests in Palestine ..., pp.33-4 and also N. Soklow, A History
of Zionism, chapter 23.

36 M. Verete, 'Why was a British consulate established in Jerusalem?', English Historical
Review, April 1970, 317 et seq.

37 For a fuller account see Albert Hyamson, The British Consulate in Jerusalem in relation
to the Jews of Palestine 1838-1914, vol.1, pp.xv-xi, and also PRO/FO/78/368.
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Finn, his successor, who would extend and expand that group to include a much larger
number.

Young's relationship with the bishop was stormy. The London Jews Society made
demands that he found incompatible with his diplomatic status and his Foreign office orders.
Between 1842 and 1846 consul and bishop often found themselves in opposition. Young left
Palestine in 1845 and was followed into office by another who, like Young, was a London
Jews Society nominee - James Finn. Finn was a keen Hebrew student and had a good
knowledge of Jewish history. He was married to Elizabeth Ann, the daughter of Alexander
McCaul, the best known and most prominent of the London Jews Society missionaries. Finn
had had a long association with the Society and had been in their employment. He not only
fulfilled his consular duties, but also worked on conversionist and welfare projects for the
Jewish population of Jerusalem. He eventually became financially embarrassed and in 1862
relinquished his post - under Foreign Office pressure.

Finn was replaced by Noel Temple-Moore who remained as consul from 1862 to 1890.
Temple-Moore was a professional diplomat. He had served in Beirut and was to serve in
Tripoli from 1890 to 1894. He distanced himself from the missionaries, the bishopric and the
London Jews Society and, like his successors, fulfilled a purely diplomatic role. With the
appointment of Temple-Moore the London Jews Society lost its influence over the consulate
and it had already lost influence over the bishopric. The British government's short flirtation
with the religious conversionists was at an end and a new era had dawned.

The biggest losers in the new British interest in the Holy Land were the Russians and
the French. Traditionally they had held the duty to protect Christians in the Holy Land, Russia
(the Orthodox) and France (the Latins). Britain's intervention shook their hegemony.38 For
France Britain's 'scientific interest' in the Holy Land, and particularly the adoption of
Robinson's views by many British Protestants, threatened to undermine the credibility of the
holy sites at Jerusalem and Bethlehem. American and British visitors clamoured for ‘authentic’
archaeological sites based on Robinson and consequently there was a loss of both political
power and revenue to the new sites from the old. The most striking example of the Anglo-
Saxon attempt to re-discover an authentic past for the Holy Land was the founding in 1849 of
the Jerusalem Literary Society by Consul Finn, dedicated to extending knowledge about
Palestine's historical and archaeological past. English and German scholars wrote
commentaries and histories of the country from 1830 onwards, and they, with Robinson,
dominated Holy Land scholarship.

38 Neil Asher Silberman, Digging for God and Country, pp.63-5.
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France, in particular, could see power slipping away from her. Her representatives
were a few religious monks at traditional sites. When in 1850 Louis-Felicien Caignart de
Saulcy went to the Holy Land as a chaperon for several young French noblemen, France saw
him as a way of rebutting Robinson who had so badly damaged their religious interests. De
Saulcy had a rudimentary archaeological knowledge. By training he was a military man, in
history he was an amateur. He supported traditional sites and had French government support.
His finds were often misidentifications or clear errors (as, for instance, was his identification
of the tomb and coffin of King David). His finds were, however, important to France and he
received the Empress Eugenié's support.39

De Saulcy's work was interrupted by the Crimean War. When he resumed work in the
1860s his naive theories conflicted with those of the French scholars, particularly Renan. By
1863 De Saulcy had dug for a season in Egypt and returned to Jerusalem to dig the Kedron
Valley. His work was beginning to be doubted, and in Britain it was subject to open criticism.
National pride had become involved. Russia had little interest in this controversy, but Britain
had a great deal and disputes began to erupt between Britain and France.

‘Whilst the Franco-British controversy raged over the truth of archaeological finds, a
second broke out within the British theological establishment over the identity of the true Holy
Sepulchre. The Holy Sepulchre in the centre of Jerusalem had long been identified as Jesus'
burial place. There was no rival site. Robinson had doubted its authenticity in his work,
although he never entered the Church of the Holy Sepulchre in all his time in Jerusalem.
Robinson also popularised the identity of the Temple site within the Haram as the authentic site
of the Temple. In Britain church politics came to be involved in the two identifications. No-
one seriously questioned the Haram as the Temple site, but the emerging high church party
were very keen to defend the traditional identity of the Sepulchre, not least because it provided
all Christianity with a common root and that root was in the possession of traditional churches
with traditional rituals.

In 1845 George Williams published a defence of the traditional site?0 and took
Robinson to task for his radical views. He also attacked the German radical thinkers.41
Williams was a Church of England cleric and a Cambridge don. He had been strongly
influenced by Orthodox Christianity whilst chaplain to Bishop Alexander of Jerusalem, and the
British consulate and again as a chaplain to the Embassy in St Petersburg. His work was a
reaction to Robinson and in turn produced a defence from James Fergusson,42 a gentleman

39 Ibid., p.65 et seq.
40 George Williams, The Holy City, London 1845.

41 Frederick Jones Bliss, The Development of Palestine Exploration, p.232.
42 James Fergusson, An Essay on the Ancient Topography of Jerusalem, London 1847.
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scholar who published a criticism of both Robinson and Williams advancing a theory that the
tomb of Jesus had been sited on the Temple mount. Fergusson never went to Jerusalem and
produced his theory from textual sources. He had many supporters and his views were
adopted widely and included in the early editions of Smith's Bible Dictionary.

The controversy was marked by invective, Williams accusing Robinson of 'unwittingly
arraying himself with the disciplies of the Koran and the Crescent, the avowed enemies not of
the Sepulchre alone, but of the Holy Church Catholic' 43 Williams later withdrew the
allegation. Fergusson was equally strong in his invective.44 The reason for the strong feeling
was, as noted above, the ritualism and theological controversy then raging in the Church of
England. Newman had published Tract 90 and by 1845 left the Church of England. He saw
Rome as 'substantially unchanged, in a line of tradition leading back to the Apostles'.45 The
rejection of traditional sites and the critical and radical approaches of Robinson and Fergusson

were contrary to his, and many of his supporters', views. In normal circumstances Fergusson
would probably not have been heeded, but the climate of the times meant that he was, not least
because his radical views were seen as a convenient counterblast to those of the Newmanites
and ritvalists. Because of this Fergusson's views gained wide acceptance, especially amongst
the early members of the PEF.

A great conflict of interests therefore existed both within and without the British
religious establishment generally, and the Church of England in particular. At the same time
national interests in Britain, France and Russia served to complicate issues. Politics on an
international scale, British Franco-phobia, and military interests tended to dictate British
Palestine policy. At the same time within Britain controversy within the English church played
its part. A site such as the Temple site of the Sepulchre identified by Fergusson served the dual
purpose of devaluing a French site and also extolling a Protestant viewpoint as against the
Anglo-Catholic; the one for foreign consumption, the other for home use. At the same time the
military value of the Holy Land became increasingly clear,

All this was compounded by the state of the Turkish Empire. The revolt by Ibrahim
Pasha of Egypt in 1831/2, leading to an occupation by Egypt of Palestine, had threatened to
destabilise the Ottoman Empire. A Druze revolt of 1839 caused Ibrahim Pasha to march north
to the Tarsus Mountains and caused the intervention of the Allied powers - Austria, Britain and
Egypt, 1839-40 - to push the Egyptians out of Turkish tetritory and from Syn'a.46 They also
caused the Allies to look to Turkey who had been saved by Allied action to make some sort of

43 George Williams, The Holy City, p.viii.
44 James Fergusson, An Essay on ... Jerusalem, p.77.
45 John Henry Newman, Apologia Pro Vita Sua, chapter IIL.

46 Jehoushua ben-Arieh, The Rediscovery of the Holy Lane in the Nineteenth Century,
pp.65-70.
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reforms to the Turkish Empire. The reforms or Tanzimat commenced in 1839 with the
publication of the Hatti-Sherif of Gulhane and continued in 1856 following British/French help
for Turkey in the Crimean War. In 1856 the Sultan published a further rescript, the Hatti-
Humayun. Both the 1839 and 1856 reforms improved the lot of minorities in the Turkish
Empire and in Palestine improved the position of both Jews and Christians. The
administration, the army, tax collection, and education were all modernised and western,
particularly British, influence grew in the period of the Tanzimat.47 From the point of view of
the British scholars in the Holy Land, the Tanzimat improved their position greatly and eased
their position which was interrupted only temporarily by the Crimean War.

Travel and excavation within the Levant area in general was temporarily halted between
1852 and 1856 by the Crimean War. At the conclusion of the War Britain and France not only
emerged as victors, but also as powers with a new role in the Levant. The two had supported
and protected Turkey against Russia and by 1856 their prestige was high. In 1856 neither
British nor French status or power could be ignored and for some years thereafter, through to
1870, both countries’ power within Turkey helped promote their interests and their clients, a
situation that continued for Britain until she was eclipsed by Germany in the 1890s.

The traditional Holy Land travellers from the west had been Christian pilgrims to the
holy sites, and later explorers and scholars visiting the country. Until the 1850s travel to
Palestine was hazardous and, although by the 1840s the country was on the Grand Tour
itinerary, it was still reckoned to be dangerous. No carriage roads existed, all travel was by
animal, there were few horses to be had, and pack animals and donkeys formed the bulk of the
methods of transport. Few hotels existed until the 1850s and even after 1856 hotels tended to
only be in Jerusalem and possibly Jaffa. When Lord Lindsay visited in 1837 he described the
Valley of Amman as being ‘filled with the stench of dead camels’.48 In 1844 Eliot Warburton

49 and other writers bear out the same view. Most

found the area one of ‘utter desolation’
tourists camped outside the walls of the principal cities and took what precautions they could

against malaria and poor water supplies and water borne infections.

Tourism from the west was, however, increasing. Guidebooks to the Holy Land
began to appear, led by Murray in the 1850s. These were popular guides and handbooks. For
the middle class, British traveller in the 1850s and 1860s there was no substitute, however, for
the guidebook that became the indispensable companion of all British travellers, a book to rank
alongside Robinson’s Recent Research. That book was A. P. Stanley’s work Sinai and
Palestine, first published in 1856.

47 V. D. Lipman, Americans and the Holy Land through British Eyes, 1820-1917, p.15.
48 A. Lindsay, Egypt. Edom and the Holy Land, Vol.ii, p.110.
49 A. Warburton, The Crescent and the Cross, Vol.ii, p.142.
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Born Arthur Penryn Stanley in Alderly Rectory in 1815, Dean Stanley was the second
son of a future Bishop of Norwich. Stanley was educated at Rugby School and had there
fallen under the influence of Doctor Arnold. In later years Stanley was to admit his debt to
Arnold and his admiration for him. Stanley entered Balliol in 1833 and in the high church
controversy then raging he remained staunch to the views imparted to him at Rugby. In 1838
he became a Fellow of University College, and in 1839 took Anglican Holy Orders. 1840 saw
Stanley tour Switzerland, Italy, Greece and Sicily; 1841 saw his old friend and mentor,
Arnold, made Professor of Modern History, and Stanley become a college tutor. Arnold died
in 1844,

Stanley became a select preacher at Oxford in 1845 and preached sermons which were
later published in book form as Sermons on the Apostolic Age. Stanley, like Arnold before
him, championed the cause of free inquiry into biblical subjects rejecting both the evangelical
and high church viewpoints. Following the death of both his brothers and his father in 1847
Stanley accepted the deanery of Carlisle in 1850 and left Oxford to become a canon of
Canterbury in 1851. He was Secretary to the Oxford University Commission of 1851-52,
following which he made his first journey to the Holy Land in 1852.50 In the Holy Land
during this period Stanley collected the material which was to form the basis of Sinai and
Palestine. The book was based on letters Stanley wrote during his journeys in 1853. Stanley
commenced writing up his letters and notes as a book and, indeed, writing a number of
theological works. In 1856 he was appointed Professor of Ecclesiastical History at Oxford and
commenced other work.

Stanley’s work on Sinai and Palestine had three important consequences. Firstly it
established him as the foremost authority on the Holy Land in Britain. That in turn led to his
selection in 1862 to be the guide to the Prince of Wales when he toured the Holy Land
Secondly, it placed him in contact with George Grove who had similar interests to Stanley and
who later became Stanley’s literary executor. Stanley’s heavy workload did not allow him to
complete Sinai and Palestine properly, and in 1854 Stanley obtained Grove’s help in indexing
the work. Lastly, Grove and Stanley were to become two of the founders of the PEF.51

In 1863 Stanley married Lady Augusta Bruce, a daughter of the Earl of Elgin, and in
1863 he became Dean of Westminster. Lady Augusta Bruce was a lady-in-waiting to the
Queen and her family were well connected with the royal household, so much so that in 1874 it
was Stanley who went to Russia to take part in the marriage of the Duke of Edinburgh to
Grand Duchess Marie of Russia, Lady Augusta representing the Queen. Stanley died on 18

50 DNB, vol.18.
51 Hector Bolitho, A Victorian Dean, p.579.
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July 1881, and was buried at Westminster next to his wife who had died some seven years
earlier, shortly after her trip to Russia.

Stanley’s work on Sinai and Palestine tended to be far more objective than the usual run
of Protestant travel books. He suggested that those seeking confirmation of scripture were
often ‘tempted to mislead themselves and others by involuntary exaggeration or invention’.52
Although he tried to separate fancy and feeling from truth and fact, Stanley was not, however,
averse to seeing the East as unchanging and fixed. Like many of his contemporaries he
suggested that what he saw and observed was in fact the world of Abraham and the patriarchs.

Not many years ago much offence was given by one, now a high dignitary in the
English church, who ventured to suggest the original likeness of Abraham by calling
him a Bedouin Sheykh. It is one advantage, flowing from the multiplication of eastern
travels that such offence could now no longer be taken. Every English pilgrim to the
Holy Land, even the most reverential ... is delighted to trace and record the likeness of
patriarchal manners and costumes in the Arabian chiefs. To refuse to do so would be to
decline the use of what we may almost call a singular gift of Providence. The
unchanging habits of the east render it in this respect a kind of living Pompeii.53

This not only shows the perception, common in Victorian England, that the Holy Land was a
place that never changed was a perception shared by Stanley and many of his contemporaries,
but also another current perception, namely that the land itself bore some sort of divinely
ordained sacredness. Even the name, Holy Land, was of Victorian on'gin.54 Stanley
perpetuated and expounded the myth of the unchanging east after 1856.

Part of the reason why Stanley’s views were so widely accepted by the middle classes
was linked to his status as a high-ranking Anglican clergyman. Partly the reason for his
influence must also be the fact that he was the foremost English authority and writer on the
subject. Much, however, must rest on the fact that he was the guide to the Prince of Wales
during the Prince’s Holy Land visit of 1862. The Prince Consort died at Windsor in October
1861. In 1862 it was arranged that the Prince of Wales should visit the Holy Land, Egypt,
Turkey, Syria and other parts of the Levant. The journey was said to have taken place in
accordance with the wishes of Prince Albert. Whether or not that was the case, it was arranged
and through his wife’s connections and his writings, A. P. Stanley was asked to go with the

52 Quoted in John Pemble, The Mediterranean Passion. Victorians and Edwardians in the
South, p.189.

53 A. P. Stanley, Lectures on the History of the Jewish Church, p.11.
54 Yehoushua ben Arieh, ‘Holy Land views in nineteenth-century western travel literature’
in Eyes towards Zion III, ed. Moshe Davies, p.10.
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young prince as a scientific and religious/historical adviser and tutor.>
also included Francis Bedford who photographed the expedition, eventually producing an
album of 182 plates showing the early and original nineteenth century layout of Jerusalern.56
Although the bulk of the Prince’s visit was centred on Egypt, some time was spent in Palestine
during which the Prince viewed Jerusalem and actually entered the tomb of the patriarchs at
Hebron, until then not open to non-Moslems. Yehoushua Ben-Arieh has commented that the
visit set a standard for others to copy up to and after World War 157 Following the visit
Stanley re-wrote and revised his Syria and Palestine.

The Prince’s party

The Prince of Wales’ visit marked the start of a greater influx of tourists into the Holy
Land area. A number of factors favoured this. Firstly, the Holy Land had been on the tourist
itinerary since the 1830s, the first of Murray’s handbooks being published in 1835. The
relatively settled state of the country after 1856 also served to make tourism more attractive.
Secondly, British prestige was high in the area and after the Crimean War the Turks were
particularly pro-British and pro-French. Tourist numbers and facilities had steadily improved,
and by 1853 up to fifty British tourists a year were going to the Holy La.nd.58 The Prince of
Wales’ visit did spur many middle class English men and women to go to the Holy Land, but
there were other reasons too why they went. It was not just a matter of following a royal visit
or pursuing the religious sights of Palestine. Popular tourism had already started when the
Prince of Wales visited Jerusalem.

The most important factor in bringing people to the Holy Land after 1856 was ease of
travel. There were no railways and few roads in Palestine, but a reasonable cross-European
rail system coupled with steam ships reduced the dangerous 40-day journey of the 1840s and
early 1850s to a much shorter and safer one. After 1869 the opening of the Mont Cenis
railway made the journey even easier.59 After 1869 Thomas Cook set up a regular arranged
tourist package through the area and to Jerusalem where tourists were guided by hired
Dragomen and housed in pre-arranged camp sites.

Journeying to the Holy Land was also popularised by the advent of photography and
through the work of pre-Raphelite painters. From 1842 Holy Land photographs were
available. Joseph Philibet Girault de Prangey published photographs from a journey that year

in Monuments Arabes d’Egypte et Syrie et d’ Asie Miniure in 1846. In that book 1,000
daguerreotypes were reproduced as etchings. In 1844 Dr George Skene Keith took 30

55 Hector Bolitho, A Victorian Dean, pp.90-1.
56 Dan Kyram, The Pioneers of Photography in the Holy Land, 1840-1930, p.236.

57 Yehoushua ben Arieh, The Rediscovery of the Holy Land ..., pp.175-6.
58 Piers Brandon, Thom ook. 150 Years of Popular Tourism, pp.57-8.

59 Ibid., pp.120-3.
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daguerreotypes which appeared in his father’s book Evidences of the Truth of the Christian
Religion published in 1859. This book attacked A. P. Stanley’s interpretation and had
immense authority in evangelical circles. The work was polemical and used photographs to
reinforce its arguments. It went through 40 editions by 1873. By 1856 C. G. Wheelhouse
had published photographs (taken 1849-50), Maxime du Comp (1822-1894) published
photographs from 1849, and Auguste Salzmann (1824-74) had accompanied De Saulcy to
Jerusalem publishing his work through Blanguert-Eurad in 1856. Most importantly from an
English perspective Francis Frith published his Holy Land pictures in 1860. Frith was the first
professional photographer to go to the Holy Ltmd.60

Clearly the Victorian public were familiar with the sites and scenes of the Holy Land.
The work of the camera was reinforced by the work of artists such as David Wilkie and
Holman Hunt, both of whom went to the Holy Land to paint, Hunt visiting three times
between 1854 and 1873 to copy the scenery for The Scapegoat. Photographs and pictorial
descriptions came to be harnessed into the arguments thus raging in the 1850s and 1860s
between the biblical scholars.

Voluntary societies dedicated to extending British interests in the Holy Land had long
existed. The London Jews Society, a missionary body, existed from the early nineteenth
century but the organisations that came into existence after 1860 were different. They were
largely non-missionary and were largely either humanitarian or set up to advance both
scholarship or British military and political interests. Most covered more than one of these
areas of activity.

The conditions were right for the emergence of such societies. British political and
military interest favoured them. The status of Britain in the Holy Land was high, and British
power could sustain and assist them without being seen to overtly support them. There was a
strong middle class interest in the Holy Land, and middle class support was forthcoming. The
middle classes were also becoming better off and had started to increase the amount of leisure
time and money they had available for such activity. Such societies had no link with the
government and in their foundation they received no guidance or funding. They were self-
regulating and usually organised by an elected or, more often, a self-appointed committee. The
Syrian Improvement Fund, the PEF and the Jerusalem Water Relief Fund are examples of such
organisations. In the Holy Land they often operated without, or with a minimum of, local
Turkish assistance. British consular help was restricted.

60 Dan Kyram, The Pioneers of Photography ..., pp.236-42.
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It was a feature of these societies that they were often controlled by the upper middle
classes and the middle classes formed their membership. Subscriptions precluded the working
men from joining and membership overlapped between them. Class links can be seen between
them. Some of these voluntary societies preceded PEF, and to some extent served as its
model. The PEF did not develop in a vacuum, but in the context of other such societies. PEF
came to fill a role that other organisations did not fill. A classic example of an immediate
precursor of and a model for PEF was the Syrian Improvement Fund.

Founded on 10 January 1861, the Syrian Improvement Fund aimed at working with the
British and Turkish governments for the commercial exploitation of the Syrian area. Its
membership consisted of the commercially interested and its committee included one peer
(Marquis of Clanricorde), seven members of parliament (including H. A. Layard, Sir James
Fergusson and David Solomons), Anglo-Jewish notables including Sir Moses Montefiore, and
Col. (later General) Walker RA.61 Its stated aim was to investigate the natural and mineral
resources of Syria together with its cotton-growing potential.62 The Fund employed a
geologist and by mid-1861 had determined to investigate the water supply of Jerusalem. The
aim was to supply pure water to Jerusalem and the Fund retained the services of John Irwine
Whitty, a civil engineer, to do that WOI‘k.63 Whitty was retained at a fee of £105, a hopeless
underfunding, and he was dispatched to Jerusalem. Whitty was a member of the Improvement
Fund.

The Improvement Fund ran into problems shortly after its foundation. Founded for
clearly commercial ends, the Fund consisted of a cross-section of Christian and Jewish
members covering a spread of political and religious views. The problem came in 1861 with
the massacre of Christians in Syria. Meetings were held up and down Britain to protest at the
Turkish indifference to the incident and on 30 August 1862 a large meeting was held at the
home of Sir Culling Eardley at Bedwell Park to protest at the treatment of the Syrian Christians
and raise money for the Massacre survivors. The vehicle for distributing the relief money was
to be the Syrian Asylums Committee and an ad hoc committee set up following the Bedwell
Park meeting. Formed to make distributions to Syrian Christians, the ad hoc committee had
Lord Stratford de Redcliffe (sometime ambassador at the Porte) as its president and Sir James
Fergusson and Sir Culling Eardley as joint—secretaries.6

Approaches were made to churches and synagogues for assistance. The Evangelical
Alliance was also approached, and the Improvement Fund became linked to the ad hoc relief

61 PEF/SYR/1, Minute of 10.1.1861.
62 PEF/SYR/1, Minute of 18.7.1861 and 22.7.1861.
63 PEF/SYR/1, Minute of 22.4,1863.

64 John Irwine Whitty, A Proposed Water Supply and Sewerage for Jerusalem. pp.xvi-
Xvii.
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fund and to the Syrian Asylums Committee. The personnel running all three committees had a
substantial overlap and the three appear to have co-operated happily until the Improvement
Fund received a donation of £1,200 from the Swedish Ambassador ‘accompanied by a request
that money might be applied in such a way as permanently to aid constitutions in the Holy Land
under Christian auspices’.”~ More money followed from Sweden and later £1,000 from
Denmark, £500 from French Protestants, and £500 from Swiss Protcstants.66 Clearly the
nature of the Improvement Fund was changing by mid-1862.67

It was this change, from a non-religious and non-partisan improvement fund to an
openly Christian relief fund aiding Christian institutions, including missionary institutions, that
caused disquiet amongst some Improvement Fund members who were unhappy at the linkage
of their work to evangelical endeavour: '

... [it] created some difficulty; for the aid given by their committee was based upon
philanthropy and the funds were administered by Jews and Christians under these
circumstances ... their treasurer - Sir Moses Montefiore ... Baron Rothschild and Mr
Salomons and other Israelites on the committee, [said] "This is for a Christian object,
and we cannot have it! w68

Accordingly it seems that the decision was made to end the work of the Syrian
Improvement Fund and pass the administration over to a Protestant Christian committee. This
was completed by April 1863. In a lengthy minute by the Improvement Committee on 16
March 1863 we have:

The Syrian Asylums Comumittee was one result of the Syrian Relief Fund, the Syrian
Improvement Committee was another. To the Asylums Committee was made over, at
the winding up of the Relief Fund, a sum of about £1,000 given by contributors in
Sweden, Norway, Denmark, France, Switzerland and elsewhere. The contributions
are given to ... [establish] ... Christian asylums for destitute women ... the remaining
balance of the Syrian Relief Fund ... amounted to about £3,000.69

In short, evangelical Christian organisations had been placed in a position whereby they had to
try to administer a religious relief fund under the aegis of a secular improvement fund. It is an
account that neatly illustrates the dilemma faced by organisations wishing to remain fully
secular within the British Empire and organisations that found themselves being used as an

65 Ibid., p.xviii.

66 For full accounts see PEF/SYR/243 Account Books.

67 PEF/SYR/1, Minute of 18.7.1862.

68 John Irwine Whitty, A Proposed Water Supply ..., pp.xviii-xix.
69 PEF/SYR/1, Minute of 16.3.1863.
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instrument for defining imperial identity by reference to religion. The Asylums Committee was
avowedly religious, the Improvement Committee was not. The prime movers of the attempt to
use the Improvement Committee as a missionary vehicle appear to have been the Evangelical
Alliance. At their 1862 Geneva Conference they resolved: ‘They rejoice at the plan proposed

70 In short

by British Christians to make the London Syrian Committee a central committee.
they wished to take it over. The break that Montefiore engineered allowed the aim of the
missionaries to become clear and for them to separate themselves from the work of exploration.
The Syrian Asylum Committee itself carried on for many years but the Syrian Relief Fund

broke up, redistributing its assets.

The collapse left some £3,000 in the Improvement Fund, some of which was to go to
PEF about 15 years later. The Improvement Fund did receive and publish a report from Whitty
regarding Jerusalem Water Supply and the possibility of artesian wells. Whitty ruled them out
as did Van de Velde on behalf of the Syrian Asylums Committee. By 1863 therefore a full
water supply survey of the Jerusalem area existed prior to the Jerusalem Water Relief Fund
being established.

Founded in 1864, the Water Relief Fund included on its committee James Finn, one-
time Jerusalem Consul, Alexander McCaul of the London Jews Society and Lord Shaftesbury.
It was founded for the purpose of ensuring that Jerusalem received a pure supply of water. Its
foundation was assisted by Angela Burdett-Coutts, the heiress of the Coutts banking family,
who donated £500 to the project and used her influence to secure War Office approval for the
use of the Royal Engineers as surveyors. The Earl de Gray and Rippon gave permission for
engineering officers to be approached and on 12 September 1864 a party of Royal Engineers,
under Captain Charles Wilson, set sail from Southampton, arriving in Jerusalem on 3 October.
The survey party returned to England 10 July 1865, having completed a full survey of
Jerusalem and commenced a photographic record of the city. Their results were published by
the Ordinance Survey under Sir Henry James. The cost of the work was £519.10s.10d.

Given the overlap in membership between the Water Relief Fund and the Improvement
Fund (Layard, Stanley and Fergusson were members of both and Montefiore was influential in
both), why did the Water Improvement Fund resolve to repeat Whitty’s work? It is
inconceivable that the Water Relief Fund did not know of Whitty’s work, especially as the
Improvement Fund published it in 1863 voting Whitty £50 towards publication in July that
year.7l Indeed the Improvement Fund had by July 1863 commissioned a costing exercise to
be performed by Sir John McNeile to see what improvements could be made to Jerusalem’s
water supply. These costings were never done, and when the committee met in July 1865 it

70 John Irwine Whitty, A Proposed Water Supply ..., p.Xxxi.
71 PEF/SYR/1, Minute of 22.7.1863.
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received a letter from Sir Henry James at the Ordinance Survey office explaining that Wilson
was now in the Holy Land and that the Improvement Fund could take advantage of his
(Wilson’s) work.72

The Improvement Fund immediately granted :EIOO73 to Sir Henry James towards
Wilson’s expedition. By February 1865 Sir John McNeile had drafted water supply plans for
the city of Jerusalem and sent them to Sir Henry James on behalf of the Improvement
Committee, rendering a survey of Salomon’s Pool unnecessary and suggesting that Wilson
could use the time thereby saved on topographical survey work on behalf of the Improvement
Fund.74 Significantly also at the same meeting, Captain House of the Royal Engineers was
introduced to the meeting by Col. Walker, a committee member. The captain spoke to the
committee regarding water supply reports he had received.

All this indicates that the Jerusalem Water Relief Fund was not solely sponsored by
Burdett-Coutts but also by the Syrian Improvement Fund led by Montefiore, Layard and
others. From the outset military interest in Jerusalem was enough to engage the attention of the
Royal Engineers. Many of the objects of the Water Improvement Fund had been fulfilled by
Whitty’s survey, and all involved knew it. Whitty’s work was accepted and not in need of
supplementation. The Improvement Committee were also in a position to receive plans from
the Water Relief Survey, in August 1865, from Wilson, together with geographical and
historical reports from Wilson assisted by Conrad Shick, a Swiss national resident in
Jerusalem. It also implies that Wilson was surveying for more than one organisation and that
his work was not confined to the Jerusalem map. The fact that the information was in the
possession of the War Office and could be supplied to the Improvement Fund means that
Wilson and others were probably supplying information directly to the War Office in any
event. Exploration, Empire, religion and trade all went hand in hand. The opening up and
exploiting of Palestine was the aim of the Improvement fund; the expansion of British imperial
endeavour and the protection and security of the Empire was the aim of the War Office; the
control of the land was an aim of strategists. Wilson was a deeply religious man, but also a
good soldier and a reformer of the topographical statistical departments at the War Office.

Wilson would have seen no difficulty in attempting to bring the Holy.Land within the
control of his country. From his point of view the situation held no contradictions. Using the
Water Relief Fund and the Improvement Fund was a means to an end, an end that justified the
result.

72 PEF/SYR/1, Minute of 15.2.1865.
73 Ibid. Details are also given in Biblical Archeologist, 1985, vo,.48, 186-189.
74 PEF/SYR/1, Minute of 24.2,1865.
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Charles Wilson was an experienced and capable officer who was to rise to the rank of
major-general in the Royal Engineers and retired with a knighthood. He came from Liverpool
but owned property in Pembrokeshire and had spent time at Bonn University. Commissioned
in 1855 into the Royal Engineers, he was instructed at Chatham and in 1858 was made
Secretary to the Commission set up to delineate the British Columbian/United States boundary,
a task that took until 1862. In 1864 Wilson volunteered for work with the Jerusalem Survey
on the understanding that his work in Palestine should not put the government to expense.75
Writing in The Recovery of Jerusalem in 1871 Wilson said of his work in 1864: ‘I was not to
receive any remuneration for my services and was to bear the cost of my own travelling and
personal expenses which amounted eventually to between 300L and 400L.’76 Wilson was an
experienced mapper and one of the rising stars of the Topographical Department of the War
Office.

From its inception in 1784 the Topographical Department had been part of the
Ordinance Survey under the direct control of the War Office. The Crimean War had shown
British deficiencies in maps available to the Army causing reforms in topography. At the end
of the Crimean War in 1857 Sir Henry James of the Royal Engineers had taken over control of
a topographical and statistical department set up as a result of the Roebuck Committee. Maps
and intelligence went well together; they always had, and James of the Ordinance Survey was
happy to combine that with military statistics. Unfortunately James’ main interest was
reproducing maps by photography and the production of maps by other means. Art work was
also an interest. By 1869 the Topographical Department had been reduced to an insignificant
backwater, just as it had been prior to Crimea, doing no intelligence work and illustrating army
dress regulations.

In truth the Victorian Britons were not good at military intelligence work. They
generally ignored it after Waterloo and before the 1870s. Spying was seen as ungentlemanly,
and even reconnaissance work as work of a low order. By 1870 the very existence of the
topographic and statistical department was in doubt. The Siege of Paris in 1870 made the War
Office realise the importance of intelligence and the importance of the Prussian army. The War
Office had, however, no tradition of intelligence work and no experience of such matters. It
was Charles Wilson in 1869 who submitted a two-page report on the department, and a
complaint that the Roebuck Committee’s Report had not been acted upon. Wilson submiitted
his report to Edward Cardwell, Secretary of State for War and as a result, in 1869, Wilson
drafted a report on the department for Lord Northbrook recommending that:

1. The Ordinance Survey should be split from the Topographical and Statistical Section
and should be charged to the civil and not the military vote.

75 DNB, Vol.1901-1911.
76 Walter Morrison ed., The Recovery of Jerusalem, p.4.
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2. Topography and Statistics should form two separate sections of the same department.
3. Topography should collect maps and photographs of all foreign lands.
4, Statistical section should be divided into three sub-sections:

a. Section A: Austria, Russia, Sweden, Norway, Turkey, Greece

b. Section B: Prussia, Germany, Italy, Switzerland, Spain and Denmark

c. Section C: France, Britain, Belgium, Netherlands, America
5. Literature should be collected and £250 a year spent on foreign newspapers and books.
6. All War Office printed orders, circulars, and reports were to pass through the section.

7. All military attaché reports should come to the Topographical Department.

Officers were to be encouraged to travel. The Report was accepted by Lord
Northbrook in its entirety and in January 1871 military intelligence was reorganised to fit with
Wilson’s scheme which was based on a Prussian model. Wilson became head of the
topographical and statistical section being called Director, and had three junior officers to assist
him.

Although Captain Wilson ran the Department for only a year before submitting a further
Report in 1873 suggesting intelligence should be under a General to ensure the proper
representation of intelligence interests. On 24 February 1873 Cardwell announced to the
House of Commons that all intelligence matters would be dealt with by a Deputy Adjutant
General and that Wilson would continue to control topography and statistics. Major General
Sir Patrick McDougall took control on 1 April 1873.

By 1874 the Department had been removed to the Quartermaster-General’s Department
and relocated near the War office in Pall Mall. It had previously been in Adair House, St
James’s Square. Later (1884) the Department removed to Queen Ann’s Gate. In 1878 Sir
Patrick McDougall was replaced by Major-General Sir Archibald Alison who, with four
Majors, ran the Department. The four majors were all sent to Egypt in 1882 during the El
Urabi revolt and to Sudan in 1885. After 1887 the Department was reorganised by Lieutenant-
General Brackenberry but even by 1901 retained Wilson’s basic structure. Wilson’s basic
system and divisions persisted up to 1965.77

Wilson’s impact on the intelligence services was fundamental. Throughout his career
in the army he remained interested and active in intelligence work. Wilson was never a spy as
such; he would have shuddered at the idea. He was, however, an intelligence-gatherer who
made reconnaissances at areas of military interest, but went in openly often in uniform and

17 Peter Gudgin, Mili Intelligence. The British Story, chapter 2.
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always making his military background clear. When he went to Jerusalem in 1864-65 and
again in 1865-66 he did so openly as a serving officer of the British Army.

On reaching Jerusalem in 1864 with a group of sappers, Wilson was disappointed.
The first thing he saw was the Russian buildings at the north-western angle of the walls, but he
soon found work was possible and worked for ten months surveying the city, using local
labour, and with virtually no interruption. He paid tribute to the help he received from both the
British and Prussian consul, from Dr Rosen, Dr Chaplain and Mr Schick and ‘two kind friends
in England, who supplied me with the funds necessary to make those tentative excavations’. 'S

The two friends are not named.

As well as excavating and surveying the area and attempting the answers to questions
relating to the position of the Temple, Wilson set up a base line of levels by way of Jerusalem
to Jericho and from Jerusalem by El Jeb to Lydda and to Jaffa. The base line showed the
difference between the Dead Sea and the Mediterranean Sea. It was also useful when survey
work later commenced in the Holy Land. He also explored the Dome of the Rock area,
identifying Temple remains and tracing water courses. He also traced a passageway through
cisterns and underground conduits under the city. He also mapped the city on plans published
by the Ordinance Survey and described as ‘drawn on the same scale and with the same care as
the cadastral or parish plans of England’.79 Publication of the plans was courtesy of the
Ordinance Survey. 'On our return to England, the cost of publication was defrayed by a grant
of 500L from the Treasury, a sum which has been more than repaid by the large sale of plans,
photographs, etc.'80

The plans did indeed sell well; by 1870 it had made a £156 profit over production costs
and 4,000 photographs had been sold.81

The issue of water supplies seems to have been sidelined. A short report was produced
in 1866 but by the time of its publication the issue of water supply to Jerusalem was no longer
of interest, nor was the committee requesting the report in existence. Nothing was done
regarding water supply until the end of the nineteenth century. The issue just vanishes. The
importance of the Water Survey is the accurate mapping of the city and the setting of a 3,875
foot base line together with some sketching of Sinai. The quality of the work was of such a
type that it was not exceeded for another 70 years.g2

78 Walter Morrison ed., The Recovery of Jerusalem, p.5.

79 Ibid., pp.31-2.

80 Ibid., p.4.

81 House of Commons Command Papers 1870, vol. XLIII, p.623.

82 J. H. Mankin, ‘The survey of the old city of Jerusalem, 1865-1935’ in P.E.Q., 1969,
37.
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Wilson’s work laid the foundations for the PEF and was part of the impetus for its
formation. When the PEF came into existence Wilson was already surveying for the Water
Relief Fund, the Syrian Improvement Fund and the War Office (unofficially). He was still a
Royal Engineers officer and not formally connected to the Topographical Department.
Nowhere does Wilson directly reveal his motives or why he threw in his lot with PEF when it
was founded. We are left to speculate why PEF took over Wilson’s work in 1865 and
immediately returned him to the Holy Land. The reason could be that by late 1865 the
Improvement Comrmittee was again in a state of disarray, disputing the way in which it used its
money. By 1866 its objectives had become limited and although it was the body that received
the Water Improvement Report, its limited view and aims did not suit the ideas of Sir Henry
James for imperial expansion.83

The PEF had a bigger membership base and its objectives were not as limited as those
of the Improvement Fund. By 1869 the Improvement Fund was interested only in water
supply, philanthropy, and was again bogged down in quasi-religious disputes. With
Montefiore involved it did prove a useful source of funding for PEF making grants of £250 in
1867, 1868 and 1869.84 PEF had bigger objectives. Mapping was part of its original
objectives. The PEF contained (officially) no religious control, had flexibility and imperial
vision. It also possessed a far greater array of scholarship and establishment figures than did
the Improvement Fund. It received Oxford and Cambridge backing, episcopal approval and
was led by a committee of English Protestants. it was very different to the small committee of
both Christians and non-Christians who led the Improvement Fund. The exclusion of the
Jewish members from positions of real power, the position of Anglican clergy and their
sympathisers, and the establishment nature of the Fund made it far more in tune with the
emerging governing class of white middle class Protestants who were to manage the Empire.
The PEF was to become the vehicle for symbolising the divine approval of the imperial ideal.
As such it was seized and used by the proponents of Empire within the establishment as a way
of linking Britain to the Holy Land without the inconvenience of overt missionary endeavour of
philanthropy directed at the native inhabitants.

83 PEF/SYR/1, Minutes of 12.2.1866.
84 PEF/SYR/1. Grants were given of £100 on 12.2.1866, £250 on 27.6.1867, £250 on
21.7.1868, and $250 on 8.6.1869, all to PEF.
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CHAPTER 2
FOUNDING THE FUND

The foundation of the Fund was ostensibly the work of a group of like-minded biblical
scholars and archaeologists. Beneath that exterior lay a complex group of social, academic,
and strategic reasons. The Royal Engineers, the Temple and Tomb controversy, and
archaeological endeavour all played a part alongside wider national, international, and imperial
interests.

Strategically, and from a military perspective, the Royal Engineers found themselves
interested in the Fund as a cover for mapping work in a sensitive area. Archaeologically the
academic world found that Perotti, a French adventurer, was attempting to gain a pre-eminence
that opposed British interests in particular. Academically, within the British establishment,
Fergusson and Williams opposed each other, but were willing to unite to press Perotti out of
the academic picture.

If one single incident had shaken the British faith and hope in its colonies in the
nineteenth century it was the Indian Mutiny. Commencing at Barrackpore in 1857 the Mutiny
was finally suppressed in 1858 but it brought home to Britain the fragile nature of the Empire
and the need for good communications. Control of India rested on good sea routes and on a
few British officers and men who commanded a large native army.l When the Mutiny broke
out the British in India needed reinforcements. Initially these were sent by sea via South Africa
until the British press pressurised the War Office to use the trans-Suez route, a route usable
only with Ottoman support.

In 1857 the Sinai was being regularly crossed by travellers. In 1836 Thomas
Waghorn, an entrepreneur, Indian Army officer, and adventurer had set up a transhipment
route over the Suez isthmus. His route used camels and coaches.2 Soon after, the Egyptian
and British governments proposed a railway from Alexandria to Cairo and across the isthmus
to facilitate traffic to the Red Sea from the Mediterranean. The railway was proposed in the
1840s and, not surprisingly, received the support of Robert Stephenson. At the same time talk
commenced of a possible canal.

The railway project was in fact brought to fruition in 1858 at the cost of £55,000 and it
covered 204 miles. When in 1854 Ferdinand de Lesseps suggested a canal, the British
establishment, both in civil engineering and politics, objected. The opposition was led by

1 Llewellyn Woodward, The Age of Reform 1815-1870, pp.440-44.

Dean F. Bradshaw, A Decade of Opposition to the Suez Canal Project, 1854-1864,
pp.9-12.
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Stephenson who declared the project unsafe and a threat to Egypt. Vast floods were forecast if
a canal was built, and the dangers of Red Sea shipping were emphasised.3 It had to fall to
James Fergusson to point out the stupidity of the arguments and the viability of the waterway
project.4

In the meantime de Lesseps had attempted to raise British funding for the project. He
failed but he did obtain French support. He still experienced official British Foreign Office
opposition until 1862 when his digging teams, founded largely on Corvée labour, reached
Lake Timsah and it was obvious that the canal would be a reality.5 By then Suez Canal shares
in the Compagnie Universalle du Canal Maritime de Suez had been issued with French backing
and a substantial proportion of the shares being in French hands.

Britain's opposition had been based on a combination of opposition to French
ambitious and worries over British strategic and military power. Britain controlled Gibraltar
and hence much of the Mediterranean. The opening of a French controlled canal out of the
Mediterranean was a breach in British power. Britain had long recognised the need for a faster
route to India.

In the 1850s the need for a sea route had been seen by Allen who proposed a radical
plan of making a sea way over the Judean hills by way of the Dead Sea to the Persian Gulf.6
The project came to nothing, but reflected current military interests. The middle rank War
Office staff were very aware of the French interests in the area and the need for surveys. In the
1850s surveys had been done of the Mediterranean and the Red Sea, in particular the survey
carried out by the Corvette Tartarus in 1856 and the plans that existed in military circles for the
laying of telegraph cables to Alexandria.” Military interest was therefore intense. The Holy
Land area and Sinai were the area of most interest to the War Office in the years leading up to
1865.

When in 1864 it became clear that the Jerusalem Water Relief Fund would provide a
way of surveying a part of the Sinai, Wilson appears to have been dispatched to survey, using
the Fund as a cover. This continued into the PEF when it was founded. The importance of
survey work appears to have been well understood at the War Office. When the Archbishop of
York applied to the Earl de Gray and Rippon in 1865 for the loan of engineering officers and
sappers for PEF it was Edward Layard who annexed copies of Wilson's reports to the letter to

Ibid, pp.18-32.

Edinburgh Review, 103 (January 1856), p.265.

Arnold T. Wilson, The Suez Canal, its Past, its Present, and Future, pp.24-27.
William Allen, The Dead Sea, a New Route to India, vol.1, pp.340-56.

Bradshaw, A Decade of Opposition ..., pp.37-40.
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obtain ministerial support. Layard was an antiquary, a diplomat, and one of the Fund's early
supporters. The reports were annexed because they were able to show the military value of the
water supply survey and, by implication, the proposed PEF.

Wilson had in fact done little water survey work. He had concentrated on mapping
Jerusalem and setting up a base line for further map work. The area was not only strategically
significant; it was an area of French penetration and its value was clear. In the 1864-65 Wilson
had completed a preliminary Sinai survey whilst working on the Burdett Coutts Water Survey.
He had produced a rough sketch of Sinai dated 1865 which was originally described as a
sketch of the Temple.8 Moreover, Wilson's men produced two gutta-percha models and a
mould, one of Jerusalem, and one of Sinai.? The Jerusalem and Sinai maps were later
published at government expense using a Treasury grant.10 During this period the Suez Canal
was being excavated. The advantage of a model of the area is clear, and so too is the advantage
of Wilson's sketch maps, for despite Wilson's published protestations in relation to the water
survey, it is clear that his interests were strategic. The survey of the city covered the Russian
presence in Jerusalem; the Sinai survey covered French work at Suez. In addition the
equipment used by Wilson was borrowed from the Ordnance Survey and although Wilson's
equipment was limited during the survey for the Water Improvement Fund he was able to
produce maps and sketches of consistent high quality. 11 Wilson's published account of his
nocturnal journeys through Jerusalem's sewers, whilst possibly true, was a distraction from
his real task of mapping Sinai. British and French rivalry therefore favoured the establishing
of a Fund such as PEF to explore the Holy Land.

Ermele Pierotti appeared in Jerusalem just before the Crimean War claiming to be a
Sardinian army engineering officer looking for an outlet for his talents. For some time he
worked as architect on the Austrian Hospice and the Church of Saint Anne, following which
the Jerusalem Pasha requested him to attempt to repair Jerusalem's water supply. This put
Pierotti in a unique position. He had full access to all areas of Jerusalem in order to effect
repairs and full access to the Temple mount. Under this cover he could enter, sketch, dig, and
photograph parts of the mount. It was a position envied by most Europeans in the land.

Pierotti had a working archaeological knowledge of the Holy Land. He had in fact
been Renan's interpreter and mapped parts of the Temple mount. He had also left the
Sardinian Army in disgrace, and had in the Holy Land been able to assume a new identity.

8 PRO/O.S. 3/11 and PRO/O.S. 3/32. Reprinted in 1869 as the 12-sheet Sinai Survey

9 PRO/O.S. 1 17/2. Correspondence from Wilson to Board of Agriculture regarding
models of Sinai. :

10 Ibid.

11 Ibid.
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During the late 1850s and early 1860s he worked alongside the French scholars, de Saulcy in
particular, and developed an interest in current archaeological and antiquarian matters. By
1864 Pierotti wanted status.12 He wanted to write, and he thought he had French patronage.
In 1864 he published Jerusalem Explored, a descriptive work dedicated to the Emperor
Napoleon III and describing the Jerusalem area and Pierotti's finds.

Amongst other matters the work dealt with the issue of the Holy Places and having
considered them Pierotti came down firmly in favour of the traditional identifications. The
identification was supported by excavations by Pierotti and plates and drawings of both the
Temple and the Holy Sepulchre. Immediate controversy arose and when Williams heard of the
work he examined the plates. He recognised them as copied from his Holy CigL - Fergusson
found a similar use of his plates. Grove, Smith and others were much influenced by
Fergusson and supported him. A cry of plagiarism went up; British scholarship was under
threat by France, and British Holy Land interests were at risk from the French Government
Holy Land interests. An arbitration offer was refused by those concerned and Grove revealed
that Pierotti was a cashiered Sardinian army officer. Pierotti was ruined and vanished from the
scene.

Grove claimed in later years that Pierotti had been the final incident that had persuaded
him to found the PEF. This is probably not the case. The PEF was founded for a variety of
reasons. When the Pierotti matter came into the open Whitty would already have done his
water survey and Wilson would have been beginning to prepare for his survey. Pierotti had
caused British Bible scholars to act as they did because he attacked Fergusson's widely held
theory and represented France taking a predominant role in digging in Jerusalem. It not only
represented an attack on those who held Fergusson'’s theories, but also on much of the
Protestant work in Palestine and the work of Robinson. British interests were also affected.
Britain felt it was her duty to map and chart the Holy Land; it was part of her destiny. As
Morrison later commented, 'The Ordnance Survey of Palestine was so obviously a duty for the
English nation to undertake that it is needless to dwell on its importance.'l3

Pierotti had trespassed on English interests and had to be rebuffed. Britain had
belatedly begun to interest herself in the Canal, Sinai and its hinterland, including Palestine.
There was an academic interest in the Holy Land and, by 1864-65, it was clear that someone
should represent Britain's interest in the emerging science of archaeology, in the military need
for intelligence, and in the scholarly need for study of the area. The body that arose to do that
was PEF. But who founded it, and when, and how?

12 Neil Asher Silberman, Digging for God and Country, pp.63-7.
13 Walter Morrison, ed, The Recovery of Jerusalem, p.xxii.
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It is not clear who founded the PEF. It is equally unclear when the Fund was founded.
There are three possibilities: that the PEF originated from a meeting between John Irwine
Whitty, Dean Stanley and the Prince of Wales during the 1862 Royal Visit to Jerusalem,; that it
came about from a meeting of Whitty, George Grove and others at Crystal Palace in 1864; or
that it was the product of a separate meeting at Crystal Palace in 1864 between George Grove,
Walter Morrison, A. D. Stanley and possibly James Fergusson and David Roberts.

Writing in 1895 Whitty claimed the credit for founding the Fund. Whitty, who by
1895 was rather eccentric, made his claims in a pamphlet, Discovery of 'Whitty's Wall' at
Jerusalem, a pamphlet written in the style of a pseudo-legal argument. If it were not for
Whitty's earlier work it would not be possible to take him seriously, but the fact remains that

Whitty did a water survey in 1863 and published his results.14 In his survey report Whitty
also published a foreword to the Report by Stanley, then Dean of Windsor. In his 1895
pamphlet Whitty claimed that the idea of founding the Fund came from a meeting between
himself, Dean Stanley, and the Prince of Wales during the 1862 Royal Tour. Writing in a poor
poetic doggerel he states:

Since he who scribes - Johannez Irwine Whitty
Explored Jerusalem, the Holy City,

Have two and thirty age worn years fled by:-
See present date below - marked '

Anno Domini'.

There - at the epoch indirectly shown -
Three Britons sat - Not strictly, quite alone -
Conversing in a tent, and where they sate,
Within a bowshot-lay of the Damascus Gate.

The Prince of Wales - heir to dominion high

And Britain's throne - of said Triumviri

Was one; Dean Stanley - potent in each word -Another: I - not then ordained - the
needful third.

189515

14 John Irwine Whitty, A Proposed Water Supply and Sewerage for Jerusalem, 1863/
15 John Irwine Whitty, The Discovery of 'Whitty's Wall' at Jerusalem, 1895.
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Whitty goes on to say that George Grove, then manager of the Crystal Palace
Company, was approached by Whitty and others and took over the idea of an exploration fund
as his own. The meeting at Crystal Palace was in early 1864 and Whitty states involved
himself, Rev. John Mills, the Fund's first Secretary, and 'Our Delegation’. Grove, Whitty
says, altered the Society's name from the Palestine Exploration Committee to the PEF.16

According to Grove four people took the initiative to found the Fund. Grove states that
those four were A, Stanley, David Roberts, himself and, he suggests, James Fergusson.
According to Grove's biography written by his son, Charles L. Grove, in 1903, Grove had
corresponded with leading writers and scholars such as Milman and Lushington and Davidson
before commencing the Fund. There is no note of this anywhere, and Grove's personal papers
relating to the PEF have not survived.17 Rowlands died in 1864 in any event, and would have
been at the end of his life; he had only visited the Holy Land once and then had travelled only a
little. Whilst his pictures were of immense importance he had not travelled to major cities such
as Jerusalem when he painted it. Fergusson was an early member of the Fund but did not
adopt a prominent role within it after its initial foundation. There is no mention either of Walter
Morrison in the list of founders despite his assertion in 1919 in a letter to Colonel Mills, in
private correspondence, that 'T was one of the four founders of the Palestine Exploration
Fund'.18

Some 40 years after the foundation of the Fund Walter Morrison ascribed its foundation
to George Grove alone when in discussion with the Fund's Committee. By then Grove,
Stanley, Rowlands, and Fergusson were all dead and Whitty discredited and doubted. There
is, however, perhaps truth in Whitty's story about the Fund's foundation. The coincidence of
Whitty's work, the royal visit to the Holy Land, and the highpoint of the work of the Syrian
Improvement Fund is too great. Stanley was certainly in Jerusalem at the time - he was
tutor/guide to the Prince of Wales - and Whitty would have been engaged on his water survey.
The reason for the proposal to found PEF did probably come from the 1862 Royal Visit. It
was not, however, the only reason, nor was it the reason why the Fund flourished and
survived where others had failed.

A previous attempt to found a Palestine Exploration Fund had taken place in the early
1800s. That Fund had failed and was wound up by the membership. Its assets went to the
Royal Geographical Society in the mid-1830s and its only visible contribution to research was
the publication of one volume of Burkhardt's travels. Why, therefore, did the PEF survive and

16 Ibid. pp.14-6.

17 Charles L. Grove, The Life and Letters of Sir George Grove, pp.110-14.

18 PEF/1919/60/2 Letter Morrison to Col. Mills, 3 January 1979 and also Grove, Life and
Letters..., p.119.
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succeed? The answer must be partly in the people who founded it and partly in the
circumstances surrounding its foundation.

Whichever version of the Fund's foundation is adopted, George Grove played an
important part. He was the son of Thomas Grove, born in 1820 at Clapham and educated at
the local Clapham School. Thomas Grove had been an evangelical and, though a
congregationalist, on the fringe of the group surrounding the Clapham Sect, George was sent
to Mr Elwell's School when he was aged 8 years19 and there he was to meet George Granville
who was later to be both his brother-in-law and Dean of Westminster. Elwell taught his boys
Hebrew, scripture and 'sacred geography' as part of their basic education and when George
Grove reached the Revd. Charles Prichard's school at Stockwell he continued his Hebrew
studies and added to them millenial thought.20

On leaving school Grove joined Alexander Goden as an engineering apprentice for
three years, after which he had one year of European travel returning to work on engineering
projects culminating in the Menai Bridge (1849). In that year he became Secretary of the
Society of Arts and Organiser of the Great Exhibition.21 Working on the Exhibition altered the
course of Grove's life. When the Exhibition finished he was not only acquainted with the great
and famous; he was also to become Secretary of the Crystal Palace Company when the Palace
was moved to Sydenham. He married in 1851 to Harriet Bradley.

Religiously he expressed himself as being an evangelical, Church of England, and
scholastically interested in the Bible: 'What was it that started me with the study of the Bible?
I had been brought up to know the Bible well and much of it by heart ... My dear old friend,
James Fergusson [complained] that there was no index of the proper names of the Bible.22
Grove and Fergusson compiled an index of Bible names as a joint project, and as a result
Grove met A. P. Stanley in 1853-4 whilst Stanley was a Canon at Windsor. Stanley was
completing his work on Sinai and Palestine and the work needed a Hebrew index. The work
needed to be edited by someone with a good Hebrew knowledge, topographical insights and
German language ability. Grove had all three.

Through his work for Stanley Grove met William Smith, then editing a Bible
dictionary. Stanley's work also introduced Grove to the publisher John Murray and the
Archbishop of York. The editing took from 1857 to 1863 for the dictionary, and during that
period he visited the Holy Land (1857 and 1861) and became acquainted with other Palestine

19 Grove, Life and Letters ..., ch.1

20 1bid, pp.7-17.

21 DNB, vol.22 (supplement).

22 Grove, Life and Letters ..., p.47 et seq.
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travellers such as Lear, Holman-Hunt and Burton as well as John Murray, the publisher. He
corresponded with Canon Tristram.23 In 1864 he became enmeshed in the storm over the
Pierotti Scandal.

Another man who appears to have played an important part in the founding of PEF was
Walter Morrison. Born 1836, the son of James Morrison of London, Walter was wealthy on a
large scale. The family owned lands on a grand scale in England and in Scotland. Morrison's
wealth was from manufacturing and from factories in Leeds. He was educated at Eton and
Balliol, Oxford, and his preferred residence (he had several) was at Malham in Craven,
Yorkshire. Morrison was given Malham, Craven and much of Skipton and Giggleswick as a
twenty-first birthday present. Between 1853 and 1874 Morrison represented Plymouth in
parliament. He fepresented Skipton from 1880 to 1895. He was described as 'patriotic ... and
believed intensely in the future of the British race and Empine'.24

Morrison became more patriotic as the years went by. A fervent imperialist, he
dedicated a chapel at Giggleswick School to celebrate Queen Victoria's Diamond Jubilee. It
cost over £50,000 as he imported the construction materials from overseas. The stone of
dedication records Victoria as 'successor of Alfred King of England',25 a curious dedication
unless taken in the context of a Victorian belief in the cultural and racial superiority of
Englishmen over the world. Morrison's patriotic generosity did not stop there.

In 1897 he set up a fund to entertain colonial troops at the Jubilee celebrations. During
the Boer War he gave to the war effort paying towards the expenses of the Natal Volunteers
and during the First World War he set up a Belgian Relief Fund and published a war memorial
volume for Craven at the end of it.26 His imperialist credentials were clear and his patriotic
views known. In 1886 he had no hesitation in opposing Gladstone's Egyptian and Irish
policies. Home Rule was anathema and he financially backed the dispossessed Irish landlords
during the Fienian struggle.27

Morrison had many acquaintances, but few friends. 'His notion of company was
rather that of audience than of a circle of close friends ... aloof and self-centred [and] quite
incapable of adapting himself to his society.'28 Imperialism and colonies suited his financial
needs. By the 1860s his wealth centred less and less on his Leeds arms factory and more on

23 Ibid., ch4.

24 Geoffrey Dawson, "Walter Morrison', National Review, February 1922.
25 Foundation slate, Giggleswick School Chapel.,

26 Dawson, Morrison', p.13

27 Ibid., pp.6-8.

28 DNB, 1912-21, entry under 'Morrison'.
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his Argentine holdings of beef cattle and ranches. By the 1880s Morrison held a substantial
proportion of the stock of the Argentine railways. Freezer transport had just begun, and his
ownership of railways, boats and cattle turned his millions into multi-millions. Dying in 1921
he was the longest lived of the Fund's founders. He acted as Treasurer of the PEF for over 50
years.

Less clear is the role played by James Fergusson in founding the Fund. Born in 1807,
Conder acknowledged him as a founder member of PEF in his obituary in 1886: 'Will you
allow me to say with what regret I notice the death of a valuable original member of the ...
Fund, Mr J. Fergusson?'29

Fergusson's first works on Jerusalem had appeared in 1847 when he first advanced his
theory that the south-western corner of the Haram was the site of the Temple and that the Dome
of the Rock was not a Byzantine structure but the original church erected by Constantine the
Great over the site of the Holy Sepulchre. In short, Fergusson wanted to place both the
Temple and the Holy Sepulchre on the site of the Haran. Fergusson was essentially an
architectural historian, and much of his work hung on his understanding of architectural styles
and architectural history. For a short time he held a post in the Office of Works, but largely he
wrote on architectural history arguing that eastern styles were responsible for the development
of those in the west.30

Fergusson was influential enough and known well enough for his ideas to be enshrined
in the entries in Smith's Bible Dictionary and adopted by both Grove and Wilson. It was to be
Warren who challenged Fergusson's views and his challenge was later adopted by Conder.
By the time of his death even Fergusson had had to modify his views. The modification came
after the 1870s, and for most of his academic life George Grove supported Fergusson's views
which were based to some extent on an evangelical background and a wish to promote non-
traditional Christian sites over the traditional ones, very much in the way Robinson rejected the
traditional sites. In any event, linking the Temple with the Holy Sepulchre had a religious
appeal that was hard for Protestant Christians to resist and also effectively gave Protestant
Christians a site on the Temple Mount, a link into the history of Israel, and a foothold into the
Temple of Solomon and the city of David.

A number of factors came together, therefore, to bring about the founding of the F{md.
Some of these were social and religious, some were political, some were military and strategic.
No one factor was wholly responsible for the Fund coming into existence. A combination of

29 PEF QS 1886 p.71.
30 Ibid., p.74.
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Protestant thought, religious doubt and general religious interest brought about the general
curiosity regarding the Holy Land. The PEF was founded during the ten years following the
publication of Darwin's Qrigin of Species and the publication of Essays and Reviews. It

covers also a period when there was great political interest in the Middle East and international
rivalry in the area. Above all the international political and military interest can be summed up
in two words, Suez Canal. It was in this climate that the PEF was founded.

The PEF was, to some extent, a continuation of the Jerusalem Water Relief Fund, and
to some extent a new entity. As a continuation of the Relief Fund PEF contained within it
some of the membership of the Relief Fund, people such as Henry Layard, MP, friend of
Burdett Coutts, and prominant assyriologist, Grove, and Sir Henry James, but it lacked,
however, some of the more important members of the Relief Fund, people such as Montefiore,
who took much cajoling before he would join PEF (Grove approached Montefiore twice before
he would join), and others who had to be pressed to join the Fund. The Water Relief Fund had
contained amongst others Lord Shaftesbury, James Finn (sometime Jerusalem Consul) and a
tight knit group of people from a mixture of religious backgrounds and from the upper middle
classes. PEF attracted subscribers from a wider group, and that wider group included other
sections of the middle classes.

One thing that the PEF inherited from the Water Relief Fund was the assistance of Sir
Henry James, Director of the Ordnance Survey, and the services of Charles Wilson as the
Fund's Explorer.31 Whilst the Fund was forming Wilson was in Palestine. He returned to
England shortly after the inaugural meeting in Willis's Rooms in 1865, to return again to
Palestine in late 1865. In truth there was virtually no break between the ending of the Water
Relief Fund and the formation of the PEF. Writing at the beginning of the twentieth century,
Grove's biographer appears to have seen no discernible break between the two organisations,
and to some extent accepts 1864 as being the starting date for the PEF. Burdet Coutts' £500
gift to the Water Improvement Fund does appear in the early accounts of the Exploration Fund
as part of its assets, pointing to the fact that PEF's finances even were not to be seen as
independent from those of its predecessor organisation. However, when in 1866 the Water
Relief Fund finally published a paper edited by Wilson, that paper did appear under the
auspices of the Water Relief Fund even though by then for most practical purposes that
organisation had been absorbed into PEF. 32

Grove tried to attract a high calibre of membership and supporters for the Fund. Again
we have a similarity with the Water Relief Fund. The Foundation Committee of PEF had

31 Gillian Webster, 'Angela Burdett Coutts', Biblical Archaeology 48 (1985).
32 See PEF Accounts Ledger 1865-67, un-numbered.
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within its membership well known public figures as well as ordinary individuals, drawn
largely from the middle classes and forming the core membership. Grove realised the need to
work hard at establishing the Fund with high profile membership and as early as 1864, and
certainly throughout the first months of 1865, he spent his time writing letters to persons likely
to join and who were likely to have some influence. For a Secretary for the PEF Grove
approached Stanley, now Dean of Westminster, with a view to recruiting him. That approach
was made in early March of 1865 and declined by Stanley on 21 March of the same year.
Stanley declined: 'through pressure of business',33 though in truth Stanley's rejection of the
office of Secretary was brought about principally because he realised that as one of the leading
liberal churchmen he, by his very presence, might deter others from joining the Fund. He
appears to have said as much to Grove.

On 27 April 1865 Lord Shaftesbury was recruited to the Fund as a subscriber, though
not as a committee member. As a leading evangelical he would have been someone who, had
he joined the Executive Committee, would have aroused sectarian opposition. Robert Hanbury
MP was recruited as Treasurer to the Fund on 8 April 186534 and was to hold the office of
Treasurer until his death in 1867 when both he and his co-Treasurer, Abel Smith MP, were to
be succeeded by Walter Morrison and J. A. Smith. Morrison became sole Treasurer soon
after. Sir Morton Petro and Antonio Panzzini were recruited as Fund members by Grove in
April 186535 and by the end of April 1865 a small number of bishops had consented to join
including the Bishop of Ely, the Secretary of the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel,36
and William Thompson, Archbishop of York.37

By the time of the Fund's first meeting in the Jerusalem Chamber at Westminster
Abbey in May 1865, a meeting that preceded the Foundation meeting at Willis's Rooms, Grove
had recruited a cross section of the Bench of Bishops, a cross section of public figures, and a
representative group of people from both academic and religious life.

It is to Grove's credit that he managed to persuade both Pusey and Shaftesbury,
Williams and Fergusson, to share a common membership of the same organisation. When, for
instance, Pusey was recruited as a subscriber to the Fund by George Williams, he undertook to
join the Fund but, being reticent about joining an organisation which included both Grove,
Shaftesbury and Stanley, he wrote to Grove agreeing to join with the caveat "That our objective

33 BL 35226, p.76.

34 PEF/1865/1/7, Grove to Peto, 8 April 1865.

35 PEF/1865/1/10, Panzzini to Grove, 11 April 1865.
36 PEF/1865/1/11, Hawkins to Grove, 11 April 1865.
37 PEF/1865/1/1, Reply from Archbishop of York.
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is to collect and publish facts, and not to propagate theory'.38 Pusey must initially have
received assurances about the nature of the Fund, for he joined, although he took virtually no
active part in its work. Neither Williams nor Fergusson took an active part in the Fund after
the initial meetings of 1865 and 1866. It must have become clear by then that the Fund was not
only taking a non-traditional line regarding biblical history but that it was dominated by a
combination of critical theorists and increasingly by military men with an interest in mapping.
By its very nature the Fund was forced to propagate theories which the traditionalists could not
espouse and over the first three to four years of the Fund's existence people such as Pusey and
Williams were seldom active. l

The thinking of the Fund in the first two or three years of its existence was dominated
by scholars who were moulded in the critical schools of scholarship dating back to Robinson
and virtually all those scholars were Christians, and virtually all Protestants. This might
explain, to some extent, why people such as Montefiore were initially reluctant to join the Fund
and, when they did, appear to have had strong reservations. Montefiore did join the Fund in
late 1865 after initially excusing himself from joining on health grounds, but he never took any
active part in the Fund's work.39 The PEF quickly became an organ of Liberal Protestant
thought for the first two or three years of its existence, and after about 1867 became
increasingly an organisation dominated by those interested in cartography and the military
mapping of the Holy Land.

Not everyone who was approached joined the Fund despite Grove's wish to see PEF
represent a cross section of opinion both within and without the established church. Grove's
efforts to recruit people as diverse as Gladstone and Lord John Russell40 were not successful,
both twice refusing to join. His biggest achievement was, however, to persuade Queen
Victoria to become the Fund's patron and later to even contribute to the Fund. The Prince of
Wales did not join, rather surprisingly, considering his visit to the Holy Land in 1862 and his
alleged conversation with Whitty and Stanley in the tent outside Jerusalem.

By 1865 therefore Grove had recruited a spread of membership to the Fund and out of
that had recruited an appropriate Executive Committee. The Fund was to appoint a General
Committee of Management chosen by the nomination of the Executive of the Fund from
amongst those who cared to subscribe. From that Committee of Management was recruited an
Executive Committee. The procedure was therefore circular; favoured subscribers were
recruited to the General Committee out of which an Executive was formed, and the Executive

38 PEF/1865/1/29, Williams to Grove, 24 April 1865.
39 PEF/1865/1/20, and PEF/1865/1/47. Correspondence with Gladstone.
40  Gladstone's two refusals are at PEF/1865/1/6 and PEF/1865/1/8.
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in turn elected, as necessary, the General Committee. Effectively the Fund was self-
perpetuating. The first General Committee was appointed by Grove and his provisional
executive and therefore reflected a tightly controlled group of people all of whom knew each
other. At this stage the Fund was administered solely by Grove who combined the job of Fund
administration with his position as a writer of biblical subjects and his daytime job as Secretary
of the Crystal Palace Company at Sydenham.

When on 12 May 1865 a preliminary meeting for the Fund was held with the
Archbishop of York, the Dean of Westminster, Professor Owen, and other>p1'ospective
members of the General Committee in attendance the meeting, at the Jerusalem Chamber,
Westminster Abbey, ratified that which was already decided. The meeting in turn set up a sub-
committee of the General Committee to consider a declaration of the aims and objectives of the
Fund. Notice of this committee meeting was placed in The Times, Telegraph, Post, and other
leading London papers. Shortly after the initial meeting Grove made another coup, Baron
Lionel de Rothschild joined the Fund.41 From then on until 22 June 1865 more replies were
received, more people joined the Fund and indeed some subscriptions began to come in. By
early June 1865 Grove had achieved and obtained what he sought. He had obtained a cross
section of Christian churchmanship ranging from evangelicals through to broad churchmen
through to the Anglo-Catholics. By careful manipulation of that group he was able to obtain
the impossible - Stanley and Pusey had joined the same organisation only one year after Pusey
had refused to preach in Westminster Abbey despite being invited to do so by Stanley. George
Williams had never joined any organisation of which Fergusson was a leading member, save
the church; again both joincd.“*2

One important feature of the meeting at the Jerusalem Chamber on 12 May 1865, the
meeting which effectively started the Fund, was the official appointment of both John Abel
Smith and Robert Hanbury as Treasurers. Both men were bankers and both accepted the
positions offered. Grove was appointed Secretary and an outline Prospectus for the Fund had
been drawn up."f3 By 22 May Grove was able to start printing and sending out notices calling
for attendance at a public meeting on 22 June with a report on the back of the notice of a
meeting of 12 May. All was therefore set in place for the first public meeting of the Fund.

The inaugural meeting of the Fund on 22 June 1865 at Willis's Rooms in St. James's
was more of a public relations and a subscription-raising exercise than a genuine attempt to
interest the public in joining the Fund's committee. The Fund by then was in being and all else

41 PEF/1865/1/49, for copies.
42 V. D. Lipman, 'The Origins of the Palestine Exploration Fund', PEQ, vol.120 (1988),
p.48.

43 Ibid., p.47 et seq.
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was a fait accompli. The meeting was addressed by the Archbishop of York, William
Thompson, and the proceedings were opened by the Bishop of London who, ironically for a
non-religious organisation, commenced with a prayer. It was a curious opening for a society
which had pledged itself to a non-sectarian and non-religious exploration of the Holy Land.
Looking back on the events of that inaugural meeting Sir Charles Watson wrote in 1915 'that
Wilson's success in his survey work 1864 to 1865 had led Charles Grove to decide that it was
time to scientifically explore the Holy Land and he ascribed all the credit for the success of the
first meeting to a combination of George Grove and A. P. Stanley. 44 The committee which
was to act as the Fund's executive for its first year of life consisted of, among others, Walter
Morrison, Roderick Murchison, Professor Owen, James Fergusson together with Grove as
Honorary Secretary and the two Treasurers. The Archbishop of York was to be President of
the Fund and Stanley was included on the early executive.

At the public meeting in Willis's Rooms the objectives of the Fund were laid out and
approved by the subscribers. The Fund appealed to the public for financial support but in
exchange the public got very little for their money for it was not proposed to issue a Journal but
only to raise money to dig and survey Palestine. The Fund's objectives were set out in the
form of general principles which committed the Fund to 'exploring Jerusalem, and other Holy
Land sites, for archaeological purposes; surveying the land; and investigating flora, fauna, and
the natural resources of Palestine’. The pious hope was also expressed that 'biblical scholars
may yet receive assistance in illustrating the sacred texts from the careful observations of the
manners and people of the Holy Land' 45

That last point was expanded by the Archbishop of York in his opening remarks.
Clearly the Fund could not be separated from religion, for religion was what it was about, but
considering the breadth of the membership and churchmanship, the non-denominational nature
of the Fund needed to be emphasised, and the emphasis was on denomination, despite the use
of the word 'religion'. The Archbishop said: 'We are not a religious society, we are not about
to launch into any controversy, we are about to apply the rules of science ... in investigation by
the Fund concerning the Holy Land.'46

The Archbishop emphasised two points in this address. The first was the scientific
nature of the investigation that the Fund had to undertake, and the second was the shunning of
controversy between Anglo-Catholics, broad churchmen, and evangelicals. In truth the very
word 'scientific’ put the Fund into the broad church camp and into the school of liberal
thinking. The Anglo-Catholics would have none of the scientific doubting of Holy Land sites

44 Charles M. Watson, Fifty Years Work in the Holy Land, p.17.
45 PEF/MINS, 22.6.1865.
46 Report of the first meeting at Willis's Rooms, 22 June 1865, p.3.
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and the evangelicals would have none of the critical methods implied in the word 'scientific'.
Despite the Archbishop's fine words it was unlikely that within the group of scholars who
formed the management of the Fund could bridge the deep gaps of Victorian religious
disagreement.

At the close of his address the Archbishop appealed to English patriotism and the
English Protestant sense of destiny:

This country of Palestine belongs to you and to me. Itis essentially ours. It was given
to the Father of Israel in the words 'Walk the land in the length of it and in the breadth
of it, for I will give it unto thee.’

We mean to walk through Palestine in the length and in the breadth of it because that
land has been given unto us. It is the land from which comes the news of our
redemption. Itis the land towards which we turn as the fountain of all our hopes ... it
is the land to which we may look with as true a patriotism as we do to this dear old
England, which we love so much.47

Given allowances for Victorian hyperbole this is a remarkable statement and a
remarkable claim and one which the Archbishop almost certainly meant. Whose land was
Palestine? The Archbishop appears to have been referring to the English-speaking Protestant
peoples and the English-speaking scholars of the 1860s. His claim must be read against the
other comments which were made at that meeting in 1865, comments which point to the
colonial importance to England of obtaining a foothold in Palestine and an overwhelming
feeling that England, with its scientific knowledge, and world lead, could establish the history
of the Bible. From the comments of A. H. Layard it is clear that Anglo-French rivalry was
also involved. Referring to the Louvre's recent acquisition of the supposed coffins of the
Jewish kings, Layard remarked 'They are debased with Roman art, which has no connection
with Jewish art.'48

It was a clear reference to de Saulcey's wrong identification of the sarcophagus of
Helene of Adiebines and indirectly to Pierotti and his championing of the traditional sites. It is,
however, more than that. The references to the Jewish people both in Layard's speech and in
Murchison's and in the Archbishop's address stress the correctness and truthfulness of the
Protestant site identifications and their long historic link into Bible history.

47 Ibid., p.4.
48 Ibid, p.6.
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It was left to Stanley to make the connection between the Land, the Fund that was being
set up to explore it, the people, and the Bible. In some way the exploring of the Land, the
mapping of it and the acquisition and discovery of its antiquities fulfilled a mission and a
destiny thrust upon the British nation. By entering the Land and taking it over, by exploring it
and walking through it the British were to become as much a 'Chosen People' as the patriarchs
had become four thousand years before.

It was a common misconception of the period to see the Holy Land as being an ossified
land of living biblical history, a land where nothing had changed, and where history had stood
still. Even the very name 'Holy Land' was a name of Victorian origins.49 Britain was to seize
possession of a land where nothing had changed since the days of Abraham and in the minds
of those present at the inaugural meeting in June 1865 it was a near divine vindication of
Britain's place in the world. This, to some extent, was underlined and emphasised by the fact
that as the meeting took place a Royal Engineer's officer, Wilson, together with non-
commissioned officers, were travelling back to England following excavations through the
subterranean passages of the city of Jerusalem. It was almost as if the British had already laid
claim to a land which they regarded as being their inheritance. Needless to say, the meeting
knew nothing of the map work that had taken place in Sinai, nor of the security interest of the
War Office. If they had they would probably have seen such as further proof of England's
destiny. :

After the excitement of the first public meeting of the Fund, Grove and his committee
and executive had to start to deal with the day to day problems of running such a high profile
organisation as PEF without any permanent staff, office, or clear objective. The problem of
finance, the issue of publicity and the nature of the Fund's work all had to be determined.
Publicity was not a problem. Grove had wide newspaper contacts and could always get letters
published in The Times or the Manchester Guardian (as he did in June and July 1865). A host
of papers were willing to publish near-verbatim meeting reports. Finance was a little more
tricky.

The Fund initially depended on public subscriptions given on a voluntary basis and
resting on public generosity. Before the Willis's Room meeting on 22 June the only money
collected and actually in the PEF's possession amounted to £231.50 A boost was given at the
public meeting by the announcement that Queen Victoria had pledged £100 and the British
Association a similar amount. Large donors were hard to come by. Walter Morrison, Thomas
Brassey, Samuel Morley and Robert Hanbury gave generously but for the rest the average

49 Yehoshua ben Arieh, 'Holy Land views in nineteenth century western travel literature',
in M. Davies & Y. ben Arieh (eds), Eyes Towards Zion, vol.III, ch.1.

50 PEF Account Ledgers 1865-67, vol.1.
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subscription was between one guinea (£1.05) and £10. By the end of 1865 the fund had raised
£1,012-5s5-0d (£1,012.25). That was the sum of its assets. It had no offices, no paid
employees and no-one with experience of organising a major survey expedition. Moreover the
Fund had no explorer or Surveyor.

In late July 1865 Wilson and his men returned to the Holy Land. Wilson's 1864/65
expedition had been remarkably successful. As he was later to claim in Recovery of
Jerusalem, Wilson's first expedition was the only one run by PEF or its predecessors nearly to
meet its financial target. The expedition was around £20 over budget. It fell to the Archbishop
of York to write to the Earl de Gray and Rippon requesting that Wilson, together with a
subaltern, a NCO, a sapper and photographer be made available to PEF.51 The Fund's assets
were optimistically stated to be £2,000. Permission was secured, and payment arranged. PEF
were to pay only Wilson's overseas pay allowance, for his servant and travel. 52 Presumably
the willingness to lend Wilson to the PEF on such reasonable terms reflects the importance of
the work he was doing for the military authorities. If further proof was needed the Ordnance
Survey Department agreed to lend PEF a full set of survey equipment, including spirit levels,
artificial horizons, sextants and theodolites, together with camera equipment, all of which had
been used to survey the Canada-USA border some years previously, a survey to which Wilson
had been Secretary.53 Such co-operation could not stem from an upsurge of religious
awareness in the Royal Engineers, but from a desire for accurate maps of a militarily sensitive
area. Itis clear that no firmans were obtained to do the work (a firman was a permission from
the Porte itself); the work was done with the acquiescence of Izzet Pacha, the Jerusalem
Governor.54 Wilson had only returned from the water survey in late June 1865. By 21
October 1865 he was returning to Palestine. Time must have been of the essence so far as
obtaining maps was concerned. To what extent the Executive Committee of the Fund would
have been aware of Wilson's work is unclear. The Archbishop's letter was dated 25
September 1865, but as early as 3 August 1865 the sub-committee of PEF had met and ordered
that Wilson should be instructed to return to the Holy Land with an assistant, men and a
photographer. Quite possibly most active Fund members realised that the self-evident need for
the Holy Land to be investigated by British officials for the good of the Empire and the
Protestant religion would have been only too clear.

51 PRO/0.5.1.17/1 Archbishop of York to Earl de Grey and Rippon, 25 September 1865.

52 PRO/O.S. 1.17/1, Letter of J. Mill to Cox & Co, 23 October 1865.

53 PRO/O.S. 1.17/1, Letter to Layard, 16 October 1865 together with instrument list and
misc. correspondence of 2 October, 13 October and 29 December 1865.

54 PRO/O.S. 1.17/1, Wilson to Sir Henry James, 6 December 1865 requesting Foreign
Office thanks to be sent to Izzet Pasha.
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The Committee assigned Wilson a formidable itinerary, one which coincided with
military interests. He was to land at Beirut and make his way to Damascus by way of Bannias,
and then go to Tel Hum on Lake Galilee. He was to visit a number of towns and finally finish
up in Jerusalem. His general mandate was to conduct a feasibility study of exploring each of
those places together with estimates of time and labour that it would cost to carry out a full and
proper investigation. It would seem that quite frankly the Committee had very little idea as to
the cost of such exploration work. The Ordnance Survey did know the cost and the value of
researching Galilee, an area near the Lebanon and where French and Russian influence were
thought to abound. The Russians were also active in Jerusalem, building a new hospice,
whilst the French had commenced some survey work in the area.

The Fund's Committee now consisted of Grove, Fergusson, Vaux, Murray (the
publisher), Hanbury, and Abel Smith. It had no overheads and just over £1,000 in the form of
donations. Wilson was given a £2,000 budget, presumably in the hope that money would
come into the PEF. They were fortunate, for the very real material help provided by the
Ordnance Survey, help acknowledged by Grove in 1866 in correspondence with Sir Henry
James, saved the Fund from an early end.55 It was also as if the PEF had not had an estimate.
Wilson estimated £660 as his survey costs in October 1865. Unlike the Water Supply Fund
survey, passage was not free (P&O had given passage free to that expedition), and an
additional cost of £50 per man and £80 per officer had to be met. Funds became tighter and the
PEF began to struggle.

During the expedition Wilson was able to go to Jerusalem and to commence doing
some survey work.56 He realised the scale of the work and he realised the cost of the work,
and when at the close of his preliminary survey in 1866 he submitted his accounts he reckoned
the cost of his expedition at £1,550. Part of the high expenditure had been caused by an
outbreak of plague in Palestine which delayed his departure but, generally speaking, Wilson's
survey had been very disappointing from the Fund's point of view. A much hoped for
breakthrough and the expected great discoveries did not flow from it. It is true that Wilson
made some useful discoveries and certainly laid down very good ground work for any
subsequent survey expedition, but even Wilson had failed to realise the cost of archaeological
digging and proper survey work in Palestine. He had done no such work in the land, and his
amateur investigations had been relatively cheap. It was left to Warren to make that discovery
and carry the consequences of it.

55 PRO/O.S. 1.17/1, Grove to Sir Henry James, 1 August 1866.
56 Watson, Fifty Years Work ..., pp.31-35.




53

Wilson returned in August 1866 from his second Jerusalem survey and after he had
drawn up his report on the 1864 water survey (later printed), he finished his Jerusalem map
and returned to his regiment. Final accounts were submitted, a report given, and by November
the Fund and Wilson were to part company. Some specimens were deposited in the South
Kensington Museum (now the Victoria and Albert), a particularly appropriate venue as the
Museum was dedicated to science and the arts. The War Office had by now acquired its gutta
percha models of Sinai and its Sinai and Jerusalem maps. The French and the Russians had
been observed. What did the Fund do now?

The truth was that after its initial enthusiastic start the Fund had become moribund. It
still had no proper accommodation, limited voluntary staffing, and little money. To complicate
matters, both its treasurers were to die in quick succession. It seemed that it was on the verge
of its demise. During 1866 only three committee meetings were held, and the celebrities who
had sat on the PEF's Committee in 1865 started to desert.37 Grove could not cope and by
April 1866 the Fund had moved out of its Crystal Palace accommodation into rented offices at
the Royal Asiatic Society and engaged one clerk.58 Membership was also falling. In
October/November 1865 membership had reached 194. Subscribers had put up varying
amounts of money as 'one off' subscriptions. By November 1866 the Fund could only raise
subscriptions from some 119 individuals. More worrying, only £794-15s-0d (£794.75) could
be raised. Apart from the sale of photographs (originals supplied courtesy of the Ordnance
Survey)59 the Fund had little to sell to raise money. Meanwhile subscribers were starting to
expect more for their donations. So far all they had received was one public lecture in Oxford
in 1866.

Even Grove's letters to The Times in 1865 and 1866 were failing to raise money.
Writing to The Times early in 1866 Grove commented, 'The subscriptions hitherto promised
amount to over £3,000 of which £500 has already been expended on a survey of Jerusalem.'
This neatly sums up his difficulty. He had been promised £3,000, he had not received it, and
the £500 of which he spoke was Burdett Coutts' water survey money. In truth PEF's funds
were around £300-400, cash in hand, when the outstanding circular notes given to Wilson
were accounted for and paid. 60

Within the PEF troubles were starting. The supporters of Fergusson's theories were
becoming less tolerant of those supporting people such as Williams. Thus Williams' offer to
lecture to the Fund resulted in ... read letters from the Dean of Westminster, Dr Hawson and

57 Meeting 23 April, 11 June and 5 Novcember 1866, and one public meeting.
58 PEF/MINS, 23.4.1866.

59 PRO/O.S. 1.17/1, Grove to Sir Henry James, 15 October 1855.

60 PEF Account Ledgers 1865-67.
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the Reverend G. Williams the last of which was ordered to be declined with thanks.'61 The
Fund aligned itself more clearly with the critical scholars of the time by co-operating with the
Institute of Archaeology and the more obviously 'protestant’ view by forming a formal link
with Chaplin, the London Jews Society missionary doctor in Jerusalem. The significance was
that both Chaplin and the archaeologists, for different reasons, embraced views which led them
to reject the traditional holy sites. Williams had supported them. The Fund was firmly in the
modernist protestant camp.

The PEF must have been on the verge of splitting and collapsing, and would have done
so but for a new direction imposed on it by Charles Wilson who returned to Britain in mid-
1866. When Wilson returned from the east in June of 1866 he was at once elected a member
of the Executive of the Fund and thus began a life-long involvement with PEF. On returning to
the United Kingdom Wilson was ordered to join the Ordnance Survey Office at Southampton
where he left for Inverness in October 1866. Wilson was to remain in Inverness until August
1867 when he was appointed an Assistant Commissioner for the Boundary Commission in the
West Midlands. Wilson returned to Scotland in August 1868, but his interest continued to
grow in military intelligence.52 Realising the poor quality work in such a vital area of British
interest as Palestine, he persisted with his Holy Land interests. Wilson was a convinced
imperialist and could see nothing wrong in combining his strong religious beliefs and the
military and imperial interests. Wilson also had an academic interest in Fergusson's work.

The PEF needed to undergo a change and with Wilson in the Midlands some sort of
reform seems to have started, but not quickly enough. The Ordnance Survey were desperate to
remain in the Palestine area to complete their map work and the PEF were equally keen to
commence work again in the hope of producing a find which was startling enough to revive
their fortunes. The only problem was that the PEF had little money, and certainly not the
£1,500 Wilson reckoned was needed for surveying the area, and the Ordnance Survey could
not get Treasury fundjng.63

As early as 14 January 1867, within six months of the return of Wilson's second
survey, Sir Henry James was again in correspondence with Grove and the War Office to
arrange for another expedition to Palestine, 'that they should proceed to the Holy Land during
the current month, for the purpose of making some excavations at Jerusalem and obtaining a

61  PEF/MINS, 11.6.1866.
62 Charles M. Watson, The Life of Major General Sir Charles William Wilson, pp.60-64.

63 PRO/O.S. 1.17/1, marginal notes 1865-1875 show Treasury reluctance to fund survey
work.
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map in the style of a military reconnaissance of some districts in the vicinity of the city. 64 A
photographer and an NCO and sappers would be needed, and the expedition was sanctioned by
HRH the Duke of Clarence, Field Marshall and Commander in Chief. The wording is
significant - mapping and reconnaissance were to be a priority, tunnelling and excavation
secondary. By 15 January 1867 Col. Browne of the Engineers had told Sir Henry James that
suitable men existed®3 and correspondence then flowed between Grove and James. The PEF
Committee had not at this stage sanctioned another excavation, nor did it do so until 21 May
1867 when its pext formal meeting was held to discuss the situation and agree to some £300
being given to Warren for the cost of his expedition. The Fund was virtually penniless by the
end of May 1867.

The Royal Engineers officer sent was Charles Warren. Warren was born in 1840, the
second son of Captain Charles Warren, a serving military officer. The other part of Warren's
family had been connected with the Church of England. His grandfather had been Dean of
Bangor and his mother was of Irish extraction. Educated at Bridgenorth School in Shropshire
and Wem Grammar School, Warren had eventually joined the Royal Engineers. According to
his biographer, Warren and three corporals of the Royal Engineers volunteered in 1867 to go to
the Holy Land and carry out excavations.

The despatch of Warren was arranged without the authorisation of the fund's Executive
and it seems Warren was paid £300 in February when he left London. Writing some years
later in Underground Jerusalem, Warren commented:

I had not enquired into the solvency of the Palestine Exploration Fund before
embarking on my enterprise; with its goodly array of names on the General Committee,
I'had not thought of checking as to its organisation and was not aware that it was
practically in the hand of one man, a very busy man, the indefatigable Honorary
Secretary. Iturned a deaf ear to the remarks of my friends that the whole undertaking
was chimerical, that I should never get paid, and that before I had been out six months
the Fund would have broken up. And yet it was quite true; for during the first ten
months of my sojourn in the country, I had not only to do the work but also to advance
more than half the money until by November there was a debt due to me of nearly a
thousand pounds sterling. Had I known that there was the least prospect of this
occurring, I should not have been desirous of trying the experiment.66

64 PRO/O.S. 1.17/1, memorandum of Sir Henry James to Royal Engineers, 14 January
1867.
65 PRO/O.S. 1.17/1, Col. Browne to Sir Henry James, 15 January 1867.

66 Charles Warren, Underground Jerusalem, pp.2-4.
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Whilst some of his account is true, his volunteering is probably not. Col. Browne volunteered
Warren67 and notified his name to James. Whilst passage money and overseas allowances
were not paid Warren never protested to Sir Henry James about the absence of general payment
of salary.

The objectives set by the Ordnance Survey were 'to explore at Jerusalem, and to
continue the map to the south and south west of Jerusalem'68 According to the PEF Warren
was to survey the Temple site, the site of the Holy Sepulchre, and the gates of the city, the
Antonian Fortress, the Tyropean Valley, the Tower of Hippicus, and the courses of the first,
second and third walls of the ancient city. Royal Engineers stores were made available for
Warren as the Fund possessed no surveying equipment.69 It would seem that the Ordnance
Survey had a different set of priorities from the Fund; they wanted to complete a map whilst the
Fund wanted archaeological finds. Warren's men travelled by sea on a P&O steamer. Warren
journeyed to Palestine via Mont Cenis.

Like Wilson, Warren appears to have secured no firman prior to journeying out to the
Holy Land. Unlike Wilson, he had later to obtain one. He met and liaised with the British
Consul and the Governor of the City. The Governor of the City at that time was one Izzet
Pasha who, despite the absence of a Vizierial letter, was willing to give Warren authority to dig
anywhere except in the interior of the Noble Sanctuary. Izzet Pasha soon stepped back from
that position. Warren's early announcement that he intended to dig against the walls of the
Noble Sanctuary disturbed many, including the Moslem clerics, and his digging was restricted.
Eventually permission from the Porte was acquired by the British consular authorities giving
him permission to 'make useful scientific enquiries’ and giving him 'every possible facility to
dig and inspect places, after satisfying the owners, with the exception of the Noble Sanctuary
and various Moslem and Christian shrines’.70

Warren's instructions from the Committee of the Fund told him, among other things, to
dig in the Haran or Noble Sanctuary area of Jerusalem. This was the one spot that the Turkish
authorities would not let him dig. His second commission had been to dig at the sites of the
Christian shrines. Again, the Turkish authorities would not let him dig next to, or against, or
inside the Holy Sepulchre, nor were those controlling the Holy Sepulchre happy that Warren
should dig within its walls.

67 PRO/O.S. 1.17/1, Col. Browne to Sir Henry James, 15 January 1867.
68 PRO/O.S. 1.17/1, Grove to Sir Henry James, 23 January 1867.

69 PEF/MINS, 21.5.1867.

70 Watkins Williams, The Life of General Sir Charles Warren, pp.40-42.
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What then was Warren to do with what effectively became a period of idleness? He
was in fact busy the whole time. When his attempts to dig at the Temple Mount failed, he
immediately requested a copy of Wilson's survey notes and went on a tour of the country.”1
Birtles, the corporal, and Phillips, the photographer with Warren, went to survey in Jericho
whilst Warren surveyed elsewhere in Palestine. In a letter of 20 August 1867 Sir Henry James
was able to tell Grove that the surveying of Jerusalem was not complete and that mapping was
going well. Plans were reaching James at Ordnance Survey.”2 By November the NCOs on
the expedition had provided a full-scale model of Jerusalem, updated and improved.”3

Writing to the Yorkshire Philosophical Society in later 1867, James commented:

The survey of Jerusalem was finished and the party had left Palestine before the
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