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PREFACE 

Egypt was of great importance to the British 

Empire for many years owing to its strategic position as 

the gateway to British India and East Africa. British 

control of this vital link was established in 1882 when, 

taking advantage of internal disorders in the country, 

Britain occupied Egypt by force of arms without any justifi­

cation beyond the needs of Empire. Britain continued its 

military occupation a full thirty seven years before even 

seeking to establish any sort of internationally recognized 

legal regime to justify its presence and then only in 

response to pressure from Egyptian nationalists. In 1920 

the British entered into non-official negotiations with the 

Egyptians but the initial formula offered by the Egyptians 

was turned down by the British Cabinet and further 

negotiations in 1921 likewise proved to be an utter failure as 

the British refused to meet Egyptian demands for complete 

independence. A truncated form of independence was unilaterally 

granted by the British in 1922 as a result of Lord Allenby's 

(British High Commissioner in Egypt) insistence. 

During the following thirteen years the Egyptians 

continued their struggle for true independence and entered into 

a series of negotiations to achieve this end. But serious 

differences arose each time over the issues of the security 
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of communications of the British Empire, the defence of 

Egypt, the Capitulations or foreigners' extraterritorial 

rights and the problem of the Sudan. Although almost all 

these issues were settled by 1930, it was only in 1936 under 

the threat of Italian fascist expansion in Ethiopia that 

the Egyptians and the British signed a treaty of friendship 

and alliance, which finally legalized the British position 

in Egypt and claimed to give Egypt real independence. 

The purpose of this study is to investigate British 

reluctance to grant Egypt real independence from 1920 to 

1936, and also to give a detailed account of the Anglo-

Egyptian negotiations. It will be shown why it took 16 

years before the issue was apparently resolved. It should 

be evident towards the end of the thesis that the more 

imperialist minded British continually opposed and impeded 

the real independence of Egypt and only accepted the 1936 

treaty because of external threats from Italy. They also 

finally realized that the wide British military privileges 

in Egypt were still guaranteed by the 1936 treaty. Finally, 

the author has tried to examine critically the type of 

independence Egypt received under the Treaty of 1936, and 

will attempt to show that it was in fact not real independence 

at all. 

Primary sources are used including Memoirs of 

British Politicians, publications of the Foreign Office of 

the United Kingdom in papers By Command, Hansard's Parlia­

mentary Debates, and the London Times, which gives some 

new interpretations of this question. The Killearn Diaries 
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published recently and Eden's Memlrs. until now unused for this 
A 

problem, are essential for understanding the negotiations of 

1936. One of the most detailed thesis to date on the Anglo-

Egyptian Treaty of 1936 Is the i960 Yale University Ph.D. thesis 

of Mahmud Yusuf Zayld. Zayld relied only upon secondary Egyptian 

Arable sources and gives only sketchy material on the topic. 

Zayld merely lists the negotiations and touches on Egyptian 

domestic reactions. But he does not Investigate why the different 

negotiations continually broke down .and what were' the reactions 

of the British to the Egyptian demands. Several other theses 

have also been written within the last sixteen years since Zayld, 

but most deal with internal Egyptian affairs. No one has 

investigated the divergent views of the British within the Labour, 

the Liberal and Conservative Parties, The imperialist wings were 

largely responsible for the lengthy and unfruitful negotiations 

between 19J0-1936. 

This thesis will try to arrive at some new views of the 

problems. It will show that the 1920 Milner-Zaghlul memorandum 

H.A. Ibrahim, The Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936. with special 
reference to the contemporary situation In Egypt and the Sudan 
(Ph.D. thesis, University of London, 1970). F. Lissauer, 
British Policy towards Egyptil91**~1922(Ph.D. thesis, University 
of London, 1975)* J.G. Darwin. The Lloyd George Coalition 
Government and Britain's Imperial Policy In Egypt and the 
fiddle Eastt1916-1922 (D.Phil. University of Oxford. 1976). 
A.Sandall. The Involvement of'the United Kingdom In the 
Domestic PeTltlos «f Egypttl922-1936(B.Lltt. thesis. University 
of Oxford, 1976)* Lalla A.Horsey, The effects of British 
Foreign Policy towards Egypt and of the British pre"senoe In 
Egypt on Egyptian Nationalism during the period 1936-19^5 
(Ph.D. thesis, University of Wales, 1976). James, P. Jankowskl 
The Young Egypt Party and Egyptian Nationalism! 1933-19*^(Ph.D 
thesis, Michigan University, 1967)« M.Deeb, The Wafd and Its 
rivals, the rise and development of PelitloaT~"Pari:les In Egypt 
19-1939(D.Phil.thesis. University of Oxford, 1971). ""^ 
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was almost the same as the 1936 Treaty In content. The Egyptians 

were willing to accept the 1920 terms In all probability but It 

proved unfruitful as It was not acceptable to the British 

imperialist wings In three leading British political parties. 

Both Milner and the Egyptian Zaghlul were prepared to amend this 

memorandum so as to abolish the protectorate, sign an alliance 

and leave some British troops in Egypt. But this was refused by 

the British Cabinet dominated by the imperialists at the time, 

although it was acceptable to the Egyptians. Most general authors 
2 

such as John Marlowe^ L.A. Fabunmi and Zayld see the change into 

British attitude to Egypt, taking place only In 1936,/vbeing a 

result of either growing Egyptian nationalism or the pressures 

from Italian intervention in Ethiopia. But this work argues that 

slgniflcanct ohanges in British policy had already occurred in 

1930, when Labour came to power and Arthur Henderson became British! 

Foreign Secretary. The British accepted all the earlier Egyptian 

conditions for an Anglo-Egyptian treaty including limitation of 

their military position in Egypt, balking only at agreeing to 

2. John Marlowe, A History of Modern Egypt and Anglo- Egyptian 
Relations! 1800-1956 (Archon Books, Connectcut. 196')). 
PP. 294-296. L»A. Fabunmi, The Sudan in Anglo-Egyptian 
Relations (Greenwood Press, Connecticut, 1973), PP. 103-105. 
See also Mahmud Yusuf Zayid, The Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 
1936t An Historical Study of politics and International 
Diplomacy - (a Ph.D. thesis, Yale University, i960). 
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raised Egyptian demands concerning the Sudan. The final 1936 

Anglo-Egyptian Treaty follows in all respects, except the Sudan, 

the 1930 British draft treaty, which was rejected by the Egyptians 

because their demands on the Sudan were excluded. Historians, 

including Zayld, have been slow to investigate why the British 

Conservatives opposed the draft treaty of 1929 but signed a 

similar treaty with Egypt In 1936. General authors have pointed 

out that Mussolini's Ethopian campaign of 1935-1936 compelled 

the British to change their Egyptian policy and to sign a treaty 

in 1936. They have failed however to show the link between 

Britain's Italian and Egyptian policies, This thesis argues that 

the change in British policy towards Italy In December 1935 

compelled them at the same time to reorient their Egyptian policy. 

Egyptian fears of Italy and their promise to grant large military 

privileges to the British'were further reasons,.whleh convinced 

British Imperial-minded politicians to sign the Treaty of 1936. 

Again, Zayid has claimed that Britain legalized its position 

in Egypt in 1936 whereas one might argue that according to the 

Constantinople Convention of 1888 internationalizing the Suez CanaO| 

Canal, the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian Treaty was not legal. Britain 

appropriated unlawfully to itself the right to man militarily 

the Canal Zone. 



INTRODUCTION 

The history of Anglo-Egyptian relations from the 

period 1920-1936, is a story of six abortive negotiations 

between the two countries, in an attempt to legalise the un­

defined and anomalous British position in Egypt and also to 

complete Egyptian independence. To understand the history 

of this problem one needs to go back before this period. 

Anglo-Egyptian relations may be conveniently dated from 1879, 

when France and England established dual control over Egypt 

for the purpose of protecting European creditors. Three 

years later in 1882 an insurrection took place in Egypt, 

under the leadership of Col. Ahamed Arabi Pasha against 

2 
foreign exploitation of the Khedive. During the revolt some 

3 
European were massacred in Alexandria. Taking advantage of 

riots in Alexandria, the British landed troops on the soil 
4 

of Egypt, and by crushing Arabi they became the absolute 
5 

and undisputed masters of Egypt. 

1. The Earl of Cromer, Modern Egypt (MacMillan 
London, 1909), vol. 1, pp. 164-174. 

2. Ibid., pp. 323-330. 

3. Sir Valentine Chirol, The Egyptian Problem 
(MacMillan, London), 1 921 , p. 41. 

4. Wilfrid Scawan Blunt, Secret History of the En­
glish Occupation of Egypt (Howard Fertig, New York, 1922T 

pp. 302-307. 

5. L.A. Fabunmi, Op. C i t. , p. 29. 
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When British soldiers entered Egypt, the Liberal go­

vernment of Gladstone announced that its sole purpose was to 

restore the power of the Khedive and that Britain would with­

draw her troops as soon as order and the maintenance of the 

Khedive's authority were restored. It remained Gladstone's 

policy to withdraw British troops from Egypt as soon as the 

situation allowed it. When in 1895, the Conservatives as­

sumed power under the leadership of Lord Salisbury, Gladsto­

ne's policy of early withdrawal was dropped and replaced by 

a policy of delay. One of Salisbury's aims was to bring the 

rebellious Sudan under the domination of the British Empire, 

which he successfully accomplished following the Kitchener 

campaign of 1898. The Sudan's status as an Anglo-Egyptian 

Condominium was fixed by the Anglo-Egyptian Convention of 1899, 

which laid down that Great Britain was "by right of conquest" 
o 

entitled to share the administration of the Sudan with Egypt. 

But the Condominium Agreement was never put into action and 

Britain denied Egypt's due claim in the administration of 

the Sudan because of the strategical importance of the Sudan 

to the British Empire. The Sudan was so important to the 

6. Great Britain, House of Commons, Parliamentary De­
bates (Hansard), 3rd Series, 1883, vol. 282, col. 2196-2203. 
(Hereafter cited as parliamentary Debates). 

7. Ibid., 1882, vol. 273, 3rd Series, col. 1384. 

8. Earl of Cromer, Op. C i t. , vol. 11, p. 116. 
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British Empire an English writer argued: "If we settle at 

the headwater of the Nile, we command Egypt." The Milnerite 

imperialist journal The Round Table, too, emphasized: 

Whoever holds the upper Nile has Egypt 
in the hollow of his hand. When the 
British flag was hoisted in the Sudan 
we not only secured our position in 
Egypt but we also undertook responsi­
bility for the civilization and good 
government of those vast regions on 
which we cannot turn our backs. While 
we hold the Sudan, and we must hold it, 
we cannot get out of Egypt, even if 
Egypt ceased to be the stepping stone 
to India. 10 

And so, the British military occupation of Egypt and 

the Sudan over the years assumed the shape of a veiled pro­

tectorate. Without legal international status as neither 

Turkey, nominally the sovereign power in Egypt, nor other 

countries recognized the British occupation of Egypt. This 

British occupation continued unchanged and unchallenged until 

the First World War. When the war broke out in July 1914, 

Egypt's political status underwent a significant change. 

Britain's declaration of war against Germany on 4 August 

1914, placed Egypt in an extremely awkward legal position. 

9. Quoted by William L. Langer, The Diplomacy of 
Imperialism: 1890-1902 (Alfred A. Knopf, New York, 193 5 ) , 
-.''*• p. 127. 

10. "Egypt" in the Round Table, Nos. 1 - 4, vol. 1, 
August 1911 , p. 457. 

11. Valentine Chirol, Op. C i t. , p. 46. 
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Egypt was still part of the Turkish Empire, which joined 

the war in favour of Germany.12 As a result, all the Sultan's 

subjects, including the Egyptians, were in theory to be 

regarded as at war with Britain. All the hostile acts of 

Egyptians during the war were to find legal justification 

in this fact. 

This situation in Egypt, according to the British 

Cabinet, made it imperative to legitimize legally Britain's 

anomalous position in Egypt. The British Foreign Secretary, 

Edward Grey, informed Mr. Cheetham, Acting-Consul General 

in Egypt, that the Cabinet was seriously thinking of out­

right annexation of Egypt to the British Empire.13 But 

Cheetham pressed the government to decide instead in favour 

of the declaration of a protectorate. He argued that a pro­

tectorate "would be the natural sequence, unassailable lo­

gical, of Cromer's policy. That policy had always aimed 

at maintaining Egyptian hands... with British brains in the 

background to advise, encourage, or restrain." Egypt, 

juridically a belligerent, was viewed as occupied enemy 

(i.e. Turkish) territory. Under the Hague Convention Britain 

12. The Times, London, November, 7, 1914, p. 6. 

13. Lord Lloyd, Egypt Since Cromer, (Howard Fertig, 
New York, 1970 edition), vol. 1, p. 196. See also Sir Ronald 
Storrs.The Memoirs of Sir Ronal d Storrs , (G . P . Putman's Sons, 
New York, 1937), p. 150. 

14. Lord Lloyd, Op. Cit. , vol. 1, p. 194. 
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was forbidden to annex such territory while hostilities 

1 5 

continued. Thus, on December 18, 1914, the British go­

vernment declared a protectorate over Egypt and not annexa­

tion. On December 19, Khedive Abbas 11, who was at that 

time in Constantinople was deposed by the British govern­

ment because "since the outbreak of the wai? with Germany 

His Highness... had definitely thrown in his lot with 

his Majesty's enemies." Prince Hussein Kamel Pasha, 

eldest living prince of the family of Mohammed Ali Pasha 

was placed in Abbas Hilmi's place with the title of Sultan 

of Egypt. 1 8 

In a note to the Sultan of Egypt, the British Fo­

reign Office enumerated the reasons for proclaiming the pro­

tectorate, and declared that the British government would 

henceforth regard itself as trustee for the Egyptian people. 

It promised to defend Egyptian territory against all aggres­

sion "Whencesoever coming" and to protect Egyptian subjects 

44flwherever they may be." All relations between the Egyptian 

15. Section 11, Article 23, Hagne Convention of 1907, 
the full text is in Sir Thomas Barclay, The Turco-Italian War 
and Its Problems (Constable, London, 1912), pp. 214-225. 

16. The Times, London, December 18, 1914, p. 8. 

17. Ibid. , December 19, 1914, p. 8. See also Beaman, 
"The Political Situation in Egypt", The Contemporary Review 
London, 1927), Vol. 132, pp. 15-16. 

18. Storrs, Op. C i t. , pp. 151-152. 
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government and foreign countries would be conducted through 

the British representative at Cairo, the High Commissioner. 

The Capitulations* were condemned as "no longer in harmony 

with the development of the country", but their modification 

was to be postponed until the termination of the war. 

Thus, the veiled protectorate which Britain had exer­

cised infact for over thirty years, became an open protecto­

rate. Her questionable legal position in Egypt was unilate­

rally regularized, but at the cost of violating the reci­

procal agreement between the Entente powers that no territo­

rial changes would be made before the end of the war, and the 

19. The full text is in The Times, London, Decem­
ber 19, 1914, p. 8. 

*"Capitulations" is the name given by European to 
those concessions which secured from the early Sultans of 
Turkey extra territorial rights to foreigners residing there. 
Primarily they were intended to make it possible for Chris­
tians to trade and reside in the territories of the Ottoman 
Empire by safeguarding them against any forms of injustice 
of abuse to which as foreigners of a different religion, they 
might otherwise have been subjected. Since Egypt has been a 
of the Turkish Empire Capitulations existed there. The 
powers which enjoyed Capitulations in Egypt were - Britain, 
U.S.A., France, Italy, Spain, Holland, Belgium, Norway, 
Sweden, Denmark, Greece, Portugal, Russia, Germany and 
Austria - Hungary. The privileges of the two latter were 
terminated in the treaties of Versailles and St. Germain. 
In Egypt the rights conferred on foreigners by the Capitu­
lations, apart from certain commercial concessions, included: 
- immunity from personal taxation without the assent of their 
governments; inviolability of domicile and protection from 
arbitrary arrest; and exemption from the jurisdication of 
the local courts. For the detail of Capitulations in Egypt, 
see Jasper Y. Brinton, The Mixed Courts of Egypt (Yale 
University Press , New Haven, 1930). 
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20 

only by common agreement. Such action was also questio­

nable, in international law, as it was accepted practice 

that protectorates, over all but quite uncivilized coun­

tries, had to have as their basis a joint agreement bet-

21 
ween the protector and the protected. In this case 

Egypt was not asked its views. The Egyptian remained un-

reconciled to becoming a British protectorate. However, 

they had little choice but to accept the fact and hope that 

it would turn out to be a temporary war measure on the part 

of the British government. 

No sooner was the Armistice signed in November 1918 

than the Egyptian began to demand termination of the protec-

23 
torate and complete independence for Egypt. On November 

13, 1918, Zaghlul Pasha, leader of the Egyptian Nationalist 

party, decided to ask permission of the British government 

to proceed to England to place the Egyptian case before the 

British government. At the same time Rushdi Pasha, the 

Egyptian Prime Minister, requested that the British govern-

20. Harry T. Carman, "England and Egyptian Problem", 
in The Political Science Quarterly (New York, 1921) vol. 36, 
p. 66. 

21. Lord Lloyd, Op. C i t. , vol. 1, p. 207. 

22. Amine Youssef Bey, Independent Egypt (John 
Murray, London, 1940), p. 58. 

23. Parliamentary Debates. (House of Lords), 1919, 
5th Series, vol. 33, col. 711. See also Chirol, Op. Ci t. , 
pp. 142-143. 



8 

ment receive an official Egyptian mission in London to dis-

24 
cuss the future status of Egypt. But the British Foreign 

Office flately refused both requests. And so, Rushdi Pasha 

25 resigned as Egyptian Prime Minister. Early in March 

1919, Nationalist Party leader Zaghlul Pasha announced 

that he would go on his own to Paris to lay Egyptian demands 

before the Peace Conference. But before he could leave 

he and three colleagues were arrested by the Acting High 
p c 

Commissioner and deported to Malta. 

Following the deportation of the nationalist leader, 

a serious outbreak of violence followed in Egypt, which in-

27 

volved frequent attacks on British soldiers. This inci­

pient Egyptian rebellion seriously disturbed British Prime 

Minister Lloyd George, who was in Paris at the time. With­

out consulting his Foreign Secretary Lord Balfour, he removed 

the British High Commissioner in Egypt, Sir Francis Wingate, 
in March 1919 and appointed in his place as special High 

28 
Commissioner, General Allenby, "The victor of Megiddo." 

24. Ibid. (House of Commons) 1919, 5th Series, vol. 
115, col. 1832. 

25. Ibid. , 

26. Ibid., col. 1833. 

27. Chirol, Op. C i t. , pp. 149-150. 

28. Harold Nicolson, Curzon: The Last Phase 1919-
1925 (Constable London, 1934), p. 173. 
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Allenby was directed to exercise supreme military and civil 

authority and to take all measures necessary for maintaining 

the British protectorate over Egypt on a secure and equita-

29 
ble basis. 

On March 25, 1919, Lord Allenby arrived in Cairo. 

He decided to try to deal with the Egyptian problems by con­

ciliation rather than by force. He released Zaghlul and his 

associates and allowed them to go to Paris to represent their 

30 
cause before the Peace Conference. Zaghlul was not well 

received in Paris, and shortly after his arrival, President 

31 
Wilson recognized the British protectorate over Egypt. 

This American Recognition of the British protectorate led 

to further disorders in Egypt and Allenby now found himself 

forced to exercise his authority under the provision of Mar-

32 tial Law, which had existed in Egypt since 1914. 

However, Allenby's strict enforcement of Martial Law 

did nothing to alter the situation in Egypt. Disorders con­

tinued and finally in May 1919, the British government announced 

29. Great Britain Paper by Command, Egypt NO 1 (1921) , 
Cmd. 1617, Correspondence Respecting Affairs in Egypt (His 
Majesty's Stationary Office, London, 1921) pp. 14-15. 
(Hereafter cited as Cmd. with appropriate number and date.) 

30. Parliamentary Debates (House of Lords), 5th Se­
ries, vol. 34, col. 675-676. 

31 icolson, Op. C i t. , p. 173 

32. Ibid. 
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the appointment of a mission to Egypt headed by the British 

Secretary for the Colonies, Lord Milner. Milner, who had 

served in Egypt during the time of Lord Cromer, had always 

34 
been sympathetic towards the Egyptians. Before proceeding 

to Egypt, Milner announced the aims and objectives of his 

mission: 

To enquire into the causes of the late 
disorder in Egypt, and to report on the 
existing situation in the country, and 
the form of constitution which, under 
the protectorate, will be best calcu­
lated to promote its peace and prospe­
rity, the progressive development of 
self governing institutions, and the 
protection of foreign interests. 35 

In other words, the mission was to function on the 

assumption that the protectorate was to continue and that 

Great Britain would not abandon her right to protect foreign 

interests in Egypt. This was reiterated by Lord Balfour, 

a leading Conservative imperialist, in the House of Common 

on November 12, 1919: 

Let me, therefore say that... in our 
view, the question of Egypt, the ques­
tion of the Sudan, and the question 
of the Canal, form an organic and in­
dividual whole, and that neither in 
Egypt nor in the Sudan, nor in con-

33. Parliamentary Debates, (House of Commons), 1919, 
5th Series, vol. 115, col. 1888-1889. 

34. For detail account of Milner attitude towards 
Egypt see Alfred Milner, England in Egypt (MacMillan, London, 1892 

Series 
35. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 1919, 5th 
vol. 115, col. 1888-1889. 
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nection with Egypt, is England going to 
give up any of her responsibilities. 
British supremacy exists, British su­
premacy is going to be maintained and 
let nobody either in Egypt or out of 
Egypt make any mistake upon that car­
dinal principle of His Majesty's Go­
vernment. 36 

Balfour further stated that if certain "unrealizable expec­

tations were fulfilled, they would "damage Great Britain, 

would damage most of all the Egyptian population itself." 

In referring to Britain's responsibilities in Egypt, Bal­

four was blandly begging the question for it was Britain 

that had unilaterally over the years taken ,these responsibi 

37 
lities upon itself. 

It was clear to the Egyptians that the main inten­

tion of the British was to maintain Egypt under British 

control. When the mission's terms of reference became know 

Zaghlul Pasha, the leader of the Egyptian nationalists, 

38 ordered his countrymen to boycott the mission completely. 

When the mission arrived in Egypt on December 7, 19 

Egypt was in turmoil. Strikes, demonstrations ,telegrams of 

protest, bitter articles in the press, followed one another 

36. Ibid. , 1919-1920, vol. 121, col. 771 

37. Ibid. 

38. Chirol, Op. Cit. , p. 246. 
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in an unending stream against the mission. Even the Sultan 

and his more moderate ministers adopted an attitude of 

marked reserve and they refused to express their opinion 

39 

to the mission. The agitation against the mission con­

tinued until March,1920. Schools and colleges closed, and 

there were threats of an impending railway strike as well as 

strikes amongst government officials. Large crowds appeared 

in the streets of Cairo and of Alexandria, among whom were 

teachers and students of the Muslim El Azhar University. 

By the end of December 1919, the situation took a more se­

rious turn. A mob attacked and set fire to a police station 
41 

in Cairo close to the palace. On December 26, 1919, two 

British soldiers were attacked in Cairo and severely wounded 

This uncompromising attitude on the part of the Egyp 

tian compelled Milner, now in Egypt, to change his mind and 

he made a conciliatory gesture of great significance. He 

issued a declaration on December 29, 1919, which stated: 

The British mission has been struck, 
by the existence of a widespread belief 
that the object of its coming is to 
deprive Egypt of rights which it has 

39. Lord Lloyd, Op. C i t. , vol. ]±, pp. 12-13 

40. Chirol, Op. Cit. , p. 248. 

41 . Ibid., 

42. Lloyd, Op. Cit., vol. TT> PP- "15-16. 
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hitherto possessed. There is no foun­
dation whatever in this belief. The 
mission has been sent out by the Bri­
tish Government, with the approval of 
parliament, to reconcile the aspira­
tions of the Egyptian people with the 
special interest which Great Britain 
has in Egypt and with the maintenance 
of the legitimate rights of all foreign 
residents in the country. 43, 

This was undoubtedly a reinterpretation of the mis­

sion's earlier announced terms of reference. But Milner's 

pacificatory declaration still failed to convince Egyptians 

44 to enter into any formal contact with the mission. As 

a result, the mission left for England at the beginning of 

March 1920 without being able to discuss with either non-
45 

official or official Egyptian groups. 

After their arrival in London, the members 

of the mission met in April 1920 to draft their report. 

They had come to certain unanimous conclusion, the most im-

— • 46 

portant appearing in Section jj. of the report itself. 

Dealing first with the causes of the unrest in Egypt, this 

section of the report pointed out that the position which 

England occupied in Egypt had never been really legalized. 

The report further stated that the British had never honest-

43. Egypt NO 1 (1921), Cmd., 1131, p. 5 

44. Lloyd, Op. Cit., vol. T T , p. 15. 

45. Ibid. , 

46. Egypt NO 1 (1919), Cmd. 1131, p. 6. 
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ly faced the Egyptian problem and that British neglect to 

. . 47 

do so was in a measure responsible for the unrest in Egypt. 

The history of the status of the British in Egypt was gene­

rally misunderstood in Britain. The mission wrote: 
It appears to be frequently assumed 
in current talk and writing in this 
country (Britain) that Egypt is a 
part of the British Empire. This 
is not and never has been the case. 48 

In other words, the mission maintained correctly that 

Egypt was not part of the British Empire. But in practice, 

there was little validity of this assertion. Although it 

was never formalized, Britain treated Egypt as if she had 

49 
been part of the Empire since 1882. As Lord Lloyd, the 

British High Commissioner to Egypt (1925-1929) later ad-

mi tted: 

From 1884...it had been perfectly clear 
that in practice we controlled the 
administration of Egypt, just to the 
extent as if she were part of the Em­
pire. But we would not admit this to 
the world. 50 

Because of this contradiction between law and prac­

tice, and in order to achieve a legal basis for the long 

47. Ibid. , p. 8. 

48. Ibid. , p. 6. 

49. Peter Mansfield, The British in Egypt (Weidenfeld and 
Nicolson, London, 1971), p. 234. 

50. Lloyd, Op. Cit., vol. 1, p. 339. See also Ibid., 
vol. 11 , p. 18. 
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British occupation of Egypt, the members of the Milner miss 

came to the conclusion that a legal settlement between Grea 

Britain and Egypt was essential for both countries. That 

settlement should not be dictated by the British to the Egy 

51 
tians. The mission suggested a bilateral agreement - a 

treaty - between the two countries, 

...by which Egypt, in return for Great 
Britain's undertaking to defend her 
integrity and independence, would agree 
to be guided by Great Britain in her 
foreign relations, and would at the 
same time confer on Great Britain 
certain definite rights in Egyp­
tian territory. 52 

The rights the mission contemplated were of a two-fold cha­

racter. Firstly, in order to protect her special interests 

in Egypt - the safety of her Imperial communications -

Britain was to have the right to maintain a military force 

the valley of the Nile. Secondly, to replace the Capitula­

tions, Britain was to retain a certain measure of control 

over Egyptian legislation and administration, as far as 

53 
they affected foreigners. 

Before submitting these proposals to the British 

51. Egypt No 1 (1921), Cmd. 1131, p. 19. 

52. Ibid. 

53. Ibid. 
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government in a final report, members of the mission desired 

to know the attitude of the Egyptian nationalists towards 

these proposals. And so, they decided to invite Zaghlul 

Pasha, the leader of the Egyptian nationalists who was at 

that time in Paris, to exchange views with the mission re­

garding its recommendation 54 Accordingly, the Milner 

mission sent its judicial adviser, Sir Cecil Hurst to Paris 

55 to invite Zaghlul Pasha to come to London. Zaghlul accepted 

the invitation and came to London in June 1920 and immediate­

ly after his arrival entered into negotiations with Milner. 

Thus began the long era of Anglo-Egyptian negotiations, 

which continued until the final conclusion of a treaty in 

the year 1936. 

54. Ibid. , pp. 21-22. 

55. Amine Youssef Bey, Op. Cit., pp. 85-86 



CHAPTER I 

THE SIX FRUITLESS NEGOTIATIONS 

1920-1930 

The period between 1920-1930 witnessed a series of 

negotiations between the Egyptians and the British. But 

each set of negotiations failed. The issues which created 

deadlock in the way of a settlement during this period were 

the Capitulations, the British military position in Egypt, 

the defence of Egypt and the Sudan question. The British 

moderates included Alfred Milner, who despite his 

imperialistic views on India and the South African question 

considered himself a moderate on the Egyptian problem, 

Lord Curzon and Arthur Henderson and the London Times also 

took the side of the moderates. They favoured some changes 

in this issue. The imperialists - Arthur James Balfour, 

Lord Salisbury, Winston Churchill, Lord Parmoor, Ramsay 

MacDonald, Austen Chamberlain and Lord Lloyd - were adament 

in their rigid maintenance of British supremacy. Similarly 

in Egypt, a group of moderates, such as Sarwat Pasha and 

Mahmud Pasha also wanted some compromise over the issues. 

However, the Wafd Party, which represented the leading 

1. Wafd is the Arabic word for delegation. Zaghlul political 
party came to be known as the Wafd. 
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Egyptian sentiment of the day, was not ready to make any 

compromise on the question of Egyptian independence. And 

so, consequently relations between Egypt and England during 

this period were characterized by futile attempts to 

reconcile conflicting aims. 

The first real negotiations for a treaty of alliance 

between Great Britain and Egypt took place in the unofficial 

conversations between Zaghlul Pasha, the leader of the Wafd 

party, and the Milner mission in June 1920.2 These conver­

sations were important because they delineated the problems 

for the subsequent course of Anglo-Egyptian relations. 

Discussion between Lord Milner and Zaghlul Pasha 

opened on June 7# 1920. Both men were sincerely anxious to 

find a favourable solution for the Anglo-Egypt ian crisis.-^ 

Both readily accepted the idea of a treaty of alliance 

between Great Britain and Egypt. The discussions continued 

for several weeks and resulted in a memorandum known as the 

Milner-Zaghlul Agreement. This memorandum stated that the 

relations between the two countries must be clearly defined. 

The Capitulatory privileges of the powers were to be modified. 

Egypt was to be recognized as an independent state with 

representative institutions and the right of diplomatic 

2. Egypt No. 1 (1921), Cmd., 1131, pp. 21-37. 

3. Ibid., p. 22. 

4. "Egypt A Nation", in The Round Table (December 1920, 
London), Nos. 41-44, Vol. 11, p. 44. 
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representatives abroad. In foreign countries Egypt would 

not adopt an attitude inconsistent with the alliance or 

injurious to British interests. At the same time, Egypt's 

independence would be qualified in a number of respects by 

its special relationship with Britain. An Anglo-Egyptian 

alliance was to be concluded by which Britain would defend 

the integrity of Egypt's territory, and Egypt in return would 

render Britain all assistance in case of war, even if its 

integrity was not affected. Britain would have the right 

to maintain a military force on Egyptian soil for the 

protection of her Imperial Communications. Britain would also 

have the right to maintain a financial adviser to the 

Egyptian government and a permanent official in the Ministry 

of Justice, who would have the privilege of access to the 

Minister and would be kept informed concerning the admin­

istration of law regarding foreigners. The British repre­

sentative would be accorded an exceptional position in 

Egypt, and entitled to precedence over all other representatives. 

He would enjoy the right to intervene in the application of 

law to foreigners, which would require the consent of the 

Capitulatory powers. Finally, the treaty was to be sub­

mitted to an Egyptian Constituent Assembly for approval. 

It is to be noted that the memorandum tactfully 

excluded the reference to the Sudan, one of the vital issues 

5. Egypt No. 1 (1921), Cmd., 1131, pp. 24-26. 
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in Anglo-Egyptian disputes. Milner wrote to Adly Pasha, a 

moderate Egyptian politician, on 18 August 1920, confirming 

a joint discussion the previous day concerning the Sudan. 

The letter was "once more to respect" the view of the mission 

that the Sudan question lay outside the proposed agreement 

with Egypt. It stated that there was a wide difference 

between the two countries on this issue and that it must be 

dealt with along different lines. On the other hand, the 

letter conceded one point to Egypt, namely, the Egyptian 

interest in the waters of the Nile: "We fully realize the 

vital interest of Egypt in the supply of water reaching her 

through the Sudan". 

From the mission's point of view, immense concessions 

had been made to Egyptian nationalism. But Zaghlul Pasha 

was not ready to give final consent to the memorandum. He 

feared that the memorandum might be rejected by Egyptians 

and that he would be regarded in Egypt as having betrayed the 

national cause. Hence, Zaghlul informed Milner that he was 

unable finally to agree to any proposals without consulting 

public opinion in Egypt. Accordingly, the negotiations 

were postponed and four members of the Zaghlul delegation 

were sent to Egypt for the purpose of testing public opinion 

6. Ibid.. p. 32. 

7. Ibid.. p. 22. 

8. Ibid., p. 23. 
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in regard to the suggestions made in the memorandum. 

The Milner-Zaghlul memorandum accepted the 

independence of Egypt, but succeeded as well in maintaining 

British interests in Egypt. The proposals stripped the 

British government of responsibility for the Egyptian people 

in their internal affairs and this was given to the Egyptian 

government. But the proposals discretely retained the power 

of British officials to direct and to enforce adequate 

conduct of relations with external powers and people . The 

memorandum was important in the sense that it was to form 

the starting point for all subsequent Anglo-Egyptian 

negotiations for a treaty. The memorandum offered another 

forward step to the Egyptians - that the Egyptian government 

would have direct diplomatic relations with foreign powers, 

a concession which Ismail Pasha had sought from the Ottoman 

Empire nearly forty years earlier. But by no stretch of 

the imagination could it be said that the Milner mission 

offered Egypt real independence. 

In September 1920, the four Egyptian emissaries 

arrived in Egypt, They received the reactions from the four 

different political forces in Egypt. First, the national 

party which represented the extreme nationalists, expressed 

violent disapproval of the proposals and protested that they 

9. Lloyd, op.cit.. Vol. 11, p. 26. 

10. Tom Little, Egypt (Ernest Benn Limited, London, 1958), 
p. 135. 
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were not compatible with true Egyptian independence. 

Second, a group of Egyptian notables, connected with the 

palace, also expressed an opinion against the memorandum 

because they did not want an agreement between the nationalists 

and the British government as this would decrease the author­

ity of the Sultan. Third, a group of moderates, mainly the 

supporters of Adly Pasha, supported the agreement because 

of their pro-British attitude. Fourth, the majority of 

public opinion was in favour of the memorandum, but wanted to 

12 see Egypt exercise sovereignty over the Sudan. 

The emissaries returned to London at the end of 

September 1920. Zaghlul Pasha asked the mission to modify 

certain points. The immediate abolition of the protectorate, 

a strict limitation to the number of British forces in Egypt 

and their confinement to a region adjoining the Suez Canal, 

and an end to Britain's claim to responsibility for foreigners 

when the Capitulations came to an end. He also requested an 

equal share with Britain in the administration of the Sudan. * 

Lord Milner agreed to discuss these issues. 

14 Accordingly, the conference was resumed on October 1, 1920. 

But the progress of the negotiations was hindered by a debate 

11. Lord Lloyd, op.cit., Vol. 11, p. 27. 

12. Zayid, op.cit., pp. 137-138. 

13. Egypt No. 2 (1921),Cmd.,1484, pp. 9-10. 

14. Egypt No. 1 (1921), Cmd., 1131, p. 35. 
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in the House of Lords, where the imperialist leader of the 

Conservative Party, the Marines of Salisbury, attacked 

Milner for his conciliatory attitude towards the Egyptians. 

Salisbury vehemently opposed discussion of Zaghlul's new 

proposals and warned the British government against the 

surrender of vital British interests in Egypt. The 

imperialist leader argued that the magnificent work of Great 

Britain in Egypt and the Sudan had left her with very great 

responsibilities to the people of Egypt, which could not be 

bartered away in return for a "phrase like self determination". 

In order to undermine Zaghlul's new proposals, the Marques 

suggested four counter proposals. Firstly, that whatever power 

Great Britain retained in Egypt should be real, owing to the 

need to protect the peasants and also British relations with 

foreign countries. Secondly, that the foreign relations of 

Egypt must always be controlled by the British. Thirdly, 

that the government of the Sudan ought to remain in the hands 

of Great Britain. Fourthly, regarding the military position 

of Great Britain in Egypt, before the Milner proposals were 

presented to parliament for approval they ought to be 

submitted to the High Commissioner. ^ In fact, Salisbury 

was not ready to allow the British Coalition government to 

grant any concessions to the Egyptians, and his counter 

proposals completely conflicted with the new suggestions of 

15. Parliamentary Debates (House of Lords), 1920, 5th Series, 
VoT7 l*Z, Col. 182-189. — 
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Zaghlul to Milner. 

In reply to Salisbury's proposals, Lord Curzon, who 

succeeded Lord Balfour on October 23, 1919 as British 

Foreign Secretary, informed the House that the Cabinet was 

in the process of carefully considering the proposals of the 

Milner mission. He emphasized however, that the proposals 

were not the government's proposals, that they had not been 

submitted to the Egyptian government, and that they were 

open to the consideration both of the British and Egyptian 

governments, each of whom retained equality in negotiations. 

Curzon further added that when the discussions in London 

reached a more advanced stage, it was contemplated that the 

Sultan of Egypt would appoint properly accredited represent­

atives to meet "His Majesty's Government and proceed with a 

further solution of these matters". Regarding the four 

proposals of Salisbury, the Foreign Secretary said that the 

solution of each one of the proposals would raise difficulties 

of a formidable character. He hoped the negotiations would 

proceed more quickly with Zaghlul Pasha. At the same time, 

he warned that nobody "would press us /~the government 7 to 

do so at the risk of a possible breakdown". Curzon was 

not ready to give any assurance that Salisbury's proposals 

would be accepted. He was hopeful about the success of the 

negotiations, and expressed his complete confidence in Lord 

Milner.17 

16. Ibid.. Col. 197-198. 

17. Ibid. 
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Lord Milner, in informing the House of the progress 

of his negotiations with Zaghlul Pasha, emphasised that the 

mission saw no reason to suppose that Egyptian nationalists 

were generally hostile to Britain, or that the attainment of 

their aspirations was necessarily inconsistent with the 

safeguarding of British interests in Egypt. He had not the 

slightest doubt that Britain could maintain her position in 

Egypt by her own strength. However, the British might find 

themselves maintaining their presence against the wishes of 

the Egyptian people, and dealing with a constant spirit 

of discontent and revolt against what the Egyptians might 

regard as an alien joke. He expressed the belief that a 

course of action was possible which would enable the British 

to ensure all that was needed in Egypt, including the 

maintenance of order and progress, without involving the 

18 permanent hostility of the Egyptian nation. 

On November 9, 1920, the final meeting was held 

between the Milner mission and Zaghlul Pasha, at which the 

situation was reviewed. The report brought back to London 

by the four emissaries from Egypt appeared to indicate that 

there was a great body of opinion favourable to a settlement 

on the basis outlined in the memorandum, if it could be 

modified and several fresh conditions added. In these 

circumstances, the mission was unanimously of the opinion 

that no good purpose would be served by further discussion 

18. Ibid.. Col. 209-213. 
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in anticipation of the formal negotiations between duly 

accredited representatives of the British and Egyptian 

governments. What they considered of far more importance, 

than any further discussion at the moment, was to influence 

the climate of opinion in both England and Egypt favourable 

to settlement, and to cultivate and strengthen the spirit 

of friendship and confidence, which had been engendered by 

19 the conversations in London. Thus the non-official 

conversations were suspended and on November 11, 1920, the 

Egyptian delegations left London. 

Milner submitted his final report to the Foreign 

20 

Secretary towards the end of December 1920. v In his final 

recommendation, Milner suggested immediate recognition of 

the independence of Egypt, the abolition of Capitulations 

with British help and the maintenance of a small British 

force within Egyptian territory for the protection of 
21 Imperial Communication. Finally, Milner wrote: 

The moment is favourable for placing the 
relations of Great Britain and Egypt on the 
satisfactory and enduring basis of a treaty, 
which will at one and at the same time 
establish the independence of Egypt and 
secure essential interests of Great Britain... , 
We therefore strongly advise His Majesty's 
Government to enter without undue delay into 

19. Egypt No. 1 (1921), Cmd. II31.P.36. 

20. The Times. London, December 23, 1920, p. 9. 

21. Egypt No. 1 (1921), Cmd., 1131, p. 38. 
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negotiations with the Egyptian Govern­
ment for the conclusion of a Treaty on 
the lines which we have ventured to 
recommend. It would, in our opinion, be 
a great misfortune if the present 
opportunity were lost.22 

Lord Curzon was in favour of accepting Milner's 

proposals and while recognizing that the proposals would not 

merely solve a difficult problem but create a precedent, he 

urged his opponents (the imperialists) in the Cabinet that 

no solution would ever be attained by a policy of half 

measures. "If we are to advance", he argued in the Cabinet, 

"it must be a large advance in the direction, not merely of 

23 co-operation, but of trust". J 

But the imperialists - Churchill, Austen Chamberlain 

and Balfour - who dominated the Cabinet were not ready to 

accept the views of Milner and Curzon. They considered that 

24 Lord Milner had far exceeded his terms of reference. 

Churchill went so far as to suggest that Egypt be included 

in the list of the "Dominions of the Empire". J Curzon's 

conciliatory Egyptian policy brought him into conflict with 

22. Ibid., p. 39-

23. Nicolson, op.cit.. pp. 176-177. 

24. Ibid., p. 177. 

25. Robert Rhodes James, Churchill: A Study in Failure 1900-
1939 (Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1970), p. 133. 
See also Lord Lloyd, op.cit., Vol. 11, p. 38. See 
also George Young, Egypt (Charles Scribner ̂  &. ̂ ons, 
New York, 1927), pp. 253-25^-
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the expansionist concepts of men like Churchill. As a 

result, the Cabinet decided that the Milner conversations 

should be regarded as unofficial only. Curzon was obliged 

2f> 

to accept the decision of the Cabinet. Thus the Milner-

Zaghlul agreement was shelved. Had the Milner memorandum 

been accepted by the Cabinet as the basis of a final treaty 

with Egypt, the Anglo-Egyptian crisis might have been 

solved. In effect, when agreement was finally reached in 

1936, it was largely on the basis of this Milner-Zaghlul 

memorandum of 1920. 

The Egyptians expected an official declaration on 

the part of the British government abolishing the protectorate 

and inviting an official Egyptian delegation to conclude the 

proposed agreement with the British government. However, 

the British government informed that it desired to consult 

with an official Egyptian delegation but wished to see that 

"both parties will enter the discussion with free hand". ' This 

meant the repudiation of Milner-Zaghlul agreement. But 

Allenby was not ready to accept the proposals of his govern­

ment. He informed the British Foreign Office* 
Egypt expects, a declaration of policy by 
His Majesty's Government based upon Lord 
Milner's conversation, and then to be 
called upon to produce a delegation to 

26. Nicolson, op.cit.. p. 177. 

27. Lord Lloyd, op.cit., Vol. 11, p. 35. 



29 

discuss details of settlement. 

But the Foreign Office was reluctant to take any 

action on Allenby's proposal. The nationalists took 

advantage of British hesitation and they resumed their 

agitation against the British. The agitations and Allenby's 

insistence compelled Lord Curzon to instruct Allenby on 

February 22, 1921 to inform the Sultan of Egypt that the 

British government had now arrived at the conclusion, after 

again carefully/ studying the proposals of Lord Milner and 

in view of the internal situation of Egypt, that the status 

of protectorate was not a satisfactory relation between the 

two countries and that the British desired to "confer", 

regarding Milner's recommendations, with a delegation 

29 nominated by the Sultan. 

Allenby conveyed this message from Curzon to the 

Sultan of Egypt. But a problem arose regarding the 

formation of an official Egyptian delegation to negotiate 

a treaty with the British government. The Sultan desired 

that Mazloum Pasha, a prominent minister in the Egyptian 

royal Cabinet, should be the head of the delegation. Allenby 

wanted Adly Pasha, a moderate pro British politician, to 

lead the delegation. Under pressure from Allenby, the Sultan 

28. F.O. Despatch: Lord Allenby to Lord Curzon, January 12, 
1921, cited in Ibid.. Vol. 11, p. 36. 

29. Ibid., Vol. 11, p. 37. 
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dissolved the cabinet and asked Adly to form a new Ministry 

in order to lead the official delegation to London. 

When Adly Pasha formed his Ministry, Zaghlul Pasha 

welcomed it. The new Prime Minister invited Zaghlul to 

participate in the proposed treaty negotiations with the 

British government. But Zaghlul laid down certain conditions 

for his participation in treaty discussions, these were to be 

the complete abolition of the protectorate, and an end to 

martial law and press censorship before the resumption of 

negotiations. In addition, he demanded a Wafdist majority 

in the official delegation, which was to be under his 

31 chairmanship. Adly Pasha, however, was not ready to make 

any compromise on the leadership of the delegation. The 

conflict between Adly and Zaghlul created a split in the 

Wafd. Five prominent members of the Wafd party declared 

their confidence in Adly.3 As Zaghlul saw his influence 

waning,he became more violent in his campaign against Adly. 

He began to mobilize public opinion through angry speeches 

against Adly. It was probable that if Adly's delegation 

arrived at an agreement with the British it would have little 

hope of finding approval from Zaghlul and the inflamed 
33 Egyptian public opinion. J 

30. Ibid., Vol. 11, pp. 38-39. 

31. Viscount Wavell, Allenby in Egypt (George G. Harrap and 

Co. Ltd., London, 19^3), p. 64. 

32. Ibid. 

33. Lord Lloyd, op.cit.. Vol. 11, pp. 42-43. 
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By May 10, 1921, Adly had formed his delegation 

34 from his own associates. The delegation left for London 

on July 1, 1921 to begin the second abortive Anglo-Egyptian 

negotiation for a proposed treaty of alliance. Lord Curzon, 

as Foreign Secretary, represented the British government. 

Both parties expressed their sincere desire to come to a 

definite settlement of the Egyptian and the Sudan questions. 

A draft treaty based largely on the Milner Zaghlul memorandum 

was prepared by Curzon and handed to Adly on November 10, 

1921 for his consideration. ^ 

Curzon's memorandum envisaged termination of the 

protectorate upon signature of the proposed treaty of 

alliance. But Egyptian independence under this treaty was 

to be more restricted than in Milner*s report of 1920. 

Whereas Milner had emphasized the maintenance of the British 

forces only in certain areas of Egypt (see Egypt No. 1, Cmd., 

1131, p. 38), Curzon's draft gave Britain the right to 

maintain military forces in any part of Egyptian territory, 

and placed at her disposal all the means of communication 

in the country. With regard to the question of the foreign 

relations of the Egyptian government, Lord Milner had not 

suggested any close contact between an Egyptian Ministry of 

External Affairs and the British High Commissioner in Egypt 

3^. Ibid. 

35. Egypt No. 4 (1921), Cmd., 1555, p. 3. 
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(Cmd., 1131, p. 24). Curzon, however, expected the closest 

relations between them. In fact, conduct of Egyptian 

Foreign Affairs would be submitted to the British High 

Commissioner's direct control. While the Milner proposals 

deliberately left the Sudan question out of the consider­

ations (Cmd., 1131, pp. 32-35), the Curzon draft tacitly 

preserved the status quo of the Condominium, while foreseeing 

the probability that Egypt would claim an Egyptian commander-

in-chief to command the Egyptian army in the Sudan. The Curzon 

draft treaty, therefore, laid down that all Egyptian forces 

in the Sudan should be under the orders of the Governor 

General of the Sudan. Thus the Sudan clause of the Curzon 

draft treaty was ambiguous. 

Adly Pasha carefully examined the Curzon draft 

treaty. He realised that the maintenance of the British 

garrisons throughout Egypt, and British control of Egyptian 

foreign affairs conflicted with his views on Egyptian 

independence. Hence, he refused to accept the draft treaty 

37 and the negotiations came to an end. ' Adly and his 

colleagues returned to Cairo and collectively resigned 

because of their failure to make any settlement with the 

British. After Adly's resignation no one could be found 

in Egypt to form a ministry. The under-secretaries of 

36. Ibid., pp. 3-5. 

37. Ibid., pp. 8-10. 

38. Lord Lloyd, op.cit., Vol. 11, p. 53. 
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state, who were all British, carried on the administration 

in the absence of a government. Meanwhile, Zaghlul and his 

associates continued to agitate against the British, which 

led to disturbances in several parts of the country. 

Allenby ordered Zaghlul to refrain from taking part in 

politics, and on his refusal had him arrested and deported 

39 to Aden. But Zaghlul's deportation did not alter the 

political situation in Egypt. The anti British campaign 

continued. Lord Allenby fully realized that repressive 

measures alone afforded no solution to the problem. In a 

telegram to Lord Curzon, Allenby urged him to abolish the 

protectorate without waiting for the conclusion of a treaty, 

and advised him to recognize Egyptian sovereign independence, 

while guarding the right to freedom of action on certain 

reserved subjects until a final agreement between the two 

40 countries. 

The Foreign Secretary recommended Allenby's proposals 

41 to his colleagues. But the imperialists - Churchill and 

Austen Chamberlain - in the cabinet were reluctant to accept 

them. They felt that the protectorate could only be abolished 

within the framework of a comprehensive bilateral treaty 

42 
guaranteeing British vital interests in Egypt. Hence, 

39. Ibid., pp. 53-55. 

40. Egypt No. 1 (1922), Cmd., 1592, pp. 21-22. 

41. Wavell, op.cit.. p. 71. 

42. Peter Mansfield, op.cit.. p. 240. 
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Curzon was forced to send a telegram on January 18, 1922 

to Allenby saying that the cabinet was unable to accede to 

his proposals as they stood, and he suggested that Allenby 

should send home two of his advisers, Sir Gilbert Clayton 

4? and Sir Maurice Amos to explain his proposals further. J 

The High Commissioner replied that his advisers 

fully agreed with his proposals and that they needed no 

further explanation. He further requested that the government 

accept his proposals without delay. He added that rejection 

of his proposals was bound to greatly increase British 

44 
difficulties in Egypt. But Curzon was unable to take any 

quick decision as Allenby proposed, because of the opposition 

from his colleagues in the cabinet. His hesitation incited 

Allenby to send him an ultimatum. The ultimatum stated that 

if his advice was not accepted he would tender his resignation. 

The reaction of the majority of the British Cabinet to 

Allenby's ultimatum was that the High Commissioner's resig-

46 nation should be accepted. However, as a first step a cable 

was sent to Allenby asking him to come home at once to 

47 acquaint them with his views. ' 

Lord Allenby arrived in London on February 10, 1922, 

with his two advisers. Simultaneously, his policies were 

43. Egypt No. 1 (1922), Cmd., 1592, p. 23. 

44. Ibid., pp. 23-24. 

45. Lord Lloyd, op.cit.. Vol. 11, p. 58. 

46. Wavell, op„cit., p. 72. 

47. Egypt No. 1 (1922), Cmd., 1592, p.26. 
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bitterly attacked in cabinet by the imperialists headed by 

48 Churchill. However, the leading press opinion was on his 

side. The London Times, in a series of articles, justified 

Allenby's proposals as the only solution to the Egyptian 
4Q 

crisis. Lord Northcliffe, proprietor of the Times, argued 

that there was great solidarity of Egyptian opinion "behind 

the efforts of the High Commissioner to arrive at a modus 

vivendi".5 But the imperialists in the cabinet were 

determined to destroy Allenby's Egyptian formula. Due to 

strong opposition from this faction headed by Churchill, who 

became British Colonial Secretary on February 13, 1921, after 

the resignation of Lord Milner, the cabinet again failed to 

take any decision on Allenby's proposals.5 Curzon tried to 

persuade Allenby to withdraw his ultimatum,but failed. 

Finally, Cabinet decided that the Prime Minister, Lloyd 

George, should deal personally with Allenby.5 

Accordingly, Allenby and his two advisers met Lloyd 

George on February 15, 1922. Although the Prime Minister 

intended to accept Allenby's proposals, he began by raising 

the strongest objections, stating that Allenby was asking the 

48. The Times, London, February 18, 1922, p. 11. 

49. Ibid., February 8, 1922, p. 11, February 10, 1922, p. 11, 
"" February 11, 1922, p. 11. 

50. Ibid.. February 8, 1922, p. 11. 

51. Peter Mansfield, op.cit.. p. 24l. 

52. Wavell, op.cit., pp. 75-76. 
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government "to abandon our ^~British_7 entire position 

in Egypt without guarantee". Allenby's reply was that he 

believed further argument between them to be futile. He had 

given his advice to the government, which could accept or 

reject it. "I have waited five weeks for a decision, and 

I can't wait any longer". To this the prime minister 

replied, "You have waited five weeks, Lord Allenby, wait 

five more minutes". As Allenby stuck to his position, Lloyd 

George capitulated by accepting his Egyptian proposals 
£53 completely.JJ 

As a result, Cabinet now approved the Allenby 

proposals. Allenby arrived triumphantly in Cairo on 

February 28, 1922 with the declaration of Egyptian independence 

in his pocket. The unilateral declaration was made public on 

the same day. It announced termination of the protectorate, 

independence for Egypt, and an end to martial law, which had 

existed ever since 2 November 1914. The declaration reserved 

to Britain: (1) the security of Imperial Communications; 

(II) the defence of Egypt against foreign aggressions 

(III) the protection of foreign interests and minorities 

in Egypt; and (IV) the Sudan. It envisaged a subsequent, 

separate agreement to cover these four vital points.5 

53. Ibid., p. 77. 

54. For full text of the declaration of independence see 
Egypt No. 1 (1922), Cmd. 1592, pp. 29-30. 
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On the same day Lord Allenby conveyed an explanatory 

note to the Sultan of Egypt, which stated that Great 

Britain desired to see "an Egypt enjoying the national 

prerogatives and the international position of a sovereign 

state". There was now no obstacle to the establishment of 

an Egyptian Ministry for External Affairs. The note also 

admitted the Sultan's right to set up a parliament and to 

promulgate a new constitution for Egypt. J On March 15, 

1922 Lord Curzon sent a circular to other states explaining 

the rights granted to Egypt. In this note he established a 

"Monro doctrine" for Egypt. He informed the other powers 

that the abolition of the British protectorate would involve 

no change as regards the position of other powers in Egypt. 

The British government would "always maintain as an essential 

British interest the special relations between itself and 

Egypt long recognized by other governments". The Foreign 

Secretary warned the foreign powers: 

His Majesty's Government ... will not admit 
them £ the four reserved points of the 
declaration of Independence_7 to be questioned 
or discussed by any other power. In 
pursuance of this principle, they will 
regard as an unfriendly act any attempt at 
interference in the affairs of Egypt 
by another power, and they will consider any 
aggression against the territory of Egypt as 
an act to be repelled with all the means at 
their command.56 

55. Ibid., pp. 28-29. 

56. The full text is in Egypt No. 2 (1922), Cmd., 1617, 
pp. 2-3. 
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The reservations in the declaration of independence 

and Curzon's explanation to foreign powers undoubtedly 

deprived Egypt of real independence. In the name of these 

reserved points the British would be able to interfere in 

the internal affairs of Egypt whenever they so desired. 

Egypt's right to diplomatic representation was restricted 

by the necessity to take advice from the British High 

Commissioner. The declaration also did not give permission 

for Egypt's entry into the League of Nations. Even Lord 

Lloyd, who later became British High Commissioner to Egypt, 

pointed out that this act gave Egypt only qualified inde­

pendence subject to definite reservations, and that those 

reservations were an absolutely vital part of that 

57 

independence. Thus, although the protectorate was abol­

ished, Curzon's note to the foreign powers clearly indicated 

that Britain intended to keep Egypt under her protection. 

From the strict view of international law, Egypt could not 

become an independent state in any case because Turkey had 
58 

not yet abandoned her sovereignty over Egypt. This 

situation was to continue until the conclusion of the 

57. As quoted in Tom Little, op.cit., p. 136. 

58. Arnold J. Toynbee, Survey of International Affairs. 
1925 (Oxford University"Press, London, 1927), 
Vol. 1, pp. 197-198. Hereafter cited as Survey. 
Contrast with Vernon A., O'Rourke, The Juristic Status 
of Egypt and the Sudan, (Baltimore, 1935), pp. 28-55^ 
O'Rourke claimed that until the declaration of 1922, 
Britain was the de jure as well as de facto sovereign 
ruler of Egypt. 
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Treaty of Lausane in July 1923, at which time Turkey formally 

59 relinquished her sovereignty over Egypt and the Sudan.-' 

In Egypt, the Wafd party refused to accept the 

limitations on national independence involved in the 

reserved points. However, Sarwat Pasha, a moderate 

politician and an ex deputy prime minister under Adly's 

cabinet, agreed to form a new ministry on March 1, 1922. 

Two weeks later Sultan Faud assumed the title of "His 

Majesty the King of Egypt". The British High Commissioner 

abandoned control of Egyptian Foreign Affairs, which was 
6l 

assumed by the Prime Minister of Egypt. An Egyptian 

Commission was appointed for the purposes of framing a 

constitution and it quickly drew up a draft constitution 

for Egypt. But the inclusion of the Sudan in King Faud's 

new royal title in the draft constitution became the subject 

of questions in the British House of Commons. On 15 May, 

the Prime Minister's attention was drawn to the Egyptian 

draft Constitution, which declared the Sudan to be an 

inseparable part of Egypt. The Prime Minister was asked to 

state what attitude the British Government would adopt in 

59. Article 17 of the Treaty of Lausane, the full text is in J.C. 
Hurewitz, (ed.)Diplomacy in the Near and Middle 
East: A documentary record 1914-19 56 (Octagon 
Books, New York, 1972), Vol. 11, p. 120. 

60. Lord Lloyd, op.cit., Vol. 11, p. 64. 

6l. Ibid.. p. 66. 
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67 
respect to the matter? In reply, Sir Austen Chamberlain 

on behalf of the Prime Minister, informed the House that 

the British High Commissioner had taken effective measures 

against the incorporation of the Sudan in the draft 
63 Constitution of Egypt. J Lord Allenby, as British High 

Commissioner demanded that the King withdraw his claim over 
64 the Sudan within twenty four hours, which he did. On 

April 20, 1923, the first Egyptian Constitution was 

promulgated without making any reference to the Sudan. 5 On 

July 5» martial law was abolished and Zaghlul was allowed 

to return to Egypt. In October 1923, an Egyptian law was 

passed embodying the agreement which had been reached with 

the British regarding the future status of the European 

officials in the Egyptian army. Then the King ordered a 

general election under the new Constitution, which took 

place in January 1924. Zaghlul's nationalist party won a 

landslide victory and so the King asked Zaghlul Pasha to 

form the government. Upon Zaghlul*s acceptance of the task, 
67 the first Egyptian Parliament opened on March 15, 1924. ' 

62. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 1922, 5th Series, 
Vol. 154, Col. i5. 

63. Ibid.. Col. 15. 

64. Lord Lloyd, op.cit., pp. 72-73. 

65. Ibid., p. 75. 

66. John Marlowe, op.cit., pp. 262-263. 

67. Lord Lloyd, op.cit.. Vol. 11, pp. 79-81. 
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At the same time, in England, the first Labour 

government came into power. Zaghlul, the new Egyptian Prime 

Minister, had known the previous Lloyd George Coalition 

government and its imperialist forces and also the Conservative 
68 

government of 1922-1924, which had been reluctant to accept 

Egyptian demands. He now felt that the new Labour government 

under MacDonald might lend a more sympathetic ea1" to 

Egyptian demands. While in opposition, MacDonald had 

criticized Britain's repressive policies in Egypt and had 

70 advocated a policy of conciliation. Now the new British 

Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald, sent a cordial telegram to 

Zaghlul Pasha, for the opening session of the Egyptian Chamber 

of Deputies, which conveyed his good wishes for the new 

Egyptian government and his earnest desire to negotiate a 

suitable treaty for the settlement of the reserved points of 

the 1922 Declaration/ 

68. In October 1922, after the rejection of Coalition by 
the majority of the Conservatives, Lloyd George 
resigned, and a pure Conservative government under 
the premiership of A. Bonar Law was formed. See 
Robert Blacke, The Conservative Party from Peel to 
Churchill (Eyre ancl Spottiswoode, London,~~ 1970) ,~" 
pp. 204-205. 

69. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 1922,' 5th Series, 
Vol. 190, Col . 86-Q3T- — 

70. Amine. Youssef Bey, o p . c i t . , p p . 113-116. 

7 1 . Lord Lloyd, o p . c i t . , Vol . 1 1 , p . 83 . 
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In response to MacDonald's cordial message, the 

Egyptian government expressed its readiness to enter into 

negotiations free of "all restrictions, with the British 

Government", in order to realise their national aspirations 

with regard to Egypt and the Sudan. The Egyptian reply to 

MacDonald's message revealed the fact that they wanted a 

final settlement free from all the limitations left by 

the four reservations. The new Egyptian Prime Minister, 

Zaghlul Pasha, had not accepted the Declaration of Independence 

of 1922, and had not changed his views on the proper basis 

for an Anglo-Egyptian treaty. Zaghlul thought that if he 

retreated from his position of opposition this might act as 

a boomerang against his political career. On the other hand, 

MacDonald would probably not be able to substantially modify 

Curzon's policy due to lack of support for such a course of 

action in the House of Commons. To make a permanent treaty 

of alliance with Egypt acceptable to Egyptian nationalists 

in 1924, the Labour government would have to be prepared to 

withdraw the British armies from Egypt completely, allow 

Egyptians to share in the administration of the Sudan, and 

abandon the guardianship of foreigners in Egypt. There 

appeared little prospect of a treaty of alliance between 

Zaghlul and MacDonald. 

The British High Commissioner in Egypt, Lord Allenby, 

fully realized that Zaghlul would not make any compromise in 

72. Amine Youssef Bey, op.cit., p. 118. 
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the coming meeting with MacDonald, on the question of the 

Sudan, the British garrison in Egypt and the British rights 

to protect the foreigners and minorities in Egypt. And so, 

he proposed to MacDonald that he, as British High Commissioner, 

should be authorized to tell Zaghlul that if he agreed to an 

offensive and defensive alliance with Britain, the British 

government would agree to discuss the three stumbling blocks 

of the military occupation, protection of foreigners and the 

Sudan together with the possible abolition of the offices of 

the British Judicial and Financial Advisers to the Egyptian 
73 government.,J As MacDonald was under pressures from the 

imperialists in his party to maintain the Declaration of 
74 Independence of 1922 and its reservations/ he flatly 

75 refused to accept Allenby's proposals/^ Meanwhile, Zaghlul 

on June 23, 1924 struck the annual stipend for the maintenance 
16 

of the occupying forces in Egypt from the Egyptian budget.' 

He also announced that he disapproved of every act which was 
77 likely to keep the Sudan apart from Egypt/' 

This declaration of Zaghlul produced great anxiety 

in Britain. The day after Zaghlul's declaration, Lord Parmoor, 

73. Viscount Allenby to Mr. MacDonald, April 15, 1924, cited 
in Lord Lloyd, op.cit., Vol. 11, p. 86. 

74. George Young, Egypt (Charles Scribner's Sons, New York, 
1927), p. 272. See also L.A. Fabunmi, op.cit.. 
p. 82. 

75. Lloyd, op.cit., Vol. 11, p. 87. 

76. Ibid., p. 91. 

77. George Young, op.cit., pp. 273-274. 
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Labour leader in the House of Lords declared that Great 

Britain was "not going to abandon the Sudan in any sense 
78 

whatever", and this was confirmed by the Prime Minister 

in a despatch to his High Commissioner in Egypt. In this 

despatch MacDonald warned that there "can be no question" 

79 of the British government "abandoning the Sudan"/ These 

statements led to a violent outcry among the Egyptian 

nationalists. On June 26, 1924, the Egyptian Senate passed 

a Resolution protesting against the Sudan policy of the 

British government. On June 29, Zaghlul tendered his 

resignation in protest against the British statement. But 
80 

the King refused to accept his resignation. The British 

invitation to Zaghlul Pasha, which had been sent on March 15, 

1924, requesting him to meet MacDonald in London now "seemed 
O-l 

to have become a dead letter". But when his government 

was charged by the opposition in the Egyptian Parliament for 

favouritism in the appointment of administrative services 
Op 

and for the high cost of living, Zaghlul, perhaps in order 

78. Parliamentary Debates (House of Lords), 1925, 5th Series, 

vol. $z, CoTT 978-986. 

79. Egypt No. 1 (1922), Cmd., 2269, p. 4. 

80. Lord Lloyd, op.cit..., Vol. 11, pp. 91-92, See also 
Young, op.cit., p. 274. 

81. George Glasgow, MacDonald as Diplomatist: The Foreign 
Policy of the First Labour Government in Great 
Britain (Janathan Cape Ltd., London, 1924), p. 215. 

82. Lloyd, op.cit.. Vol. 11, p. 92. 
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to divert the attention of the oppositions decided to accept 

the invitation to discuss the treaty negotiations with 

MacDonald. In September 1924, he sent a message to MacDonald 

that he was prepared to come to London to meet hdm. He duly 

arrived in London on 23 September 1924. ^ 

On September 25, the MacDonald-Zaghlul negotiations 

began. The first meeting was confined to discussion of the 

Suez Canal and the security of British Communications, which 

was the first of the reserved points. MacDonald argued: 

... the security of the communications of 
the British Empire in Egypt remains a vital 
British interest and that absolute certainty 
that the Suez Canal will remain open in 
peace as well as in war for the free passage 
of British ships is the foundation on which 
the entire defense strategy of the British 
Empire rests.°4 

Zaghlul explained that he did not find any justification to 

keep British troops to protect the Suez Canal. He reiterated 

his position that British troops could protect the canal 

from Palestine. 5 Further, he suggested that as the canal 

had been recognized as an international route by the 

Constantinople Convention of 1888, after the withdrawal 

of the British troops the protection of the canal should be 
86 

entrusted to the League of Nations. Until his last meeting 

83. Ibid., p. 216. 

84. Egypt No. 1 (1924), Cmd., 2269, p. 3. 

85. Lloyd, op.cit., Vol. 11, p. 93-

86. The Times, London, October 21, 1924, p. 13. 
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with MacDonald, Zaghlul kept insisting that the British 

Army must be withdrawn from Egypt to make Egyptian 

independence a reality. He also insisted that the financial 

and judicial advisers to the Egyptian government must go, 

and that the British government was to withdraw any claim 
87 

to protect foreigners or minorities in Egypt. ' Zaghlul 

further claimed that the unity of Egypt and the Sudan should 

be recognized. MacDonald categorically refused to withdraw 

British troops from Egypt and to accept Zaghlul's demands 

about the Sudan. Consequently the 1924 negotiations broke 

88 down. 

This set of negotiations collapsed on the old issues 

of the military and Sudanese questions. The failure of the 

1924 negotiations revealed the fact that the Labour Party's 

Egyptian policy did not differ materially from the 

Conservatives. Labour was as zealous in safeguarding British 

vital interests as were the Conservatives. Zaghlul had gone 

to London in the hope that the Labour government might show 

more sympathy for the Egyptian's problems, but he soon 

discovered there was no real change. "Indeed", writes 

George Glasgow, "Mr. MacDonald offered a tougher front on 

89 such issues than ever did Lord Curzon". 

87. Egypt No. 1 (1924), Cmd., 2269, p. 1. 

88. Amine Youssef Bey, op.cit., p. 121. 

89. George Glasgow, op.cit., p. 224. 
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MacDonald's Labour government fell as a result of 

the general election of October 1924 and the Conservatives 

90 again assumed power under the premiership of Baldwin.7 As 

soon as the Conservatives took over government, they took 

a step on the international scene which confirmed Egyptian 

anxieties. The League of Nations adopted the Geneva protocol 

for the pacific settlement of international disputes. 

Signature of this protocol was open not only to members of 

the League of Nations but to all other states, including 

91 Egypt. The preamble to the protocol declared that the 

League was inspired by the firm desire to ensure the 

maintenance of peace and the security of Nations "whose 

92 existence, independence, or territories may be threatened"/ 

The British government realised that the Egyptians might 

use this protocol as a weapon to push their demands. Hence, 

the new Conservative Foreign Secretary, Austen Chamberlain, 

on November 19, 1924 sent a note to the Secretary General 

of the League of Nations, stating that the terms of the 

League's resolution might suggest the forwarding of the 

protocol to the government of Egypt for signature. If so, 

Britain intended to maintain her reserved rights outlined in 

90. Lord Lloyd, op.cit., Vol. 11, p. 93. 

91. Great Britain papers by Command, Miscellaneous No. 18 
(1924). Cmd.. 2273. League of Nations, Fifth Assembly. 
Arbitration, Security and Reduction of Armaments 
(His Majesty's Stationery Office, London, 1924), 
pp. 1-27. 

92. Ibid., p. 83. 
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the 1922 Declaration of Egyptian Independence. The note 

warned that the British government "would consider as an 

unfriendly act any attempt at interference in the affairs of 
93 Egypt by another power". -̂  

Egypt did not sign the declaration of the League and 

any hopes the Egyptians might have had to settle their 

problem through the League of Nations were thus frustrated 

by the British note to the League. In any case, by some 

curious coincidence, on the same day that the British note 

was sent to the Secretary General of the League, Sir Lee 

Stack, British Governor General of the Sudan and the 

94 
Commander-in-Chief of the Egyptian Army was shot. Although 

the Egyptians expressed their deep sorrow and regret for the 

assassination of Sir Lee,95 the British government was 

determined to take stern measures against Egypt, and to take 

advantage of the assassination to solve some of the problems 

of Britain's reserved rights in Egypt and the Sudan. On 

behalf of the British government Lord Allenby delivered a 

crushing ultimatum to the Egyptian Prime Minister demanding 

an official apology, an inquiry into the crime and punishment 

of the criminals. He also demanded the banning of all 

political demonstrations, payment of a fine of<7^500,000, the 

93. The full text is in The Times, London, December 5, 1924, 
p. 13. 

94. Lord Lloyd, op.cit., p. 94. 

95. The Times, London, 20 November, 1924, p. 14. 
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withdrawal of all Egyptian Officers and Egyptian units in 

the Sudan Army from the Sudan within twenty four hours, 

acceptance of an increase in the irrigated area of the Sudan 

from 300,000 feddans to an unlimited figure and the end of 

all opposition to the British government's protection of 

96 foreign interests in Egypt.7 This ultimatum was followed by 

another on the same day, the main points of which touched 

the Sudan. Sudanese military units in the Egyptian Army 

were to be turned into a Sudan Defence Force owing allegiance 

to the Sudan government. The ultimatum also demanded that 

the conditions of retirement of European officials in the 

Egyptian Civil Services be revised according to British 

wishes and that the British financial and judicial advisers 

97 to Egypt be retained. 

Allenby's ultimatums were harsh and humiliating. The 

British government justified the ultimatums in terms of 

national prestige. Lord Chancellor Plymouth declared in the 

House of Lords that both the ultimatums were necessary in the 

interests of Britain; "of its prestige abroad, of Egypt 

itself and especially in the interests of the security of 

that vitally important part of the world". He argued that 

the action of the British government in Egypt was "in no 

96. Lord Lloyd, op.cit., Vol. 11, pp. 95-97. See also 
Mohammed Neguib, Egypt's Destiny: A Personal Statement 
(Doubleday, New York, 1955), p. 59. 

97. Lord Lloyd, op.cit.. Vol. 11, pp. 98-99-
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way a breach of faith with the Egyptian people or an 

98 encroachment upon their independence". 

However, the Egyptians had no intention of bowing 

to the ultimatums in full. After conferring with his 

cabinet and with King Faud, Zaghlul laid the Allenby Ultimatums 

before the chamber. The Chamber under Zaghlul's direction 

decided to accept only those terms of the ultimatums 

concerning the apology, punishment of the criminals, the 

banning of all political demonstrations, and the indemnity, 

but rejected those related to the Sudan. When Allenby 

received the Egyptian reply to his ultimatums, he became 

furious and ordered the British troops to occupy the 

Alexandrian Custom Post. The British naval fleet was 

ordered to commence a display of naval force in Egyptian 

waters. Egyptian officers and units were compelled to 

withdraw from the Sudan, and the area of the Nile to be 

irrigated at Gazira was unilaterally increased. Allenby 

further threatened to cut off diplomatic relations with 

Egypt and stated that hostages would be taken and shot in 

98. Parliamentary Debates (House of Lords), 1924-1925, 
5th Series, Vol. 60, Col. 12-15. 

99. Lord Lloyd, op.cit.. Vol. 11, p. 101. See also Lieut. 
Colonel P.G. Elgood, The Transit of Egypt (Russell & 
Russell, New York, 1928), p. 295. Contrast with 
Peter Mansfield, op.cit.. p. 251. Peter Mansfield 
claims that the Egyptian's Chamber accepted the 
indemnity only but rejected the rest of the ultimatums. 

100. The Times, London, November 25, 1924, p. 12. 

101. Ibid. 
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the case of any further murder, if all conditions of the two 

102 
ultimatums were not immediately accepted. 

This intransigent attitude of Allenby towards the 

103 Egyptian government created panic in Egypt. J In an 

interview with a correspondent of the London Times, Zaghlul 

Pasha tried to calm British opinion by commenting that "the 

assassination painfully affected him, not only because of 

Sir Lee Stack's fine qualities but especially because of 

the horror it inspired". The London Times, which had 

backed Allenby in his Egyptian scheme of 1922, now justified 

his harsh ultimatums by arguing that the terms of the 

ultimatums were in no way inconsistent with the reserved 

points of the Declaration of 1922.10^ In an editorial the 

Times maintained: 

There can be no reasonable doubt of the 
necessity of the course which the Government 
have adopted. It is not only in our 
interests, but it is in the interests of 
all civilized nations, and especially of the 
powers who are represented in North Africa, 
that the incipient anarchy which the 
efficiency or the complaisance of the 
Egyptian Government has fostered should be 
stayed before it is too late. ° 

Finally, to avoid worse, Zaghlul resigned and a pro British 

102. Youssef Amine Bey, op.cit., p. 128. See also Lloyd, 

op.cit., Vol. 11, p. 102. 

103. Lloyd, op.cit., p. 102. 

104. The Times, London, November 20, 1924, p. 14. 

105. Ibid.. November 24, 1924, p. 13. 

106. Ibid. 
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politician Ziwar Pasha his successor accepted all Allenby's 

demands. " For some time after this incident, which 

increased British control again over Egypt and the Sudan, 

Anglo-Egyptian relations became calm. Allenby resigned 

several months later in 1925 and was succeeded by a more 

imperialist minded man, Lord Lloyd. A friend of Winston 

Churchill's, whose outlook on Egypt he shared, "Lloyd was a 

British imperialist who refused to accept that the Empire 

was in decline". Compton MacKenzie, who was with him 

in 1915 at the Dardenell's British Headquarters later 

remarked about Lloyd, "I began for the first time to 

appreciate that Imperialism could touch a man's soul as 

109 deeply as religion". Lloyd arrived in Egypt on October 21, 

1925 to take over his new responsibility. The new High 

Commissioner, immediately after his arrival, decided that 

the 1922 declaration of Egyptian independence with its 

reserved British rights must be maintained with the strictest 

firmness. Lloyd first intervened in the internal affairs 

of Egypt when the election of 1926 brought Zaghlul back into 

power. He prevented Zaghlul from becoming Premier, by 

suggesting to the British government that they despatch a 

107. Lord Lloyd, op.cit.. Vol. 11, p. 103. 

108. Peter Mansfield, op.cit.. p. 252. 

109. Gurdon Forbes Adam Colin, Life of Lord Lloyd (Macmillan, 
London, 1948), p. 94. 

110. Ibid., p. 196. 
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battleship to Alexandria. Because of this action 

Zaghlul decided not to become Premier and instead nominated 

112 Adly Pasha for the premiership. 

Adly's government did not last long due to Lloyd's 

constant interference in the administration of the country. 

113 In April 1927 Adly resigned and was succeeded by Sarwat Pasha. J 

When Sarwat's government attempted to increase the size of the 

Egyptian army, Lloyd entered into a quarrel with him and 

demanded that a British Inspector General be put in charge of 

the Egyptian Army and the frontier administration. Once more 

in order to put pressure upon the Egyptian government, a 

British warship was despatched to Alexandria at Lloyd's 

114 request. Sarwat was forced to accept Lloyd's demands. 

Despite this army crisis of 1927, King Faud paid a 

state visit to London accompanied by his Prime Minister, 

Sarwat Pasha. Upon the request of the British Foreign 

Secretary, Austen Chamberlain, Sarwat entered in July 1927, 

into the fourth of the fruitless negotiations during this 

115 period for the conclusion of an Anglo-Egyptian treaty. -

When the negotiations between Sarwat Pasha and Austen 

Chamberlain opened, Chamberlain made it clear to Sarwat that 

111. Lloyd, op.cit.. Vol. 11, p. 165. 

112. Ibid., p. 168. 

113. Ibid., p. 199. 

114. Ibid., pp. 199-222. 

115. Ibid., pp. 223-227. 
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Britain had not changed her previous stand and that the 

reserved British rights were still vital to her. "No 

British Government could afford to ignore them". 

They were in fact, so essential to the 
existence of the British Empire that every 
British Government in the future as in the 
past, whatever its complexion, would be 
obliged to insist upon them.H6 

Sarwat Pasha, for his part, asked from the beginning that 

there be friendly collaboration between Great Britain and 

Egypt, and stated that the aid of the former was necessary 

117 to the latter. After prolonged discussions, a draft 

treaty was agreed upon by both Chamberlain and Sarwat. The 

draft treaty provided for an offensive and defensive 

alliance between the two countries. Egypt was neither to 

adopt an attitude towards foreign countries which was 

incompatible with the alliance nor one that was liable to 

create difficulties for Britain, and she was not to conclude 

any agreement with a foreign power which might be prejudicial 

to the interests of Britain. Relocation of the British 

military forces in Egypt would be reconsidered after 10 

years, with the right of appeal to the League in the event 

of disagreement. Appointment of a British Adviser to the 

Egyptian government was agreed to, as well as the retention 

of all British officials serving in the Egyptian public 

116. Egypt No. 1 (1928), Cmd., 3050, p. 3. 

117. Ibid., pp. 4-5. 



55 

security and police services. Great Britain was to use her 

good office to secure a modification of the Capitulations 
11 8 

and to ensure Egypt's entry into the League of Nations. 

This draft treaty did not involve any important 

retreat on Britain's part from the reserved points, except 

that it was agreed that the question of the location of 

British forces in Egypt should be reviewed ten years after 

the ratification of the treaty, and that in the event of 

disagreement the matter should be referred to the League of 

Nations. The Sudan question, the vital point in the Anglo-

Egyptian dispute was completely left outside the scope of 

the discussion. 

After obtaining approval from the British cabinet, 

the treaty was despatched by Chamberlain late in November 1927 

to Lord Lloyd in Cairo to obtain approval from the Egyptian 

119 cabinet. The treaty was formally presented to Sarwat 

Pasha on December 3, 1927. Sarwat at first expressed himself 

optimistic as to the treaty's prospects, but soon began to 

experience a growing opposition from the Wafd, the strongest 

party in the Coalition government, which he headed. Conse­

quently, he became increasingly unwilling to submit the treaty 

to his Cabinet or to Nahas Pasha, who had succeeded Zaghlul 

Pasha as head of the Wafd Party upon Zaghlul's death in 

118. Ibid., pp. 35-40. 

119. Lord Lloyd, op.cit., Vol. 11, pp. 238-239. 
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August 1927. 

Finally, the treaty was first submitted by Lloyd to 

Nahas Pasha and then to the Cabinet. Nahas refused, as 

expected, to accept the treaty, as the treaty did not satisfy 

the aspirations of the Egyptian people. In an interview with 

Lloyd, Nahas adamantly refused to discuss the treaty, because 

it did not provide for the complete evacuation of Egyptian 

121 
territory by the British Army. After weeks of aimless 

political manoeuvring, the Egyptian Parliament finally 

rejected the proposed treaty on March 4, 1928. The British 

government was angered by the rejection of the treaty by the 

Egyptian Parliament, and warned the Egyptian government 

against passing the proposed bill, which aimed at limiting 

Egyptian government power to suppress or control public 

1 2? meetings and demonstrations. 

Consideration of this bill was postponed when Sarwat 

Pasha resigned following the British warning and was succeeded 

by Nahas Pasha on March 15, 1928. On May 1, 1928, the new 

Prime Minister sent a conciliatory note to the British govern­

ment, which stated that the Egyptian government would postpone 

further examination of the bill to limit government "in 

120. Royal Institute of International Affairs, Great 
Britain and Egypt: 1914-19 51 ( Oxford University Press, 
London, 1952), vv. 18-19. 

121. Lloyd, op.cit.. Vol. 11, p. 258. 

122. Ibid., pp. 267-271. 
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question till next session". At the same time it categorically 

denied the British government's right to intervene in 

Egyptian legislation, and denounced the Declaration of 1922 

as a unilateral act which had never been accepted by the 

123 Egyptian government. J However, the British were satisfied 

with the Egyptian reply, and preferred not to press the 

matter further. They were satisfied that the Egyptians had 

been sufficiently humiliated and feared that further demands 

124 
might revive Nahas popularity. 

Nahas soon lost his premiership due to the personal 

animosity of the Egyptian King. On June 27, 1928, Mahmud 

Pasha Mahmud, a Liberal constitutionalist leader, formed a 

new cabinet. But the new Prime Minister met strong opposition 

from the Wafd, who were the majority in parliament. Seeing 

that he could not co-operate with parliament, the King 

12 5 
dissolved Parliament on July 19, 1928 for three years. J 

Mahmud's government, unhindered by Wafdist influence 

proceeded to make progress towards better relations between 

Egypt and Britain. Mahmud negotiated an agreement with Lloyd 

for the distribution of the Nile waters. By the Allenby 

Ultimatums of 1924 Egypt was compelled to allow the Sudanese 

Government to increase the area to be irrigated at Gezira 

123. Ibid., pp. 272-273. 

124. Ibid., p. 273. 

125. Ibid., p. 276. 
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from 300,000 feddans to an unlimited figure. As a result of 

this increased irrigation at Gezira Egypt lost her due share 

of the Nile's waters and thereby seriously harmed her agri­

cultural production. Mahmud succeeded in convincing the 

British to drop this harsh term of the Allenby Ultimatums of 

1924 and to adopt the Nile Waters Agreement of May 7, 1929-

This recognized that more Nile waters could be used by the 

Sudan for development on the condition that this measure 

should "not infringe Egypt's natural and historical rights 

in the Waters of the Nile, and its requirements in respect 

l 26 
of agricultural extension". 

However the desire for a treaty of alliance with 

Britain remained paramount, and the opportunity for such 

negotiations came in June 1927. On this date the British 

Conservative government fell from office as a result of a 

general election, and the Labour Party took power under 

127 
Ramsay MacDonald, ' Arthur Henderson became the new Foreign 

Secretary and in one of his first approaches towards Egypt 

he recalled Lord Lloyd and appointed Percy Loraine as the 

new High Commissioner of Egypt. On Lloyd's return to London 

he angrily submitted his resignation from government service 

to the Foreign Secretary. The Conservative Party was also 

deeply angered at Lloyd's recall. The new Foreign Secretary 

126. Ibid., p. 289. 

127. Ibid., p. 302. 

128. Ibid., p. 309. 
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was attacked bitterly by the Conservative Party in the House 

of Commons for recalling Lloyd from Egypt. Churchill, Samuel 

Hoare and Baldwin defended Lloyd's actions in Egypt. The 

Conservative Leader, Stanley Baldwin, argued that Lord Lloyd 

had successfully represented British interests in Egypt and 

that he had "played his part in attempting to secure, under 

the directions of the late Government, a liberal settlement 

129 of our difficulties". Baldwin was clearly afraid of 

Labour initiative in Egyptian affairs and so he warned the 

Labour government that any negotiations for a treaty of 

alliance with Egypt must not exceed the very minor concessions, 

which Austen Chamberlain, in the year 1927, had agreed to 

grant and which had been rejected by the Egyptians. Finally, 

he concluded that "if they /"Labour Government^ were making 

any changes in that regard", they "must take the responsibility" 

130 for what they were doing. J 

Defending his recall of Lloyd, Henderson informed 

the House: 

.... An examination of the papers clearly 
demonstrated that the policy of my predecessor 
was a minimum of interference in the internal 
affairs of Egypt. I want to say ... so far as 
my predecessor was concerned - a minimum 
degree of intervention in purely internal 
affairs in Egypt and a liberal interpretation 
of the declaration of 1922. What was Lord 

129. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 1929-1930, 
5th Series, Vol. 230, Col. 1635. 

130. Ibid.. Col. I636. 
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Llod's attitude to this ? In numerous 
instances he is clearly ©ut of sympathy 
with both these objects which I have stated.131 

Meanwhile, Mahmud Pasha, the Egyptian Prime Minister, came 

to London to spend his holidays. As the Conservatives feared, the 

Labour government took the opportunity to discuss a treaty with 

him. Negotiations opened between Henderson and Mahmud, and 

progressed satisfactorily. The text of a new draft was published 

on August 6, 1929. The draft provided for an offensive and defensive 

alliance for twenty.five years. The,British promised to support for tl 

admission of Egypt into the League of Nations and support in the 

negotiations with other nations for the abolition of the Capitulation* 

Britain also agreed to transfer -her troops from Cairo and Alexandria 

to the vicinity of the Suez Canal, to the east of longitude 32 E. 

The Egyptian government, for its part, agreed to provide all 

necessary facilities to the British military aireraft in Egypt. Both 

the parties agreed that the status of the Sudan should rest on the 

Condominium Agreement of I899. Ofcourse, the British were not in 

fact really willing to give the Egyptians due share in the Sudanese 

administration due to the British desire to retain control of 

Egypt, Finally, the draft treaty insisted that the proposed treaty 

must be ratified by a freely elected Egyptian Parliament.132 

Undoubtedly the new draft treaty seemed an advance 

upon the formula embodied in the Sarwat-Chamberlain draft treaty of 

131. Ibid,, Col. 1643, My underlining Indicates the two 
objectives of Henderso*s predecessor (Austen 
Chamberlain). 

132. For detail of the Mahmud Henderson draft treaty see 
Egypt No. 1 (1930), Cmd., 3575t PP. 2-18. 
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1927. This had left the British government free to keep 

their troops at Cairo or Alexandria or any other point of 

Egyptian territory for 10 years, at which time the question 

of their location was to be reconsidered. The Mahmud-

Henderson draft provided that the British troops were to be 

stationed only in the Suez Canal Zone (Article 9). While 

the Sarwat-Chamberlain draft had kept the Sudan question 

outside the scope of discussion (see page 55), the Henderson-

Mahmud draft recognized that the status of the Sudan was to 

be similar to that prevailing before the Allenby Ultimatums 

of 1924 (Article 13). The earlier Chamberlain-Sarwat draft 

treaty had provided for the modification of foreigner's 

extra-territorial rights or Capitulations (see page 55), 

whereas Mahmud and Henderson agreed to abolish them 

completely from Egypt (Article 11). 

The significant differences between the Chamberlain-

Sarwat and the Henderson-Mahmud drafts were pointed out in the 

House of Commons by Sir Austen Chamberlain, the Conservative's 

Egyptian critic. Sir Austen Chamberlain bitterly criticized 

the Labour government's undertaking to consider sympathetically 

a proposal for the return to the Sudan of an Egyptian 

battalion simultaneously with the withdrawal of the British 

forces from Cairo and Alexandria. Chamberlain argued that 

the continued stay of British forces in Cairo, Alexandria 

and elsewhere in Egypt was essential to protect British vital 

interests. The return of an Egyptian battalion into the 

Sudan, in his view, was "a dangerous and a retrograde 
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step". -^ Henderson defended his position in the House. 

He stated that "viewing the position from the point of view 

of the interest of the Sudan, Sir John Maffey, the Governor 

General of the Sudan", had expressed himself strongly in 

favour of an Anglo-Egyptian Agreement and had "said that, so 

far as he was concerned, he was willing in order to facilitate 

such an agreement, to agree to the return of an Egyptian 

134 battalion to the Sudan". J 

Sir Austen Chamberlain further attacked the draft 

alliance by stating that the obligation in the Henderson-

Mahmud draft not to adopt in foreign countries an attitude 

inconsistent with an Anglo-Egyptian alliance and to enter 

into consultation, should any dispute with a third state 

produce a situation which involved a rupture with that state, was 

now to be reciprocally binding on both parties. In his earlier 

Chamberlain-Sarwat draft, those obligations had bound only the 

Egyptian government. Sir Austen declared that there was 

"something fantastic in making a clause" of that kind and that 

it was "really ridiculous to say that the foreign policy of 

the British Government and the British Empire" was to be 

governed "by the interests and circumstances of the Kingdom 

of Egypt". Employing a heavy metaphor, he said that "the 

elephant undertakes to protect the mouse, and thereafter the 

133. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 1929-1930, 
5th Series, Vol. 233, Col. 1953-1957. 

134. Ibid., Col. 1975. 



63 

elephant's march is to be conditioned by the mouse's trot". 

Further, he criticized the omission in the new draft concerning 

obligatory consultation on matters likely to threaten the 

lives or property of foreigners in Egypt. It was not adequate, 

in his view, to leave the responsibility for the lives and 

property of foreigners in Egypt in the hands of the Egyptian 

government alone. In other words, Chamberlain argued against 

135 any change in the Capitulations. JJ 

The Labour draft treaty met similar vehement criticism 

in the House of Lords, from the Conservatives led by Lord 

Salisbury. In a long speech to the Lords, Salisbury alleged 

that the Labour government was about to abandon the British 

essential interest in Egypt. Salisbury pointed out that 

Egypt was important to Britain's Far Eastern Dominions, New 

Zealand and Australia as well as to the other countries. ^ 

The Marques continued: 

It is agreed that the interest of this 
country in the Suez Canal and in its security 
is fundamental, and that it follows that the 
security of Egypt, upon which the defence of 
the canal and its security depends, is also 
a vital British interest^.. In the same way 
the maintenance of our /""British J position , -„ 
in the Sudan ... is a vital British interest. 

135. Ibid., Col. 1959-1962. 

136. Parliamentary Debates (House of Lords), 1929-1930, 
5th Series, Vol. 75, Col. 1124. 

137. Ibid.. Col. 1126. 
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The Conservative leader charged Labour with undue 

haste. "In about three weeks" after the Labour party had 

acceded to office, Salisbury accused the government that it 

had reversed the policy of the previous Conservative govern­

ment and had shown a complete ignorance of the importance of 

British interests in Egypt. Finally, he suggested that the 

Labour government "will agree so far - that the necessity 

of the declaration of 1922 is a continuing security" to be 

reasserted by the government, "as it was by their predecessor". 

The attack on the draft soon found a new ally in the ex High 

Commissioner in Egypt, Lord Lloyd. Following his resignation, 

Lloyd entered the House of Lords as a diehard imperialist. 

Obviously he found no justification for the removal of British 

troops from Cairo and Alexandria to the Canal Zone. He felt 

that such a military shift would definitely deprive Britain 

139 of the effective control of Egypt. 

I venture to hold that this proposed withdrawal 
is, apart from its aspects as a military 
blunder, as detrimental to the welfare of 
Egypt and the Egyptians themselves as it is 
dangerous to our Imperial Communications.1^ 

Lloyd particularly raised objections to Article 6 of 

the draft treaty regarding foreigners in Egypt. He said that 

protection of foreigner's lives and property, was the main 

justification for the British presence in Egypt - or as he 

138. Ibid.. Col. 1126-1132. 

139. Ibid.. Col. 1134-1139. 

140. Ibid., Col. 1140. 
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put it, the keystone of the "arch of British policy in Egypt ever 

since the Morocco agreement and before". The 1904 Morocco agreement 

between France and Britain contained a secret clause by which Britain 

secretly agreed not to change the Capitulations in Egypt in return 

for France's protection of foreigners' rights in Morocco. He believe 

that the Labour government was now trying to change that policy and 

so to undermine Britain's position. Lloyd demanded that no more 

concessions be granted to the Egyptians beyond those in the Declarati 

of 1922. The 1922 Declaration stated that it was Britain's responsi-

141 bility to protect foreigners. 

These debates demonstrated that significant changes had taken 

place in the views of the British Labour government concerning Egypt, 

but none in those of the Conservative Party. The Conservatives were n 

ready to see an independent Egypt but were determined to keep Egypt 

under British control. Thus the Labour government's hopes and 

aspirations for settlement of the Egyptian problem would certainly 

face strong opposition from the Conservatives, when the proposed 

treaty was presented to Parliament for ratification. This eventuality 

never took place, as the draft was finally turned down by the Egyptia 

In Egypt, most political parties, except for the Wafd, accepted the 

142 draft treaty. The Wafd refused to express its ©pinion until full 

parliamentary privileges were restored in Egypt. The Wafd refused to 

comment on the draft treaty because it had no intention of accepting 

treaty negotiated "by their adversary[Mahmud Pasha],and it certainly 

141. Ibid.. Col. 1140-1147. 

142. Arnold J. Toynbee, Survey 1930. P. 204. 
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cherished the hope of winning more concessions" from the 

British. * paud, faced with Wafd opposition as well as the 

British insistence on new elections, accepted the resignation 
144 of Premier Mahmud. The King ordered new elections, which 

were held on December 21, 1929. The Wafd won a sweeping 

victory. A new government was formed by Nahas Pasha on 

January 1, 1930, and the new parliament gave the Prime Minister 

a mandate to once again open new negotiations with Britain for 

145 a proposed treaty of alliance. 

The Egyptian delegation, led by Nahas, reached London 

and began talks with Arthur Henderson. The meetings were also 

attended by Sir Percy Lorraine British High Commissioner to 

Cairo, as well as representatives from Australia, New Zealand 

and India. A lengthy discussion took place in regard to the 

defense of the Suez Canal. The Egyptian negotiators insisted 

that British troops be confined to the east bank of the 

Canal at either port Faud or Kantara. These areas were 

turned down by the British, and it was finally agreed that 

the troops be stationed on the west bank in the vicinity of 

Ismailia. A British draft treaty containing this agreement 

was drawn up on April 17, 1930 and submitted to the Egyptians, 

who were disappointed in that the draft contained the statement 

that the future of the 1899 Condominium of the Sudan would 

143. Mahmud, Y. Zayid, op.cit.. p. 186. 

144. John Marlowe, op.cit.. pp. 284-285. 

145. Royal Institute of International Affairs, OP.cit., 
p. 24. 
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146 be the subject of future talks. As a result of this 

clause Nahas refused to accept the treaty. He submitted a 

counter draft which stated that Britain would recognize 

Egypt's sovereignty over the Sudan and would agree to joint 

Anglo-Egyptian administration in the Sudan as set out in the 

Condominium Agreement of 1899, which had never been carried 

out in practice. The British negotiators turned down these 

counter proposals of Nahas Pasha. And so Nahas based his 

further discussions on two points - a new one dealing with 

unrestricted immigration of Egyptians into the Sudan, and a 

compromise position on the Sudan which foresaw negotiations, 

with regard to the status of the Sudan, within one year from 

147 

the ratification of this treaty. ' Even the generally pro-

Egyptian London Times at once reacted negatively to these new 

proposals of the Egyptian delegation. The Times, in an 

editorial, warned the Labour government that there "can be 

148 no question of compromise" on the Sudan issue. Certainly, 

the British negotiators realized that further concessions 

would bring them into direct conflict with the opposition in 

Parliament. As a result, they informed the Egyptian 

delegation that they were unable to accept the new proposals 

regarding the Sudan. This communication led to the termin­

ation of the negotiations on May 8, 1930. 7 

146. Egypt No. 1 (1930), Cmd., 3575, pp. 19-21. 

147. Ibid., pp. 27-34. 

148. The Times, London, May 7, 1930, p. 17. 

149. Ibid., May 9, 1930, p. 16. 
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Thus came to an end the sixth attempt, since 1920, 

to reach an agreement as to the basis on which the relations 

between Great Britain and Egypt were to be established. The 

margin of failure in 1930, was narrower than it had been in 

1927 or in any previous negotiations. It appeared quite 

likely that a settlement of outstanding questions could be 

arrived at before long, especially when one considers the 

mutual good will which characterized the sixth (1930) 

negotiations in contrast with the mutual suspicion and 

hostility of earlier attempts. In the Anglo-Egyptian 

negotiations of 1930, the Sudanese question was the rock 

on which the hoped for treaty of alliance and friendship 

between the two countries floundered. But the negotiations 

produced one very tangible result - the lessening of tension 

between the Egyptians and the British. Prior to his 

departure for Cairo, the Egyptian Prime Minister Nahas Pasha 

declared: "We have lost a treaty of friendship with Great 

Britain, but we have won her actual friendship which is all 

important". These cordial relations between the two 

countries were partly due to the economic depression of 

1929, which created for both sides many domestic economic 

problems. In this way, the world slump was a factor bringing 

about the following peaceful period in Anglo-Egyptian 

relations. In spite of these cordial relations, the position 

of England in Egypt and in the Sudan remained unchanged. 

150. As quoted in Ibid.. May 9, 1930, p. 12. 
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The four reserved points of the 1922 declaration of 

independence dealing with Egyptian defense, foreigner's 

rights, imperial communications and the Sudan which the 

Egyptians wanted changed, remained in force. However, three 

of these had been virtually agreed to as a result of these 

long negotiations, and represented softening of the British 

attitude to Egypt. It remained to be seen if the British 

could revise their position on the Sudan at a future date, 

resulting in a definite agreement and alliance. 



CHAPTER II 

THE ITALO-ABYSSINIAN WAR AND 

THE RESUMPTION OF NEGOTIATIONS 

No change took place in Anglo-Egyptian Relations 

between 1930 and 1934 because the British turned their 

energies inward to meet the challenges created by the world 

depression, while externally the threats from Japan in the 

Far East increased. When it became apparent in 1935-1936 

that Mussolini harboured expansionist designs in North Africa, 

both Egypt and Great Britain were forced to take a new look 

at their mutual relationship. Mussolini's plans to move into 

Libya and Abyssinia and to create an Italian empire on the 

continent of Africa created a new menace to the security of 

both Egypt and the British Empire in the valley of the Nile, 

and indeed in Africa. This Italian threat compelled Britain 

and Egypt to begin serious negotiations, which were to 

result in a treaty of friendship and alliance in 1936. It 

was the Italian threat, which forced both sides to put aside 

those few points, including especially the Sudan, which still 

blocked the path of a final agreement between the two 

countries. 

It would be difficult to give an account of Anglo-

Egyptian relations after 1930 without briefly mentioning the 
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internal affairs of Egypt. After the breakdown of the 1930 

negotiations Nahas Pasha returned to Egypt and set about 

achieving his party's aims in domestic politics. This meant 

bringing the Egyptian administration into what he considered 

"proper relations" with the Wafd and its policy. This 

road led inevitably to a conflict with the King. In June 

1930, Nahas submitted two bills aimed at checking royal 

infringements of the constitution. These drafts were couched 

in such a form as to frustrate any future suspension of 

Parliament or violation by the Crown and its Minister of 

certain articles of the Constitution. Since the principal 

object of the bills was to curtail the influence of the 

palace, the King refused to give his consent. On the King's 

refusal to approve the bills, Nahas resigned on June 17, 1930. 

Nahas' resignation gave the King an opportunity to 

appoint a subservient Minister. He asked a pro royalist 

politician Sidky Pasha to form the Cabinet on June 19, 1930. 

Sidky formed the Cabinet on June 20, 1930. He soon suspended 

the Constitution and the Parliament because of the Wafdist 

majority in the House. The Wafds were furious. At a meeting 

of Wafdist Senators, Deputies and Provincial Councillors, 

held on June 26, 1930, Nahas Pasha declared himself prepared 

to defend the Constitution and to carry on a campaign of 

1. The Times, London, June 17, 1930, p. 13. 

2. Ibid., June 18, 1930, p. 14. 
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non-co-operation against the new dictatorial regime of 

Sidky Pasha." The Wafds launched a mass movement against 

Sidky's government and asked the people to fight for the 

defense of the Constitution of 1923. Anti Sidky meetings 

and demonstrations took place in various parts of Egypt. On 

July 15, 1930 there was a serious outbreak of violence at 

Alexandria, in which twenty one persons, including one 

Italian national, lost their lives. More than 180 were 
4 seriously injured. 

Meanwhile the attention of the British Prime Minister 

had been drawn to this constitutional crisis in Egypt. 

Prime Minister MacDonald, in his anxiety to dissociate the 

British government from the struggle which was going on between 

Sidky Pasha and the Wafd, made a statement in the House of 

Commons on July 16, 1930. He was careful to emphasize that 

the British government's policy was one of neutrality "in 

what appeared to them to be a purely internal issue for the 

Egyptians themselves to decide", but he went on to say: 

In view of yesterday's events, Sir Percy 
Lorraine has been instructed to inform 
Sidky Pasha that we must hold him responsible 
for the protection of foreign lives and 
property in Egypt. Sir Percy Loraine has 
also been told to inform Nahas Pasha that 
... we shall hold him equally responsible 
with the Government if foreign lives and 
interests are endangered. 
In the meantime, in view of the menace 

to foreign life and property in Alexandria, 

3. Ibid.. June 27, 1930, p. 13. 

4. Toynbee, Survey 1930. p. 216. 
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His Majesty's Government have ordered two 
ships to proceed towards that port.5 

The despatch of British ships to Alexandria crushed 

the Wafd's anti Sidky movement. On July 18, 1930 Sidky Pasha 

handed to the British High Commissioner in Egypt a reply to 

MacDonald's statement of July 16, 1930. He assured the 

British government of his ability and intention to protect 

the lives and property of foreigners in Egypt and he requested 

that the British warships be withdrawn from Egypt. In the 

reply of Nahas Pasha to MacDonald's statement, the same 

concerns as Sidky Pasha's were expressed for the protection 

of foreigners in Egypt but Nahas Pasha held Sidky responsible 

for the disturbances/ On July 28, 1930, the British Under 

Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Hugh Dalton, announced 

in the House of Commons that the British government was 

satisfied that foreign nationals in Egypt were receiving all 

the protections that was called for in the circumstances, and 

that the government had considered it unnecessary to call 

upon the British troops in Egypt. 

When the Wafd opposition was crushed, Sidky Pasha felt 

himself strong enough to implement his dictatorial adminis­

tration. But the conclusion of a treaty with Britain was his 

5. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 1929-1930, 5th 

Series, Vol. 241, Col. 1284-1285. 

6. The Times, London, July 19, 1930, p. 11. 

7. The Manchester Guardian, Manchester, July 21, 1930, p. 13. 

8. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons) 1929-1930, 5th 
Series, Vol. 242, Col. 16. 
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utmost desire. He realized that no agreement negotiated with 

the British would come into effect unless it were ratified 

by a genuinely representative Egyptian Parliament. The 

necessity for securing the approval of the Egyptian Parliament 

for the results of the negotiations conducted in Britain had 

been the stumbling block over which Sarwat Pasha had fallen 

in 1928 and Mahmud Pasha in 1929. If Sidky Pasha was to 

avoid the fate of his predecessors, he should be assured, 

before he proceeded to England, of having on his return to 

Cairo a Parliament which would be satisfied with his regime 

and which would at the same time ratify the treaty if one 

was negotiated with the British Government. Sidky Pasha, 

and King Faud, sought to solve this problem by promulgating 

a new constitution and a new Electoral Law by a royal decree 

of October 22, 1930. The new constitution which gave to the 

King many legislative and executive powers, declared the 

constitution of 1923 null and void. It dissolved the existing 

Chambers, and declared that the new Constitution would come 

into effect when Parliament met; and that "in the meantime 

the legislative powers and all the other powers reserved to 

Parliament by the new Constitution" would be exercised by 

the Crown through the royal decrees. According to the new 

electoral law, elections to parliament would be held in two 
9 

stages. 

Great Britain remained unconcerned by this new Con­

stitution of King Faud. But in Egypt this constitution was 

9~. Tovnbee. Survey 1930. pp. 219-220. 
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denounced not only by the Wafd but by the Liberal Constitutional 

Party under the leadership of Mahmud Pasha on the grounds that 

the Constitution was imposed by the King "on the people by 

force of arms and promulgated it by royal decree". Both 

the Wafd and Liberal Constitutional Parties decided to boycott 

any general election which the Sidky government might hold 

on this new basis. Meanwhile Sidky Pasha founded a new 

party under the title of the Sha'b, or peoples party. When 

the elections were held in June 1931, a parliament dominated 

by Sidky's peoples party emerged. The anti Sidky forces -

the Wafd and the Liberal Constitutionalists - commenced 

agitation against Sidky's government. But the Prime Minister, 

ignoring the agitation carried on by his opponents, concen­

trated on dealing with the economic depression, and made good 

progress in his task of restoring the economic position of 

12 the country. Sidky had repeatedly declared that he was 

ready to enter into negotiations with Britain for the completion 

13 of Egyptian independence. J But the MacDonald-Baldwin 

national government which replaced Labour in August 1931, was 

reluctant to break the deadlock between the two countries, 

despite repeated demands from Sidky Pasha to resume negotiations. 

The British refusal to enter into formal negotiations with 

the Egyptians was due to their preoccupation with the domestic 

ToT Albert Howe Lybyer, "The Near and Middle East", in The 

Current History (New York, January 1931), Vol. 33.P.630. 

11. Ibid. 

12. Royal Institute of International Affairs, op.cit.. 
pp. 30-31. 

13. The Times, London, July 8, 1932, p. 13. 
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economic crisis and their Far Eastern affairs. Japan, taking 

advantage of the internal disorder of China had attacked 

14 
Manchuria in September 1931. In the meantime Sidky became 

unpopular with all sections of the people in Egypt because of 

his dictatorship and in September 1933 he resigned on the 

grounds of poor health. He was succeeded by another loyal 

monarchist, Yahya Pasha. Soon Yahya's government faced 

growing criticism from large sections of the Egyptian public 

for his royalist and pro-British policies. Yahya resigned on 

November 6, 1934. The King then invited Nasim Pasha, another 

royalist and pro-British politician, to form a Ministry. * 

Nasim accepted the offer on condition that the Constitution of 

1930 be abrogated. The King unwillingly accepted his demand. 

On November 30, 1934, Nasim declared invalid the Constitution 

of 1930 and dissolved the Parliament. As soon as Nasim 

consolidated his position in the government a new factor 

developed in Egypt and international politics, which was to 

bring about a significant change in Anglo-Egyptian relations, 

namely increased Italian pressure on Abyssinia. 

Mussolini was determined to conquer Abyssinia in 

order to establish Italy's dominant position in Africa. The 

acquisition of Abyssinia, he at first thought, would be 

possible without bringing him into direct conflict with any 

14~! Hugh B or ton, Japan's Modern Century (Ronald, New York, 
1970), pp. 371-373. 

15. Toynbee, Survey 1936. pp. 667-668. 

16. Ibid., p. 668. 
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other European power. ' An armed incident took place between 

Abyssinia and Italy on December 5, 1934 near the village of 

Walwal, in which 30 Italian soldiers were killed and 100 
1 o 

wounded, while Abyssinian losses were comparatively higher. 

The Italians used the Walwal incident of December 1934 to 

put forward unilateral demands on Abyssinia and they refused 

to submit the dispute to international arbitration. On their 

side, the Abyssinians drew the attention of the League of 

Nations to the gravity of the situation, and asked the 

League to take effective measures under Article XI of the 
20 Covenant. However the imperialistic ambitions of Italy 

were not checked by the Abyssinian complaint to the League. 

As far as the League was concerned, Mussolini informed the 

world that this dispute would be settled by bilateral 

negotiations, between Italy and Abyssinia without the use of 
21 force. However, by the middle of February 1935, Mussolini 

2? mobilized two division troops along the borders of Abyssinia. 

This mobilization of Italian forces finally alarmed the 

British. They felt that a "long drawn frontier quarrel" 

Affairs. 1920-1939 (Oxford University Press. London. 
, p. 40. 

17. G.M. Gathorne-Hardy, A Short History of International 
Affai 
195HT 

18. Toynbee, Survey 1935, Vol. 11, p. 136. 

19. The Times. London, December 15, 1934, p. 12. 

20. Ibid., January 12, 1935, p. 13. 

21. League of Nations, Official Journal, l6th year, No. 1 
(Geneva, February 1935), p. 162. 

22. The Times, London, February 14, 1935, p. 7. 
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might lead to internal disturbances in Abyssinia, which might 

involve the borders of the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan, and of 

23 
British Kenya and Uganda. J But they were not yet ready to 

enter into any negotiations with the Egyptians due to their 

belief, shared by others as well, that the Italo-Abyssinian 

dispute could still be solved through direct Italo-Abyssinian 

?4 negotiations or through the League of Nations. At a 

special meeting of the League Council at Geneva as late as 

April 15, 1935, British Foreign Secretary John Simon still 

? 5 
called for amicable settlement of the problem. - Anthony 

Eden, British Secretary for League of Nations Affairs, also 

expressed British support for continued negotiations outside 

the League at the League's Council meeting of May 25, 1935: 

I venture to hope ... that the action which 
it is proposed to take to-day will lead to 
a friendly and equitable settlement of the 
question...26 

But the British support for the bilateral Italo-

Abyssinian negotiations seemed to be an utter failure when 

Mussolini declared on May 25, 1935s 

... we have agreed to take part in 
conciliation and arbitration proceedings, 

23. Ibid., p. 13. 

24. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 1935, 5th 
Series, Vol. 297, Col. 1904-1905. Ibid.. 1935, Vol. 
298, Col. 9. See also Ibid.. 1935, Vol. 300, Col.335. 

25. League of Nations, Official Journal, l6th year, No. 1 
(Geneva, May 1935), p. 547. " 

26. Ibid., p. 642. 
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so long, of course, as these are confined 
to the Walwal incident ... but no one 
especially in Italy, should harbour un- 2 ? 
necessary illusions as to their success. ' 

This declaration of Mussolini became the subject 

matter of a debate in the British House of Commons on June 7, 

1935. Clement Attlee of the Labour Party asked the British 

Government to stand firm against Italy in the League of 
?8 

Nations. Attlee also pressed the government to exclude 

Italian ships from the Suez Canal: 

The vital point in this matter is the 
question of the control of the Suez Canal. 
If Italy were to count on the fact that 
the League would not act if she intended 
to use force, she ought to be told frankly 
that in that event she would not have the 
use of the Suez Canal.29 

This debate in the British Parliament angered 

Mussolini. On June 8, 1935, he made a speech in Sardinia, 

which was a retort to Attlee. The Duce declared: 

We pay no attention to what may be said 
across the frontier because, it is we, only 
we, who are judges of our interest, 
responsible for our future ... we will 
imitate to the letter those who wish to 
give us a lesson. They have shown that 
when it was a question of creating an 
empire or defending it, they never took 
any notice of world opinion.30 

27. Address in Chamber of Deputies, May 25, 1935, quoted in 
Documents on International Affairs 1935, edited by 
J. Wheeler-Bennett and S. Heald (Oxford University 
Press, London, 1936), Vol. 11, p. 24. 

28. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 1935, 5th 
Series, Vol. 302, Col. 2194. 

29. Ibid., Col. 2195. 

30. Quoted in The Economist, "Italy, Abyssinia and Great 
Britain" (London, June 15, 1935), Vol. 120, p. 1356. 
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This statement of Mussolini aroused anxiety in Egypt, where 

the development of Italo-Abyssinian relations had been 

carefully watched since the beginning of the crisis in 

December 1934. The Egyptians were determined to safeguard 

the territorial integrity of Abyssinia, because of their 

friendly relations with the Abyssinians. The Young Men's 

Moslem Association called a mass meeting of Muslims and 

Copts on July 29, 1935 to form a committee to defend the 

cause of Abyssinian independence. Retired Egyptian officers 

in large numbers expressed their willingness to join the 

32 Abyssinian Army/ 

In the meantime, Italy became more aggressive in its 

attitude towards Ethiopia. The Italians began to transport 

33 large numbers of troops to Libya^ and East Africa through 

34 the Suez Canal. This heavy concentration of Italian 

troops in Libya and East Africa became a clearly increasing 

threat to the security of Egypt and the Sudan as the Blue 

Nile, which carried water and fertile sediment to the soil 

of the Sudan and Egypt, originated in Lake Tana in Abyssinia. 

In the event of war between Britain and Italy, without 

31. The Times, London, June 11, 1935, p. 11. 

32. Ibid., July 30, 1935, P- 14. 

33. George Martelli, Whose Sea? A Mediterranean Journey 

(Chatto and Windus, London, 1938), p. 175. 

34- The Times, London, August 23, 1935, p. 10. 

35. Ibid.. September 6, 1935, p. 13. 
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effective Egyptian co-operation, Britain would not be able 

to defend her interests in Africa and the Mediterranean. 

The Egyptians were determined to exploit the situation and 

felt that this would be the right time to realise their 

national hopes. Although out of office, Wafd leader Nahas 

Pasha declared that there should be no active co-operation 

between Cairo and London "unless the people of Egypt so 

willed". Nahas also claimed that the Egyptians would not 

take part in any war between Italy and Britain unless they 

"can do so on the basis of co-operation between equals. Whether 

this suited the British depended on themselves".^ 

This straight forward public declaration of Wafd 

leader Nahas Pasha drew the attention of the British government 

once again to Egypt. Accordingly, Sir Samuel Hoare, who had 

succeeded John Simon as British Foreign Secretary in June 1935, 

instructed the acting British High Commissioner to Egypt, 

Mr. Kelly, to hold discussions in September, 1935 with the 

Egyptian Prime Minister Nasim Pasha, about the effect "which 

the development of the international situation may have on 

Egypt". In the course of the discussion Kelly assured the 

Egyptian Prime Minister that the British Government was fully 

alive to the interests of Egypt and the anxieties felt there 

at the present moment"/ The High Commissioner continued: 

36. Ibid.. September 9, 1935, p. 9. 

37. Ibid.. September 17, 1935, p. 14. 

38. Ibid. 
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The Prime Minister may rest assured that 
if the occasion arises His Majesty's Gov­
ernment will keep the Egyptian Government 
informed and enter into consultations 
with them regarding any developments of 
the international situation which may 
closely concern Egypt.39 

But the Wafds - the dominant political force in 

Egypt - were not satisfied with these reassurances. They 

pressed Nasim's government not to extend any co-operation to 

the British without extracting from them more definite 

4o undertakings with regard to Egyptian national independence. 

For years past, Wafd leaders had made no secret of their aims. 

"We are powerless", they said: 

to force Great Britain to accept our claims 
until some other more powerful factor than 
our agitation brings influence to bear on 
the British Government. But once let 
Great Britain become involved in a European 
situation that will make security for British 
communications in Egypt a paramount consider­
ation, and we will use that situation to 
exact compliance with our demands.41 

However, at that particular point in time the British 

42 government was not yet ready to meet Egyptian demands, 

because they were still expecting a peaceful settlement of 

43 the Italo-Abyssinian dispute. J A few weeks later it became 

39. Ibid. 

40. Ibid., September 21, 1935, p. 10. 

41. As quoted in Round Table, "The Background of Negotiations", 
•(London, 19TP193&,"Vol. 26), p. 275. 

42. Ibid., pp. 275-276. 

43. In the League's Council meeting of September 4, 1935, 
Eden said that "we shall not fail to achieve that 
peaceful settlement which we so earnestly desire". 
See League of Nations, Official Journal. No. 7, 
(Geneva, November, 1935), p. 1355. 
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obvious that the British hopes for a peaceful solution were 

in vain. On October 3, 1935 large scale fighting broke out 

between Italy and Abyssinia. Without much resistance Italian 

forces entered Abyssinian territory and captured Adowa. Now 

the British could envisage a possible dispute between Britain 

and Italy and a consequently real threat to the security of 

Egypt and the Sudan. Hence as a first step, they ordered 

44 the fleet in the Eastern Mediterranean to remain alert. 

At the same time, the new British High Commissioner 

to Egypt, Sir Miles Lampson, held a series of conferences 

with the compliant, pro-British, Egyptian Prime Minister 

in order to review the situation. During his conversations 

with the British High Commissioner, Nasim Pasha assured the 

High Commissioner that his government would co-operate with 

45 Britain in case of need. J A joint Anglo-Egyptian military 

46 parade through Alexandria was also arranged. But during 

the week following the review at Alexandria, there were fresh 

protests in Cairo against Egypt's co-operation with Britain. 

At the insistence of the Wafd and under pressure from public 

opinion, Nasim Pasha saw himself forced to present a note to 

the British government on October 18, 1935, in which he 

declared that the "grave world situation demanded a return to 

44. Hugh J. Schonfield, The Suez Canal (Penguin Books Limited, 

London, date of publication is not known), p. 136. 

45. The Times, London, October 7, 1935, p. 11. 

46. Ibid.. October 19, 1935, p. 12. 
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a parliamentary regime in Egypt", but "the Egyptian Govern­

ment was responsible for the defence of its own territory", 

and that "the present moment was most opportune for the 

conclusion of a treaty". He also requested a solution of the 

question of the capitulations, and the entry of Egypt into 

47 the League of Nations. ' 

On the same day, Walter Runciman, President of the 

British Board of Trade, announced in an election speech at 

Penzance that the main base of the British Mediterranean fleet 

48 was to be transferred from Malta to Alexandria. At the 

49 same time, Baldwin's new government announced its decision 

to strengthen its military garrison in Egypt.5 The Egyptians 

were angered at this news and accused the British Government 

of seizing the opportunity to strengthen permanently its 

naval and military establishments in Egypt without consulting 

the Egyptian people directly or indirectly. To the Egyptian's 

great frustration, the London Times warned in a leading article 

that the "present moment is very far from suitable for the 

inauguration of formal negotiations".5 

47. H.A.R. Gibb, "The Situation in Egypt", International 
Affairs. (London, 1936), Vol. 25, p. 357. 

48. Toynbee, Survey 1936. p. 672. 

49. MacDonald resigned in June 1935 to become the Lord 
President and a new government under the premiership 
of Baldwin was formed. See John Raymond (ed.), The 
Baldwin Age (Eyre and Spottiswoode, London, i960) , 
p. 59. 

50. The Times, London, October 18, 1935, p. 14. 

51. Ibid.. October 30, 1935, p. 15. 
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The Egyptians were understandably dissatisfied with 

the reaction of the British to their demands. On November 

1, 1935, the ex Premier and the leader of the People's Party, 

Sidky Pasha, directed a fresh attack in a public speech on 

the British Egyptian policy, and he issued a call for united 

action by all Egyptian parties with a view to obtaining a 

final settlement of the Anglo-Egyptian problem. On November 

7, 1935, Liberal Leader, Mahmud Pasha, attacked the Ministry 

of Nasim Pasha in a public meeting, for allowing increased 

British interference in the internal affairs of Egypt and 

he declared: 

If British statesmen imagined that they 
would strengthen the British position in 
Egypt by these means, they are profoundly 
mistaken. The only possible basis for 
agreement between the two countries is a 
clear understanding founded on respect 
for Egypt's rights and sovereignty. British 
and Egyptian interests were in perfect 
harmony. That was why Egypt had whole­
heartedly taken Great Britain's side in the 
present international situation.53 

The Egyptian leader went on to say that Egypt was ready to 

support Great Britain and the League of Nations in the 

interests of peace and security. In the event of war, Egypt 

would also give Britain all the facilities and assistance in 

her power, as envisaged in any proposed Anglo-Egyptian 

treaty. But Mahmud Pasha wanted an early reply to his 

52. H.A.R. Gibb, op.cit., p. 358. 

53. As quoted in The Times, London, November 8, 1935, 
p. 14. 
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demands and he warned: 

If the reply was over long delayed or 
unconvincing, Egyptians would feel that 
they were not getting a fair deal, and 
the consequent disillusionment could not 
fail to have regrettable results.54 

In reply to Egyptian calls for negotiations, the 

British dug in their heels. On November 8, 1935 the British 

government issued an official communique on Egyptian affairs. 

Sir Robert Vansittart, Permanent Under Secretary of State at 

the Foreign Office, informed the Egyptian Minister in London 

that the British Government had no intention of altering the 

status quo in Egypt. The fleet would be withdrawn from 

Alexandria as soon as the existing tension had passed. 5 

Next day the British High Commissioner, Miles Lampson, 

presented a note to the Egyptian Prime Minister, expressing 

the British Government's appreciation of the present Anglo-

Egyptian collaboration and stating its intention at "a 

favourable moment" to stabilize relations between the two 

countries on a mutually satisfactory basis.5 The British 

Foreign Secretary, Sir Samuel Hoare, the same evening in a 

speech at the Guildhall, denied that the British Government 

was opposed to the return to a constitutional regime suited 

to Egypt's special requirements. However, the Foreign 

Secretary added, that when the British Government had been 

54. Ibid. 

55. Ibid., November 8, 1935, p. 14. 

56. H.A.R. Gibb, op.cit.. p. 358. 
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consulted, they had advised against return to the constitu­

tions of 1923 and 1930, since one had proved unworkable and 

57 the other universally unpopular.-' 

Sir Samuel's speech produced a wave of anti British 

feeling in Egypt. Anti British riots broke out in different 

parts of the country. Three days later, the Wafdist 

parliamentary group convened to discuss the situation. In 

a series of resolutions, the group asserted that Britain 

was seriously interfering with the rights of Egypt, and they 

asked the Egyptians to refuse to co-operate with Britain. 

They also declared that it was the duty of the Egyptian 

Government to resign in view of the British attitude. If it 

did not do so, the Cabinet would be regarded as being in 
58 

rebellion against the country/ Meanwhile, the Egyptian 

Prime Minister, Nasim Pasha, issued an official statement, 

which further emphasized British interference in the internal 

affairs of Egypt. It appeared that the British advice 

against restoration of the Constitution of 1923 had been 

conveyed to him from London through the British High 

Commissioner, Lampson, after he (Nasim Pasha) had obtained 

King Faud's consent to the re-establishment of the Constitution. 

Nasim went on to record that he had raised the constitutional 

issue again with Lampson on October 18, 1935 in the context 

of the Italo-Abyssinian dispute. At that time, Nasim Pasha 

57. The Times, London, November 11, 1935, p. 17. 

58. Ibid.. November 14, 1935, p. 14. 
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had informed Lampson that the Egyptian people were now more 

ready than ever to take over the responsibility of defending 

their own mother land and they hoped to arrive at a favour­

able solution of the Anglo-Egyptian problem. The Prime 

Minister said that his second request for further negotiations 

had been replied to on November 7, 1935, in a note from the 

British High Commissioner, who declared that the British 

Government "looked forward to arriving at a permanent 

settlement at an opportune moment". In regard to the 

constitutional question, Nasim added, "the only reply so far 

had been the relevant passage in Sir Samuel Hoare's speech in 

59 the city of London"/7 Nasim Pasha's statement further 

inflamed public resentment in Egypt. During the next week, 

fresh anti British demonstrations broke out in Cairo. This 

time Egyptian students took a leading part in the anti-

British campaign. Seven students were killed in a clash with 

the police, and several hundred were wounded. 

Although the demands of the Egyptians appeared to be 

moderate and were supported by most of the population, the 

British Government was still reluctant to move on their 

demands. They viewed the times as not propitious for 

settling the Egyptian problem. But the continued anti 

59. Toynbee, Survey 1936. pp. 674-675. 

60. Gibb, op.cit., p. 359. 

61. "The Egyptian Treaty and After", The Round Table (London, 
No. 105, December 1936), Vol. 27, pp. 116-117. 
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British demonstrations of the Egyptians forced the 

conservative London Times to change its views on the 

Egyptian question. In a leading article the Times argued: 

... British diplomacy might give immediate 
assistance to legitimate Egyptian claims, 
and it should not be impossible to 
convince enlightened Egyptian opinion 
that, whatever the Wafd's policy may be, 
this country does not desire to adopt a 
policy of drift towards the full and frank 
discussion of Anglo-Egyptian relations. 
No doubt Sir Samuel Hoare's references to 
Egypt have been misunderstood there, but 
there is no reason why steps should not be ,9 
taken at once to remove that misunderstanding. 

In the House of Commons the opposition party (Labour) charged 

the government for its unwarranted reluctance in entering into 

negotiations with the Egyptians. Hugh Dalton, the Labour 

leader, attacked the Foreign Secretary in the House for his 

inability to settle the Egyptian question. He expressed deep 

regret that Sir Samuel had not worked towards a settlement 

with Egypt.63 

In reply to Dalton, Samuel Hoare, declared that his 

government had never imposed a veto on Egypt's return to 

constitutional government, nor had they tried to dictate 

the form of the Egyptian Constitution. Sir Samuel further 

stated that he was looking forward, at a future date, to 

normalizing relations with Egypt on a permanent footing 

satisfactory to both countries, but it was impossible, in the 

62. The Times. London, November 30, 1935, p. 13. 

63. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons) 1935-1936 
Series, Vol. 307, Col. 321-322. 
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midst of the government's preoccupations with the war in 

Abyssinia, to simultaneously engage in negotiations "in a 

matter of such importance". And so, he informed the 

Egyptians that they should not expect a definite date for 
64 the resumption of negotiations. 

Hoare's statement in the House of Commons added fuel 

to the fires of discontent in Egypt. Riots and anti British 

demonstrations broke out again in Cairo. The demonstrators 

forced the Wafd to give up their party policy of unconditional 

acceptance by all Egyptians of the Wafd terms before 

negotiation. The Wafd was also forced to join up with Sidky 

Pasha and Mahmud Pasha to form a National Front in order to 

realise national demands. This National Front was formed 

on December 10, 1935 with a programme based on the 1930 

draft treaty and the restoration of the Constitution of 1923. 

Two days later, the National Front submitted a note to the 

King calling for restoration of the Constitution of 1923, to 

which he agreed. 

Three days later the National Front leader submitted 

a note to the British High Commissioner enumerating the 

obstacles which lay in the way of friendly Anglo-Egyptian 

relations; (1) the Capitulations; (2) European direction in 

the Department of Public Security; (3) the refusal to allow 

64. Ibid., Col. 338-341. 

65. The Times, London, December 9, 1935, p. 14, 

66. Gibb, op.cit., p. 360. 

67. The Times, London, December 11, 1935, p. 16. 
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Egypt to maintain adequate military forces for the defence 

of the country; and (4) the exclusion of Egypt from the League 

of Nations. The note also pointed out that the present 

co-operation between Britain and Egypt during the Abyssinian 

crisis provided an excellent opportunity for the conclusion 

of a treaty. The Egyptians showed themselves to be ready 

to conclude a treaty on the same terms as those negotiated 

in 1930 and to be willing to "settle questions on which 
c o 

agreement is not reached in the same friendly spirit". 

In the meantime, Samuel Hoare was forced to resign 

as Foreign Secretary because of the abortive Hoare Laval 

pact, which tried secretly to come to an agreement with Italy 

on the Abyssinian question by permitting Mussolini to keep large 

portions of Abyssinian territories. When this became public, 

Hoare was forced to resign as Foreign Secretary by an 

enraged British public. He was succeeded by Anthony Eden, a 

Conservative with more flexible views on the Egyptian issue. 

The British Government began to re-orient its policy towards 

Italy after the Hoare Laval pact became public, and at the 

same time the government was forced to take a new look at 

their Egyptian policy. The new Foreign Secretary quickly 

instructed the British High Commissioner in Egypt to inform 

the National Front, in reply to their note, that due to his 

(Eden's) preoccupation with the Italo-Abyssinian dispute, 

he was unable immediately to enter into negotiations with them. 

68. Ibid., December 14, 1935, p. 12. 
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However, he hoped sincerely to be able to deal with the 

69 Egyptian matter at an early date. Eden's message produced 

a favourable impression on the Egyptian public and created 

70 a feeling of optimism. Most Eg-yptians now thought that a 

treaty was within "the realm of reality" and they looked 

71 forward to the negotiations/ 

On January 15, 1936, Eden discussed the Anglo-

Egyptian question with his colleagues in the Cabinet. He 

expressed the opinion that because of the new and firmer 

British policy towards Italy the time was now opportune for 

72 a resumption of negotiations with the Egyptians/ In a 

further reply to the Egyptian National Front's request for 

talks, the Foreign Secretary stated a few days later that 

the British Government was ready to enter into conversations 

with the Egyptians with the object of arriving at a settle­

ment on the reserved points of the Declaration of 1922. But 

he emphasized that it was desirable to begin the talks with 

the military and the Sudan issues, which had given most 

difficulty in 1930. Eden also felt that if these difficulties 

were overcome then "the prospects of reaching a settlement 

73 would be clearly favourable"/J Eden's note made it clear 

that the radically changed situation in East Africa rendered 

STI Ibid.. January 1, 1936, p. 12. 

70. Ibid., January 3, 1936, p. 12. 

71. Ibid.. January 10, 1936, p. 11. 

72. Ibid.. January l6, 1936, p. 12. 

73. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 1935-1936,5th Series, 
Vol. 308, Col. 56. 
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impracticable at present the fulfillment of the military 

undertakings given in the draft treaty of 1930. This 

intransigent position shocked Egyptian public opinion. The 

Egyptians had believed that the British Government was in 

some way bound by the pledges given by Arthur Henderson in 

May 1930, that his government would not regard the agreements, 

which had been reached during previous negotiations on the 

majority of the questions at issue, as having been voided, 

and that the draft treaty of 1930 was "still available" if 

74 the Egyptians agreed to accept it later/ 

The second point stressed in Eden's reply dealt with 

the Sudan. He stated that if one hoped to reach agreement 

on a treaty, it would be desirable to arrive at a preliminary 

agreement on the status of the Sudan. It was the question 

of degree of Egyptian control in the Sudan which had proven 

to be the stumbling block in all past negotiations. Recent 

events in East Africa had given the problem a new significance 

because the Sudan had a common 800 mile frontier with 

Abyssinia. Further, the sources of three important rivers 

contributing to Egypt's water supply - the Blue Nile, the 

Atbara, and the Sobat - were in Abyssinian territory. And 

even more significant in convincing the Egyptians to come 

to the negotiation table, was an ominous statement made by 

the British High Commissioner, Lampson, upon handing over 

the British Government's note, to the effect that if the 

74. Egypt No. 1 (1930), Cmd„, 3575, p. 8. 
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negotiations failed on the military and the Sudan questions, 

the British Government would have to review its position in 
75 Egypt and redefine its relations with that country.' 

It appeared that this time the British Government 

was determined to avoid any possible breakdown of negotiations. 

Before resumption of the talks, the British Government wanted 

to be sure that Egypt would make even more concessions 

regarding the British military privileges than the ones she 

had been prepared to make in the draft treaty of 1930. In 

return for such Egyptian military concessions, the British 

Government contemplated the granting of concessions to the 

Egyptians in the administration of the Sudan. However, the 

Egyptians did not find any justification to re-open 

negotiations on the military question. They thought that 

since agreement had been reached in 1930 on this and all other 

vital issues except the Sudan, conversations should deal 

only with the latter issue. The Egyptians were determined to 

include in the pre-negotiation exchange of notes a confirmation 

of the validity of the draft treaty of 1930, and a declaration 

that if the forthcoming negotiations failed to produce any 

result, at least "the status quo ante" should remain intact. 

To the great disappointment of the Egyptians, British 

Foreign Secretary Eden declared that his government was not 

75. The Times, London, January 22, 1936, p. 9. 

76. Toynbee, Survey 1936, pp. 684-685. 
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bound to respect the provisions "of an inconclusive 
77 negotiation"/' Though the Egyptians became downhearted 

after receiving Eden's answer, the King took domestic measures 

to ensure the resumption of Anglo-Egyptian negotiations. He 

forced the resignation of his Prime Minister, Nasim Pasha, 

who had been governing the country without a parliament for 

over a year/ On January 30, 1936, Aly Maher Pasha, Chief 

of the Royal Cabinet, formed a neutral Cabinet with the 

agreement of the Wafd. It was part of the agreement with 

the Wafd that the head of the Wafd, Nahas, should lead an 
79 all party delegation to the treaty talks/ ' On February 10, 

1936 a pre negotiation formula was finally agreed upon 

between Sir Miles Lampson and Aly Maher Pasha, which reflected 

Egyptian concerns. If the coming negotiations again failed 

to produce any result, the status quo in Anglo-Egyptian 
8n 

relations would be maintained. As a result the Egyptians 

then informed the British Government that they were prepared 

to begin treaty talks. On February 13, 1936 a royal 

Egyptian decree was issued, which nominated the Egyptian 

77. Ibid., p. 685. 

78. The Times, London, January 27, 1936, p. 11. 

79. The Killearn Diaries 1934-1946: The Diplomatic and 
Personal Record of Lord Killearn (Sir Miles Lampson). 
High Commissioner and Ambassador Egypt, edited by 
Trefer E. Evers (Sidwick & Jackson, London, 1972), 
p. 6l. 

80. The Times, London, February 11, 1936, p. 14. See also 
Ibid., February 14, 1936, p. 14. 
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delegation for the coming negotiations. It was to consist 

of 13 members including Nahas Pasha as Chairman of the 
Q-| 

delegation. The British delegation was to be headed by 

the British High Commissioner in Egypt, Miles Lampson, 

assisted by the local British military chiefs, Sir George 

Weir, General Officer Commanding the troops in Egypt, Air 

Chief Marshal Sir Robert Brooke-Poplam, and Admiral Sir 

William Fisher, Commander in Chief of the Mediterranean 

Fleet.82 

On February 24, 1936, Eden informed the House of 

Commons that formal negotiations would begin on 2nd March 

1936. He expressed the hope that discussion would this 

time prove a prelude to a successful treaty. J Formal talks 

between the British and Egyptian delegations opened on March 

2, 1936 at Zafaran Palace in Cairo. Apart from the members 

of the two delegations, about 150 others were present, 

mainly Egyptian notables and high foreign officials, but 

also a good number of representatives of the international 
84 press. In welcoming the British delegation, Nahas Pasha 

said that the Abyssinian crisis, now threatening to disturb 

the peace of the world, cried for an agreement between Egypt 

and Britain. Their agreement would bind the two countries 

"in all eventualities, whether good or evil". Nahas looked 

mr. Ibid., February 14, 1936, p. 14. 

82. Ibid. 

83. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 1935-1936. 5th 
—Series, Vol. 309/ Col. 83. 

84. The Killearn Diaries, p. 63. 
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back to the negotiations in 1930, stating that they had 

deeply probed "the problem of mutual relations" and therefore, 

with these negotiations a final settlement would certainly 
8 5 

be reached. ~ In his opening speech Sir Miles Lampson also 

expressed British determination to settle these outstanding 

questions, which had previously created obstacles in the way 

of a final Anglo-Egyptian settlement. The High Commissioner 

added that his government believed and hoped that by the 

exercise of patience and understanding and by a display of 

determined good will on both sides, a satisfactory agreement 

would be reached. Following the opening of the inaugural 

session, the meeting was adjourned after both the parties 

had agreed on the confidential character of future conver-

86 sations. 

On March 9, 1936, the first business session of the 

British and Egyptian delegations was held. Sir Miles 

Lampson presented a tough memorandum on defence to the 

Egyptian delegation. This memorandum stated that the British 

army would remain in the areas of the Suez Canal Zone, 

Alexandria and the western frontiers with a base in Cairo; 

that the British should be given a recognized naval base in 

Egypt; and that British air force should be allowed to fly 

freely over any part of Egypt. This first meeting ended 

85. The Times, London, March 3, 1936, p. 15. 

86. Ibid. 
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without any discussion on the memorandum. Th» British 

memorandum attempted to widen the British military rights 

beyond those contained in the military clause of the 1929 

and the 1930 draft treaties. The British press, including 

the London Times, supported this stand. In a leading 

article, the Times argued that since 1930 there had been a 

rapid change of geopolitical forces in the Near East and East 

Africa. Due to Mussolini's aggression there, the military 
88 

clause of the 1930 draft treaty should be revised. Because 

of these geopolitical changes, the Times now took the same 

position as those imperialist Conservative leaders, who in 

1929 had opposed the military clause of that draft treaty. 

The Egyptians of course, were not ready to accept 

this position. When the next meeting was held, the Egyptian 

delegation turned down the British proposals on the ground 

that they went beyond the Nahas Henderson draft agreement of 

89 1930. In order to avoid an impasse, both parties agreed to 

issue very general statements of principle and then to move 

on to a review. The meeting was then adjourned and it was 

agreed that the delegation would meet daily from the following 

week on in order to study these military questions. Private 

discussions between the two heads of the delegations, Sir 

Miles Lampson and Nahas Pasha, were held on March 17, 1936, 

87~. Zayid, op.cit., p. 234. See also The Times, London, 
March 10, 1936, p. 15. 

88. The Times, London, March 19, 1936, p. 15. 

89. Zayid, op.cit., p. 235. 

90. The Times, London, March 17, 1936, p. 15. 

91. Ibid.. March 18, 1936, p. 13. 
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and week later Lieutenant General Sir George Weir and Air 

92 

Chief Marshall Sir Robert Brooke Pophara joined the meeting. 

The conversations concentrated on the location of British 

troops in Egypt and the period of their stay. The British 

delegation suggested that because of Egypt's old fashioned 

system of communications British troops should not be confined 

only to the Canal Zone. Instead Nahas proposed a compromise 

formula; that Egypt allow Britain an increased number of 

troops in the Canal Zone and also provide important improve­

ments in Egyptian roads and rail communication so that in the 

case of a crisis the British troops could move quickly to any 

part of Egypt. He added that facilities for the Royal Air 

Force, including a large training ground, be permitted near 
93 the Canal south of Ismailiyah. J But no preliminary agreement 

94 could be reached on these military questions although 

negotiations continued for four more weeks, with some inter­

ruptions, until the meetings were adjourned on April 20, 1936. 

At the beginning of May, conversations between the two heads 

of the delegations were resumed. But owing to the pre­

occupation of Nahas Pasha - who had defeated the Prime Minister, 

Aly Maher Pasha, in the election of May 2, 1936 - in preparing 

the legislative programme of the new Parliament, the 

92T Ibid.. March 20, 1936, p. 13. 

93. Anthony Eden, Memoirs: Facing the Dictators,(Cassell. 

London, 1962) p. 441. 

94. The Times, London, April 1, 1936, p. 15. 

95. Ibid., April 21, 1936, p. 13. 
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negotiations were adjourned until May 2 5, 1936. 

The slow progress of the talks was bitterly criticized 

by the opposition in the British House of Commons. Opposition 

leader, Hugh Dalton, pressed the government to promote and 

accelerate a friendly settlement by prompt negotiation with 

the Egyptians. Dalton argued that a settlement had become 

more urgent in view of the fact that Italian forces had 

approached and were spread out along the frontier of the Sudan. 

The opposition leader warned the government that if they 

failed to make any agreement with Egypt on a friendly and 

co-operative basis, the British position in Africa would be 

97 gravely menaced. ' However the government failed to give any 

satisfactory information about the progress of the negotiations. 

Conversations on the military question were resumed 
. 98 

on May 2 5, 1936. Due to differences between the more 

liberal views of Lampson, his tougher local advisers and the 

British Cabinet, no progress was achieved regarding military 

99 proposals. However, finally Lampson was successful in 

persuading his local advisers to accept Nahas military 

proposals. So, he cabled Eden: 

Broadly, we /"British negotiators_7 all 
feel that a special opportunity is offered 
which should be grasped in a bold and 

W. Ibid., May 13. 1936, p. 15. 

97. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 1935-1936, 5th 

Series, Vol. 311, Col. 1716. 

98. The Times, London, May 26, 1936, p. 15. 

99. Ibid., June 1, 1936, p. 10. 
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constructive spirit. Whereas in previous 
negotiations the Egyptian side were 
thinking only in terms of nationalism... 
they now themselves sincerely (at least 
so we believe) desire alliance, and at 
present, at any rate, really seem to 
intend to work it whole-heartedly, pro­
vided always it is an alliance and not ,Q0 
camouflage perpetuating existing regime. 

Eden was prepared to accept this opinion of Lampson, but it 

was rejected by his Cabinet colleagues. They argued that if 

"after twenty years the treaty were revised, it should be 

understood now that our /~British_7 right to defend the Canal 

would be provided for in the revision". Eden tried to 

persuade his colleagues by saying that in the light of Nahas' 

compromising formula dealing with better Egyptian communication 

and granting unlimited freedom of movement to British troops 

in Egypt in case of a crisis, "we /~British__7 should do 

102 without a base in or near Cairo". Eden failed to convince 

the opposing ministers in Cabinet, and so he called Lampson 

103 home for personal consultations with the Cabinet. J 

The High Commissioner arrived in London on June 4, 

1936. The next day, he held a long discussion with Eden and 

the British Cabinet regarding the Cairo negotiations. 

Divergent views appeared among the Cabinet members. Lord 

Chancellor Hailsham and Secretary of State for Home Affairs, 

100. As quoted in Anthony Eden, op.cit., p. 442. 

101. Ibid. 

102. Ibid. 

103. Ibid. 
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Simon, raised the point that if the British forces were 

removed from Cairo and Alexandria to the Canal Zone, 20 years 

in the future the League of Nations might ask the British to 

also clear out from the Canal.10 With the active support 

of Eden and Vansittart, the Permanent Under Secretary of 

State at the Foreign Office, the High Commissioner contested 

this view: 

... if at the end of 20 years the British 
Empire was still in a position (as-we 
must naturally assume that we should be) 
to wish to keep troops on the Canal, 
surely it followed that we /"British 7 
must be in a position to ensure that"at 
least one dissentient voice on the Council 
of the League would prevent a judgment 
laying down that we must clear out?l°5 

Finally, Lampson warned the Cabinet that one thing "Egypt 

would never accept", was both "permanent occupation of the 

Canal and independence of action in Egypt".10 The Cabinet 

adjourned without taking any decision on the military question. 

While Lampson tried to convince the British Cabinet 

of the worth of a more compromising attitude, he was helped 

by the publication of a leading article in the London Times. 

which supported his view. This article threw into focus 

the opposition in Cabinet which Lampson was striving to over 

come. The central point of the article dealt with how to 

support the Egyptian position, the cause which Lampson himself 

104. The Killearn Diaries, pp. 71-72. 

105. Ibid., p. 72. 

106. Ibid., p. 73. 



103 

had espoused. The article talked at great length about the 

protection of Egypt. Any alliance between Egypt and the 

British government 

must be based upon respect for Egyptian 
national feeling; it must be freely 
negotiated, not dictated; and one of its 
primary conditions, indeed its chief 
condition, is that it should be inspired 
by a spirit of mutual trust. 

The Times also pointed out that although the aim of the 

technical military advisers, was to obtain an ideal, permanent 

security for Britain, this military ideal took no account of 

the political side of the Egyptian question. The Egyptian 

delegates had shown readiness to considerably modify the military 

clauses of the draft treaty of 1930 by extending British 

military control around the Suez Canal. It was therefore, 

the paper argued, the responsibility of the British to under­

stand and to analyse Egyptian sentiments and to take them into 

consideration. A limit must be set to the British demands. 

Finally, the paper warned the British government not "to lose 

107 a great opportunity which may never recur". 

As a result of such public pressure, the British 

Cabinet met on June 23 to make a final decision on the 

military clause of the negotiations. The High Commissioner 

again explained the whole question of the treaty and argued 

in favour of removing British troops from Cairo and 

Alexandria to the Suez Canal Zone. As soon as he had finished 

his case, sides were taken between the moderates and the 

107. The Times, London, June 10, 1936, p. 17. 
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imperialists in Cabinet. While Prime Minister Baldwin, 

Anthony Eden and Duff Cooper, Secretary of State for War, 

accepted Lampson*s argument, Samuel Hoare, who had become the 

First Lord of the Admiralty after his resignation from the 

Foreign Ministry, vehemently opposed these proposals. He 

raised objections to the transference of British troops to 

the Suez Canal Zone and he held out for Alexandria "because", 

in his opinion, "until some other base" was fixed in the 

Eastern Mediterranean, Britain would have to be dependent 

upon Alexandria in case of any trouble. Because of Hoare's 

opposition, the Cabinet decided to set up an alternative 

naval base at Cyprus, and this measure persuaded Hoare to 

agree to the acceptance of Lampson's proposed military clause. 

The Cabinet next took up the thorny question of the 

Sudan. Nahas Pasha's military concessions, beyond those in 

the draft treaty of 1930, convinced the Cabinet not to raise 

objections to the Egyptian demands of unrestricted Egyptian 

immigration into the Sudan and equal partnership in the admin­

istration of the country. Though the Egyptians never claimed 

the right to appoint an Egyptian as the Governor General of 

the Sudan, Hailsham foresaw that this might become a serious 

issue later. At the end of 20 years he thought it might be 

taken to the League, which could very well decide that it was 

Egypt's turn to appoint the Governor General for the Sudan. 

On this point the High Commissioner said that according to the 

108. The Killearn Diaries, pp. 76-78. 
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Anglo-Egyptian Condominium Agreement of 1899 regarding 

administration of the Sudan, the nomination of the Governor 

General lay with the British government and that "presumably 

the League would take as their mandate the Condominium 

Agreement". Eden pointed out that the question raised by 

Hailsham "was undoubtedly one of prime importance and must be 

gone into". And so, in order to ensure a final treaty, the 

issue was set aside for later clarification with the 

109 Egyptians and the meeting was adjourned. Thus by the end 

of June 1936 the High Commissioner had succeeded in convincing 

the British Cabinet that they must move ahead on both the 

prickly military and Sudanese problems. 

Lampson returned to Egypt at the end of June and 

negotiations with the Egyptians were resumed on July 1, 1936. 

As a result of the new British compromise, the treaty soon 

began to take shape. A week after the negotiations had 

begun, agreement on the military question was reached and a 

drafting committee of ten (five British and five Egyptians) 

was appointed to put the proposals into legal terminology.110 

At the end of July Eden was able to inform the House of 

Commons that the first stage in the treaty negotiations with 

Egypt had been successfully concluded, and that the articles 

dealing with military matters were initialled by the heads 

of both delegations. Eden expressed the hope that the 

109. Ibid., p. 78. 

110. The Times, London, July 7, 1936, p. 16. 
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friendly manner, in which the talks on military matters had 

been finalized, would pave the way "for an early and sound 

settlement of the important points of a different nature which 

still remain to be discussed". 

On July 26, 1936 the delegations moved from Cairo to 

Alexandria because of the heat in Cairo and they began 

112 

negotiations on the long term stumbling block of the Sudan. 

The talks had now reached the crucial stage on which previous 

negotiations had collapsed. But the Sudanese question was 

promptly solved when the British agreed to reaffirm the 

Condominium Agreement of 1899 and further, they accepted 

unlimited Egyptian immigration into the Sudan, 3 which was 

the issue over which the 1930 negotiations had aborted. The 

Egyptians agreed that the defence of Sudanese territory should 

be in the hands of the Sudan forces, composed of Sudanese, 
114 

British and Egyptians. The draft on the Sudan was 
initialled by the Heads of the delegations on 1st August, 
1936.115 

The delegations then discussed the question of the 

Capitulations, the third reserved point of the Declaration 

111. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 1935-1936, 
5th Series, Vol. 315, Col. 1123. 

112. The Times, London, July 28, 1936, p. 14. 

113. Egypt, Treaty Series No. 6 (1937), Treaty of Alliance. 
Cmd. 3360, p. 10. 

114. Eden, op.cit., p. 443. 

115. The Times, London, August 3, 1936, p. 10. 

116. Ibid., August 4, 1936, p. 9. 
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of 1922, The British agreed to use their influence with 

other powers, who had special rights in Egypt, to persuade 

them to remove all restrictions on the application of 

117 Egyptian legislation to foreigners. ' Final agreement on 

this subject and on the rest of the clauses of the long 

awaited treaty was reached by August 11, 1936 and on 13 August 

these clauses were initialled by the Heads of the Delegations. 

Both delegations then moved to London for final signature 

of the treaty. The delegations arrived in London and on 

August 26th a signing ceremony was held in the Locarno Room 

at the Foreign Office which ended the sixteen years of 

negotiations. As soon as the Egyptian delegation entered the 

hall, under the dynamic leadership of Nahas Pasha, the ceremony 

started. It was attended by foreign dignitaries, journalists 

and officials of the British Foreign Office. Sir Anthony 

Eden first spoke on behalf of his government: 

It has afforded me the keenest pleasure 
to be able ... to welcome this Egyptian 
Delegation to London and, by the signature 
of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of Alliance, 
to participate in the successful conclusion 
of the efforts of the last 16 years to 
reach a satisfactory solution of the 
problems inherent in Anglo-Egyptian 
relations.... In a singularly troubled 
world it would be of great and general 
advantage that we should find means of 
collaborating more closely for the 
maintenance of good relations and for the 
protection of our common interests.... 

117. Eden, op.cit.. p. 443. 

118. The Times, London, August 27, 1936, p. 12. 
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The treaty marks the end of an epoch in 
Anglo-Egyptian relations; I would prefer to 
regard it as the beginning of a new stage. 

As soon as Eden finished his speech, Nahas Pasha, head of the 

Egyptian delegation, rose and said: 

... Today we offer to a world prey to 
disquieting convulsion, the example of 
how much balance, reason and hope can be 
secured by a sincere understanding, 
achieved in a spirit of peace and for 
peaceful ends, when a true understanding 
of rights and of interests safeguards the 
sovereignty and the independence of peoples, 
within the framework of international 
solidarity.... By putting her name to 
this historic treaty Egypt, cradle of a 
glorious past civilization, puts her hand 
into the hand of the great and free 
England, thus opening a new era in the 
relations of East and West.119 

The speeches ended, the signing began. Anthony Eden, Ramsay 

MacDonald, John Simon, Lord Halifax and Miles W. Lampson 

signed on behalf of the British Empire. Thirteen Egyptian 

representatives led by Nahas Pasha signed on behalf of their 

country. 

119. For the texts of Eden's and Nahas' speeches see Ibid. 
See also Manchester Guardian, Manchester, August 27, 
1936, p. 8. 



CHAPTER III 

THE TREATY OF ALLIANCE AND FRIENDSHIP 

The text of the Anglo-Egptian Treaty which was signed 

in London on 26th August, 1936 was comprised of 17 articles. 

The terms of the Treaty were announced simultaneously in 

London and Cairo. They stabilized Anglo-Egyptian relations 

for the next 20 years, ended the 54 years occupation of 

Egypt by British forces, and made Egypt a truly sovereign 

state bound to Britain by a close alliance. This chapter 

will analyse the major provisions of the Treaty and attempt 

to show how Britain's military position in Egypt became 

limited. However Britain retained the right of re-occupation 

of the country, obtained unlimited privileges for her soldiers 

in Egypt and remained absolute in the administration of the 

Sudan. These privileges of the British on Egyptian soil 

demonstrated the incompleteness of the independence of Egypt. 

Though the Treaty was unequal in character, it freed Egypt 

from Capitulations and served as a guarantee in the event of 

any possible Italian threat to Egypt. Consequently, the 

Egyptian Parliament ratified the Treaty by a huge majority. 

1. The full text of the Treaty of 1936 is in the Appendix, 
pfr;159-191. ~~ 
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In Britain, in spite of criticism from the imperialists, the 

Treaty received favourable press comment and both the Houses 

approved it without any division. 

The Treaty delineated an independence and equality 

for Egypt in regard to England as a basis for effective 

co-operation between both countries and to preserve peace and 

to ensure the defence of their respective territories. Both 

countries agreed not to adopt an attitude which was inconsistent 
2 

with the alliance in relations with foreign countries. If 

one of the parties to the Treaty became involved in a dispute 

with a third state, the contracting parties agreed to consult 

with each other with a view to the settlement of the dispute 

by peaceful means/ Within the Treaty the alliance was seen 

as a defensive one, which provided that in the event either 

country became involved in war, the non-combatant nation was 

pledged to give aid to the other. Egyptian aid to Britain 

would include the use of Egyptian ports, aerodroms and means 

of communication. Egypt was also bound to take all adminis­

trative and legislative measures, including the establishment 

of martial law and censorship of the press, "necessary to 

4 render these facilities and assistance effective". In return, 

Britain undertook to defend Egypt from invasion and to provide 

equipment and technical assistance for the Egyptian armed 

2. See Ibid., Article 5, p.l6l. 

3. Ibid., Article 6, p.i6i„ 

4. Ibid., p.162. 
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forces. 

Thus the treaty served as a guarantee of Egypt's 

security in the face of the Italian threat. In any possible 

war between Egypt and Italy or with any outside power 

Britain was bound by virtue of this defensive alliance to 

safeguard the territorial integrity of Egypt. On the other 

hand the alliance gave Britain the legal right to utilize 

Egypt in case of any threat to her vital interests in the 

Mediterranean or in her African colonies. However the 

alliance for the first time, gave the Ecryptians an opportunity 

to modernize their army which had been neglected since 1882. 

The Constantinople Convention of 1888 had emphasised 

Egypt's responsibility to defend the Suez Canal, but the 

1936 treaty did nothing to change British control over it. 

Since 1888, in fact, Britain had taken over defending the 

Canal in the name of Egypt. In Allenby's unilateral 

declaration of Egyptian independence of 1922, defense of the 

Canal had been one of the four vital points reserved to 

Britain. The Egyptians had continued to claim their rights 

over the Canal and the British had not paid any attention 

to these claims. The treaty of 1936, recognized both argu­

ments and stated that the Suez Canal was at the same time an 

integral part of Egypt and an essential means of communication 

for the British between the different parts of the Empire. 

5. I b i d . , p.180. 

6. J .CHurewi tz , o p . c i t . . Vol. 1, p . 204. 
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Britain was therefore, authorized to station forces on Egyptian 

territory In the vicinity of the Canal, "with a view to ensuring 

in co-operation with with the Egyptian forces, the defence of the 

Canal"/ it was agreed that if the contracting parties thought, 

after 20 years, that the Egyptian forces were in a position to 

defend the Canal, Britain would withdraw her troops. In case of 

any differences between the two countries regarding this eventual 

withdrawal of British troops, the dispute would be submitted to the 

League of Nations for a decision in accordance with its Covenant.8 

Thus Britain, which had opposed De Lessep^ plan for the 

construction of the Suez Canal,9 became legally the guardian of 

the Canal by virtue of the Treaty of 1936. 

Despite bilateral Anglo-Egyptian agreement on the subject 

in 1936, later Egyptian writers and politicians were to argue that 

British military occupation of the Suez Canal, as outlined in the 

Treaty of I936, was in fact a flagrant violation of the spirit of 

the International Suez Agreement of 1888 signed at Constantinople. 

The signatories to this Convention had agreed not to 

... endeavour to obtain with respect to 
the Canal territorial or commercial 
advantages or privileges in any international 
arrangements which may be concluded.1° 

Th© Convention was based on two fundamental principles 1 

7. See Appendix. P. 162. 

8. Ibid. 

9. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), I858 3rd Series 
Vol. 150, Col. 1360-1401. ' 

10. Article XII of the Convention of 1888 in Hurewitz, op. cit 
Vol. 1, p.204. —K 
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(1) That the Canal is an international 
artery equally open to all nations in 
time of peace and in time of war. 

(2) That the responsibility for the defense 
of this vital maritime route falls principally 
on Egypt,11 

These two principals were shaken to their very foundation 

by the Treaty of 1936. In violation of thes principles, 

Britain(had) made herself guardian of the Canal. She wrote 

into the Treaty of 1936 provisions designed to treat the 

Canal merely as an essential means of communication between 

the different parts of +he British Empire. The Convention of 

1888 was still In foree, claimed these later Egyptians. at 

the time of the conelus? n of the Treaty of 1936, and lis 

was admitted by the British. On March 2.9, 1928, when Hugh 

Dalton, a Labott* leader, ask ;d the Secretary of State for 

Foreign Affairs, Austen Chamberlain, in the House of Commons 

whether the Constantinople Convention of 1888 was still 

in force. Chamberlain replied: " Yes Sir, the Convention 
12 of 1888 is still in force". A similar statement was also 

made by Sir Arnold Wilson, an imperialist Conservative 

M. P., during the debate on the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 

1936, in the House of Commons on November 24, 1936. Arnold 

Wilson pointed out: 

11, Egypt: Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Department of 
Information), The Egyptian Question. 1882-1951 
(Cairo, 195D, PP. 13-14. 

12. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 1928, 5th 
Series, vol. 215, Col. 1147. 
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The Canal is free to the shipping of all 
nations in peace and in war, by virtue of 
the Treaty which was signed on the 29th 
October, 1888, That treaty was signed by 
Great Britain and the great powers of Europe, 
and also by Turkey on behalf of Egypt.13 

In fact, President Gamal Abdul Nasser claimed that the Constantinople 

Convention of 1888 remained valid until the nationalization of the 

Suez Canal by the Egyptians on July 26, 1956.12* 

The 1936 Treaty agreed to by both the Egyptians and the 

British replaced the old British military occupation of Egypt by one 

of the Suez and included a general military alliance between the two 

countries. It was stated that not more than 10,000 British troops or 

more than 400 R.A.F. pilots could be maintained in the Canal zone. 

Military forces would be stationed in the Suez Canal area at Moascar 

and the Geneifa area, while air force stations would be within five 

miles of Port Said. The Royal Navy was granted the use of Alexandria 

harbour for a period of eight years, during which the British planned 

to bulled a new base at Cyprus. The necessary lands, barracks, and 

amenities etc at Suez would be supplied by the Egyptian government, 

which also would undertake to construct and maintain any Egyptian 

reads, bridges and railways necessary for military requirements 

in case of crisis. No other aircraft but British and 

13. Ibid.. 1936-1937, 5th Series, Vol. 318, Col. 316. 

14. A.G. Mezerik, (ed.), The Suez Canal 1956 Crisis- 1967 
War (International Review Service, New York, 1969) 
P.5. 
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Egyptian could fly within 20 kilometres of the Canal. ' The 

Egyptian government was bound to maintain adequate landing 

fields and sea plane anchorages throughout the country, and 

was bound to accede to any British request for additional 

military facilities in time of war. British military officers 

in civilian dress were permitted to survey the Western 

desert and draw up any necessary tactical plans. Both army 

and naval units of the British forces could remain in 

Alexandria for a period not exceeding eight years. 

In summary, Britain seemed to have agreed to remove 

its forces from Cairo and Alexandria to the vicinity of the 

Suez Canal. But this military clause was in fact one sided. 

Although the treaty made a number of concessions to 

Egyptian sensibilities, it permitted the British to maintain 

unimpaired their dominant military position over the Suez 

Canal and to intervene in a crisis anywhere in Egypt. It is 

true that British military personnel were to be displaced 

from Cairo and Alexandria to the Suez Canal Zone, but only 

after a period of eight years. During this period, suitable 

barracks would have to be built for the British military in 

the Canal area together with new strategic roads at great 

cost to the Egyptian treasury. Under the Treaty Egypt was 

not allowed to import arms and equipment from any country 

except Britain. She was bound to follow the advice of a 

15, See Appendix, pp. 162-167. 

16. Ibid., pp.167-168. 
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British military mission in the training of her army and air 

17 force for an indefinite period. ' Egypt was still surrounded 

on three sides by British forces in the Mediterranean, along 

the Canal and in the Sudan, although Egypt would have a voice 

in regard to the last named area. From their main Suez base 

at Ismailiyah, the British commanded a series of strategic 

Egyptian roads and railways especially built to enable them 

to reach any part of Egypt at the slightest suspicion of an 

approaching threat from outside Egypt. Most significant was 

the fact that Britain reserved the right of re-occupation 

of the country including the unrestricted use of Egyptian 

ports, airports, and roads in the event of war. 

The Sudan remained one of the British military 

strongpoints around Egypt. Rule in the Sudan had been one 

of the reserved British rights in the 1922 Allenby Declaration 

of Egyptian independence and it had been the greatest 

stumbling block at the previous negotiations. The Sudan 

article of the 1936 Treaty confirmed the principle of the 

Anglo-Egyptian Condominium of 1899, without pronouncing on 

the question of sovereignty over the country. The actual 

administration of the country remained with the British 

Governor General, who "shall continue to exercise on the 

joint behalf of the High Contracting parties the powers 
1 o 

conferred upon him by the said agreement". Thus after 

17. Ibid., p.180. 

18. Ibid., Article 11, p.169. 
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12 years, the Egyptians managed to secure the removal of the 

restrictions imposed upon them by the Allenby Ultimatums of 

1924. They also procured increased Egyptian immigration 

rights into the Sudan. Egyptian immigration into the Sudan, 

upon which the negotiations of 1930 had broken down, "shall 

be unrestricted except for reasons of public order and 

19 health". Both British and Egyptian nationals were in 

theory eligible to serve in the Sudanese administrative 

services, but only where qualified Sudanese were not available. 

However, all appointments and promotions remained vested in 

the British Governor General. The treaty also defined the 

aims of the Joint Anglo-Egyptian administration in the Sudan. 

Both parties agreed that the "primary aim of their adminis-

20 tration in the Sudan must be the welfare of the Sudanese", 

It was further provided that in addition to Sudanese troops, 

both British and Egyptian troops should be placed at the 
2 

disposal of the Governor General for the defence of the Sudan. 

Thus, Britain reaffirmed the Condominium Agreement of 

1899 regarding Sudan, but the problem was not satisfactorily 

settled. Britain's consent to readmit Egyptians into the 

Condominium only restored the status quo that had existed 

before the Allenby Ultimatums of 1924. Nor had the 

Condominium Agreement of 1899 even before that date ever been 

19". Ibid., P.17Q1. 

20. Ibid., p. 169. 

21. Ibid. 
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put into action. Thus the British promise in 1936 to 

"reaffirm" the Condominium Agreement of 1899 had doubtful 

practical value for the Egyptians. Although the Treaty 

implied a joint administration, under Britain and Egypt, in 

the Sudan the British Governor General of the Sudan was 

recognized as the absolute authority in the country, to whom 

was given the responsibility for all official appointments 

and promotions. He also remained the Commander-in-Chief of 

not only the British but also of the Egyptian and Sudanese 

troops in the Sudan. The powers and functions of the 

Governor General were clearly defined, but there was no 

reference to any specific Egyptian participation in the 

administration of the country. And so, from the Egyptian 

point of view the Sudan clause remained vague and ambiguous. 

Who was sovereign in the Sudan? England by right of conquest 

or Egypt by historical right? Through its actual control of 

the upper valley of the Nile, Britain thus exerted a powerful 

control over Egypt. 

If Egypt gained nothing in the military and Sudan 

clauses of the Treaty, it did win some rights in the matter 

of the Capitulations. The Capitulations, or rights of 

extraterritoriality enjoyed by foreigners in Egypt, had long 

been one of the primary reasons for Egypt's eagerness to 

conclude a treaty of friendship with Britain. She realized 

that without active British co-operation, abolition of the 

Capitulations was completely impossible. In previous 

negotiations, Britain had shown a willingness to abolish 

them in return for the rights of British guardianship over 
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foreigners in Egypt. But Egypt had not been ready to grant 

that concession to Britain as this would only increase 

Britain's influence. In 1936, Britain abandoned her demand 

for the right to protect foreigners in return for Egyptian 

military and Sudanese concessions, and she agreed to help 

Egypt in removing the Capitulations without conditions from 

her soil. Britain recognized that the responsibility for 

the lives and property of foreigners in Egypt "devolves 

exclusively upon the Egyptian Government". The capitulatory 

regime "now existing in Egypt", was therefore, "no longer in 

accordance with the spirit of the times and with the present 

state of Egypt", and the abolition of this regime was to 

22 be undertaken as soon as possible. 

The application of Egyptian law, including the 

taxation of foreigners, was a necessary consequence of the 

abolition of the Capitulations. To effect this, the treaty 

stipulated that "a transitional regime for a reasonable and 

not unduly prolonged period" would be fixed, during which the 

mixed Tribunals would remain, and would, in addition to their 

judicial jurisdiction, exercise the functions hitherto 
23 

exercised by the Consular Court. J At the end of this 

transitional period, the Egyptian Government would be free 

to dispense with the Mixed Tribunals. The Egyptian Government 

22. Ibid., Article 12 and Article 13, p.171., 

23. Ibid., Annex to Article 13, p.;l7l. 
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declared that "no Egyptian legislation made applicable to 

foreigners" would be inconsistent with the principles of 

modern legislation or, with particular relation to legis­

lation of a fiscal nature, discriminate against foreigners, 

24 including foreign corporate bodies. At the invitation of 

the Egyptian Government the Capitulatory Powers met at 

Montreux on April 12, 1937.2^ On May 8, 1937 a Convention 

was signed once and for all abolishing the Capitulations 
76 

from Egypt." Thus the Convention removed the last 

restriction on Egypt's domestic legal sovereignty and 

returned to her complete judicial sovereignty. 

The 1936 Treaty, which gave Egypt domestic and 

external sovereignty, limited by the military and Sudanese 

stipulations, was to remain in force for twenty years. 

However it provided that, with the consent of both parties, 

negotiations for revision could be entered into at any time 

after ten years. In case of serious differences of opinion 

between the two parties, concerning terms of a revised 

treaty, the differences would be submitted to the League of 

Nations for decision in accordance with the provisions of 

the Covenant in force at the time of the signature of the 

Treaty, or to "such other person or body of persons for 

decision in accordance with such procedure as the High 

24. Ibid, p. 172. 

25. See Egypt No. 1 (1937), Final Actf Convention and other 
Documents regarding the Abolition of the Capitulation 
In Egypt, Cmd. 5491, p. 32. 

26. Ibid., p. 24. 
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Contracting parties may agree". Revision of the treaty would 

27 automatically include continuation of the alliance. As 

the Treaty contained no provision for unilateral abrogation 

28 of the Treaty, it appeared to be almost eternal. Any 

future demand through treaty revision for a complete with­

drawal of the British from the Suez would therefore be 

ipso facto a breach of the treaty. In any case, the 

Egyptians would have no legal right to launch even a campaign 

against the British occupation of the Suez Canal, because 

the King had bound himself by ratifying the treaty, to 

29 always consider the British vital interests. 

Can one then speak of true Egyptian independence after 

1936? Egypt had unilaterally been declared an independent 

and sovereign state by the British in the year 1922, But 

that independence had been restricted by the four reserved 

points; the security of the communications of the British 

Empire in Egypt, the defence of Egypt against all foreign 

aggression, the protection of foreign and minority interests 

in Egypt and the Sudan. These four restrictions upon Egypt's 

sovereignty meant that Egypt's status actually remained that 

of a British protectorate. This was underlined by the fact 

that Egypt received no de jure recognition from outside powers 

as a sovereign and independent state. 

27. See AppendTx, Article 16, p.173. 

28. Sir Anthony Eden, The Memoirs: Full Circle (Cassell, 
London, i960), p. 226. 

29. Michael Ionides, Divide And Lose (Geoffry Bles, London, 
i960), pp. 27-28^ "~ 
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The 1936 Treaty once again recognized Egyptian 

independence and this was repeated frequently throughout the 

entire Treaty. The Treaty was characterized as the Treaty 

of Alliance and Friendship between the two independent 

States. The first article, dealing with the military problem, 

ended the occupation of Egypt, which had begun with the 

bombardment at Alexandria in the year 1882. Egypt and 

Britain were to be represented in each other's country by an 

ambassador and Egypt would be admitted into the League of 

Nations. Article 8, of the Treaty stated that the presence of 

British forces in the Suez Canal Zone did not constitute in 

any manner an occupation. Article 12 gave Egypt responsibility 

for the lives and property of foreigners in Egypt, and 

Article 13 looked to Egypt's emancipation from the clutches 

of the Capitulations. By the terms of a Note of August 26, 

1936, British military personnel were to be withdrawn from 

the Egyptian army and the function of the British Inspector 

General in the Egyptian army and that of his staff was also 

30 to be terminated as soon as the Treaty came into force/ 

With respect to the British judicial and financial advisers, 

who had so efficiently exercised indirect control over the 

Egyptian Government, the Egyptian Government was released 

"from any restriction of an international character with 

regard to the retention or non retention" of those 

30. Appendix, Note 3 of August 26, 1936, p. 179. 
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officials/ Finally, Egypt would have the right to appeal 

to the League of Nations in case of any differences regarding 

the interpretation of the provisions and eventual revision 

of the Treaty. These were real benefits, which Egypt 

derived from the Treaty of 1936, and which truly increased 

Egyptian independence. 

But the Treaty imposed certain restrictions upon 

Egypt, which severely restricted her independence. The 

maintenance of a large number of British troops in the Suez 

Canal Zone and the maintenance of a British naval base at 

Alexandria for eight years as well as their unrestricted 

movement in any part of Egypt if Britain identified an external 

military threat to Egypt or British interest there, definitely 

spoke against the spirit of real independence. No country 

can regard its independence as truly assured, while a foreign 

army is on its territory and within some miles of its capital 

with unlimited powers of movement. Again Egypt's freedom 

in foreign affairs was by no means unrestricted, because, she 

was bound by the Treaty "not to adopt in relation to foreign 

countries an attitude which is inconsistent with the 

32 
provisions of the present treaty"/ It is true that the all 

powerful British High Commissioner in Egypt would disappear 

to reappear as an Ambassador. He would enjoy perpetual 

seniority over all other Ambassadors and ministers/3 

31. Ibid., Oral Declaration of August 10, 1936, p.183. 

32. Ibid., Article 5, p/6l. 

33. Ibid.. Note 1 of August 6, 1936, p. 178. 
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although in a sovereign and independent state all foreign 

diplomatic representatives are equal. Retention of such 

provisions in the Treaty clearly manifested the desire of 

London to maintain its dominant position in Cairo. 

The European Bureau of the Egyptian Public Security 

Department (British police, in effect) was to be abolished, 

but certain British personnel in municipal police forces 

were to be retained for five years under the command of 

34 

British officers/ While British personnel would be with­

drawn from the Egyptian Army, Great Britain would still main­

tain an advisory Military Mission to the Egyptian Army. 

Armaments or equipment for the Egyptian Army "should not 

differ in type from those of the British Forces". The 

Egyptian Army, in training as well as equipment, must conform 

to British standards in order to comply with its obligation 

35 as an ally. J 

Although the principle of extraterritoriality was to 

be abolished, no member of the British Forces would be subject 

to the jurisdiction of Egyptian Courts. At the same time, the 

British Military Camps in Egypt were to be "inviolable and 

shall be subject to the exclusive control and authority of the 
?6 

appropriate British Authorities"/ Even more important are 

the articles that dealt with the eventual revision of the 

34. Ibid.. Note 2, August 26, 1936, p.179. 

35. Ibid., Note 3, August 26, 1936, p.180'. 

36. Ibid., p.1l86. 
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treaty's military clauses of the Alliance. These clauses 

would remain in force for twenty years, and at the end of 

that period the question as to whether the Egyptian Army 

was fit to take over the defense of the Canal was to be 

submitted to the arbitration of the Council of the League of 

Nations, of which Egypt was soon to become a member. But 

the decision of the Council or any revision of the terms of 

the Alliance would make no difference to the maintenance of 

British troops in the Canal Zone. 

Thus, of the four points, reserved in the Declaration 

of 1922 which limited Egyptian independence, only one - the 

protection of foreigners and minorities - was conceded by the 

British Government. But the other three - Imperial Communi­

cations, the Sudan and the defence of Egypt - remained in 

British hands. One can reasonably argue that the independence 

which the Egyptians received under the Treaty of 1936 was not 

independence in the real sense. 

In spite of these defects in the Treaty, the Egyptians 

generally accepted it as a Treaty of "honour and independence". 

Debate on the Treaty took place when the Egyptian Parliament 

met at the beginning of November 1936. Besides 166 Wafdists 

out of a total of 232 seats, there were 22 independents, who 

joined with the Wafds, 20 Liberal Constitutionalists, 10 

Shaab's or People's Party, 6 Ittihadists or Unionists, 

37. Jacques Berque, Egypt Imperialism and Revolution 
(Praeger Publishers, New York, 1972), p. 526. 
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4 Watanists or National Independent Party, and 4 Dissident 

Wafdists^ who also participated in the debate. Nahas Pasha, 

speaking for the Wafds as chief architect of the Treaty, 

defended the Alliance on the grounds that it guaranteed 

Egyptian security and territorial integrity in the face of 

Italian threats. The Wafd leader agreed that the Alliance 

did not put Egypt on a footing of true equality with Britain; 

If the military clauses appear over hard 
you must remember that they are dictated 
by necessity. Our Army is weak: we could 
not leave the country defenceless.39 

Nahas Pasha also stated that it was in the common interest of 

Great Britain and Egypt to defend the Suez Canal. Finally, 

he assured the Parliament that when the Egyptian Army became 

strong, it would certainly take the place of Britain in the 

40 Suez Canal Zone. 

Sidky Pasha, the pro British royalist who ruled 

Egypt in 1930-1933, spoke for his People's Party in the 

Egyptian Parliament. The People's Party leader agreed with the 

Wafd and considered the Treaty as a forward step towards 

complete independence. He expressed the hope that the Treaty 

would be accepted by a large majority in Parliament. Sidky 

Pasha admitted that Britain obtained immense guarantees for 

38. For the distribution of the Seats in the Egyptian 
Parliament which emerged after the General Election 
of May 2, 1936, see The Times. London, May 9, 1936, 
p. 14. 

39. The Times, London, November 16, 1936, p. 11. 

40. Ibid. 
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her Egyptian interests. But he argued that Egyptians must 

realize that they would not be able to "defend themselves 

adequately for many years to come, and therefore these 

British safeguards had their advantage". 

The Liberal Constitutionalist Party, under the leader­

ship of Mahmud Pasha, the former Prime Minister and one of 

the signatories of the Treaty of 1936, now took the strongly 

nationalist stance once held by Wafds. Though Mahmud Pasha 

did not speak in the Parliament Mohammad Husain Haikal, a 

prominent Liberal Constitutionalist took up the cause of the 

Liberals in Parliament. He bitterly criticized the military 

provisions of the Treaty, declaring that they were incompatible 

with the independence of Egypt. He especially included those 

which allowed the British forces to move within Egypt beyond 

what was stipulated in the draft treaties of 1929 and 1930 

and there also which imposed huge charges on Egypt for the 

construction of roads and railways and permitted the movement 
ho 

of Royal Air Force planes across the entire country. However, 

the Liberals announced that they would vote for approval of 

the Treaty, but as the Treaty, in their opinion, did not grant 

Egypt real independence, they reserved for themselves the 

right to continue, after ratification, the struggle for 
43 

complete independence. J Liberal criticism of the Treaty 

4TI The Times. London. November 14, 1936, p. 11. 

42. Ibid.. November 4, 1936, p. 13. 

43. "Egypt: - Devaluation Scare: Transfer of Capital: 
Criticism of Treaty: Identity of Sphinx", in Great 
Britain and the East (London, September, 1936TT ~~ 
Vol. 47, p. 690. 
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was a manifestation of party jealousy. Nahas Pasha, after 

the conclusion of the Treaty, adopted the attitude that the 

Wafd was solely responsible for the signing of the Treaty 

although the Delegation had contained members of almost all 

the Political Parties of Egypt. As the Wafd denied ' the 

co-operation of the other parties in the conclusion of the 

Treaty, the Liberals were trying to discredit them through 

44 the weaknesses of the Treaty. 

The Ittihadists, though they were pro-British and 

the pro royalist, followed the Liberals in their attitude to 

the Treaty perhaps partly to make the Wafd unpopular in the 

country. The Ittihadists, under the leadership of Ziwar 

Pasha, an ex Prime Minister of Egypt, were very critical 

of the military clauses and of those relating to the Sudan. 

They objected to the proposed British military mission to 

Egypt on the grounds that it would control the Egyptian army. 

They attacked the military section of the terms on the Sudan 

in the Treaty because they allowed the Governor General of the 

Sudan to command the Egyptian troops in the Sudan. They also 

raised objections to the fact that the new barracks, roads 

and highways would be "constructed to British specification". 

The Watanists or the National Independent Party, which 

were more extremist than the Wafdists on the question of 

Egyptian independence, although they refused to participate 

44. Ibid. 

45. Ibid., p. 689. 



129 

in the Treaty negotiations, took part in the debate. The 

Watanist leader, Ramdan Pasha, opposed the Treaty on the 

grounds that the presence of British troops on the soil of 

Egypt was contrary to Egyptian desires for independence. The 

Watanist leader condemned especially harmful section Article 7 

of the Treaty, because it stipulated that Egypt should render 

Britain all assistance in her power in the event of an 

international emergency. Ramdan Pasha complained of this 

article's regrettable vagueness. He pointed out that "if any 

trouble were to break out in India, it would be a casus 

foederis and that if Britain were to make war in Iraq or 

Hedaz, the Egyptians might find themselves engaged against 

their co-religionists" in those countries as a result of the 
46 Treaty. However in spite of the reasoned criticism and 

opposition the Treaty was ratified in the middle of November 

1935 by a huge majority in the Egyptian Chamber of Deputies 

and in the Senate. The Chamber accepted it by a vote of 202 

to 11, and the Senate by 109 votes to 7. 

The Treaty failed to arouse an equivalent enthusiasm 

among the intellectuals and wealthy sections of Egyptian 

society. Some felt general suspicion about the politician's 

48 united acceptance of the terms of the Treaty. The Cairo 

46. The Times, London, November 14, 1936, p. ll. 

47. Ibid.. November 19, 1936, p. 14. 

48. "Opinion in Cairo - A Disappointing Response", in Great 
Britain and the East (London, September 1936), Vol 
47, p. 332. 
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Correspondent of Great Britain and the East a semi official 

weekly journal, wrote: 

It is a curious fact that wherever you 
go in Egyptian circles you are met with 
the remark that the treaty is entirely 
in favour of Great Britain and really 
gives Egypt no advantage.49 

In fact, the Egyptian public saw clearly that the British 

occupation of their country was to continue. The wealthy 

classes were concerned with Egypt's promise to construct 

roads, bridges and barracks for the British troops. They 

expected that the government sooner or later would call on 

them to pay greater taxes to this end. 

The foreigners in Egypt, who had enjoyed extra­

territoriality and who controlled Egyptian finances and 

business enterprises, were also bitterly disappointed with 

the clauses relating to the abolition of the Capitulations. 

They attacked Britain for her promise to remove the 

Capitulations from Egypt as they feared that they would be 

forced by the Egyptian Government to pay heavy taxes, to 

keep their accounts in Arabic and to employ a larger propor­

tion of Egyptians on their staffs. Their apprehensions led 

to a sharp fall in the stock market of Alexandria. In spite 

of repeated assurances by the Egyptian Government that there 

would not be any discrimination against foreigners, the 

foreigners nevertheless began to transfer their capital to 

49. Ibid. 

50. Zayid, op.cit.. p. 264. 
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London and elsewhere/ 

Most of the British press congratulated both the 

Egyptian and British negotiators for successfully ending the 

Anglo-Egyptian disputes during a period of real turmoil and 

under the shadow of Mussolini's Ethiopian adventure. After 

paying due respect to the two delegations, the London 

Economist, a conservative paper, commented that "like the 

Anglo-Iraqi Treaty and the Statute of the Little Entente, this 

is a Treaty of Alliance as well as of friendship". It 

terminated British military occupation of Egypt and "once 

more" recognized Egypt as a sovereign independent state. The 

paper also wrote that the Treaty carried agreement into all 

the "nooks and crannies" of Anglo-Egyptian relations and would 

henceforward be a solid guarantee of cordial relations between 
52 the two countries.' In an editorial, the London Times 

declared that the Treaty undoubtedly recognized British vital 

interests in the Suez Canal Zone, which were essential for 

imperial communications. It met the military needs of both 

the countries. And so, the paper warned those opposed to the 

Treaty: 

The critics in Britain who had been 
denouncing the alleged surrender of 
British Imperial interest can scarcely 
maintain this attitude now that the 

51. "Egypt: - Devaluation Scare: Transfer of Capital: 
Criticism of Treaty: Identity of Sphinx" in Great 
Britain and the East (London, September 1936J7 Vol. 
47, p. 689. 

52. "The Anglo-Egyptian Treaty" in The Economist (London, 
September 5, 1936), Vol. 124", pp. 422^23. 
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terms of the Treaty had become matters 
of common knowledge instead of partisan 
conjecture.53 

The conversion of the uneasy, unequal, and uncertain 

association between Egypt and Great Britain of the last 

eighteen years into a friendly alliance between two equally 

independent and sovereign states was a diplomatic success on 

which both Egypt and Britain and their representatives were 

54 to be "warmly congratulated"/ After elaborating the moral 

and material advantages which both countries derived from the 

Treaty, the Times maintained that the pact "at once put Anglo-

Egyptian relations on a firm and friendly footing". The paper 

approved of the military clauses of the Treaty and also of 

the fact that the British Government had obtained full 

recognition of their right both to station sufficient troops 

in the Suez Canal to guard against surprise, and to increase 

those forces in the event of any actual or possible emergency.'' 

The Round Table, journal of the Milnerite imperialists, 

expressed the opinion that Britain could now rely on a 

friendly Egypt to help her to carry the burden of the defence 

of Egypt and of the Sudan. But it warned that the Treaty 

created a situation in which the best brains of both countries 

must co-operate for at least the transitional period of 8 

years, and hopefully to continue so afterwards. Finally, the 

53. The Times. London, August 29. 1936, P.13. 

54. Ibid. 

55. Ibid., November 27, 1936, p. 15. 
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imperialist paper expressed delight at the hope that "in 

spite of the friction and misunderstanding of the last twenty 

years" the new situation produced by the Treaty was "over­

whelmingly in our /'British 7 favour"/ 
57 Anthony Eden, who had opposed a similar draft treaty 

negotiated by the Labour Government in the year 1929, took 

the credit in the House of Commons for concluding this Treaty 

with the Egyptians. During the 1929 Henderson-Mahmud 

negotiations Eden had opposed the removal of British troops 

from Cairo and Alexandria to the Suez Canal Zone/ He 

defended Article 8 of the new treaty by which British troops 

would eventually remain in the Canal Zone only. He explained 

that the reasons which now made it possible for the British 

Government to agree to this were good ones. Firstly, British 

forces were mechanized, and when the Egyptian roads were 

completed up to standard, it would be possible to move troops 

quickly to any point in the country to meet external aggression. 

Secondly, there was no limitation on R.A.F. training flights 

59 in Egypt/ 7 

During the 1929 Mahmud-Henderson negotiations, Eden had 

viewed the return of Egyptian battalions to the Sudan with 

56. "The Egyptian Treaty and After", in The Round Table 
(London, December 1936), Vol. 27, pp. 119-123. 

57. Parliamentary Debates (House of Commons), 1929-1930, 

5th Series, Vol. 233, Col. 2046-2056. 

58. Ibid., Col. 2048. 

59. Ibid., 1936-1937, Vol. 318, Col. 258-261. 
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great apprehension. But seven years later he accepted 

many more British concessions to the Egyptian military claims 

in the Sudan than had the Labour Government in 1929. Eden 

stated that he was very pleased with the Sudan clause of the 

Treaty, which confirmed the joint Anglo-Egyptian administration 

of that territory. In the year 1929 Eden had also been 

greatly troubled concerning the possibility of losing British 
&7 

protection of foreigners and minorities in Egypt, But in 

1936 he supported the removal of the Capitulations as one of 

6? 
the main objects of the Treaty. J He now felt sure that the 

capitulatory powers would receive the initiatives of Egypt 

in this matter in a reasonable and conciliatory manner. 

Finally, Eden expressed his optimism about the future of 

Anglo-Egyptian relations because of the Treaty. He declared 

in the House that the Treaty would end the irritations, "which 

led to weakness, and establish good feeling, which led to 

strength. It would replace the possibility of strife by the 

prospect of concord". The Foreign Secretary confidently pre­

dicted that both the countries would benefit by the enforcement 

64 
of the Treaty. 

Speaking for the imperialists among the British 

60. Ibid.. 1929-1930, 5th Series, Vol. 233, Col. 2054. 

61. Ibid., 1936-1937, 5th Series, Vol. 318, Col. 263-264. 

62. Ibid.. 1929-1930, 5th Series, Vol. 233, Col. 2050-2051. 

63. Ibid., 1936-1937, 5th Series, Vol. 318, Col. 265-266, 

64. Ibid., Col. 267-268. 
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Conservatives, Sir John Wardlaw-Milne praised the military 

clause of the Treaty because in his opinion developments in 

the air had changed the "whole outlook of the military 

situation" in the last six years. But he found the Treaty 

vague in the sense that there was "nothing directly stated" 

regarding the security of other British and foreign interests 

in Egypt. He expressed his grave concern about the foreign 

trading interests in Egypt. He favoured the removal of the 

Capitulations from Egypt, but with additional guarantees 

concerning the security of the foreign industrial and 

commercial groups. He doubted that Egypt would introduce 

legislation, similar to the Turkish, against the foreigner 

after the removal of the Capitulations for example, forbidding 

the employment of foreigners in a foreign concern. This 

indicated that Sir John Wardlaw-Milne was not ready to give 

Egyptians any additional places in the present foreign firms 

and enterprises. 

The most critical voice raised in the British House 

concerning the Treaty was that of Sir Arnold Wilson, another 

Conservative imperialist M.P. He seemed convinced that the 

Treaty would not in the long run improve relations between 

Egypt and the rest of the world. Although Eden had not 

emphasized British interference in the internal affairs of 

Egypt, Sir Arnold believed that the British forces could 

intervene in the internal affairs of Egypt, without "any 

65. Ibid., Col. 303-306. 
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let or hindrance", if invited by the Egyptian Government. 

He explained: 

.... On the other hand, the Foreign 
Secretary, in delivering his address, was 
quite specific in saying that the roads 
were to be used and the troops were there 
for the protection of Egypt from foreign 
aggression, but that does not exclude them 
from being used at any time for the 
protection of major Egyptian interests 
at the invitation of the Egyptian Govern­
ment. Who can doubt among such interests 
might be to give assistance to the civil 
or military power in Egypt in protecting 
the lives of those who are living under 
the protection of the Government, which 
would include foreigners?67 

Arnold Wilson also raised a question regarding the passage of 

foreign ships through the Suez Canal in time of both peace or 

war. According to him, since Egypt had not been a signatory 

of the Constantinople Convention of 1888 regarding the passage 

of ships through the Suez Canal and as Turkey had signed on 

behalf of Egypt, she therefore could close down the Canal in 

time of war between Britain and any other power; and might 

well reply: 

We ^~Egyptians_7 are bound under Article 16 
to close our territory - and the Canal is 
our territory - against the movements of 
any foreign ships of war".68 

Sir Arnold considered that this meant that the Egyptian 

Government should be invited formally to adhere to the Treaty 

of 1888, in order that there might be no possible doubt in 

66. Ibid.. Col. 313. 

67. Ibid., Col. 313-314. 

68. Ibid... Col. 316-317. 
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the minds of any foreign countries regarding Egypt's 

objections to keeping the Canal open to the British "in peace 

69 or in war as not less binding than before". 

Speaking for the Labour Party in the House, Hugh 

Dalton extended the support of his party to the Treaty. The 

Labour leader hoped that the Treaty v/ould end for ever an old 

chapter in Anglo-Egyptian relations, which had been marked 

by misunderstanding on both sides and by serious conflicts of 

70 purpose. He compared his own joy with the success of Eden's 

efforts, to the Conservatives' joy in 1929-1930^1 at the 

72 Labour Government's failure/ He bitterly criticized the 

Conservatives for their non-compromising attitude to the 

Mahmud-Henderson draft treaty of 1929- He was astonished to 

see the changes in the Conservatives' attitude to the Egyptian 

question and thought that Mussolini's actions were the main 

factor in bringing about significant change in their policy: 

The critics of Arthur Henderson's policy 
at that time have with the passing of the 
years been largely converted to the wisdom 
of the views for which he then contended. 
How has that come about? Let us not peer 
too deeply beneath the surface of affairs. 

69. Ibid. 

70. Ibid., Col. 268-270. 

71. When on May 8, 1930, Arthur Henderson announced in the 
House of Commons, the breakdown of his negotiations 
with the Egyptian delegation, the announcement was 
loudly cheered from the Conservatives: "Hear, Hear!" 
See Ibid.. 1929-1930, 5th Series, Vol. 238, Col. 1120. 

72. Ibid., 1936-1937, 5th Series, Vol. 318, Col. 271. 
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But perhaps Signor Mussolini has not been 
entirely without influence; perhaps Signor 
Mussolini has helped to persuade both the 
British and the Egyptian negotiators of 
to-day to accept conditions which six years 
ago they were unwilling to accept.73 

In fact, Mussolini's Ethiopian campaign compelled the 

Conservatives and the Wafds to change their conflicting views 

and resulted in the signing of the Treaty of 1936. As there 

was no opposition from the Labour Party and the Independent 

Liberals the Treaty was approved without a division by the 

House of Commons on November 24, 1936. 

Conservative opinion in the House of Lords was largely 

in support of Eden's new Treaty. The main criticism against 

the Treaty came at the same time also from within the 

Conservative Party and not the Labour Opposition Party. 

Speaking for the outraged imperialists in the House of Lords, 

Lord Lloyd declared pessimistically that the Treaty would 

"ring down" the curtain on the stage of British endeavour in 

Egypt and henceforth the British would be compelled to watch 

the future of the Egyptians "with folded arms". ^ In the 

year 1929 Lloyd had vehemently opposed the military clause of 

the Mahmud-Henderson draft treaty. In 1936 he again raised 

the same objections to the military clause of this Treaty. 

He viewed the confinement of British troops to the Canal Zone 

73. Ibid., Col. 275. 

74. Ibid., Col. 339. 

75. Ibid.. (House of Lords), 1936-1937, 5th Series, Vol. 103, 
Col. 375. 
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as a means of making life deplorable for the British soldier 

in Egypt. Nor was Lloyd satisfied with the number of British 

pilots permitted in Egypt under the Treaty. He believed that 

four hundred air pilots were quite clearly insufficient to 

safeguard the British interests. And he was also not happy 

with the twenty year duration of the Treaty, which he thought 

to be too short a period. He further alleged that although 

it would remain a British responsibility to defend Egypt from 

any and every aggression even after the lapse of the twenty 

year period, the Egyptians would not, under any circumstances, 

allow Britain to garrison any troops in Egypt. If Lloyd had 

not, during his five years stay in Egypt, said anything in 

favour of Egyptian fellaheens or peasants, now in the British 

House of Lords he posed as their liberator. He expressed 

grave concern that they "will be the worst sufferers by virtue 

of our /~British_7 withdrawal and of the provisions of the 
76 

Treaty". In the name of the Egyptian peasants, Lloyd wanted 

to retain British troops in Cairo and Alexandria. 

Lloyd considered the clauses regarding the Capitula­

tions as pure and abject surrender: 

We have abandoned our power to protect not 
only foreigners, not only minorities, but 
our own nationals in Egypt as well. We 
announce in the Treaty our readiness to 
abandon the whole Capitulatory position 
and the Mixed Courts also, thus handing 
over to the Egyptian Government, after 
a very short period of transition, the 

76. Ibid., Col. 381. 
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complete jurisdiction, legislative, fiscal, 
judicial, and criminal, over all persons 
in Egypt/" 

Lloyd was reluctant to give up British protection of foreign 

and commercial interests in Egypt. In his opinion abolition 

of the Capitulations would only create more problems in 

Egypt. The lives and property of foreigners and minorities 

would be in real danger if the Capitulations were removed. 

Though the Egyptians were bound by the Treaty not to pass any 

legislation which was antagonistic to foreigners, he doubted 

that they would abide by this. Lloyd was not ready to see 

Egypt free from the influence of the Capitulatory powers. He 

encouraged his own and foreign governments to fight for the 

maintenance of some kind of veto in regard to Egyptian 

legislation affecting foreigners in Egypt. Egypt had been 

deprived of any direct taxes from foreigners because of their 

extraterritoriality. But as Lloyd pointed out, probably 

speaking of the customs duties from foreigners' industries, 

the foreigner in Egypt paid the same amount of taxes as an 

Egyptian national, "and indeed in many cases /"the foreigners 7 

derives less advantage". Hence, he campaigned for equal 

privileges for the foreigner in trade and commerce in Egypt. 

He suggested that it should be the Court of Appeal in Egypt 

which should have the power to veto any Egyptian legislation 

passed by the Egyptian Government against foreigners' interests 

in Egypt. 

77. Ibid., Col. 382. 

78. Ibid., Col. 383-384. 
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But Lord Mottistone, a moderate Conservative, 

contradicted Lord Lloyd. He vehemently opposed Lloyd's 

attitude towards the Treaty: 

I differ profoundly from my noble friend 
Lord Lloyd, in his criticism of the 
absence of safeguards which he said His 
Majesty's Government did not insist upon 
having in the Treaty. Had they done so, 
there would have been no Treaty. As it 
is, you have a Treaty/9 

Lord Mottistone expressed his satisfaction with the Treaty. 

He was quite sure that the British Government had exhibited 

great statesmanship in agreeing to this Treaty and in trusting 

the people of Egypt to the utmost. He added that a "miracle" 

had happened and all "the bitterness of fifty-two years has been 
Op. 

swept away in fifty-two days". 

Lord Sempill, another Conservative imperialist, 

differed from Mottistone, He was much disturbed by the Sudan 

clause of the Treaty. Sempill declared that the British 

Government should instruct the Governor General of the Sudan 

to admit only British and Sudanese subjects to the political 

branch of the administration and to the posts of District 
p-i 

Commissioner or Governors of Provinces. He did not want 

Egyptians to occupy high official positions in the Sudan, 

although the Sudan clause of the Treaty recognised their 

equal rights in the administration of the Sudan. He urged 

79. Ibid., Col. 388. 

80. Ibid., Col. 390. 

81. Ibid., Col. 395. 
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the British Government to see that: 

nothing is done which is contrary to 
the interests_and welfare of the Sudanese 
and set our /"*British__7 faces very 
rigidly against any action which would 
favour the interests of Egypt at the 
expense of those of the Sudan.82 

Lord Snell spoke for the Labour Party in the House of 

Lords. The Labour Lord agreed that the Treaty should begin 

a long, happy and increasingly cordial relationship between 

Egypt and Britain. The Labour leader recalled that the late 

Sir Arthur Henderson had prepared clauses similar to those 

in the 1936 Treaty. Snell castigated the Conservative Party 

for its opposition at the time to the Henderson-Mahmud draft 

treaty of 1929: "It is the habit of the Tory Party", he 

added, "to stone the prophets and then to disguise themselves 

in their clothes". He further argued that "if it be true that 

there is a time lag of two years in the mind of democracy, 

there appears to be a time lag of at least a decade" in the 

mind of the British Government. 3 

Thus the treaty met strong criticism but not from the 

opposition party in the two Houses but from Conservative coll­

eagues within the British Government itself. However, their 

opposition was in vain. Finally, the motion for ratification 

R4 of the Treaty was adopted unanimously in the House of Lords 

82. Ibid., Col. 396. 

83. Ibid., Col. 371-372. 

84. Ibid., Col. 401. 
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because the Treaty guaranteed British vital interests in 

Egypt. Britain was the winner with the signing of the 1936 

Treaty. Actually she could have signed a similar treaty with 

Egypt in 1920 on the basis of the Milner-Zaghlul memorandum 

but this failed due to the opposition of the imperialists. 

However, after 16 long years of negotiations she finally 

legalized her questionable position in Egypt by ignoring 

the Constantinople Convention of 1888. Britain's military 

position was geographically limited within the country, but 

she retained almost unlimited freedom of movement and gained 

new facilities for her troops. Though the joint administra­

tion of the Sudan was reaffirmed, the British Governor General 

could remain absolute in practice, in the administration of 

the country. At the same time the Treaty gave Egypt an 

opportunity to become a sovereign member of the international 

community and freed her from the evils of the Capitulations, 

which had hindered her economic progress. But Egyptians 

were to wait another 18 years before they in turn unilaterally 

sluffed off British domination D and seized real independence. 

85. On October 8, 1951, Egypt unilaterally abrogated the 
Treaty of 1936 and on October 19, 19 54 by an Anglo 
Egyptian Agreement Britain agreed to withdraw her 
troops from Suez Canal area. The full text is in 
Egypt, Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Department of 
Information), Agreement between the Republic of 
Egypt and Britain (Suez~Agreement), 1954: With' 
agreed Minutes, Exchange of Notes and Annexes 
(Cairo, 19 55). 



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

From the British occupation of Egypt in 1882 to the 

conclusion of the Treaty of 1936, relationships between 

Britain and Egypt ranged from outright hostility to moderate 

understanding. The British wanted to dominate Egypt and keep 

her as a protectorate; Egypt continually tried to free herself 

from British domination and become an independent nation. 

Although after the occupation British statesmen declared that 

their stay in Egypt was temporary the occupation soon took 

the shape of a veiled protectorate, and with the outbreak of 

World War I this became a reality. The Egyptians were 

forced to accept the status of a protectorate as at best a 

temporary war measure. 

When the war came to an end in 1918, the leader of 

the Egyptian nationalists Zaghlul Pasha began to agitate for 

the liquidation of the protectorate and for the granting of 

Egyptian independence. The British vehemently opposed 

Zaghlul's demands. They prevented him from going to London 

to discuss the status of Egypt with the British government 

or to Paris to present the Egyptian cause before the Peace 

Conference. Zaghlul's continued struggle and the Egyptian 

disorder led to his exile to Malta. Lord Allenby, who came 

to Egypt in 1919 as British High Commissioner, soon saw the 

gravity of the situation. He released Zaghlul Pasha and 
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allowed him to go to Paris to represent the Egyptian cause 

at the Peace Conference. However Zaghlul's cause was under­

mined when the American President Wilson, recognized the 

British protectorate over Egypt. 

This American recognition led to violent anti British 

outbursts in Egypt. And so the British sent a mission in 1919 

under the chairmanship of Lord Milner to enquire into the 

cause of discontent in Egypt and to report its findings to 

the British Government. Whether official or not, Egyptians 

boycotted the mission. After its return to London, the 

mission recommended to the British Government the immediate 

abolition of the protectorate and the conclusion of an 

Anglo-Egyptian treaty of alliance, by which Britain would 

recognize the independence of Egypt and Fafeguard Egyptian 

territorial integrity from external aggression. Before 

submitting its final report to the British Government the 

mission invited Zaghlul Pasha to hold unofficial discussion 

on the proposal. Zaghlul and Milner drafted an agreement 

which contained many of the compromises later found in the 

1936 Treaty. However the British Cabinet was dominated by 

imperialists who refused to accept the Milner-Zaghlul 

memorandum. Had this agreement been accepted by the British 

Government as the basis of a final treaty with Egypt, the 

Anglo-Egyptian problem might have been solved in 1920. 

However the Milner-Zaghlul discussion became a starting point 

for all subsequent Anglo-Egyptian negotiations. 

On Allenby's insistence, the British Government asked 

the Sultan of Egypt in February 1921 to send an official 
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delegation to discuss a treaty. But a problem arose over 

the formation of the official delegation. The King, under 

Allenby's direction, appointed his premier, Adly Pasha, to 

lead the official delegation to London. The Wafd leader 

Zaghlul insisted that he himself should lead the delegation, 

a proposal which Adly was not ready to accept. At last Adly 

formed a delegation excluding the Wafds. His negotiations 

with Lord Curzon collapsed when the latter insisted on the 

maintenance of British garrisons in all parts of Egypt, and 

refused to give to Egypt a larger share in the administration 

of the Sudan. Curzon showed himself to be reluctant to end 

British control of Egyptian affairs. 

Adly came back to Cairo with empty hands and resigned. 

No one in Egypt was ready to form a new Cabinet, and Zaghlul 

continued his anti British campaign. Upon his refusal to 

desist from politics, he was again deported by Allenby, this 

time to Aden. But the political situation in Egypt remained 

unchanged. And so Lord Allenby begged the British Government 

to terminate the protectorate unconditionally - and to 

declare Egyptian independence. But his proposal met strong 

opposition from the imperialists in the coalition Cabinet 

of Lloyd George. However, Allenby's threat to resign from 

his post compelled the Lloyd George government to accept his 

Egyptian scheme. Accordingly, Egyptian independence was 

declared by the British on February 28, 1922 and the Egyptians 

agreed to a constitution the next year. 

However the declaration reserved four important 

points to the British. These dealt with the security of 
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imperial communications, the defence of Egypt, the protection 

of minorities and foreigners in Egypt, and the Sudan. These 

limitations on Egyptian sovereignty deprived Egyptians of 

any real independence. In practice Egypt remained a British 

protectorate. Egyptian nationalists denounced the unilateral 

declaration of 1922. However, they participated in the first 

general election under the new constitution of 1923 and won 

a victory at the polls. Nationalist leader Zaghlul Pasha 

formed the first constitutional Cabinet, while at the same 

time in England the Labour Party under Ramsay MacDonald came 

into power. In 1924, Zaghlul opened negotiations with 

MacDonald in order to move towards real Egyptian independence. 

In his negotiations with MacDonald, Zaghlul demanded the 

complete withdrawal of British troops from Egypt, recognition 

of the unity of Egypt and the Sudan and the abandonment of 

any British claim to protect the foreigners and minorities in 

Egypt. But MacDonald was not ready to accept Zaghlul's 

demands, and so the negotiations quickly came to an end. 

Following the failure of these talks the British 

Governor General of the Sudan and Sirdar (Commander-in-Chief) 

of the Egyptian army was murdered in Cairo. While accepting 

no responsibility for the assassination, the Egyptian Govern­

ment expressed official sympathy with the British Government, 

However, the British turned the incident into an opportunity 

to take retaliatory and coercive actions against Egypt. By 

the Ultimatums of 1924, Egypt's military forces were expelled 

from the Sudan and the British occupied the Alexandria 

Customs. As a result of the 1924 Ultimatum Britain strengthened 
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her position in Egypt and the Sudan. Tensions decreased in 

the Anglo-Egyptian relationship. Lord Allenby, the force 

behind the strong British reprisals of 1924, resigned in 

192 5. An imperialist, Lord Lloyd, assumed the position of 

High Commissioner to Egypt and interfered constantly in her 

internal affairs. 

Until 1927 no steps were taken by the British Govern­

ment to discuss with the Egyptians the reserved points of the 

declaration of 1922. When in 1927 the Egyptian premier Sarwat 

Pasha went to England, the Conservative Foreign Secretary, 

Austen Chamberlain, took the opportunity of the treaty 

negotiation to draft an Anglo-Egyptian treaty. But the 

treaty did not touch on the Sudan issue nor did it define 

the British military position in Egypt. And so the draft 

treaty was rejected by the W^fd dominated Egyptian Parliament. 

There were no further changes in the attitude of the 

British Government until the downfall of the Conservatives in 

1929. When Labour assumed power and Arthur Henderson became 

British Foreign Secretary, significant changes occurred in 

the attitude of the British towards the Egyptian problem. 

Henderson greatly modified the British Egyptian policy. In 

spite of strong opposition from the Conservatives, he solved 

three of the 1922 reserved issues, but not that one dealing 

with the Sudan. It v/as on the Sudan question that his 

negotiations with the Egyptian Prime Minister Nahas Pasha 

broke down. 

A British national government replaced Labour in 1931. 

It took no initiative to break the deadlock in spite of the 
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repeated Egyptian demands. But the 1935-lq36 Italo-

Abyssinian War caused grave concern both in Cairo and London. 

The Egyptians feared a possible war between Britain and Italy 

over their territory. At the same time, they thought that it 

was the right time to realize their demands for without active 

Egyptian co-operation the British would be unable to defend 

their interests in the Mediterranean. And so, they pressed 

the British to recommence negotiations from the base of the 

draft treaty of 1930. But the British, at that moment, were 

not ready to resume such negotiations. They expected a 

peaceful diplomatic resolution of the Italo-Abyssinian dispute. 

However by late 1935, British diplomatic efforts to lessen 

the tension had become futile, and Britain saw a possible war 

between herself and Fascist Italy. Britain then took the 

necessary steps to conclude a treaty of alliance with Egypt, 

which would regularize Britain's questionable international 

legal position in Egypt and keep the Suez Canal, the vital water­

way between East and West, under her protection. Fearing both 

a united boycott by Egypt and continued Italian aggression 

against Abyssinia, the British realized that the situation 

was such in which they must work out the conclusion of the 

treaty of 1936 about which they had been procrastinating for 

so long. When the Egyptians promised to grant the British 

Government unlimited military privileges beyond the draft of 

1930 the British Government felt encouraged to sign the 

1936 Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of Friendship. 

This treaty recognized Egypt as a sovereign state, 

reaffirmed the Condominium Agreement of 1899 regarding the 
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administration of the Sudan, gave Egypt an opportunity to 

become a member of the League of Nations and enabled her to 

remove the Capitulations. Britain became the guardian of the 

Suez Canal by violating the Constantinople Convention of 

1888 and acquired the right of unrestricted movement of 

British troops in Egypt. Closer examination of the provisions 

of the Treaty reveal that of the four reserved points of 

the Allenby declaration of 1922, only one - the protection 

of foreigners and minorities - was truly conceded to the 

Egyptians by the British. But the other three dealing with 

imperial communications, the defence of Egypt, and the Sudan 

were still left to the British. These limitations showed the 

incompleteness of Egypt's independence. In fact, even after 

the 1936 Agreement Egypt remained under indirect British 

protection and control. As the Treaty served as a guarantee 

of Egypt's security against the Fascist threat and pointed 

to a future revision, the Egyptians accepted it as dictated 

by the circumstances and considered it a forward step towards 

complete independence. In the end, even those British 

imperialists, who criticized the 1936 agreement in 

Parliament, gave their consent because it appeared to safe­

guard vital British interests in Egypt. 



APPENDIX A 

1 
The Mi lner -Zaghlu l Memorandum of August 18, 1920. 

" 1 . In o rder to es tabl ish the independence of Egypt on a secure and 
last ing b a s i s , it is n e c e s s a r y that the re la t ions between Great Br i ta in 
and Egypt should be p rec i se ly defined, and the pr iv i leges and immuni ­
t ies now enjoyed in Egypt by the capitulatory Powers should be modified 
and r ende red less injurious to tha i n t e r e s t s of the country. 

" 2 . These ends cannot be achieved without fur ther negotiat ions 
between accred i ted r ep re sen t a t i ve s of the Br i t i sh and Egyptian Govern­
ments respec t ive ly in the one c a s e , and between the Br i t i sh Government 
and the Governments of the capi tulatory Powers in the other c a se . Such 
negotiat ions will be d i rec ted to a r r iv ing at definite ag reemen t s on the 
following lines :-

" 3 . - (i} As between Egypt and Great Br i ta in a Trea ty will be en te red 
into , under which Great Br i ta in will recognise the independence 
of Egypt as a consti tutional monarchy with r ep resen ta t ive in s t i ­
tutions, and Egypt will confer upon Great Br i ta in such r ights as 
a re n e c e s s a r y to safeguard her special i n t e r e s t s and to enable 
h e r to furnish the gurantees which must be given to foreign Powers 
to secure the re l inquishment of thei r capitulatory r i gh t s . 

( i i . )By the same T r e a t y , an all iance will be concluded between Great 
Br i ta in and Egypt, by which Great Br i ta in will undertake to 
support Egypt in defending the integri ty of he r t e r r i t o r y , and 
Egypt will undertake, in case of w a r , even when the integri ty of 
Egypt is not affected, to render to Great Br i ta in all the a s s i s t ance 
in her power , within her own b o r d e r s , including the use of her 
h a r b o u r s , a e rod rom e s and means of communication for mi l i t a ry 
p u r p o s e s . 

" 4 . This Trea ty will embody stipulations to the following effect :-

( i . ) Egypt will enjoy the right to represen ta t ion in foreign coun t r i e s . 
In the absence of any duly-accred i ted Egyptian r e p r e s e n t a t i v e , 
the Egyptian Government will confide i ts i n t e r e s t s to the care 
of the Br i t i sh r e p r e s e n t a t i v e . Egypt will undertake not to adopt 
in foreign countr ies an attitude which is inconsis tent with the 

1. Egypt N o . l (1921) Cmd. 1131, Repor t of the Special Commiss ion to 
Egypt, , His Majes ty ' s Stat ionery Office, London, 1921, pp .2 -26 . 
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al l iance or will c rea te difficulties for Great Br i t a in , and will 
a lso undertake not to enter into any agreement with a foreign 
Power which is prejudicia l to Br i t i sh i n t e r e s t s . 

(ii.) Egypt will confer on Great Br i ta in the right to maintain a mi l i t a ry 
force on Egyptian soil for the protect ion of her Imper ia l commu­
n ica t ions . The Trea ty will fix the p l a c e where the force shal l 
be qua r t e red and will regula te any subsidiary m a t t e r s which 
r equ i r e to be a r r a n g e d . The p resence of this force shall not 
consti tute in any manner a mi l i t a ry occupation of the country , or 
prejudice the r ights of the Government of Egypt, 

(iii.) Egypt will appoint, in concurrence with His Majes ty ' s Government, 
a F inancia l Advise r , to whom shall be ent rus ted in due course 
the powers at p resen t exe rc i sed by the C o m m i s s i o n e r s of Debt , 
and who will be at the d isposa l of the Egyptian Government for 
all other m a t t e r s on which they may des i r e to consult h i m . 

(iv.) Egypt will appoint, in concurrence with His Majes ty ' s Government , 
an official in the Minis t ry of J u s t i c e , who shall enjoy the right of 
a c c e s s to the Min i s t e r . He shall be kept fully informed on all 
m a t t e r s connected with the adminis t ra t ion of the law as affecting 
fo r e igne r s , and will a lso be at the d isposa l of the Egyptian 
Government for consultation on any ma t t e r connected with the 
efficient maintenance of law and o r d e r . 

(v.) In view of the contemplated t r ans fe r to His Majes ty ' s Government 
of the r ights h i ther to exerc i sed under the reg ime of the Capi tu­
lations by the var ious foreign Governments , Egypt recogn ises 
the right of Great Br i ta in to in t e rvene , through her r ep resen ta t ive 
in Egypt, to prevent the application to fore igners of any Egyptian 
law now requir ing foreign consent , and Great Br i ta in on h e r side 
under takes not to exe rc i se this r ight except in the case of laws 
operating inequitably against fo re igne r s . 

"Al te rna t ive : -

In view of the contemplated t r ans fe r to His Majes ty ' s Government of 
the r ights h i ther to exerc i sed under the reg ime of the Capitulations 
by the var ious foreign Governments , Egypt recogn ises the right 
of Great Br i ta in to in te rvene , through her r ep resen ta t ive in 
Egypt , to prevent the application to fore igners of any Egyptian 
law now requir ing foreign consent , and Great Br i ta in on her side 
under takes not to exe rc i se this r ight except in the ma t t e r of 
taxat ion, or inconsis tent with the pr inciples of legislat ion in 
common to all the capitulatory P o w e r s . 

(vi.) On account of the special re la t ions between Great Br i ta in and Egypt 
c rea ted by the All iance, the Br i t i sh r ep resen ta t ive will be 
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accorded an exceptional position in Egypt and will be enti t led to 
p recedence over all other r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s . 

(vii.)The engagements of Br i t i sh and other foreign officers and a d m i n i s ­
t ra t ive officials who entered into the se rv ice of the Egyptian 
Government before the coming into force of the Trea ty may be 
t e r m i n a t e d , at the instance of e i ther the officials t hemse lves or 
the Egyptian Government , at any t ime within two yea r s after the 
coming into force of the Trea ty - The pension or compensation to 
be accorded to officials re t i r ing under this provis ion , in addition 
to that provided by the exist ing law, shall be de te rmined by the 
Trea ty - In cases where no advantage is taken of this a r r a n g e m e n t 
exist ing t e r m s of serv ice will r emain unaffected. 

" 5 . This T rea ty will be submitted to the approval of a Constituent 
Assembly , but it will not come into force until after the ag reemen t s with 
foreign Powers for the closing of their Consular Cour ts and the d e c r e e s for 
the reorganisation- of the Mixed Tr ibunals have come into opera t ion. 

"6 .This Consti tuent Assembly will also be charged with the duty of 
framing a new Organic Statute, in accordance with the provis ions for the 
Min i s t e r s being responsib le to the L e g i s l a t u r e . It will a lso provide re l igious 
to lera t ion for al l pe r sons and for the due protect ion of the r ights of fo re igners , 

"7.The n e c e s s a r y modifications in the regime of the Capitulat ions will 
be secured by ag reemen t s to be concluded by Great Br i ta in with the var ious 
capitulatory P o w e r s . These ag reement s will provide for the closing of the 
fo re ign Consular C o u r t s , so as to render possible the reorganisa t ion and 
extension of the jur isdic t ion of the Mixed Tr ibunals and the application to 
all fore igners in Egypt of the legislation (including legislat ion imposing 
taxation) enacted by the Egyptian Leg i s l a tu re . 

"8 .These ag reemen t s will provide for the t r ans fe r to His Majes ty ' s 
Government of the r ights previously exerc i sed under the reg ime of the 
Capitulat ions by the var ious foreign Governments . They will a lso contain 
st ipulat ions to the following effect : -

(a)iNo at tempt will be made to d i sc r imina te against the nat ionals of a 
Power which ag ree s to close i ts Consular C o u r t s , and such nat ionals 
shall enjoy in Egypt the same t rea tment as Br i t i sh subjec t s . 

(b.)The Egyptian Nationality Law will be founded on the jus sanguinis , 
so that the chi ldren born in Egypt of a foreigner will enjoy the 
nationali ty of thei r fa ther , and will not be claimed as Egyptian 
sub jec t s . 

(c )Consular officers of the foreign Powers shall be accorded by Egypt 
the same status as foreign Consuls enjoy in England. 
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(d.) Exist ing T r e a t i e s and Conventions to which Egypt is a par ty on 
m a t t e r s of c o m m e r c e and navigat ion, including postal and 
te legraphic Convent ions, will r ema in in fo rce . Pending the 
conclusion of specia l ag reemen t s to which she is a pa r ty , Egypt 
will apply the T r e a t i e s in force between Great Br i ta in and the 
foreign Power concerned on quest ions affected by the closing 
of the Consular C o u r t s , such as extradi t ion T r e a t i e s , T r e a t i e s 
for the s u r r e n d e r of seamen d e s e r t e r s , and c , as aLso T r e a t i e s 
of a poli t ical n a t u r e , whether mul t i l a t e ra l or b i l a t e r a l , e . g . , 
a rb i t r a t ion Conventions and the var ious Conventions re la t ing to 
the conduct of hos t i l i t i e s . 

(e.)The l iber ty to maintain schools and to teach the language of the 
foreign country concerned will be guaranteed , provided that such 
schools a re subject in al l r e spec t s to the laws applicable genera l ly 
to European schools in Egypt. 

(f.)The l iber ty to maintain or organise re l ig ious and char i table founda­
t i ons , such as hosp i t a l s , and c. , will a lso be guaran teed . 

"The T r e a t i e s will also provide for the n e c e s s a r y changes in the 
Commiss ion of the Debt and the el imination of the internat ional e lement in 
the Alexandria Board of Heal th. 

" 9 . The legislat ion rendered n e c e s s a r y by the aforesaid ag reement s 
between Great Br i ta in and the foreign P o w e r s , will be effected by d e c r e e s 
to be i ssued by the Egyptian Government . 

"A dec ree shall be enacted at the same t ime validating all m e a s u r e s , 
l eg i s la t ive , adminis t ra t ive or judic ia l , taken under Mar t i a l Law. 

"10. The d e c r e e s for the reorganisa t ion of the Mixed Tr ibunals will 
provide for conferring upon these Tr ibunals all jur isdic t ion h i ther to 
exe rc i sed by the foreign Consular C o u r t s , while leaving the jur isdic t ion 
of the Native Cour ts untouched. 

"11. After the coming into force of the Trea ty r e f e r r ed to in Art ic le 3 , 
Grea t Br i ta in will communicate i ts t e r m s to foreign Powers and will 
support an application by Egypt for admiss ion as a m e m b e r of the League 
of Nat ions . 

"August 18, 1920. 
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APPENDIX- -B 

The dec la ra t ion of Egyptian independence, F e b r u a r y 28, 1922. 

Whereas His Majes ty ' s government , in accordance with the i r dec la red 
in tent ions , de s i r e forthwith to recognize Egypt as an independent 
sovereign State-; and 

Whereas the re la t ions between His Majes ty ' s government and Egypt 
a re of vital i n t e re s t to the Br i t i sh E m p i r e ; 

The following pr inc ip les a re hereby dec la red : 
1. The Br i t i sh p ro tec to ra te over Egypt is t e r m i n a t e d , and Egypt is 
dec la red to be an independent sovereign Sta te . 
2. So soon as the government of His Highness shall pass an Act of 
Indemnity with application to all inhabitants of Egypt, m a r t i a l law, as 
proc la imed 2 November 1914, shall be withdrawn. 
3 . The following m a t t e r s a re absolutely r e s e r v e d to the d i sc re t ion of 
His Majes ty ' s government until such t ime as it may be possible by free 
d iscuss ion and friendly accommodation on both s ides to conclude ag reemen t s 
in r ega rd the re to between His Majes ty ' s government and the government 
of Egypt: 

(a) The secur i ty of the communicat ions of the Br i t i sh Empi re in 
Egypt. 

(b) The defence of Egypt against all foreign aggress ion or i n t e r f e r ence , 
d i rec t or ind i rec t . 

(c) The protect ion of foreign in t e re s t s in Egypt and the protect ion of 
m i n o r i t i e s . 

(d) The Sudan. 

Pending the conclusion of such a g r e e m e n t s , the s ta tus quo in all these 
m a t t e r s shall r emain in tac t . 

2 . Egypt No . l (1922), Cmd. 1592, Correspondence Respecting Affairs 
in Egypt , His Majes ty ' s Stationery Office, London, 1922, pp . 29-30. 
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APPENDIX C 

Br i t i sh Note to the Sec r e t a ry -G e ne ra l of the League of Nat ions , 
November 19, 1924, on the adoption of the Geneva protocol for the 
Pacific se t t lement of Internat ional Dispu tes . 3 

(1) The a t t e n t i o n of h i s B r i t a a h i c Majesty 's G o v e r n m e n t h a s b e e n c a l l e d 
to the r e s o l u t i o n adop ted by the A s s e m b l y of the L e a g u e of N a t i o n s on 
O c t o b e r 2 , 1924, for opening the P r o t o c o l on the pac i f i c s e t t l e m e n t of 
i n t e r n a t i o n a l d i s p u t e s for s i g n a t u r e by t h o s e r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of m e m b e r s 
of the L e a g u e who w e r e a l r e a d y in a p o s i t i o n to s ign i t , and to ho ld it 
open for s i g n a t u r e by a l l o t h e r S t a t e s . 

(2) The t e r m s of this resolut ion might suggest the communicat ion 
of the Pro tocol to the Government of Egypt. I am d i rec ted by his 
Br i tannic Majes ty ' s P r inc ipa l Sec re t a ry of State for Fore ign Affairs to 
remind you that the Br i t i sh p ro tec tora te over Egypt came to an end in 
vir tue of the dec lara t ion made by the Government of h is Br i tannic 
Majesty on F e b r u a r y 28, 1922, and approved by Pa r l i amen t on March 13 
of that y e a r . Under the t e r m s of that ins t rument cer ta in questions were 
absolutely r e s e r v e d to the d iscre t ion of his Br i tannic Majes ty ' s Govern­
ment until such t ime as an agreement might be come to regarding them 
with the Egyptian Government . 

(3) The GovernmentSof other countr ies were informed by his Br i tannic 
Majes ty ' s Government of the terminat ion of the Br i t i sh P ro t ec to ra t e over 
Egypt in a notification which contained the following passage :-
"The welfare and integri ty of Egypt a re n e c e s s a r y to the peace and safety of 
the Br i t i sh E m p i r e , which will therefore always maintain as an essen t i a l 
Br i t i sh in te res t the special re la t ions between itself and Egypt long 
recognized by other count r i es . These special re la t ions a re defined in the 
dec lara t ion recognizing Egypt as an independent Sovereign State . His 
Majes ty ' s Government have laid them down as m a t t e r s in which the r ights 
and i n t e r e s t s of the Br i t i sh Empi re a re vitally involved, and will not admit 
them to be questioned or d i scussed by any other P o w e r . In pursuance of 
this pr inciple they will r ega rd as an unfriendly act any at tempt at i n t e r ­
ference in the affairs of Egypt by another P o w e r , and they will consider any 
aggress ion against the t e r r i t o r y of Egypt as an act to be repel led with 
all the means at their command . " 

3 . "Egypt And Geneva Protocol: Br i t i sh Note to the L e a g u e , " 
the Text is in The T i m e s 5 December 1924, London, p . 13, co. 
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(4) In these c i r cums tances his Br i tannic Majes ty ' s Government 
a re unable ot admit that the P ro toco l , if signed by Egypt, will enable 
the Egyptian Government to invoke the intervention of the League of 
Nations in the se t t lement of m a t t e r s absolutely r e s e r v e d by the 
dec la ra t ion to the d i sc re t ion of his Bri tannic Majes ty ' s Government . 

This Note is dated November 19, On its rece ip t the S e c r e t a r y -
Genera l inquired whether the intention of the Br i t i sh Government in 
sending the Note was that it should be c i rculated to the States to which 
the Pro tocol had been sent . A reply was received on December 3 
stating that this was the Br i t i sh Government ' s d e s i r e , and the Note 
has accordingly been so c i rcu la ted . 

It is a r emarkab l e coincidence that the Note was dispatched on the 
very day that the late Si rdar was shot , and was obviously drawn up 
before the Egyptian c r i s i s o c c u r r e d . 
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TREATY OF ALLIANCE BETWEEN HIS MAJESTY, IN RESPECT OF 

THE UNITED KINGDOM, AND HIS MAJESTY THE KING OF E G Y P T . 

London, August 26, 1936. 

[Ratifications exchanged at Ca i ro on December 22, 1936.] 

His Majesty The King of Great Br i t a in , Ireland and the Br i t i sh 
Dominions beyond the Seas , E m p e r o r of India, and His Majesty the 
King of Egypt ; 

Being anxious to consolidate the fr iendship and the re la t ions of good 
understanding between them and to co-opera te in the execution of the i r 
in ternat ional obligations in p rese rv ing the peace of the world ; 

And considering that these objects will best be achieved by the 
conclusion of a t r ea ty of fr iendship and a l l iance , which in thei r common 
in t e re s t will provide for effective co-operat ion in p rese rv ing peace and 
ensur ing the defence of their respect ive t e r r i t o r i e s , and shall govern 
thei r mutual re la t ions in the future ; 

Have agreed to conclude a t r ea ty for this pu rpose , and have appointed 
as thei r p lenipotent iar ies :-

His Majesty The King of Great Br i t a in , Ireland and the Br i t i sh 
Dominions beyond the Seas , E mpe ro r of India (hereinafter r e f e r r e d to as 
His Majesty The King Empero r ) : 

For Great Br i ta in and Nor thern Ireland : 

The Rt . Hon. Anthony Eden, M . C . , M . P . , His P r inc ipa l Sec re t a ry 
of State for Foreign Affairs . 

The Rt . Hon. J a m e s Ramsay MacDonald, M . P . , Lord P res iden t 
of the Council . 

The Rt . Hon. Sir John Simon, G . C . S . I . , K . C . V . O . , O . B . E . , 
K . C . , M . P . , His Pr inc ipa l Sec re t a ry of State for the Home 
Depa r tmen t . 
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The Rt . Hon. Viscount Halifax, K . G . , G . C . S . I . , G . C . I . E . , 
Lord Pr ivy Seal . 

Sir Miles Wedderburn Lampson , K . C . M . G . , C . B . , M . V . O . , 
His High Commiss ione r for Egypt and Sudan. 

His Majesty the King of Egypt : 

Moustapha El Nahas Pacha , P res iden t of the Council of M i n i s t e r s . 

D r . Ahmed Mahe r , P res iden t of the Chamber of Deput ies . 

Mohamed Mahmoud Pacha , former P res iden t of the Council 
of M i n i s t e r s . 

[14379) B 2 

I smai l Sedky Pacha , fo rmer P res iden t of the Council of M i n i s t e r s . 

Abdel Fat tah Yehia Pacha , former P re s iden t of the Council of 
M i n i s t e r s . 

Wacyf Boutros Ghali Pacha , Minis te r of Fore ign Affairs . 

Osman M o h a r r a m Pacha , Minis ter of Public Works . 

M a k r a m Ebeid Pacha , Minis ter of Finance. 

Mahmoud Fahmy El -Nokrachi Pacha , Minis te r of Communica t ions . 

Ahmed Hamdi Seif El Nasr Pacha , Minis ter of Agr icu l tu re . 

Aly El Chamsi P a c h a , former Min i s t e r . 

Mohamed Helmi Issa Pacha , former Min i s t e r . 

Hafez Afifi Pacha , former Min i s t e r . 

Who, having communicated their full powers , found in good and due 
fo rm, have agreed as follows :-

Art ic le 1. 

The mi l i t a ry occupation of Egypt by the forces of His Majesty The 
King and E m p e r o r is t e rmina t ed . 
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Article 2. 

His Majesty The King and E mpe ro r will henceforth be r ep re sen t ed 
at the Court of His Majesty the King of Egypt and His Majesty the King 
of Egypt, will be r ep re sen t ed at the Court of St. J a m e s ' s by Ambassado r s 
duly acc red i t ed . 

Art ic le 3 . 

Egypt intends to apply for m e m b e r s h i p to the League of Nat ions . 
His Majes ty ' s Government in the United Kingdom, recognising Egypt as 
a sovereign independent Sta te , will support any reques t for admiss ion 
which the Egyptian Government may presen t in the conditions p r e s c r i b e d 
by Art ic le 1 of the Covenant. 

Art ic le 4 . 

An all iance is es tabl ished between the High Contract ing P a r t i e s with 
a view to consolidating their f r iendship, their cordial understanding and 
thei r good r e l a t i o n s . 

Art ic le 5. 

Each of the High Contracting P a r t i e s undertakes not to adopt in 
re la t ion to foreign countr ies an attitude which is inconsis tent with the 
a l l i ance , nor to conclude poli t ical t r e a t i e s inconsis tent with the provis ions 
of the p resen t t r e a t y . 

Art icle 6. 

Should any dispute with a third State produce a situation which involves 
a r i s k of a rup ture with that State , the High Contracting P a r t i e s will consult 
each other with a view to the set t lement of the said dispute by peaceful 
m e a n s , in accordance with the provisions of the Covenant of the League 
of Nations and of any other internat ional obligations which may be 
applicable to the c a s e . 

Art icle 7. 

Should, notwithstanding the provis ions of Art icle 6 above, e i ther 
of the High Contract ing P a r t i e s become engaged in w a r , the other High 
Contract ing P a r t y wil l , subject always to the provis ions of Art ic le 10 
below, immedia te ly come to his aid in the capacity of an ally. 

The aid of His Majesty the King of Egypt in the event of w a r , 
imminent menace of war or apprehended in ternat ional emergency will 

consis t in furnishing to His Majesty The King E m p e r o r on Egyptian 
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t e r r i t o r y , in accordance with the Egyptian sys tem of admin is t ra t ion 
and legis la t ion , al l the faci l i t ies and a s s i s t ance in his power , including 
the use of his p o r t s , a e r o d r o m e s and means of communicat ion; It will 
accordingly be for the Egyptian Government to take all the admin i s t ra t ive 
and legis lat ive m e a s u r e s , including the es tab l i shment of m a r t i a l law 
and an effective censo r sh ip , n e c e s s a r y to render these faci l i t ies and 
ass i s t ance effective. 

Art ic le 8. 

In view of the fact that the Suez Canal , whilst being an in tegra l 
par t of Egypt , is a universa l means of communication as a lso an e s s e n ­
t ia l means of communicat ion between the different pa r t s of the Br i t i sh 
E m p i r e , His Majesty the King of Egypt, until such time as the High 
Contract ing P a r t i e s agree that the Egyptian Army is in a position to 
ensu re by i ts own r e s o u r c e s the l iber ty and ent i re secur i ty of navigation 
of the Cana l , au thor i ses His Majesty the King and E m p e r o r to station 
forces in Egyptian t e r r i t o r y in the vicinity of the Canal , in the zone 
specified in the Annex to this Ar t i c l e , with a view to ensur ing in 
co-opera t ion with the Egyptian forces the defence of the Canal . The 
detai led a r r a n g e m e n t s for the car ry ing into effect of this Art ic le a r e 
contained in the Annex h e r e t o . The p resence of these forces shall not 
constitute in any manner an occupation and will in no way prejudice the 
sovereign r ights of Egypt. 

It is understood that at the end of the period of twenty yea r s specified 
in Art icle 16 the question whether the p resence of Br i t i sh forces is no 
longer n e c e s s a r y owing to the fact that the Egyptian Army is in a position 
to ensure by i ts own r e s o u r c e s the l iberty and ent i re secur i ty of navigation 
of the Canal m a y , if the High Contracting P a r t i e s do not agree the reon , 
be submitted to the Council of the League of Nations for decis ion in 
accordance with the provis ions of the Covenant in force at the t ime of 
s ignature of the p resen t t r ea ty or to such other person or body of pe r sons 
for decision in accordance with such other p rocedure as the High 
Contract ing P a r t i e s may a g r e e . 

Annex to Article 18. 

1. Without prejudice to the provis ions of Art ic le 7, the numbers of 
the forces of His Majesty The King and E m p e r o r to be maintained in the 
vicinity of the Canal shall not exceed, of the land f o r c e s , 10,000, and 
of the air f o r c e s , 400 p i lo ts , together with the n e c e s s a r y anci l la ry 
personne l for adminis t ra t ive and technical du t i e s . These number s do 
not include civilian pe r sonne l , e . g . , c l e r k s , a r t i s ans and l a b o u r e r s . 
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2. The Br i t i sh forces to be maintained in the vicinity of the Canal 
will be d is t r ibuted (a) as r e g a r d s the land f o r c e s , in Moasca r and the 
Geneifa a rea on the south-west side of the Great Bi t ter Lake , and 
(b) as r e g a r d s the air f o r c e s , within 5 mi les of the Por t Said-Suez 
ra i lway from Kantara in the nor th , to the junction of the ra i lway Suez-
Ca i ro and Suez-Ismai l ia in the south, together with an extension along 
the I s m a i l i a - C a i r o rai lway to include the Royal Air F o r c e Station at 
Abu Sueir and i ts satel l i te landing grounds; together with a r e a s suitable 
for a i r firing and bombing r a n g e s , which may have to be placed eas t 
of the Canal . 

3 . In the local i t ies specified above the re shall be provided for the 
Br i t i sh land and air forces of the numbers specified in pa rag raph 1 
above , including 4,000 civilian personnel (but l e ss 2,000 of the land 
f o r c e s , 700 of the air forces and 450 civilian personnel for whom 
accommodation a l ready ex i s t s ) , the n e c e s s a r y lands and durable "ba r r ack 
and technical accommodat ion , including an emergency water supply. 
The l ands , accommodat ion and water supply shall be suitable according 
to modern s t a n d a r d s . In addit ion, ameni t ies such as a r e r ea sonab le , 
having r ega rd to the cha rac te r of these loca l i t i e s , will be provided by 
the planting of t r e e s and the provision of ga rdens , playing f ie lds , and c. , 
for the t r o o p s , and a site for the erec t ion of a convalescent camp on the 
Med i t e r r anean coas t . 

4 . The Egyptian Government will make available the lands and 
construct the accommodat ion , water suppl ies , ameni t ies and convalescent 
camp , r e f e r r e d to in the preceding pa ragraph as being n e c e s s a r y over and 
above the accommodation a l ready existing in these loca l i t i e s , at i ts own 
expense , but His Majes ty ' s Government in the United Kingdom will 
contribute (1) the actual sum spent by the Egyptian Government before 
1914 on the construct ion of new b a r r a c k s as a l ternat ive accommodat ion 
to the K a s r - e l - N i l B a r r a c k s in C a i r o , and (2) the cost of one-fourth of 
the b a r r a c k and technical accommodation for the land f o r c e s . The f i rs t 
of these sums shall be paid at the tirre specified in paragraph 8 below for 
the withdrawal of the Br i t i sh forces from Cai ro and the second at the t ime 
for the withdrawal of the Br i t i sh forces from Alexandria under pa rag raph 
18 below. The Egyptian Government may charge a fair r en ta l for the 
r e s iden t i a l accommodat ion provided for the civilian pe r sonne l . The 
amount of the rent will be agreed between His Majes ty ' s Government 
in the United Kingdom and the Egyptian Government . 

5 . The two Governments will each appoint, immedia te ly the p resen t 
t r e a ty comes into fo rce , two or m o r e persons who shall together form a 
commit tee to whom all questions relat ing to the execution of these works 
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from the time of thei r commencement to the t ime of thei r completion 
shall be en t rus t ed . P r o p o s a l s for , or outlines of, plans and specif i ­
cations put forward by the r ep re sen t a t i ve s of His Majes ty ' s Government 
in the United Kingdom will be accepted , provided they a r e reasonable 
and do not fall outside the scope of the obligations of the Egyptian 
Government under pa ragraph 4. The plans and specifications of each 
of the works to be undertaken by the Egyptian Government 'Shall be 
approved by the r ep re sen t a t i ve s of both Governments on this commit tee 
before the work is begun. Any m e m b e r of this commi t t ee , as well as 
the Commander s of the Br i t i sh forces or thei r r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s , shall 
have the right to examine the works at all s tages of thei r cons t ruc t ion , 
and the United Kingdom m e m b e r s of the commit tee may make suggest ions 
as r e g a r d s the manner in which the work is c a r r i ed out. The United 
Kingdom m e m b e r s shall a lso have the right to make at any t i m e , while 
the work is in p r o g r e s s , p roposa ls for modifications or a l te ra t ions in 
the plans and specif icat ions . Effect shall be given to suggest ions and 
proposa ls by the United Kingdom m e m b e r s , subject to the conditions 
that they a r e reasonable and do not fall outside the scope of the obliga­
tions of the Egyptian Government under pa ragraph * . In the case of 
mach ine ry and other s t o r e s , where s tandardizat ion of type is impor tan t , 
it is agreed that s to res of the s tarda^d type in genera l use by the 
Br i t i sh forces will be obtained and ins ta l led . It i s , of c o u r s e , under­
stood that His Majes ty ' s Government in the United Kingdom m a y , when 
the b a r r a c k s and accommodation a re being used by the Br i t i sh f o r c e s , 
make at their own expense improvements or a l te ra t ions there to and 
construct new buildings in the a r e a s specified in paragraph 2 above. 

6. In pursuance of thei r p rog ramme fo^ the development of road 
and ra i lway communicat ions in Egypt, and in o rder to bring the means 
of communicat ions in Egypt up to modern s t ra teg ic r e q u i r e m e n t s , the 
Egyptian Government will construct and maintain the following r o a d s , 
b r idges and ra i lways :-

(A) - Roads . 

(i) I sma i l i a -Alexandr i a , via T e l - e l - K e b i r , Zagazig , Zifta , Tanta , 
K a f r - e l - Z a y a t , Damanhour . 

(ii) I s m a i l i a - C a i r o , via Te l - e l -Keb i r and thence continuing along 
the Sweet Water Canal to Hel iopol is . 

(iii) Por t Sa id - I smai l i a -Suez . 
(iv) A link between the south end of the Great Bi t ter Lake, and the 

Ca i ro-Suez road about 15 mi les west of Suez. 
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In o rder to bring them up to the genera l s tandard of good-c lass 
roads for genera l t raf f ic , these roads will be 20 feet wide, have bye-
pas se s round v i l ages , and c. , and be made of such m a t e r i a l as to be 
permanent ly ut i l isable for m i l i r a r y p u r p o s e s , and will be const ructed 
in the above o rde r of i m p o r t a n c e . They will comply with the technica l 
specifications set out below which a r e the ordinary specifications for a 
good-c lass road for genera l t raf f ic . 

Br idges and roads shall be capable of car ry ing a double line of 
continuous columns of e i ther heavy four-wheeled mechanica l t r a n s p o r t , 
s ix-wheeled mechanica l t r an spo r t or medium t anks . With r ega rd to four-
wheeled veh ic l e s , the dis tance between the front axle of one vehicle and the 
r e a r axle of the vehicle next ahead shall be calculated at 20 feet , the 
load on each r e a r axle to be 14 t o n s , on each front axle to be 6 tons 
and the dis tance between axles 18 feet . With r ega rd to s ix-wheeled 
veh ic l e s , the dis tance between the front axle of one vehicle and the r e a r 
axle of that next ahead shall be calculated to be 20 feet , between r e a r 
axle and middle axle to be 4 feet and between middle axle and front 
axle 13 feet; the load on each r e a r and middle axle to be 8.1 tons and 
on each front axle to be 4 t ons . Tanks shall be calculated for as weighing 
19.25 t o n s , to be 25 feet over all in length and to have a d is tance of 3 
feet between the front of one tank and the r e a r of the next ahead; the 
load of 19.25 t eas to be ca r r i ed by t r acks which have a bear ing of 13 feet 
upon the road or b r i dge . 

(B) - Ra i lways . 

(i) (l) Railway faci l i t ies in the Canal Zone will be inc reased and 
improved to meet the needs of the increased ga r r i son in the zone and to 
provide faci l i t ies for rapid ent ra inment of pe r sonne l , guns , vehicles 
and s to r e s according to the r equ i remen t s of a modern a r m y . His Majes ty ' s 
Government in the United Kingdom are hereby authorised to make at the i r 
own expense such subsequent additions and modifications to these rai lway 
faci l i t ies as the future r equ i r emen t s of the Br i t i sh forces may demand. 
Where such additions or modifications affect rai lway lines used for 
genera l t raf f ic , the pe rmis s ion of the Egyptian Government must be 
obtained. 

(ii) The line between Zagazig and Tanta will be doubled. 
(iii) The Alexandr ia -Mersa Matruh line will be improved and made 

pe rmanen t . 

7. In addition to the roads specified in pa ragraph 6 (A) above, and 
for the same p u r p o s e s , the Egyptian Government will const ruct and 
mainta in the following roads :-

(l) See Note No . l on page 180. 
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(i) Ca i ro south along the Nile to Kena and Kus; 
(ii) Kus to K o s s e i r ; 
(iii) Kena to Hurghada. 

These roads and the br idges thereon will be constructed to satisfy 
the same s tandards as those specified in pa rag raph 6 above. 

It may not be possible for the construct ion of the roads r e f e r r e d to 
in this pa rag raph to be undertaken at the same t ime as the roads 
r e f e r r e d to in paragraph 6, but they will be constructed as soon as 
poss ib le . 

8. When, to the satisfaction of both the High Contract ing P a r t i e s , 
the accommodation r e f e r r e d to in paragraph 4 is ready (accommodation 
for the forces re ta ined t empora r i l y at Alexandria in accordance with 
pa ragraph 18 below not being included) and the works r e f e r r e d to in 
pa ragraph 6 above (other than the ra i lways r e f e r r e d to in (ii) and (iii) 
of par t (B) of that paragraph) have been completed, then the Br i t i sh 
forces in pa r t s of Egypt other than the a r e a s in the Canal Zone specified 
in paragraph 2 above and except for those maintained t e m p o r a r i l y at 
Alexandr ia , will withdraw and ths l ands , b a r r a c k s , a i rc ra f t landing 
grounds , seaplane anchorages and accommodation occupied by them will 
be vacated and, save in so far as they may belong to pr ivate p e r s o n s , 
be handed over to the Egyptian Government . 

9 . Any difference of opinion between the two Governments re la t ing 
to the execution of pa rag raphs 3 , 4 , 5, 6, 7 and 8 above will be submitted 
to the decis ion of an Arb i t ra l Board , composed of th ree m e m b e r s , the two 
Governments nominating each a m e m b e r and the thi rd being nominated by 
the two Governments in common ag reemen t . The dicis ion of the Board 
shall be final . 

10. In o rder to ensure the proper t ra ining of Br i t i sh t r o o p s , it is 
agreed that the a rea defined below will be available for the t ra ining of 
Br i t i sh forces : (a) and (b) at all t imes of the yea r , and (c) during 
F e b r u a r y and March for annual manoeuvres :-

(a) West of the Canal : F r o m Kantara in the north to the Suez-Ca i ro 
ra i lway (inclusive) in the south and as far as longitude 31 
30 minutes e a s t , exclusive of all cultivation; 

(b) Eas t of the Canal as requi red ; 
(c) A continuation of (a) as far south as latitude 29 deg rees 52 minutes 

north, thence so-uth~east to the junrt ion of lati tude 29 deg rees 
30 minutes north and longitude 31 d e g r e e s 44 minutes eas t and 
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from that point eas twards along latitude 29 deg rees 30 
minutes nor th . 

The a r e a s of the local i t ies r e f e r r ed to above a re included in the 
map (scale 1 : 500,000) which is annexed to the p resen t T r e a t y . (2) 

11. Unless the two Governments agree to the con t r a ry , the Egyptian 
Government will prohibit the passage of a i rc raf t over the t e r r i t o r i e s 
si tuated on e i ther side of the Suez Canal and within 20 k i lomet res of i t , 
except for the purpose of passage from eas t to west or vice v e r s a by 
means of a co r r ido r 10 k i lomet re s wide at Kanta ra . This prohibit ion 
will not , however , apply to the forces of the High Contract ing P a r t i e s 
or to genuinely Egyptian a i r organisa t ions or to a i r organisat ions 
genuinely belonging to any par t of the Br i t i sh Commonwealth of Nations 
operating under the authori ty of the Egyptian Government . 

12. The Egyptian Government will provide when n e c e s s a r y reasonable 
means of communicat ion and access to and from the local i t ies where 
the Br i t i sh forces a re situated and will also accord faci l i t ies at Por t Said 
and Suez for the landing and s torage of m a t e r i a l and supplies for the 
Br i t i sh f o r c e s , including the maintenance of a smal l detachment of the 
Br i t i sh forces in these por t s to handle and guard this m a t e r i a l and these 
supplies in t r a n s i t . 

13. In view of the fact that the speed and range of modern a i rcraf t 
necess i t a t e the use of wide a r e a s for the efficient t ra ining of a i r f o r c e s , 
the Egyptian Government will accord pe rmis s ion to the Br i t i sh a i r forces 
to fly wherever they consider it n e c e s s a r y for the purpose of t r a in ing . 
Rec ip roca l t r ea tmen t will be accorded to Egyptian a i r forces in Br i t i sh 
t e r r i t o r i e s . 

14. In view of the fact that the safety of flying is dependent upon 
provis ion of a la rge number of p laces where a i rcraf t can al ight , the 
Egyptian Government will secure the maintenance and constant availabil i ty 
of adequate landing grounds and seaplane anchorages in Egyptian t e r r i t o r y 
and w a t e r s . The Egyptian Government will accede to any reques t from the 
Br i t i sh a i r forces for such additional landing grounds and seaplane 
anchorages as exper ience may show to be n e c e s s a r y to make the number 
adequate for allied r e q u i r e m e n t s . 

15. The Egyptian Government will accord pe rmi s s ion for the Br i t i sh 
a i r forces to use the said landing grounds and seaplane anchorages , and 
in the case of cer ta in of them to send stocks of fuel and s to re s t h e r e t o , 
to be kept in sheds to be e rec ted thereon for this pu rpose , and in case of 
urgency to undertake such work las may be n e c e s s a r y for the safety of 

a i r c r a f t . 

(2) A map (scale 1 :1 , 000, 000) to i l lus t r a t e the T e a t y is annexed. 
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16. The Egyptian Government will give all n e c e s s a r y faci l i t ies for 
the passage of the personne l of the Br i t i sh f o r c e s , a i rc raf t and s to re s 
to and from the said landing grounds and seaplane anchorages . Similar 
faci l i t ies will be afforded to the pe r sonne l , a i rc ra f t and s to res of the 
Egyptian forces at the air bases of the Br i t i sh f o r c e s . 

17. The Br i t i sh mi l i t a ry author i t ies shall be at l iber ty to reques t 
p e r m i s s i o n from the Egyptian Government to send pa r t i e s of officers 
in civilian clothes to the Wes te rn Dese r t to study the grounds and draw 
up tac t i ca l s c h e m e s . This pe rmis s ion shall not be unreasonably withheld. 

18. His Majesty the King of Egypt au thor i ses His Majesty The King 
and E m p e r o r to mainta in units of his forces at or near Alexandria for 
a period not exceeding eight years from the date of the coming into force 
of the p resen t t r e a t y , this being the approximate period considered 
n e c e s s a r y by the two High Contracting P a r t i e s -

(a) Fo r the final completion of the b a r r a c k accommodation in the 
Canal zone; 

(b)(3) For the improvement of the roads -
(i) Ca i ro-Suez ; 
(ii) Cai ro-Alexandr ia via Giza and the de se r t ; 

(iii) Alexandr ia -Mersa Matruh; 

so as to bring them up to the s tandard specified in par t (A) of 
pa rag raph 6; 

(c) The improvement of the rai lway faci l i t ies between Ismail ia and 
Alexandr ia , and Alexandria and Mersa Matruh r e f e r r ed to in (ii) and (iii) 
of par t (B) of pa ragraph 6. 

The Egyptian Government will complete the work specified in (a), 
(b) and (c) above before the expiry of the period of eight yea r s a foresa id . 
The roads and rai lway facil i t ies mentioned above wil l , of c o u r s e , be 
maintained by the Egyptian Government . 

19. The Br i t i sh forces in or near Cai ro shal l , until the t ime for 
withdrawal under paragraph 8 above, and the Br i t i sh forces in or near 
Alexandria until the expiry of the t ime specified in pa ragraph 18 above, 
continue to enjoy the same facil i t ies as at p r e s e n t . 

(3) See note No. 2 on page 132. 
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Art ic le 9-

The immuni t ies and pr iv i leges in jur isdic t ional and f iscal m a t t e r s 
to be enjoyed by the forces of His Majesty The King and E m p e r o r who 
a r e in Egypt in accordance with the provis ions of the p resen t teaty will 
be de te rmined in a separa te convention (4) to be concluded between the 
Egyptian Government and His Majes ty 's Government in the United Kingdom. 

Art ic le 10. 

Nothing in the p resen t t rea ty is intended to or shall in any way 
prejudice the r ights and obligations which devolve, or may devolve, upon 
ei ther of the High Contract ing P a r t i e s under the Covenant of the League 
of Nations or the Trea ty for the "Renunciation of War signed at P a r i s 
on the 27th August , 1928. (5) 

Art ic le 11. 

1. While r e se rv ing l iber ty to conclude new conventions in future, 
modifying the ag reemen t s of the 19th January and the 10th July . 1899, 
the High Contract ing P a r t i e s agree that the adminis t ra t ion of the Sudan 
shall continue to be that resul t ing from the said a g r e e m e n t s . The 
Governor -Gene ra l shall continue to exe rc i se on the joint behalf of the 
High Contract ing P a r t i e s the powers conferred upon him by the said 
a g r e e m e n t s . 

The High Contract ing P a r t i e s agree that the p r i m a r y aim of thei r 
adminis t ra t ion in the Sudan must be the welfare of the Sudanese. 

Nothing in th is a r t ic le prejudices the question of sovereignty over 
the Sudan. 

2. (6) Appointments and promotions of officials in the Sudan will 
in consequence r ema in vested in the Governor -Gene ra l , who, in making 
new appointments to posts for which qualified Sudanese a r e not available 
will se lect suitable candidates of Br i t i sh and Egyptian nat ional i ty . 

3 . In addition to Sudanese t r o o p s , both Br i t i sh and Egyptian t roops 
shall be placed at the d isposal of the Governor -Genera l for the defence 
of the Sudan. 

(4) Fo r convention see page 184. 

(5) T r e a t y Ser ies No. 29 (1929) (Cmd. 3410). 

(6) See note No. 3 on page 182. 
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4 . Egyptian immigra t ion into the Sudan shall be unres t r i c t ed 
except for r ea sons of public oder and heal th . 

5. There shall be no d i sc r imina t ion in the Sudan between Br i t i sh 
subjects and Egyptian nat ionals in m a t t e r s of c o m m e r c e , immigra t ion 
or the possess ion of p rope r ty . 

6. The High Contract ing P a r t i e s a re agreed on the provis ions set 
out in the Annex to this Art ic le as r e g a r d s the method by which i n t e r ­
national conventions a re to be made applicable to the Sudan. 

Annex to Art icle 11. 

1. Unless and until the High Contracting P a r t i e s agree to the con t ra ry 
in application of pa ragraph 1 of this Ar t i c le , the genera l principle for 
the future shall be that internat ional conventions shall only become 
applicable to the Sudan by the joint action of the Governments of the 
United Kingdom and of Egypt, and that such joint action shall s imi l a r ly 
a lso be requ i red if it is des i red to t e rmina te the par t ic ipat ion of the 
Sudan in an in ternat ional convention which a l ready applies to this t e r r i t o r y . 

2. Conventions to which it will be des i red that the Sudan should be 
a par ty will general ly be conventions of a technical or humani ta r ian 
c h a r a c t e r . Such conventions a lmost invariably contain a provision for 
subsequent access ion , and in such cases this method of making the 
convention applicable to the Sudan will be adopted. Accession will be 
effected by a joint in s t rument , signed on behalf of Egypt and the United 
Kingdom respec t ive ly by two persons duly authorised for the pu rpose . 
The method of depositing the ins t ruments of access ion will be the subject 
of ag reement in each case between the two Governments . In the event 
of i ts being des i red to apply to the Sudan a convention which does not 
contain an access ion c l ause , the method by which this should be effected 
will be the subject of consultation and agreement between the two 
Governmen t s . 

3 . If the Sudan is a l ready a par ty to a convention, and it is des i r ed 
to t e rmina te the par t ic ipat ion of the Sudan the re in , the n e c e s s a r y notice 
of t e rmina t ion will be given jointly by the United Kingdom and by Egypt. 

4 . It is understood that the par t ic ipat ion of the Sudan in a convention 
and the t e rmina t ion of such part ic ipat ion can only be effected by joint 
action specifically taken in respec t of the Sudan, and does not follow 
m e r e l y from the fsct that the United Kingdom and Egypt a re both pa r t i e s to 
a convention or have both denounced a convention. 
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5. At in ternat ional conferences where such conventions a r e 
negot ia ted, the Egyptian and the United Kingdom delegates would natu­
ra l ly keep in touch with a view to any action which they may agree to be 
des i rab le in the i n t e r e s t s of the Sudan. 

Art ic le 12. 

His Majesty The King and E m p e r o r recogn ises that the respons ib i l i ty 
for the l ives and p roper ty of fore igners in Egypt devolves exclusively 
upon the Egyptian Government , who will ensu re the fulfilment of the i r 
obligations in this r e s p e c t . 

Art ic le 13. 

His Majesty The King and E m p e r o r recognises that the capi tulatory 
reg ime now exist ing in Egypt is no longer in accordance with the spi r i t 
of the t i m e s and with the p resen t state of Egypt. 

His Majesty the King of Egypt d e s i r e s the abolition of this r eg ime 
without delay-

Both High Contract ing P a r t i e s a re agreed upon the a r r a n g e m e n t s with 
r e g a r d to this m a t t e r as set forta in the Annex to this Ar t i c l e . 

Annex to Art ic le 13. 

1. It is the object of the a r r a n g e m e n t s set out in this Annex :-
(i) To bring about speedily the abolition of the Capitulations in 

Egypt with the d i sappearance of the exist ing r e s t r i c t i ons on 
Egyptian sovereignty in the m a t t e r of the application of 
Egyptian legis lat ions (including financial legislation) to 
fore igners as i ts n e c e s s a r y consequence; 

(ii) To inst i tute a t rans i t iona l r eg ime for a reasonable and not unduly 
prolonged period to be fixed, during which the Mixed 
Tr ibuna ls will r emain and wil l , in addition to thei r p resen t 
judicial ju r i sd ic t ion , exe rc i se the jur isdic t ion at p resen t 
vested in the Consular C o u r t s . 

At the end of this t rans i t iona l period the Egyptian Government will be 
free to d ispense with the Mixed T r ibuna l s . 

2. As a f i rs t s tep , the Egyptian Government will approach the 
Capi tu la tory Powers as soon as possible with a view to (a) the removal 
of al l r e s t r i c t i o n s on the application of Egyptian legislat ion to fo r e igne r s , 
and (b) the inst i tut ion of a t rans i t iona l reg ime for the Mixed Tr ibunals as 
provided in pa ragraph 1 (ii) above. 
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3 . His Majes ty ' s Government in the United Kingdom, as the 
Government of a Capi tula tory Power and as an ally of Egypt, a r e in 
no way opposed to the a r r a n g e m e n t s r e f e r r ed to in the preceding p a r a ­
graph and will col laborate actively with the Egyptian Government in 
giving effect to them by using all their influence with the Powers e x e r ­
cising capi tulatory r ights in Egyot. 

4 . It is understood that in the event of i ts being found imposs ib le 
to br ing into effect the a r r a n g e m e n t s r e f e r r e d to in pa rag raph 2, the 
Egyptian Government r e t a ins i ts full r ights unimpaired with r e g a r d to 
the capi tulatory r e g i m e , including the Mixed T r ibuna l s . 

5. It is understood that pa ragraph 2 (a) involves not m e r e l y that 
the assen t of the Capi tulatory Powers will be no longer n e c e s s a r y for 
the application of any Egyptian legislat ion to their na t iona ls , but a lso 
that the p resen t legislat ive functions of the Mixed Tr ibunals as r e g a r d s 
the application of Egyptian legislat ion to fore igners will t e r m i n a t e . It 
would follow from this that the Mixed Tr ibunals in thei r judicial capacity 
would no longer have to pronounce upon the validity of the application to 
fo re igners of an Egyptian law or dec ree which has been applied to fo re igners 
by the Egyptian Pa r l i amen t of Government , as the case may be . 

6. His Majesty the King of Egypt hereby dec l a r e s that no Egyptian 
legislat ion made applicable to fore igners will be inconsistent with the 
pr inc ip les genera l ly adopted in modern legislat ion o r , with pa r t i cu la r 
re la t ion to legis lat ion of a f iscal n a t u r e , d i sc r imina te aginst f o r e igne r s , 
including foreign corpora te bodies . 

7 . In view of the fact that it is the prac t ice in most countr ies to 
apply to fo re igners the law of their nationality in m a t t e r s of "s ta tu t 
p e r s o n n e l , " considerat ion will be given to the d is i rab i l i ty of excepting 
f rom the t r ans fe r of ju r i sd ic t ion , at any ra te in the f i rs t p l ace , m a t t e r s 
re la t ing to "s ta tut personnel" affecting nationals of those Capi tula tory 
P o w e r s who wish that their Consular authori t ies should continue to 
exe rc i s e such ju r i sd ic t ion . 

8. The t rans i t iona l reg ime for the Mixed Tr ibunals and the t r ans fe r 
to them of the jur isdic t ion at p resen t exerc i sed by the Consular Cour ts 
(which r eg ime and t rans fe r wil l , of cou r se , be subjects to the provis ions 
of the specia l convention r e f e r r ed to in Art icle 9) will necess i t a t e the 
rev i s ion of exist ing laws relat ing to the organisat ion and jur isdic t ion 
of the Mixed T r i b u n a l s , including the prepara t ion and promulgat ion of a 
new Code of Cr imina l P r o c e d u r e . It is understood that this revis ion 
will include amongst other m a t t e r s :-
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(i) The definition of the word " fore igner" for the purpose of the 
future jur i sd ic t ion of the Mixed Tr ibuna l s ; 

(ii) The i nc r ea se of the personnel of the Mixed Tr ibunals and the 
Mixed P a r q u e t , which will be necess i ta ted by the proposed 
extension of thei jur isd ic t ion; 

(iii) The procedure in the case of pardons or r e m i s s i o n s of sentences 
imposed on fore igners and a lso in connection with execution 
of capital sentences passed on fo re igne r s . 

Ar t ic le 14. 

The p resen t t r ea ty abrogates any existing ag reemen t s or other 
ins t ruments whose continued exis tence is inconsis tent with i ts p rov i s ions . 
Should e i ther High Contract ing P a r t y so r eques t , a l ist of the ag reemen t s 
and in s t rumen t s thus abrogated shall be drawn up in ag reement between 
them within six months of the coming into force of the p resen t t r e a t y . 

Art ic le 15. 

The High Contract ing P a r t i e s agree that any difference on the 
subject of the application or in te rpre ta t ion of the provis ions of the p resen t 
t r ea ty -which they are unable to set t le by d i rec t negotiation shall be dealt 
with in accordance with the provis ions of the Covenant of the League of 
Nat ions . 

Art ic le 16. 

At any t ime after the expirat ion of a period of twenty yea r s from the 
coming into force of the t r e a ty , the High Contract ing P a r t i e s wil l , at the 
reques t of e i ther of t h e m , enter into negotiations with a view to such 
rev is ion of i t s t e r m s by agreement between them as may be appropr ia te 
in the c i r cums tances as they then ex is t . In case of the High Contract ing 
P a r t i e s being unable to agree upon the t e r m s of the revised t r e a t y , the 
difference will be submitted to the Council of the League of Nations for 
decis ion in accordance with the provis ions of the Covenant in force at 
the t ime of s ignature of the p resen t t r ea ty or to such other pe r son or 
body of pe rsons for decis ion in accordance with such procedure as the 
High Contract ing P a r t i e s may a g r e e . It is agreed that any revis ion of 
this t r e a ty will provide for the continuation of the Alliance between the 
High Contract ing P a r t i e s in accordance with the pr inc ip les contained in 
Ar t i c l es 4 , 5 , 6 and 7. Neve r the l e s s , with the consent of both High 
Contract ing P a r t i e s , negotiations may be entered into at any t ime after 
the expira t ion of a period of ten yea r s after the coming into force of 
the t r e a t y , with a view to such revis ion as a foresa id . 
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Art ic le 17. 

The presen t t r ea ty is subject to ra t i f icat ion. Ratifications shall be 
exchanged in Ca i ro as soon as poss ib le . The t r ea ty shall come into 
force on the date of the exchange of ra t i fa ica t ions , and shall thereupon 
be r e g i s t e r e d with the S e c r e t a r y - G r e n e r a l of the League of Nat ions . 

In wi tness thereof the above-named plenipotent iar ies have signed the 
p resen t t r ea ty and affixed the re to their- s e a l s . 

Done at London in duplicate this 26th day of August, 1936. 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S . 

( L . S / 
( L . S . 

> ANTHONY EDEN. 

) J . RAMSAY MacDONALD. 

JOHN SIMON. 

) HALIFAX. 

) MILES W. LAMPSON. 

) MOUSTAPHA EL-NAHAS. 

) AHMAD MAHER . 

) M . MAHMOUD. 

) I . SEDKI. 

> A. YEHIA. 

) WACYF BOUTROS GHALI. 

> O. MOHARRAM. 

) MAKRAMEBEID. 

) MAHMOUD FAHMY EL-NOKRACHY. 

A . HAMDY SEIF E L NASR . 

) ALY EL CHAMSI. 

M. H. ISSA. 

HAFEZ AFIFI . 
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AGREED MINUTE. 

The United Kingdom and Egyptian Delegation d e s i r e at the moment 
of s ignature to r eco rd in a minute cer ta in points of in te rpre ta t ion of the 
provis ions of the Trea ty of Alliance upon which they a r e ag reed . 

These points a r e as fol lows:-

(i) It is of course understood that the faci l i t ies provided for in 
Art ic le 7 to be furnished to His Majesty The King and E m p e r o r include 
the sending of Br i t i sh forces or re in forcements in the eventual i t ies 
specified in that Ar t i c l e . 

(ii) With re fe rence to Art ic le 7, it is understood that as a resu l t of 
the provis ions of Art ic le 6, t he re will have been mutual consultation 
between the two Governments in the case of a r i s k of a r u p t u r e . In the 
case of an apprehended in ternat ional emergency , the same principle 
of mutual consultation app l ies . 

(iii) The " m e a n s of communicat ion" r e f e r r ed to in the second sentence 
of Art ic le 7 include te lecommunicat ions (cables , t e l e g r a p h s , telephones 
and w i r e l e s s ) . 

(iv) Amongst the m i l i t a r y , adminis t ra t ive and legislat ive m e a s u r e s 
r e f e r r e d to in the third sentence of Art icle 7 a r e included m e a s u r e s 
under which the Egyptian Government , in the exe rc i se of thei r powers 
as r e g a r d s r a d i o - e l e c t r i c communica t ions , will take into account the 
r e q u i r e m e n t s of the W/T stat ions of the Br i t i sh forces in Egypt, and 
will continue to co-opera te with the Br i t i sh author i t ies to prevent any 
mutual in te r fe rence between Br i t i sh and Egyptian W/T s ta t ions , and 
m e a s u r e s providing for the effecitve control of all means of communi ­
cat ions r e f e r r e d to in that Ar t i c le . 

(v) The words "Geneifa a r e a " in paragraph 2 (a) of the Annex to 
Art ic le 8 mean: along the shore of the Great Bi t ter Lake f rom a point 
3 k i l o m e t r e s North of Geneifa Station to a point 3 k i lome t re s South-East 
of Fayid Station to a depth of 3 k i lome t re s from the shore of the lake . 

(vi) With re fe rence to pa ragraph 2 (b) of the Annex to Art ic le 8, it 
is understood that the exact s i tes in the a rea there in r e f e r r e d to where 
the a i r forces will be located will be defined as soon as poss ib le . 
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The Royal Air Fo rce Depot at p resen t situated at Aboukir will a lso 
be t r a n s f e r r e d to this a rea not la ter than the date of the withdrawal of 
the Br i t i sh forces from Ca i ro under pa ragraph 8. 

(vii) With re fe rence to paragraph 3 of the Annex to Art icle 8, it is 
understood (a) that Br i t i sh b a r r a c k accommodat ion includes m a r r i e d 
q u a r t e r s for officers and for a proport ion of the other r a n k s , (b) that 
though the site of the convalescent camp cannot be definitely fixed at the 
momen t , El Arish might possibly prove sui table , and (c) that the 
Egyptian Government , in pursuance of the policy which it has a l ready 
taken in hand for the benefit of the inhabitants of those a r e a s , will take 
al l reasonable san i ta ry m e a s u r e s for the combating of m a l a r i a in the 
a r e a s adjacent to those where the Br i t i sh forces a r e s i tuated. 

(viii) With re fe rence to pa ragraph 6 of the Annex to Art ic le 8, it is 
understood tha t , with regard to road No. (iii), the Egyptian Government 
wi l l , unless they a r e able to make a r r a n g e m e n t s with the Suez Canal 
Company for the use of this road by the Br i t i sh and Egyptian forces 
and for the improvement of those sect ions which a r e not a l ready up to 
this s tandard so as to satisfy the conditions laid down in pa ragraph 6, 
const ruct an ent i re ly new road connecting these p l ace s . 

(ix) With re fe rence to paragraph 12 of the Annex to Art ic le 8, it is 
understood that the number of the detachment r e f e r r ed to shall be l imited 
to the min imum s t r ic t ly n e c e s s a r y to handle and guard this m a t e r i a l . 

(x) With re fe rence to paragraph 13 of the Annex to Art ic le 8, it is 
understood that flying will take place for t ra ining purposes most ly over 
d e s e r t a r e a s , and that populated a r e a s will only be flown over where 
necess i ty so demands . 

(xi) With re fe rence to paragraph 2 of the Egyptian Note relat ing to 
mi l i t a ry m a t t e r s , it is of course understood that the cost of the Mil i tary 
Miss ion will be defrayed by the Egyptian Government, and that the words 
"p rope r t ra in ing" in this paragraph include t raining in Br i t i sh mi l i t a ry 
col leges and a c a d e m i e s . 

(xii) P a r a g r a p h 2 of the Egyptian Note re la t ing to mi l i t a ry m a t t e r s 
only applies to pe r sons who a re a l ready at the t ime m e m b e r s of the 
Egyptian a r m e d f o r c e s . 

(xiii) The word "equipment" in paragraph e of the Egyptian Note 
re la t ing to m i l i t a ry m a t t e r s , means all such s to re s as it is des i r ab le 
for forces acting together to have as a common pa t t e rn . It does not 
include a r t i c l e s of clothing or a r t i c l e s of local product ion. 
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(xiv) With re fe rence to pa ragraph 1 of Art ic le 11, it is agreed that 
the Gove rno r -Gene ra l shall furnish to His Majes ty ' s Government in the 
United Kingdom and the Egyptian Government an annual r epor t on the 
adminis t ra t ion of the Sudan. Sudan legislat ion will be notified d i rec t ly 
to the P re s iden t of the Egyptian Council of M i n i s t e r s . 

(xv) With re fe rence to pa ragraph 2 of Art ic le 11, it is understood 
tha t , while the appointment of Egyptian nat ionals to official posts in 
the Sudan mus t n e c e s s a r i l y be governed by the number of suitable 
vacanc i e s , the t ime of the i r occu r rence and the qualifications of the 
candidates for thcoming, the provis ions of this pa ragraph will take effect 
forthwith on the coming into forc2 of the T r e a t y . The promotion and 
advancement of m e m b e r s of the Sudan Service shall be i r r e s p e c t i v e of 
nationali ty up to any rank by select ion in accordance with individual m e r i t s . 

It is a lso understood that these provis ions will not prevent the Governor - -
Genera l occasional ly appointing to special posts persons of anothe-
nationali ty when no qualified Br i t i sh subjec t s , Egyptian nationals or 
Sudanese a r e ava i lab le . 

(xvi) With re fe rence to paragraph 3 of Art ic le 11, it is understood 
tha t , as the Egyptian Government a re willing to send t roops to the 
Sudan, the Governor -Genera l will give immedia te considerat ion to the 
question of the number of Egyptian t roops requi red for se rv ice in the 
Sudan, the p r e c i s e p laces where they will be stationed and the a c c o m m o ­
dation n e c e s s a r y for them, and that the Egyptian Government will send 
forthwith, on the coming into force of the T r e a t y , an Egyptian mi l i t a ry 
officer of high rank -whom the Governor -Genera l can consult with r ega rd 
to these m a t t e r s . 

(xvii) With re fe rence to Art icle 11, as it has been a r ranged between 
the Egyptian Government and His Majes ty ' s Government in the United 
Kingdom that the question of the indebtedness of the Sudan to Egypt and 
other financial questions affecting the Sudan shall be d i scussed between 
the Egyptian Minis t ry of Finance and the T r e a s u r y of the United Kingdom, 
and as such d i scuss ions have a l ready commenced, it has been considered 
unnecessa ry to in se r t in the Trea ty any provision in r ega rd to this 
quest ion. 

(xviii) With r ega rd to paragraph 6 of the Annex to Art ic le 13, it is 
understood that quest ions re la t ing to this dec lara t ion a r e not subjects 
for the apprecia t ion of any Cour t s in Egypt. 

Signed in duplicate at London this 26th day of August , 1936. 
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ANTHONY EDEN, 

His Majes ty ' s P r inc ipa l Sec re t a ry of 
State for Fore ign Affai rs . 

MOUSTAPHA EL-NAHAS, 

P re s iden t of the Egyptian Council of 
M i n i s t e r s . 

NOTES. - LONDON, AUGUST 26, 1936. 

No. 1. 

Moustapha E l -Nahas Pacha to M r . Eden. 

London, August 26, 1936. 

S i r , 
With re fe rence to Art ic le 2 of the t r ea ty signed this day, I have the 

honour to inform Your Excel lency tha t , as His Majesty The King of 
Great B r i t a in , Ireland and the Br i t i sh Dominions beyond the Seas , 
E m p e r o r of India, will be the f i rs t foreign sovereign to be r ep resen ted 
in Egypt by an Ambassado r , Br i t i sh Ambassador will be considered 
senior to the other diplomatic r ep resen ta t ives accredi ted to the Court 
of His Majesty the King of Egypt. 

The provis ions of this note a re subject to revis ion at the t ime and 
in the conditions provided for in Art icle 16 of the t r e a ty . 

I ava i l , and c. 

MOUSTAPHA EL-NAHAS. 

Pres iden t of the Council of M i n i s t e r s . 
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No. 2. 

Moustapha E l -Nahas Pacha to M r . Eden. 

London, August 26, 1936. 

S i r , 
With re fe rence to Art ic le 12 of the t r ea ty signed this day, I have the 

honour to inform Your Excel lency that the Egyptian Government intend 
to abolish forthwith the European Bureau of the Public Securi ty Depa r t ­
m e n t , but will r e t a in , for five yea r s from the coming into force of the 
t r e a t y , a cer ta in European elesnent in their city pol ice . The said police 
will r ema in for the same period under the command of Br i t i sh off icers . 

With a view to facilitating the gradual substitution of Egyptian 
officials for the said European element and thereby securing the h a r m o ­
nious working of the police organisa t ion , the Egyptian Government 
propose to d ispense annually with the se rv ices of one-fifth of the number 
of European police officials. 

The Egyptian Government , in view of the t r ea ty of fr iendship and 
al l iance signed to -day , wil l , when engaging the s e rv i ce s of foreign e x p e r t s , 
general ly prefer Br i t i sh subjects possess ing the n e c e s s a r y qual if icat ions. 

I ava i l , and c. 

MOUSTAPHA EL-NAHAS, 

Pres iden t of the Council of M i n i s t e r s . 

No. 3 . 

Moustapha El -Nahas Pacha to M r . Eden. 

London-, August 26, 1936. 

S i r , 
I WISH to place on record cer ta in further understandings in r ega rd 

to m i l i t a ry m a t t e r s which have been reached between us in connexion 
with the T rea ty of Alliance signed this day. 

(1) Br i t i sh personnel shall be withdrawn from the Egyptian Army 
and the functions of the Inspec to r -Genera l and his staff shal l t e r m i n a t e . 
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(2) The Egyptian Government , des i r ing to perfect the t ra ining 
of the Egyptian Army including the Air F o r c e , and intending, in the 
i n t e r e s t s of the al l iance which has been es tab l i shed , that such foreign 
i n s t r u c t o r s as they may deem n e c e s s a r y shall be chosen from amongst 
Br i t i sh subjects only will avail t hemse lves of the advice of a Br i t i sh 
Mil i ta ry Miss ion for such t ime as they may deem n e c e s s a r y for the 
purposes a fo resa id . His Majes ty ' s Government in the United Kingdom 
will furnish the Mil i ta ry Mission which the Egyptian Government d e s i r e , 
and will a lso undertake to rece ive and provide proper t raining in the 
United Kingdom for any personne l of the Egyptian forces which the 
Egyptian Government may d e s i r e to send for the purpose of being t r a ined . 
In the c i r cums tances created by this t r ea ty the Egyptian Government 
will na tura l ly not d e s i r e to send any personnel of thei r a rmed forces 
to undergo a course in any t ra ining es tabl i shment or unit abroad e l s e ­
where than the United Kingdom, provided that this shall not prevent it 
from sending to any other country such personnel as cannot be received 
in t ra ining e s t ab l i shmen t s and units in the United Kingdom. 

(3) In the i n t e r e s t s of the All iance, and in view of the possible 
necess i ty of co-opera t ive action between the Br i t i sh and Egyptian f o r c e s , 
the a r m a m e n t and equipment , land and a i r , of the Egyptian forces shall 
not differ in type from those of the Br i t i sh f o r c e s . His Majes ty ' s 
Government in the United Kingdom undertake to use their good offices 
to facil i tate the supply of such a r m a m e n t and equipment from the United 
Kingdom, at p r i c e s s imi l a r to those which would be paid by His Majes ty ' s 
Government , whenever the Egyptian Government so des i r e . 

I ava i l , and c. 

MOUSTAPHA EL-NAHAS, 

P re s iden t of the Council of M i n i s t e r s . 

NOTES EXCHANGED IN E G Y P T . - AUGUST 12, 1936. 

No. 1. 

Sir Miles Lampson to Moustapha E l -Nahas P a c h a . 

The Res idency , Ramleh , 
August 12, 1936. 

S i r , 
WITH re fe rence to pa rag raph 6 (B) (i) of the Annex to Art ic le H 

(9(7), your Excel lency asked me on behalf of the Egyptian Delegation to 

(7) Ar t ic le 8 in the T rea ty as signed. 
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communicate information as r e g a r d s the work which would be requ i red 
to be done under this pa r ag raph . I have the honour to enclose a s ta tement 
which gives these detai ls so far as they can be stated at the p resen t 
m o m e n t . This s ta tement i s , however , only approximate and further detai ls 
might have to be added to i t . 

I avai l , and c. 

MILES W. LAMPSON, 

High C o m m i s s i o n e r . 

Enclosure in No. 1. 

Approximate Railway Requi rements in Canal Zone. 

M o a s c a r . 

THE exist ing siding with t roop entra inment platform and one siding 
with end loading r a m p , each to hold "60" unit t r a i n s , with faci l i t ies to 
enable a t r a in to be despatched every three h o u r s , will be main ta ined . 

Geneifa A r e a . 
(a) En t ra inment Station.— Two sidings with loop ent ra inment p la t ­

fo rms and two sidings with end loading r a m p s , each to hold "60" unit t r a i n s . 

(b) Depot A r e a , facil i t ies as given below together with the n e c e s s a r y 
shunting loops and c. 

Supply Depot: One spur with two loading sidings (each 20 units) . 

P e t r o l Depot: One loading (10 units) . 

M . T . Vehicle Reception Depot: One end loading siding (30 F l a t s ) . 

Ordnance Depot: One spur with one loading and one end loading 
siding (each 20 units) . 

Camp Equipment Depot: One loading siding (40 uni ts) . 

Ammunition Depot: One spur with two loading sidings (each 20 uni ts) . 

Hospi ta l Area : One siding and one off-loading platform for one Hospi tal 
t r a i n . 
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R . E . Stores Depot: One loading siding (20 units) . 

N . A . A . F . I . Depot: One loading siding (10 units) . 

(c) Marshal l ing and Locomotive Yards to enable one personnel 
t r a i n , or one M . T . t r a i n , being despatched every three hours throughout 
the twenty-four . 

(d) Wharves and other unloading as r equ i r ed . 

N O T E . — All loading sidings to have pla t forms corresponding with 
the length of the t r a i n . 

No. 2. 

Moustapha E l -Nahas Pacha to Sir Miles Lampsjon. 

Antoniades P a l a c e , Alexandr ia , 
August 12, 1936. 

S i r , 
WITH refe rence to paragraph 18 (b) of the draft Annex to Art ic le 

H (9)(8) ini t ial led the 24th July l a s t , I have the honour to inform Your 
Excel lency that the work which i s at p resent Being done on the roads 
Ca i ro -Alexandr i a , via Giza and the d e s e r t , and Cairo-Suez will be 
pushed forward and will be completed by the end of 1936. 

I avail, and c. 

MOUSTAPHA EL-NAHAS, 

P res iden t of the Council of M i n i s t e r s . 

No. 3 . 

Sir Miles Lampson to Moustapha El -Nahas Pacha . 

The Residency, Ramleh , 
August 12, 1936. 

S i r , 
IN the course of d i scuss ions on questions of de ta i l , a r i s ing out of 

p a r a g r a p h 2 of Art ic le K,(9) the suggestion for the secondment of an 

(8) Ar t ic le 8 in the T rea ty as signed (see page 167) 

(9) Ar t ic le 11 in the Treaty as signed (see page 169.). 
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Egyptian economic exper t for serv ice at Khar tum, and the Governor -
Gene ra l ' s wish to appoint an Egyptian officer to his pe rsona l staff as 
m i l i t a ry s e c r e t a r y , were noted and considered acceptable in p r inc ip le . 
It was a lso considered des i rab le and acceptable that the Inspec to r -
Genera l of the Egyptian I r r igat ion Service in the Sudan should be invited 
to attend the G o v e r n o r - G e n e r a l ' s Council when m a t t e r s re la t ing to his 
depa r tmen ta l i n t e r e s t s were before the Council . 

I ava i l , and c. 

MILES W. LAMPSON, 

Hijh C o m m i s s i o n e r . 

ORAL DECLARATION. 

Minute of a Meeting held at the Antoniades P a l a c e , Alexandr ia , on 
August 10, 1936. 

AT a meet ing at the Antoniades Palace on the morning of the 10th 
August , at which the provis ions of the draft t r ea ty relat ing to the Capi­
tula t ions and other non-mi l i t a ry clauses were under d i scuss ion , the 
following o ra l dec lara t ion was m a d e : -

His Excel lency Nahas Pacha , on behalf of the Egyptian 
Delegat ion, stated that the absence in the t r ea ty documents of any 
ment ion of the Judicial and Financial Advisers meant that the 
Egyptian Government were free from any r e s t r i c t i on of an i n t e r ­
national cha rac t e r with r ega rd to the retention or non-re tent ion of 
these officials . 

His Excel lency the High Commiss ioner expressed his agreement 
with the dec lara t ion of Nahas Pacha . 
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CONVENTION BETWEEN HIS MA JEST'S GOVERNMENT IN THE 
UNITED KINGDOM AND THE EGYPTIAN GOVERNMENT 
CONCERNING THE IMMUNITIES AND PRIVILEGES TO BE 
ENJOYED BY THE BRITISH FORCES IN E G Y P T . 

London, August 26, 1936. 

THE Government of the United Kingdom of Great Br i ta in and 
Nothern Ire land and the Egyptian Government de s i r i ng , in accordance 
with Ar t ic le 9 of the T rea ty of Alliance signed this day, to set t le the 
posit ion as r e g a r d s jur i sd ic t ional and fiscal m a t t e r s of the F o r c e s in 
Egypt of His Majesty The King of Great Br i t a in , Ireland and the Br i t i sh 
Dominions beyond the Seas , E m p e r o r of India (hereinafter r e f e r r e d to 
as His Majes ty) , have agreed as follows:-

1. In th is Convention the express ion "Br i t i sh F o r c e s " includes — 

(a) every person subject to tae Naval Discipline Act, the Army Act 
and the Air F o r c e Act of the United Kingdom (or the corresponding Acts 
of other p a r t s of His Majes ty ' s dominions) who is stationed with, or 
at tached t o , the forces of His Majesty, who a re present in Egypt in 
accordance with the provis ions of the Trea ty of All iance; 

(b) every civilian official of Br i t i sh nationali ty accompanying or 
serv ing with the said forces in Egypt or the Navy, Army and Air F o r c e 
Ins t i tu tes , who is either granted re la t ive s t a tus , as an officer, 
or holds a pass designating his s t a tu s , i ssued by the Appropria te 
Br i t i sh Authority as here inaf ter defined, and who is paid from the 
funds of any par t of the dominions of His Majesty , or the Navy, Army 
and Air F o r c e Ins t i tu tes ; 

(c) w ives , and children under 21 years of age , of the persons 
mentioned in pa rag raphs (a) and (b) hereof. 

2. _ (a) The express ion "Appropr ia te Br i t i sh Authority" means — 

(i) in the case of m e m b e r s of His Majes ty ' s Naval F o r c e s , the 
Senior Naval Officer for the t ime being within the t e r r i t o r i a l 
wa t e r s of Egypt; or in cases where the ma t t e r i s not within 
h is cognizance, the Commander - in -Chie f or other officer for 
the t ime being commanding the Medi t e r ranean Station; 
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(ii) in the case of m e m b e r s of His Majes ty 's Land F o r c e s , the 
Genera l or other Officer for the t ime being commanding 
the Br i t i sh Troops in Egypt; 

(iii) in the case of m e m b e r s of 'His Majes ty ' s Air F o r c e s , the Air 
or other Officer for the t ime being commanding the Royal 
Air F o r c e in Egypt. 

(b) Any authori ty given t o , or any act or thing to be done by, to or 
for , any Appropr ia te Br i t i sh Authority may be exe rc i sed by, or done by, 
to or for , any other person for the t ime being author ised in that behalf 
according to the custom of the par t i cu la r se rv ice of His Majesty concerned. 

3.—(a) The express ion "Br i t i sh Camps" means — 

the a r e a s or p laces which, by vir tue of Art ic le 8 of the Trea ty and the 
Annex t h e r e t o , have been allocated to the F o r c e s of His Majesty and 
such other a r e a s as may be so allocated by agreement of both Govern­
ments e i ther in addition to or in substitution for the aforesaid a r e a s , and 
including the t e m p o r a r y camps and bivouacs in the t raining and manoeuvre 
a r e a s author ised by the Trea ty when being used as such. 

(b) the express ion " se rv i ce a i rc ra f t " means any a i rc raf t of His 
Majes ty ' s F o r c e s . 

4 . No m e m b e r of the Br i t i sh F o r c e s shall be subject to the c r imina l 
ju r i sd ic t ion of the Courts of Egypt, nor to the civil jur isdic t ion of those 
Cour t s in any m a t t e r a r i s ing out of his official du t i e s . If any civil 
proceeding is insti tuted against a member of the Br i t i sh F o r c e s before 
any Egyptian Cour t , notification of the proceedings shall be given to 
His Majes ty ' s Ambassador , and no further steps shall be taken until 
twenty-one days have elapsed from the date of notification. This period 
shall be extended if His Majes ty 's Ambassador s ta tes that it has not 
been possible to conclude the n e c e s s a r y invest igations in the above t i m e . 
A s ta tement to the Court by His Majes ty 's Ambassador that the p roceed­
ings a r i s e out of official duties will be considered as conclusive evidence 
of that fact . 

5. Without prejudice to the fact that Br i t i sh camps a^-e Egyptian 
t e r r i t o r y , the said camps shall be inviolable and shall be subject to the 
exclusive control and authori ty of the Appropriate Br i t i sh Author i t i es . 

6. In pursuance of the provis ions of the Trea ty of Al l iance, the 
Egyptian Government hereby consents to the enjoyment by the Br i t i sh 
F o r c e s of — 
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(a) f reedom of movement between Br i t i sh c a m p s , and to or from 
the ord inary points of a cces s to Egyptian t e r r i t o r y by w a t e r , land or 
a i r ; there would of course be consultation with the Egyptian Authori t ies 
as r e g a r d s movements of large bodies of m e n , s to re s or vehicles on 
ra i lways and roads used for genera l traffic; 

(b) unres t r i c t ed communicat ion by radio or other t e legraphy , 
telephony or any other means howsoever ; and the n e c e s s a r y faci l i t ies 
for maintaning such communicat ions whether inside or outside of Br i t i sh 
c a m p s , including the laying of cables and land l ines ; it is understood 
that the te legraph and telephone cables and l ines he re in r e f e r r ed to will 
be si tuated in the a r e a s where tha Britirsh F o r c e s a re s tat ioned, and 
that any connection with the Egyptian sys tem of te legraphs and telephones 
will be subject to a r r angemen t with the Egyptian Author i t ies ; 

(c) the right within Br i t i sh camps to genera te light and power for 
use in Br i t i sh c a m p s , and to t r ansmi t and d is t r ibute such light and 
power between the place of generat ion and any other Br i t i sh camp by 
means of cab le s , pipes or in any other way whatsoever ; 

(d) t r a n s m i s s i o n , subject to the payment of the usual c h a r g e s , of 
t e l e g r a m s and m e s s a g e s over the Egyptian State Telegraphs and T e l e ­
phones , in c l e a r , in code or in cypher; 

(e) use of the Egyptian State Railways upon the t e r m s and subject 
to the conditions now in force; 

(f) the supply, maintenance and use of telephones as r equ i r ed , as 
par t of and connected with the Egyptian State Telephones se rv ice and 
s y s t e m , at the r a t e s and upon the conditions now in force; 

(g) en t ry into and depar tu re from Egypt of m e m b e r s of His Majes ty ' s 
F o r c e s at all t imes without let or h indrance , subject only to the p roduc­
tion of a cer t i f icate showing m e m b e r s h i p of the Br i t i sh F o r c e s in cases 
when Such m e m b e r s do not a r r i ve or leave by a Br i t i sh Man of War , 
T roopsh ip , F re igh t sh ip , or serv ice a i r c ra f t , Service T ranspor t or as 
a formed body under command of an Officer, War ran t Officer; Non­
c o m m i s s i o n e d Officer or Pet ty Officer; 

(h) the use of r o a d s , b r idges , cana l s , s t r e a m s , l akes , waterways 
and other bodies of water without the payment of d u e s , tol ls or charges 
e i ther by way of r eg i s t r a t ion or otherwise for vehicles or w a t e r - b o r n e 
craft used on His Majes ty ' s Service ; 
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(i) por t faci l i t ies free of payment for His Majes ty ' s Men of War ; 

Troopsh ip s , F re igh t sh ips and Service Aircraf t of an amphibian or 
seaplane c h a r a c t e r ; 

(j) the same immunity regarding the official cor respondence of the 
Br i t i sh F o r c e s and thei r cour i e r s as is enjoyed in Internat ional Law 
by the Diplomatic r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of foreign S ta t e s . 

7.—(a) M e m b e r s of the Br i t i sh F o r c e s who a r e owners of r ea l 
p roper ty shall pay the same t a x e s , r eg i s t ra t ion and t r ans fe r fees in 
r e spec t of such p roper ty and its produce as civil ians of Br i t i sh nationali ty; 

(b) m e m b e r s of the Br i t i sh F o r c e s shall pay in respec t of any 
pr ivate ly owned radio receiving or t ransmi t t ing appara tus the tax or 
l icence fee for the t ime being in force and applicable to such appara tus ; 

(c) m e m b e r s of the Br i t i sh F o r c e s shall pay the fee for the t ime 
being in force for the reg i s t ra t ion of a pr ivate wa te r -bo rne craft and 
(subject to the provis ions of Art ic le 6 (h) hereof) a lso all d u e s , charges 
and tol ls leviable in consequence of the user of such craft; 

(d) m e m b e r s of the Br i t i sh F o r c e s shall pay tax or r eg i s t r a t ion 
fee for the t ime being in force for a private motor vehicle used on any 
public road maintained by the Egyptian Government or for any pr ivate ly 
owned a i r c ra f t ; 

(e) the Agreement between the Egyptian Government and the Br i t i sh 
Mi l i ta ry Authori t ies dealing with impor t s and exports by the Br i t i sh 
Nava l , Mi l i ta ry and Air Fo rce Authori t ies as well as with impor t s by 
individual m e m b e r s of His Majes ty 's forces and by the Navy, Army 
and Air F o r c e Ins t i tu tes , dated the 14th July, 1921, as amended up to 
the date hereof, shall r emain in full force and effect; provided, however , 
tha t , in the event of a change in the tariff, e i ther par ty to the said 
Agreement shall have a right to demand a revis ion of the ad va lo rem 
r a t e s which have been accepted by mutual consent as equivalent to the 
ac tua l dut ies and dues chargeable under the tariff now in fo rce . The 
pr inciple of an ad va lo rem equivalent shall be maintained; 

Save as above provided, Br i t i sh c a m p s , the Br i t i sh F o r c e s and the 
m e m b e r s thereof shall be immune from taxat ion, other than Municipal 
r a t e s for s e rv i ce s enjoyed, and from all r eg i s t ra t ion fees or charges 
unless t he re has been an agreement between the two Governments to 
the c o n t r a r y . 



188 

8. The Egyptian Government freely offers every a s s i s t ence to 
Br i t i sh a i rc ra f t in d i s t r e s s , and will accord full faci l i t ies to His 
Majes ty ' s personne l and s to r e s to proceed to and from the salvage of 
any a i rc raf t in d i s t r e s s that may have made a forced landing in Egyptian 
t e r r i t o r y . 

9 . The Appropr ia te Br i t i sh Authority will s u r r e n d e r , on rece ip t 
of an application signed by the appropr ia te official of the Egyptian 
Minis t ry of J u s t i c e , pe r sons not being m e m b e r s of His Majes ty ' s 
For.ces and who a re within any Br i t i sh camp, and 

(a) against whom a war ran t of a r r e s t has been i ssued in r e spec t 
of any offence t r iab le by a court in Egypt; or 

(b) against whom an order of impr isonment has been made by any 
court in Egypt; or 

(c) against whom an order has been issued by an appropr ia te Egyptian 
mi l i t a ry authori ty for d e r s e r t a i o n or absence without leave from the 
Egyptian a r m y ; and 

(d) who a r e not immedia te ly ejected the re f rom as would ord inar i ly 
be done in the case of such persons who take refuge there in from the 
P o l i c e . 

Eve ry application for the su r r ende r of an offender, under these 
provis ions shall be accompanied by a certified t rue copy of the war ran t 
of a r r e s t or o rder of impr isonment as the case may be , and by such 
information as is available as to the identity and where-abouts of the 
pe r son whose su r r ende r is d e s i r e d . 

10. The Egyptian Government will ensure :-

(a) the searching for , apprehending and handing over of any m e m b e r s 
of the Br i t i sh F o r c e s who a re claimed as d e s e r t e r s or absentees without 
l eave , upon reques t made in writing by the Appropriate Br i t i sh Authority; 

(b)i the prosecut ion of pe rsons accused of acts in relat ion to the 
Br i t i sh F o r c e s which, if committed in relat ion to the Egyptian F o r c e s , 
would have rendered them liable to prosecut ion . 

11.— (1) Subject to the provis ions of sub-paragraph (a) of the preceding 
A r t i c l e , m e m b e r s of the Br i t i sh F o r c e s shal l be liable to a r r e s t by the 
Egyptian Authori t ies only in such c i r cums tances a.s=-would justify the 
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a r r e s t of civil ians of Br i t i sh nat ional i ty . Should any m e m b e r of the 
Br i t i sh F o r c e s be a r r e s t e d the following procedure will be adopted :-

(a) Notification of the a r r e s t giving the name and other p a r t i c u l a r s 
of the pe r son a r r e s t e d together with information as to the nature of the 
offences for which the said person was a r r e s t e d , will be sent forthwith 
to the Appropr ia te Br i t i sh Authority; 

(b) A s imi l a r notification will a lso immedia te ly be sent to the office 
of the n e a r e s t Br i t i sh Consular Officer; 

(c) The alleged offender will be handed over on demand to the 
Appropria te Br i t i sh Authority; 

(d) Ful l p a r t i c u l a r s of the charges against the alleged offender 
together with the n a m e s , a d d r e s s e s and s ta tements of the re levant 
wi tnesses will be del ivered or sent by r eg i s t e r ed post to the Appropriate 
Br i t i sh Authority within 48 hours of the a r r e s t ; 

(2) When it is alleged that a m e m b e r of the Br i t i sh F o r c e s has 
commit ted an offence for which he has not been a r r e s t e d , pa r t i cu l a r s 
of such alleged offence together with the p r o c e s - v e r b a l will be sent with 
all convenient speed to the Appropriate Br i t i sh Authority-

12. The Br i t i sh F o r c e s will send an a rmed escor t into any par t of 
Egypt for the purpose of taking over and escor t ing to a Br i t i sh camp , 
any m e m b e r of the Br i t i sh F o r c e s a r r e s t e d under the provis ions of 
Ar t ic les 10 and 11 hereof . 

13.—(a) The Egyptian Government undertakes at the reques t of the 
appropr ia te Br i t i sh authority to take all reasonable steps to secure the 
at tendance of pe r sons amenable to i ts jur isdict ion as wi tnesses before 
His Majes ty ' s mi l i t a ry t r ibunals in Egypt ( c o u r t s - m a r t i a l , cour ts of 
inqui ry , commit tees of adjustment , and boards of officers of other 
se rv ice t r ibunals ) convened and assembled by the Appropriate Br i t i sh 
Author i ty . 

(b) The Government of the United Kingdom undertakes to take all 
r easonab le s teps to;, seaiure the attendance of any m e m b e r of the Br i t i sh 
forces as a wi tness at any proceedings before the Egyptian C o u r t s , 
including the Mixed C o u r t s , c o u r t s - m a r t i a l , d isc ip l inary t r ibunals or 
cour t s of enqui ry , upon application being made to the Appropria te 
Br i t i sh Authority signed by the appropr ia te officials of the Minis t ry 
of Jus t ice or the P res iden t of the Tr ibunal concerned. 



1 9 0 

14. The Egyptian Government and the Government of the United 
Kingdom agree that it is des i r ab le that any p e r s o n , o rdered to attend 
a Br i t i sh mi l i t a ry t r ibunal under Art ic le 13 (a) above and who is accused 
of any of the following offences, should be amenable to prosecut ion 
before the appropr ia te Egyptian Cour t , that is to say :-

(i) being duly summoned makes default in attending^ or 

(ii) refuses to take oath or make a solemn declara t ion legally 
r equ i r ed to be taken or made ; or 

(iii) re fuses to produce any document in his power or control 
legally requ i red to be produced by him; or 

(iv) refuses when a witness to answer any question to which the 
t r ibunal may legally requ i re an answer ; or 

(v) is guilty of contempt of the t r ibunal by using insulting or 
threa tening language or by causing interrupt ion or d is turbance 
in the proceedings of s ach t r ibunal ; or 

(vii) when examined on oath or solemn declara t ion before the t r ibunal 
-wilfully gives false evidence . 

S imi lar ly it is des i rab le that a person ordered to attend an Egyptian 
t r ibunal under Art ic le 13 (b) above who commits any of the offences 
specified above, shal l be amenable to prosecut ion before the appropr ia te 
Br i t i sh mi l i t a ry t r ibuna l . 

The exact manner and the extent , however , to which effect can be 
given to the two preceding pa rag raphs of this a r t ic le depends upon the 
laws of the United Kingdom and of Egypt respec t ive ly , and the two 
Governments agree that there shall be further d iscuss ion at a la ter 
date in r e g a r d to this m a t t e r . 

15. Each Government shall pay to the other on demand all reasonable 
expenses incur red in execution of the provis ions of Ar t ic les 8, 9, 
10 (a) , 13 (a) and 13 (b) hereof. 

16. The pr iv i leges and immuni t ies provided for in the present 
Convention only apply to persons stationed with or attached to those 
forces of His Majesty who are p resen t in Egypt in accordance with 
the provis ions of the Trea ty of Alliance and as further defined in 
Art ic le 1 above. 



191 

As r e g a r d s mi l i t a ry and a i r force pe r sonne l , the l imitat ions as 
to n u m b e r s provided for in the said T rea ty (without prejudice to the 
provis ions of Art ic le 7 thereof) apply. 

In wi tness whereof the undersigned Plenipotent ia r ies being duly 
authorised to this effect by thei r l e spec t ive Governments have signed 
the presen t ag reemen t and affixed there to their s e a l s . 

Done at London in duplicate this 26th day of August, 1936. 

Fo r the Government of the United Kingdom of Great Bri tain and 
Nothern I re land: 

(L .S . ) ANTHONY EDEN. 

Fo r the Egyptian Government: 

( L . S . ) MOUSTAPHA EL-NAHAS. 
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