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Zone 

2 Nov Tel giving instructions on policy 251 
regarding Canal Zone situation 

2 Nov Tel on relations with military 252 
commanders 

5 Nov Internal embassy minute on need for 253 
change of Egyptian government 

8 Nov Tel giving details of agreed four-power 254 
principles guiding proposed Middle East 
Command 

18 Nov Internal embassy minute on liaising 256 
with the Americans to produce a co
operative Egypt 

20 Nov Internal embassy memo on talk with Ali 257 
Maher about forming new Egyptian 
government 
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NUMBER 

244 

245 

246 

247 

248 

249 

250 

251 

252 

253 

254 

255 

256 

257 

258 

259 

260 

J WWall 

COS Committee 
meeting 

J H Wardle-Smith & M J 
Creswell 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

Official working party on 
Egypt 

RC Mackworth-Young, 
DV Bendall & R Alien 

Sir R Stevenson 
toR J Bowker 

R Alien & R J Bowker 

Mr Eden 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

British Defence 
Co-ordination 
Committee, Middle East 

to COS 

Mr Eden 
to Sir R Stevenson 

Field Marshal Sir W 
Slim 

COS Committee paper, 
annex 

COS Committee paper 
for Mr Churchill 

Col R Balfour 
toR Alien 

Mr Eden 
to Sir R Stevenson 

VIOLENT CONFLICT IN EGYPT XXV 

SUBJECT PACE 

1951 

21 Nov Internal embassy minute on reform in 259 
Egypt 

21 Nov Minutes on telegrams on maintaining 262 
position in Egypt from C's-in-C, Middle 
East [Extract] 

27 Nov Internal embassy minutes on social and 263 
--6 Dec economic reform and US assistance in 

Egypt 

1 Dec Tel giving summary of Anglo-American 265 
intelligence assessment of Egyptian 
situation 

3 Dec Cabinet memo on implications of 266 
economic sanctions circulated by Mr 
Eden 

3- 5 Minutes on American views of Egyptian 276 
Dec situation [Extract] 

4 Dec Letter on possible approach to King 278 
Farouk 

5-6 Minutes on nature of proposals to King 280 
Dec Farouk on forming new government 

6 Dec Cabinet memo on actions to be taken in 281 
Egypt, + Annex 

10 Dec Tel on possible developments in Egypt 286 

16 Dec Tel opposing Sir R Stevenson's Egyptian 286 
policy 

16 Dec Tel on approach to King Farouk 288 

17 Dec Memo, 'Strategic priorities ' 289 

18 Dec Memo, 'Defence of the Middle East Dec 290 
1951- Dec 1954,' +Appendices [Extract] 

18 Dec Brief on strategic importance of Middle 305 
East 

20 Dec Letter giving views of COS on moving 308 
troops from Canal Zone to Gaza 

22 Dec Tel giving instructions on beginning 310 
talks with King Farouk 
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NUMBER 

261 

262 

Sir R Stevenson 
toR J Bowker 

Sir J Bowker 
to Sir R Stevenson 

263 Sir P Dixon 

264 Cabinet meeting 
cc 8(52)1 

265 Sir R Stevenson 
to Sir J Bowker 

266 M T Flett (Treasury) 

267 Mr Eden 

268 G P Humphreys-Davies 
& Sir L Rowan 
(Treasury) 

269 J de C Hamilton 

270 Cabinet meeting 
cc 17(52)4 

271 Mr Churchill 
to Mr Eden 

272 Mr Eden 

273 Cabinet meeting 
cc 18(52)5 

27 4 Cabinet meeting 
cc 19(52)2 

275 Sir J Bowker 
to Sir R Stevenson 

276 Sir R Stevenson 

277 Sir R Stevenson 
to Mr Eden 

SUMMARY OF DOCUMENTS [261-277] 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1951 

22 Dec Tel on actions to deal with situation in 311 
Canal Zone 

1952 

5 Jan Letter on anti-British feeling in Egypt, + 312 
Minutes by M J Creswell, J W Wall, J H 
Wardle-Smith, J de C Hamilton & Sir R 
Stevenson 

23 Jan Minute on Britain's difficulties in Egypt 320 

28 Jan Conclusions on latest developments in 321 
Egypt [Extract] 

7 Feb Letter (reply to 262) on new Egyptian 323 
government and anti-British feeling 

10 Feb Minute on financial implications of 325 
Britain's position in Egypt [Extract] 

11 Feb Cabinet memo, 'Negotiations with Egypt 326 
on defence and the Sudan', +Annex 1 

13 Feb Minutes on budgetary and balance of 333 
payments implications of negotiations 
with Egypt 

13 Feb Internal embassy memo on new 334 
approach to problems of Middle East 
defence 

14 Feb Conclusions on resumption of negotia- 335 
tions with Egypt on defence 

15 Feb Minute on resumption of negotiations 336 
with Egypt 

17 Feb Cabinet memo on instructions to Cairo 337 
about resumption of negotiations with 
Egypt [Extract] 

18 Feb Conclusions on resumption of negotia- 340 
tions with Egypt 

18 Feb Conclusions on resumption of negotia- 342 
tions with Egypt 

20 Feb Letter on problems presented by 344 
proposed multilateral talks on Middle 
East defence 

22 Feb Internal embassy minute on the need 345 
for a peacetime base in Egypt 

25 Feb Despatch on implications of Egyptian 346 
political situation for Middle East defence 
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NUMBER 

278 

279 

280 

281 

282 

283 

284 

285 

286 

287 

288 

289 

290 

291 

292 

293 

294 

295 

RAllen 
to M J Creswell 

M J Creswell 
to RAllen 

DV Bendall 

Mr Eden 

Mr Churchill 
to Mr Eden 

Mr Eden 
to Mr Churchill 

Mr Eden 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 29(52)7 

Sir T Rapp (Fayid) 
to Sir R Stevenson 

Sir R Stevenson 
to Mr Eden 

Mr Churchill 
to Mr Eden 

Mr Eden 
to Mr Churchill 

FO 
for Mr Eden 

Mr Eden 

Mr Acheson 
to Mr Eden 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 35(52)10 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 37(52)6 

Mr Churchill 
to Mr Eden 

VIOLENT CONF'LICT IN EGYPT xxvii 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1952 

26 Feb Letter on prospects of agreement with 348 
Egypt 

4 Mar Letter (reply to 278) on implications of 349 
failure to reach agreement with Egypt 

4 Mar Minute on whether to accept principle 351 
of evacuation [Extract] 

5 Mar Cabinet memo, 'Egypt: defence 351 
negotiations' 

9 Mar Minute opposing early talks with Egypt 354 
and acceptance of evacuation 

10 Mar Minute (reply to 282) on why agreement 355 
with Egypt is necessary 

10 Mar Cabinet memo, 'Negotiations with Egypt 356 
on defence and the Sudan', +Annexes 

[Extract] 

12 Mar Conclusions on statement about 358 
opening of negotiations with Egypt 

12 Mar Letter on future developments in Egypt 359 

14 Mar Despatch on implications of isolating 361 
Egypt 

24 Mar Minute opposing evacuation and 363 
immediate agreement with Egypt 

27 Mar Minute (reply to 288) on advantages and 364 
disadvantages of agreement with Egypt 

31 Mar Draft Cabinet brief on starting 365 
negotiations with Egypt 

31 Mar Cabinet memo on the formula for 367 
resuming negotiations with Egypt 

31 Mar Letter on the Egyptian situation, + 368 
Annex + Minutes by A A Duff, R A 
Burroughs, J W Wall & J H Wardle
Smith 

1 Apr Conclusions on resumption of 374 
negotiations with Egypt 

4 Apr Conclusions on resumption of 376 
negotiations with Egypt 

6 Apr Minute on his concern about evacuation 377 
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NUMBER 

296 

297 

298 

299 

300 

301 

302 

303 

304 

305 

306 

307 

308 

309 

310 

311 

312 

Mr Eden 

Field Marshal Lord 
Alexander of Tunis 

to Mr Churchill 

P Campbell 

DV Bendall 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

J WWall 

RAllen 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 49(52)1 

Field Marshal Lord 
Alexander of Tunis 

M J Creswell 
toR Alien 

RAllen 
to M J Creswell 

M J Creswell 
to RA!len 

COS paper 
for Cabinet Defence 
Committee 

FO 

JWWall 

JPS paper, annex 
for COS Committee 

M J Creswell, RA 
Burroughs & J W Wall 

SUMMARY OF' DOCUMENTS [296-312] 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1952 

8 Apr Cabinet memo, 'Anglo-Egyptian nego- 377 
tiations' 

10 Apr Minute on costs of maintaining forces in 379 
Egypt [Extract] 

15 Apr Internal embassy note of meeting with 380 
Group Captain Gazarine on Middle East 
defence 

16 Apr Minute on consequences of negotiations 381 
with Egypt failing 

16 Apr Tel on efforts to resume negotiations 382 
with Egypt 

30 Apr Internal embassy minute on relation- 383 
ship of negotiations to Egyptian politics 

1 May Memo on measures needed to resume 387 
negotiations 

6 May Conclusions on talks with Admiral 388 
Fechteler (US chief of naval operations) 
about command arrangements in 
Mediterranean 

12 May Cabinet memo, 'Command in the 389 
Mediterranean' 

12 May Letter on policy to Egypt, + Annex: 391 
memo on 'Operation "Jolt'" 

23 May Letter (reply to 305) on 'Operation 395 
"Jolt'" and possibility of agreement with 
Egypt 

12 June Letter (reply to 306) on guidance for 396 
military commanders in Egypt 

17 June Memo, 'Defence policy and global 398 
strategy' 

June Memo, 'Middle East defence: the present 429 
position' [Extract] 

18 June Internal embassy minute on convincing 432 
Egyptians that it does not pay 'to have a 
row with Britain' 

8 July Report, 'Review of Middle East strategy' 433 

ll-15 Internal embassy minutes on American 435 
July attitudes to Anglo-Egyptian problem 
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NUMBER SUBJECT PACE 

1952 

313 M J Creswell 22 July Tel giving account of meeting with Hafez 437 
to FO Afifi on outcome of latest Egyptian crisis 

314 Mr Eden 28 July Cabinet memo on measures to 438 
safeguard transit of Suez Canal 

315 M J Creswell 28 July Tel on overthrow of King Farouk and 444 
to FO possible military action in Egypt 

Chapter 6 
Reassessing requirements in the Canal Zone in the light of a new 

approach to Middle East defence, and the involvement of the 
Americans in the attempts to secure a new agreement on the Suez 

base, Aug 1952-Feb 1953 

316 

317 

318 

319 

320 

321 

322 

323 

324 

325 

Brig C Goulburn, M J 
Creswell, P Campbell & 
Sir R Stevenson 

Mr Churchill 
to Mr Eden 

COS Committee 
meeting 

T E Evans 

Sir J Bowker 
to Sir R Stevenson 

J Caffrey (US embassy, 
Cairo) 

to US State Dept 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

British Defence Co
ordination Committee, 
Middle East paper 

for COS 

Lt-Gen Sir N Brownjohn 
to Gen Sir B 
Robertson 

1952 

12-26 Internal embassy minutes on proposed 445 
Aug strength of future Canal Zone garrison 

19 Aug Minute on need to maintain forces in 447 
Egypt to defend Suez Canal [Extract] 

26 Aug Minutes on reducing forces in Egypt to a 448 
minimum [Extract] 

9 Sept Internal embassy minute on military 449 
and financial assistance to new regime 

11 Sept Letter on danger of extremists gaining 450 
greater influence 

11 Sept Tel assessing present situation, + 453 
Minutes by T E Evans & C B Duke (UK 
embassy, Cairo) 

12 Sept Tel on whether to follow US in 456 
supporting army movement in Egypt 

18 Sept Report reviewing Middle East defence 457 
and the adoption of a forward strategy 

[Extract] 

19 Sept Letter expressing support for concept of 463 
forward Middle East defence strategy 

[Extract] 

COS Committee paper, 23 Sept Report on proposed defence cuts 464 
appendix 
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NUMBER 

326 

327 

328 

329 

330 

331 

332 

333 

334 

335 

336 

337 

338 

339 

340 

341 

342 

JPS paper, annex 
for COS Committee 

Sir W Smart (retired) 
to Sir J Bowker 

JPS paper, annex 
for COS Committee 

COS Committee 
meeting 

RAllen 
to Sir R Stevenson 

Mr Eden 

AD M Ross 
& RAllen 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 91(52)7 

COS Committee paper 

COS Committee 
meeting 

C A E Shuckburgh (New 
York) 

to Sir J Bowker 

JPS paper 
for COS Committee 

COS Committee 
meeting 

JPS paper, annex 
for COS Committee 

COS Committee 
meeting 

JPS paper, annex 
for COS Committee 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 102(52) 

SUMMARY OF DOCUMENTS [326-342) 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1952 

9 Oct Report on concept of forward Middle 466 
East defence strategy [Extract] 

ll Oct Letter on Anglo-American relations, 467 
Egyptian politics and Middle East 
defence, +Minutes by T E Evans, J de C 
Hamilton & CB Duke 

21 Oct Report on FO memo on defence 473 
negotiations with Egypt 

21 Oct Minutes on necessity for a base in Egypt 476 
[Extract] 

23 Oct Letter doubting essentiality of fully 478 
operative peacetime base in Egypt 

27 Oct Cabinet memo, 'Egypt: defence 480 
negotiations' 

28-29 Minutes on whether to support Gen 482 
Oct Neguib 

29 Oct Conclusions on resuming negotiations 484 
with Egypt and move of Middle East HQ 
to Cyprus 

7 Nov Memo on COS opposition to cuts in 486 
defence programme, +Annexes 

[Extract] 

7 Nov Minutes on US suggestions for joint 494 
proposals on an Egyptian base settlement 

[Extract] 

14 Nov Letter reporting conversation between 495 
Mr Eden and Mr Aches on on Middle East 
defence strategy 

14 Nov Report on forward Middle East defence 496 
strategy, +Annex 1 [Extract] 

14 Nov Minutes on forward Middle East defence 502 
strategy [Extract] 

2 Dec Report on requirements in Egypt of 504 
forward Middle East defence strategy 

2 Dec Minutes on military requirements of an 507 
agreement with Egypt [Extract] 

4 Dec Report, 'Progress of the Middle East 511 
Defence Organisation' [Extract] 

4 Dec Conclusions on problems in relations 514 
with Egypt, other Arab states and Iran 

[Extract] 



[343-356) REASSESSING REQUIREMENTS IN THE CANAL ZONE xxxi 

NUMBER 

343 

344 

345 

346 

347 

348 

349 

350 

351 

352 

353 

354 

355 

356 

Sir T Rapp (Fayid) 
to Sir R Stevenson 

British Defence Co
ordination Committee, 
Middle East 

to COS 

British Defence Co
ordination Committee, 
Middle East 

to COS 

British Defence Co
ordination Committee, 
Middle East meeting 

COS Committee 
meeting 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

M T Flett (Treasury) 

Sir T Rapp (Fayid) 
to Sir J Bowker 

R McClintock (US 
charge d'affaires, Cairo) 

to H A Byroade (US 
embassy, London) 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 108(52)4 

COS Committee 
meeting 

Mr Eden 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 2(53)1 

Mr Churchill 
to Mr Eden 

SUBJECT PACE 

1952 

6 Dec Tel on problems of forward Middle East 516 
defence strategy 

8 Dec Tel on Egyptian base arrangements 517 
necessary for effective Middle East 
defence strategy 

8 Dec Tel on forward Middle East defence 520 
strategy and negotiations with Egypt 

8 Dec Draft minutes on evacuation of Egypt 521 

9 Dec Minutes on nature 
agreement with Egypt 

[Extract] 

of proposed 523 
[Extract] 

10 Dec Tel on military concessions necessary 524 
for defence agreement with Egypt 

14 Dec Minute on proposals for defence 526 
agreement with Egypt considered by 
Cabinet Defence Committee 

22 Dec Letter on impact on other Arab states of 528 
British withdrawal from Egypt, + 
Minutes by D L Stewart & C B Duke 

29 Dec Tel on British memo about defence 532 
negotiations with Egypt 

30 Dec Conclusions on release of Egyptian 534 
sterling balances 

1953 

13 Jan Minutes on danger of further trouble in 535 
Egypt and Sudan [Extract] 

14 Jan Cabinet memo on details of Anglo- 536 
American approach to defence settlement 
with Egypt, +Annexes [Extract] 

14 Jan Conclusions on basis for resuming 548 
defence negotiations with Egypt 

[Extract] 

15 Jan Tel on need to confront Gen Neguib 549 



xxxii 

NUMBER 

357 

358 

359 

360 

361 

362 

363 

364 

365 

366 

367 

368 

JPS paper, annex 
for COS Committee 

Lord Hankey 
to Mr Eden 

R Alien & Sir 
J Bowker 

R Alien 

Mr Eden 

G P Humphreys-Davies 
(Treasury) 

M T Flett (Treasury) 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 12(53)2 

COS Committee 
meeting 

Sir R Stevenson 
to Mr Eden 

Mr Eden 
to Sir R Stevenson 

Mr Churchill 
to Mr Eden 

Appendix to Part 11 

SUMMARY 01' DOCUMENTS [357-368) 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1953 

5 Feb Report, 'Radical review-mobile concept 549 
for British forces in the Middle East' 

11 Feb Letter on defeatism in Egypt, + 552 
Enclosure: memo on need to stand firm 
in Egypt 

14 Feb Minutes on disadvantages of remaining 559 
in Canal Zone 

14 Feb Memo on Egyptian arms supplies and 561 
statement on possible evacuation of 
Canal Zone 

16 Feb Cabinet memo on necessity of defence 563 
agreement with Egypt 

16 Feb Minute on costs of evacuating Canal 565 
Zone 

16 Feb Minute on costs of evacuating Canal 566 
Zone 

17 Feb Conclusions on resumption of defence 566 
negotiations with Egypt [Extract] 

17 Feb Minutes on mobile concept and 568 
redeployment of Middle East land forces 

[Extract] 

17 Feb Letter on securing future defence eo- 570 
operation with Egypt 

18 Feb Tel on Britain's non-acceptance of 571 
principle of evacuation 

20 Feb Minute on approaching Gen Neguib 572 

Extract from the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian treaty 573 



[151] 1 

151 FO 14111347, no 61 6 Oct 1949 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: memorandum by T C Ravensdale on a 
response to an Egyptian request for talks 

Since receiving this paper back from H.M.M. when he left Alexandria for Port Said I 
have been studying the back papers, mainly those relating to the Bevin-Sidky 
proposals which were the outcome of the full dress negotiations of 1946 but which 
have now only historical interest. 

As regards a follow-up to our despatch No.454 of 29th August, (see para.10 of that 
despatch), the problem reduced to its simplest terms is "Are we or are we not willing 
to enter into further negotiations ab initio for a new agreement with Egypt?" 
Although there are Egyptians who say that it is for Great Britain to take the first step 
it looks more and more as though the first approach will be from the Egyptian side to 
us. We cannot forecast exactly what kind of approach the Egyptians may make but 
one has to be prepared for the possibility that it will be on the top official level, i.e. in 
an official note which will require to be answered. The other possibility, perhaps less 
likely, is an oral intimation from the P.M. that it is time to talk business. The former 
method of approach would not allow us much latitude and we should presumably be 
in the position of having to say yes or no. But the less formal approach might enable 
us to ask the P.M. whether he had any concrete ideas as regards the points on which 
agreement might be reached or what Egypt was prepared to offer in the matter of 
defence arrangements to replace Article 8 of the existing Treaty. I suppose we should 
regard defence as our principal concern and that the Sudan question could be left to 
a later stage of any discussions . At all events, if the way is not opened a little towards 
some measure of agreement on defence matters, I suppose we should refuse to 
discuss any other aspects of treaty revision and would just have to stand firm on the 
1936 Treaty for the time being even at the risk of manifestations of hostility against 
us as "usurpers". I do not think that it would be good tactics for us to initiate a 
proposal such as is mooted in H. of C's minute of 6th August to the effect that in 
return for our conceding the Treaty right to have troops in Egypt the Egyptians 
might, as the result of joint military planning, allow us to stay more or less on the 
same basis as we allow U.S.A. units to be based on the U.K. at the present time. Mr. 
Maclean1 has pointed out the weaknesses of such an arrangement from our point of 
view. I should imagine that it might be difficult to switch from the present position, 
as defined in Article 8 of the Treaty, to an arrangement of that kind without some 
intermediate stage which might have the effect of leaving a temporary vacuum or 
partial vacuum. The point is that Egypt says she must have the satisfaction of being 
an equal partner in any new alliance, i.e. she must not be asked to negotiate or sign a 
new agreement under the threat implied by the presence of foreign troops on her 
territory. Anyhow, the point is really academic; as H of C has pointed out, we are in 
no position even to whisper of a solution on these lines to the Egyptians. 

All things considered I suggest that, whether the English approach is formal or 
informal, the only feasible course of action for us is to try and stall. It would be 
impolitic to reject flatly an invitation to negotiate, particularly as we entered into full 
dress negotiations in 1946 whereby a precedent has been established. A formal 

1 Donald McLean, Soviet spy and counsellor at the Cairo embassy from Nov 1948 to June 1950. 
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approach from the Egyptian side might perhaps be answered in the affirmative with the 
addition of a suggestion that preliminary discussions might take place between high
ranking military experts on both sides (this would have to be agreed first with the 
Commanders-in-Chief). It would not be difficult to furnish some reasons in support of 
this suggestion. The same proposition could be made if the Egyptian approach were 
informal and it might be possible to persuade the Egyptian P.M. not to proceed from an 
informal to a formal approach until the military people have reported the results of 
their deliberations. (Such deliberations could be treated as quite distinct from the joint 
consultations which have already been under way for some time in the military 
sphere). This is the only method by which I can conceive of our convincing Egyptians 
that evacuation is out of the question and that military considerations must, in present 
circumstances, and for as long ahead as can be foreseen, override purely political 
considerations. It would then be necessary to persuade the Egyptian Government to 
educate the Egyptian public to accept the inevitability of no evacuation; this will be 
awkward for any government but not, I think, impossible. An Egyptian Government 
animated by goodwill and a sense of reality ought, for instance, to be able to convince 
the public that for the past so many years the presence of British forces in the Canal 
Zone has not meant any interference on our part in Egypt's internal affairs. 

There are, of course, certain imponderables which, when the time comes, may 
have a material effect on the situation arising from an Egyptian demand for 
negotiations. For instance, if the present Labour Government at home were replaced 
by a Conservative Government, the Egyptian attitude might well be less flexible 
owing to suspicions of reactionary and imperialistic motives. But this is pure 
hypothesis which we cannot bring into our calculations at this moment. 

Since drafting the above another thought has occurred to me, though rather a 
Machiavellian one. If, for one reason or another, we want to stall on the evacuation 
question we might intimate to the Egyptians that since the Sudan question has 
always been the main stumbling block in a whole series of negotiations which, with 
the exception of those which led to the conclusion of the 1936 Treaty, have proved 
abortive, the common-sense thing to do would be to take the Sudan question first 
and try to reach agreement on that. The Sudan issue is one on which we could 
justifiably take a firm line with the Egyptians, subject to the expediencies of the 
moment, and failure to reach agreement on that question might conceivably lead to 
a breakdown of the negotiations as a whole. If it suited us for reasons connected with 
other aspects of the Treaty, notably the retention of our forces in the Canal Zone, to 
hinder agreement, the Sudan issue, assuming that the Egyptians are not prepared to 
retreat from the position they have previously taken up, is one on which our 
conscience is clear and which we can justify to the whole world. 

152 FO 371/73505, no 8413 18 Oct 1949 
[Secret message from King Farouk]: minute by M N F Stewart on 
King Farouk's support for a defence agreement to maintain British 
troops in Egypt 

The Secretary of State is seeing the Egyptian Ambassador, who returned from Cairo 
on Monday, on the 19th October. 

It is possible that Amr Pasha will give the Secretary of State the "secret message" 
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which he discussed with Sir Ronald Campbell before leaving Egypt and which the 
latter reports in his telegrams Nos. 1059 and 1085 at Flags A and B. 

This "secret message" appears to be that King Farouk believes:-

(a) that Egypt must side with Great Britain in any war against Russia; 
(b) that our assessment of the threat of such a war and the measures necessary to 
meet it, are correct; 
(c) that an essential part of the measures is that British troops should continue to 
stay in Egypt. 

In short, King Farouk believes that a defence agreement, of the type we want, is 
essential for Egypt. It further appears that, for reasons which are not clear, King 
Farouk wishes this to be a personal and secret agreement between himself and some 
high authority on our side, possib ly the King. 

It is not possible at present to say what the motives are behind this approach. King 
Farouk may genuinely believe that a defence agreement with Great Britain is 
essential for Egypt, but that it is impossible to have a new and open Anglo- Egyptian 
Treaty, after the outcry in his country during the last four years. It is also possible 
that King Farouk may be seeking some assurance of support from us if things go 
badly for him personally in Egypt. He may, for instance, be afraid that the elections 
will produce a large Wafd majority. Whatever the motives are, Amr Pasha tells us that 
His Majesty firmly believes in the necessity of a defence agreement with us and of the 
continued presence of British troops in Egypt. This is of great importance. The 
Secretary of State may therefore think that the right course to adopt is to extract as 
much information as possible from Amr Pasha without, however, at present giving 
any undertakings on our side. 

153 DEFE 5/18, COS(49)381 10 Nov 1949 
'Strategic implications of an independent Libya': memorandum by the 
COS on the position of Libya in Middle Eastern defence strategy 

Today the future of Libya, and its two main component parts, Cyrenaica and 
Tripolitania, is in the melting pot. It seems that this future is to be decided in the 
Assembly by Nations many of whom are influenced by motives quite unconnected with 
the eventual well-being of the inhabitants or with the ultimate peace of the world. 

2. As a result of the present uncertainty of what the future holds in store for 
Libya, it seems that the whole of our British foreign policy, and therefore strategic 
policy, in the Middle East may be in the melting pot. There have always been in this 
country those who have advocated for one reason or another the surrender of our 
interests and of our responsibilities in that area. 

3. In these circumstances, the Chiefs of Staff feel it is their duty to re-state, in 
unequivocal fashion, the strategic aspects of the matter, not only as affecting the 
United Kingdom, but in relation to the British Commonwealth and Empire as a 
whole. These facts are stated from no selfish military or Services angle, since today, 
and as far as can be foreseen for many years to come, British soldiers and airmen are 
living in physical and material conditions in Middle East countries which would not 
be tolerated by any other section of the population. 
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The third pillar of British strategy 
4. Today, we are still a world power, shouldering many and heavy 

responsibilities. We believe the privileged position that we, in contrast to the other 
European nations, enjoy with the United States and the attention which she now 
pays to our strategic and other opinions, and to our requirements, is directly due to 
our hold on the Middle East and all that this involves. If we surrendered this hold and 
the responsibilities which it entails, we would automatically surrender our position 
as a world power, with the inevitable strategic and economic consequences. We 
should join the ranks of the other European powers and be treated as such by the 
United States. History provides many examples. This argument is as true in 
the strategic sphere as it is in that of, say, the development of atomic energy. 

5. The area in which, in many ways, Russian expansion would be easiest is the 
Middle East. All the conditions necessary and desirable for exploitation are there. If 
we surrender our responsibilities, a vacuum is left. It is certain that Russia would 
sooner or later move into that vacuum. If she established herself in the Middle East, 
in peace or war, her power and influence would in due course dominate the Moslem 
world. It would spread through Pakistan and India and into the whole of Africa 
eventually arriving on the Atlantic sea-board. Moreover, by replacing the influence of 
the Western Powers in the Middle East, Russia would be securing her most 
vulnerable flank. It is from this area that her own vital oil industry, and many of her 
now industrial centres can most effectively be threatened. 

6. We believe that if Russia gained control of this vital area, not only would we 
lose most important resources and facilities, but she would achieve a position of such 
dominating strategic and economic power (without having had to fire one shot to 
capture it) , as would be fatal to our security. 

7. It is not for us to labour the economic aspects. From the strategic angle, 
however, we do not see how this country could survive in peace if Middle East oil 
supplies were denied to us. We are told that by 1952, the bulk of European oil 
supplies will come from that area. It is hard to believe that much would come our 
way if the Middle East was in Russian hands. 

8. Should we surrender our Middle East responsibilities, there are two further 
results which we believe would inevitably follow sooner or later. The first is that the 
maintenance of our strategic and economic position in the whole of the Far East 
would become so·difficult as to be impossible. The second is that any possibility of 
united Commonwealth defence would immediately disappear: the joint defence plans 
with Australia, New Zealand and South Africa, which at long last have begun to show 
some signs of development on practical lines, would become meaningless and any 
likelihood of India, Pakistan and Ceylon participation would be destroyed. Moreover, 
isolated as all these members of the Commonwealth would be, complete 
disintegration of the Commonwealth might well result. 

The United States of America and the Middle East 
9. We fear that there is some misapprehension about the United States' attitude 

towards the strategic importance of [the] Middle East. In their latest strategic concept 
the Americans continue to attach great importance to this area. They conceive of a 
general line of defence running from the United Kingdom through Western Europe 
to the Middle East. Their view is that in the early stages of a war the U.S. would be 
unable to contribute effective forces to both Western Europe and the Middle East and 
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that the U.S. should therefore be primarily concerned with the centre of this line, i.e . 
Western Europe, and that the Commonwealth should at the outset be responsible for 
the Middle East, an area in which we have traditional responsibilities, economic inter
ests and which is geographically the most convenient for the deployment of 
Commonwealth forces. But once the situation has been stabilized in Europe, we 
expect to receive considerable U.S. assistance in the Middle East. 

It is thus not, as is sometimes thought, that the Americans decry the strategic 
importance of the Middle East, but rather that they think it is an area for which we 
should be responsible and where they themselves can make little or no contribution 
initially. 

10. If we are forced to accept this decision, then we must find a way of holding 
the Middle East at the beginning of a war with our own resources and of developing 
offensive action against Russia from that area. We believe this can be done. It must 
be done. 

11. On the assumption that we must stay in the Middle East, we examine below 
the broad strategic implication of proposals which may come up shortly to the 
Assembly of the United Nations recommending the formation of a united Libya 
comprising Cyrenaica, Tripolitania and Fezzan, which should attain independence as 
soon as possible, and in any case not later than 1st January, 1952. 

Position of Libya in our Middle East strategy 
12. Our strategic requirements in this area are threefold. First, we must retain 

our base in Egypt; secondly, we must ensure that no territory bordering on the 
southern shores of the Mediterranean shall come under the control or influence of a 
hostile power; thirdly, we must retain the right to station a substantial part of our 
Middle East garrison in Cyrenaica, and to use certain airfields in this area. 

13. The strength of the forces which we require in the Middle East in peacetime 
for these needs is that necessary:-

(a) to demonstrate our firm intention to defend the Middle East and work for 
stability in its territories in peace and in war. By so doing we provide an additional 
deterrent to Soviet aggression; 
(b) to hold the ring during the initial stages of a war whilst reinforcements from 
the U.K., the Commonwealth, and in due course, the U.S.A. , are being 
concentrated for its defence. 

The minimum garrison for this purpose is estimated to be one and one-third 
divisions, together with appropriate Air Forces. Some 9,500 fighting troops together 
with some 8,000/10,000 R.A.F. personnel must be located in the Canal Zone to 
maintain the essential defensive nucleus and air defence forces which must be 
immediately available in any emergency and to provide a covering force which will, 
in war, shield the initial concentration of reinforcements arriving for the defence of 
Egypt and the Levant. 

14. Taking into account the numbers we can usefully locate in Cyprus, Malta 
and the Sudan, having regard to the internal security tasks, speed of concentration 
for war, security of tenure and suitability for training, we have left a balance of 
11,000 troops which are most suitably placed in Cyrenaica. 

15. Cyrenaica is selected since it is a territory which it is, in any case, essential 
for us to deny to the occupation of a hostile power and where the inhabitants offer us 
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great friendship and a long term security of tenure. Lying adjacent to Egypt, forces 
stationed in Cyrenaica can most easily co-ordinate their higher training with our 
garrison in the Canal Area or, in an emergency, be moved quickly into the Delta 
either overland or by a short sea route. The climate is good and the country provides 
better training areas for the type of warfare we anticipate than elsewhere in the 
theatre. Some of the necessary barrack accommodation is already available though a 
proportion may ultimately have to be given up to move our troops away from the 
centres of Arab population. 

16. We are counting on a treaty with Amir Idris1 to retain these facilities for us 
when Cyrenaica attains her independence. Failure to obtain such a treaty on account 
of proposals now coming before the United Nations Assembly would be a serious 
blow to our strategic interests; interests which, in our opinion, are so great that we 
should be prepared to accept slight political objections if thereby we retain good 
prospects of obtaining our ultimate requirement. We understand that there is a 
possibility that the United Nations Assembly may pass a resolution providing for the 
unity of Libya so worded that it might be difficult for H.M.G. to conclude a treaty 
with Cyrenaica which did not extend to Tripolitania also. We further understand that 
objection to a treaty with the whole of Libya has been advanced on the grounds that 
this would involve additional commitment of manpower and expenditure. This is 
based on a misunderstanding. Once Libya has raised her own internal security forces 
the military manpower commitment to us, arising from a Treaty with a united Libya, 
would be negligible [sic] in peace, and be only a small commitment in war which we 
or our Allies would have to undertake in any event. The troops which are now there 
form part of the strategic reserve of the United Kingdom in the Middle East which 
has to be accommodated somewhere. In Tripolitania former Italian barrack 
accommodation already exists . If these troops were moved elsewhere 
accommodation would have to be built for them. The right of stationing troops in 
Tripolitania would not therefore in fact involve us in any additional commitment of 
either manpower or expenditure. On the contrary it represents an economy in 
building. 

17. The need of facilities in Cyrenaica is paramount. If the condition of 
obtaining them were an agreement to cover the whole of Libya, this condition would 
in our view emphatically be worth while, more especially since it would involve no 
extra military manpower or expenditure. 

Conclusions 
18. We therefore conclude that:-

(a) The maintenance of our economic and strategic position in the Middle East is 
vital to our interests and to those of the Commonwealth. 

1 Amir Say id Idris, the ruler of the Senussi, had organised resistance to the Italians in the Second World 
War and had been supported by the British. The Senussi were the dominant group in Cyrenaica (eastern 
Libya) but a Senussi minority existed in Tripolitania (western Libya) . After promising the Senussi that 
they would not be returned to Italian rule the British tried to obtain a trusteeship over Cyrenaica. When 
that failed they sought to establish an independent Libya in the belief that, as turned out to be the case, 
ldris, the first ruler of an independent Libya, would grant them base faciliti es. See BDEEP se ri es A, vol 2, 
R Hyam, ed, The Labour government and the end of empire 1945-1951, part Ill, chapter 6(2). 
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(b) In order to retain our vital position in the Middle East in peace and war, we 
must be able to maintain in that area, in peace, the minimum forces required to 
provide for its initial defence in war. 
(c) Regardless of the outcome of negotiations with Egypt, we shall need 
accommodation elsewhere for a part of our Middle East Garrison. The most 
suitable location is Cyrenaica, which we must, in any event, deny to the 
occupation of a hostile power, and where the inhabitants offer us great friendship 
and a long security of tenure. 
(d) We require to confirm our friendship with the Senussi as soon as possible by a 
Treaty which will give us the facilities and security of tenure we require in 
Cyrenaica. 
(e) If it were impossible to conclude a treaty with Cyrenaica without covering 
Tripolitania also, this would not involve any addition commitment of men and 
money. In fact it would, financially be to our advantage to retain troops in 
Tripolitania for as long as we require. 

154 CAB 13118, DO 25(49)2 20 Dec 1949 
'Accommodation problem in the Middle East': Cabinet Defence 
Committee minutes [Extract] 

The Committee had before them a memorandum (D.O. (49) 86) in which the 
Secretary of State for War asked whether we were not now sufficiently sure of our 
own strategic policy and sufficiently secure in our relations with the Egyptians to set 
a definite limit to the construction of the store holding area in East Africa and 
concentrate on a programme of semi-permanent construction in Egypt designed to 
improve the living conditions of the garrison. 

The proposals in this memorandum, coupled with the proposals in the Foreign 
Secretary's memorandum which had been discussed under the previous item, gave 
rise to a general discussion on the political and military aspects of the 
accommodation problem in the Middle East as a whole, embracing our relationship 
with Egypt and touching also on the possibility of our securing support for our policy 
in the area from the other members of the Commonwealth. 

Relations with Egypt 
On the question of our relations with Egypt The Foreign Secretary said that he was 
much in sympathy with the Secretary of State for War in the latter's desire to see an 
improvement in the living conditions of the troops in this territory, but this was not 
the only objective in Egypt-we wanted an arrangement which would enable us to 
keep our base and a certain number of fighting troops in the country, and it must be 
a lasting arrangement. If the hand were played carefully and sensibly he thought that 
now for the first time there was a good prospect of making such an arrangement and 
so securing our position in Egypt for the next twenty to thirty years. The right level 
on which to pursue the discussions was, he felt sure, the technical military level 
where discussions were already proceeding and he thought that the aim should be to 
reduce the number of British fighting troops to within the 1936 Treaty limit of 
10,000 and present the remainder of our requirements, including that of the base, as 
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matters of joint Anglo-Egyptian interest designed to meet the needs of the defence of 
Egypt-the bulk of the administrative troops might for instance be unarmed and the 
Egyptian flag might be allowed to fly over some of the base installations, the general 
object being to disassociate the arrangement from the old idea of occupation and 
place it on a basis which would have an appeal to the Egyptian people. Some time in 
the following month he might have an opportunity of discussing this concept with 
the Egyptian Government and he would like, therefore, to have an up-to-date brief 
on what we wanted to do in Egypt. He had no doubt that Egyptian co-operation 
would be more easily secured if we could see our way to dispense with the Combined 
Headquarters now in the Canal Zone. 

Accommodation 
On the general problem of accommodation in the Middle East the following main 
points were made:-

(a) The essential here was to secure some improvement in the existing living 
conditions which everyone knew were in a very bad state. The Secretary of State 
for War proposed a programme of semi-permanent construction which might in 
the end cost some £30 million. Pre-fabricated houses of the United Kingdom 
pattern were likely to prove too expensive, but The Foreign Secretary undertook 
to provide the Secretary of State for War with some details regarding a pattern of 
cheap building which had been sponsored by Mr. Nelson Rockefeller. 
(b) The whole of the peacetime garrison of the Middle East could not however be 
located in Egypt and the intention hitherto had been to place in Cyrenaica such of 
the balance as could not be accommodated in other places. The Secretary of State 
for War pointed out, however, that the cost of building a cantonment in Cyrenaica 
to house the size of force involved- a Brigade Group with its families, which 
might amount to 9,000- would be prohibitive. Tobruk was waterless , a long way 
from the Jebel and in a sorry state; and it would cost a lot of money to put the port 
of Benghazi into working order. In further discussion it was, however, pointed out 
that the ports of Tobruk and Benghazi could not be left indefinitely in a state of 
disrepair: and that it would be reasonable to prepare a plan for providing 
accommodation in Cyrenaica which included some reconstruction of the port of 
Benghazi and possibly of Tobruk. 
(c) There was accommodation available in Tripolitania but, as had been pointed 
out in discussion under the previous item, there were political objections to the 
size of force that could be garrisoned there at present, and we might well have to 
withdraw from the territory altogether when it became independent in 1952. 
(d) The Secretary of State for Air said that Royal Air Force living conditions in 
Egypt were not so bad as those of the Army-there were, for example, only 1,000 
men living in tents. The shortage of Married Quarters, however, was still very 
acute, due mainly, he believed, to the lack of labour and materials . 

Commonwealth support in the Middle East 
On the question of the possibility of Commonwealth assistance in the Middle East, 
The Foreign Secretary said that there were two ways in which the other members of 
the Commonwealth might help us sustain our position in the Middle East. First was 
the possibility of financial assistance and on this he felt that if we had a clear policy, 
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such as that which had now been agreed under Item 1, there was some chance that at 
any rate the older Dominions might be willing to help. Second was the value that we 
should get from any moral support which the new Commonwealth countries felt able 
to give us. He would endeavour to secure both these forms of support and it would 
help him to do so if he could be given a note on the amount of money it cost us to 
maintain our position in the Middle East. 

Summing up, The Prime Minister said that the time had now come when we 
should work on the assumption that we should be able to retain our garrison and 
nucleus base in Egypt for a term of years . This was a new and welcome development 
which clearly called for a fresh appreciation of the whole accommodation problem in 
the Middle East. This should take account of the probable future developments in 
Libya described in D.O. (49) 85, the Foreign Secretary's views on the kind of 
arrangement with Egypt which he thought might have some hope of enduring; and 
should conclude with an outline plan of action making clear the number of troops it 
was proposed to locate in each place and the amount of money and other materials 
which the programme was likely to require . In the case of Egypt it was particularly 
important that the plan should show exactly what it was proposed to do in the way of 
improving living conditions so that Ministers could judge whether the programme 
was likely to give rise to any political difficulties in Egypt. The whole proposition 
should be approached on an inter-Service basis and should be co-ordinated by the 
Minister of Defence. Meanwhile the provisional restrictions which had been imposed 
on the store holding area in East Africa should be confirmed. Separately, and to 
enable the Foreign Secretary to broach the subject of possible Commonwealth 
assistance in the Middle East, it would be useful if the Minister of Defence would have 
prepared a brief outlining the current cost to the United Kingdom of the 
maintenance of our position in the Middle East. 

The Committee:-
(1) Took note that, given careful handling, there was a good chance of our 
securing our position in Egypt for the next twenty to thirty years . . . . 

155 FO 371/80347, no 17 25 Jan 1950 
[Relations with King Farouk] : minute by Mr McNeil on links with 
leading figures in the new Egyptian regime 

I still worry, as I read succeeding messages from our Ambassador, that he is in 
danger of presenting us as having sympathies for the Palace. 

The election of Nahas, whatever else it may indicate is an anti-Palace vote and if 
indeed his poll was honestly low that probably indicates that even the upper classes 
are no longer able to stomach Farouk. And that is startling. 

I am not suggesting we should cling too close to Nahas. Although he served us 
well once he is (I think from this distance) as much the prisoner of his nationalist 
slogans as any of his predecessors. But he must be conscious of the meaning of this 
vote and he will humble this squalid little monarch. We should weep no tears and not 
leave ourselves open to attack. 

The Ambassador will do well to stick close to Abboud. He is a crook but one who 
makes no secret of this. And he is a highly successful one. 
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He tends for commercial reasons to be better disposed toward us than most of the 
Cairo crowd. 

He too has his account to settle with Farouk and I still think it's a pity that we did 
not buy Abboud's temporary goodwill around 1947 by putting the squeeze on the 
King. 

Farouk (and we should have no regrets) is in recess. We should trim our sails. 

156 FO 371180348, no 36 14 Mar 1950 
[Political situation in Egypt]: inward despatch no 123 from 
Sir R Campbell to Mr Bevin assessing the new Egyptian government 

[Extract] 

[On 28 January Bevin visited Cairo and spoke with King Farouk about the need for 
friendly talks without commitment (FO 371/80375, no 13, record of conversation 
between Bevin and King Farouk) . The ambassador, keeping his options open, believed 
both the Wafd and the King were showing a desire to co-operate (FO 14111397, no 10, 
minute by Sir R Campbell, 21 Jan 1950) . By March, however, there was already a sense 
that the Wafd would not be able or willing to seize the political initiative and accept an 
agreement in line with British military requirements.] 

. . . Some of these Ministers, he thought,! would not last very long in the 
Government. Abboud Pasha was critical of Fuad Serag Eddine Pasha for not exerting 
more authority in curbing youthful enthusiasms in the Government. He also 
thought that Nahas Pasha should strictly enjoin upon new Ministers and his Cabinet 
in general the need to study and think carefully before saying anything or doing 
anything, especially with regard to relations with Great Britain. In spite of this, he 
had no doubt whatever about Fuad Serag Eddine's authority in the inner circles. The 
Minister for Foreign Affairs he described as "on probation", not having as yet the full 
confidence of Nahas Pasha and the inner circle of the Wafd. 

11. As I read this situation, it tends to confirm the opinion that I have been 
forming that there is no very good prospect that Nahas Pasha, in any big question, 
would be able to take matters into his own hands, impose the broad view on the 
Government and put it over public opinion, as on past form one might have expected 
him to do. Whilst none of the present Cabinet is as yet totally committed to the 
uncompromising nationalist line, all Ministers must be apprehensive about the 
loyalty of their colleagues, and the safe, as well as the weak, course, is always 
the extreme one. There is something reminiscent of Sirry Pasha's coalition Cabinet 
last summer. Publication in the press of the substance of the confidential 
conversation between Nahas Pasha and yourself, Sir, on the question of Haifa 
refineries, the public mutual recriminations of members of the Cabinet - these are 
factors which make it seem possible that the members of the Wafd will drift into a 
policy of outbidding each other. The conviction, which seems to be general, that the 
small majority won by the Labour Party in the British elections makes it less likely 
that Egypt will be able to secure a new settlement satisfactory to herself will push 
them in the same direction. Finally, the galling problem of the rising cost of living 
seems to be worrying the Government a great deal , and there is as yet no sign that 

1 'he' is a reference to Hussain Sirry. 
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they see any solution. Unable to produce bread, the Wafd may well produce, for 
popular applause, a nationalist circus. 

12. In a conversation with me on March 4th, Amr Pasha gave some confirmation 
of this drift. He said Wafdist deputies and the Opposition were asking what the 
Government were doing about Egypt's national aspirations after all their fine words, 
and that this was tending to push the Government towards an early effort to 
negotiate. Certainly in the Opposition press the pack is in full cry, and during last 
week the pro-Government "AI Misri", evidently fearful of losing ground, has joined in 
with a particularly fool ish canard about British military activity in the Eastern 
Desert, followed next day by an offensive article about British policy anent [sic] the 
Sudan. 

13. The outlook wi ll be clearer and maybe better if the internal dissensions in the 
Wafd are resolved in favour of one faction since, as I have suggested, the mere fact of 
dissension promotes not only confusion, but also extremism. I am not prepared to 
say definitely that a victory fo r the Serag Eddine-Abboud party would suit our book 
in the long run, particularly as the expensive reform proposals to which Abboud 
objects may represent a trend which should be kept going. But I am bound to say 
that the performance to date of the other protagonists , particularly Hamed Zaki and 
Saleh el Din, inspires one with little confidence in their powers of statesmanship. 

157 FO 371/80379, no 16 23 Mar 1950 
'Anglo- Egyptian treaty negotiations and the defence problem': 
memoranda by G L Clutton on the problems in the way of an 
agreement 

[Clutton's memoranda were his swan song as head of the African Department. The 
military talks had not continued because of the unwillingness of the Egyptian military to 
accept any assessment of Egypt's defence requirements which implied the need for more 
troops than the Egyptians could provide.] 

I. Anglo-Egyptian treaty negotiations 

Of the three main outstanding issues in Anglo- Egyptian relations, namely, the 
sterling balances, defence and the Sudan, the two latter fall into a dist inct category of 
their own. Both problems must be tackled if there is to be a revision of the 1936 
Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of Alliance, since both (defence, by Article 8, and the Sudan 
by Article 11), are covered by the provisions of the Treaty. Both, too, are included in 
the slogan subscribed to by all Egyptians: the unity of the Nile valley and its 
evacuation by all foreign Powers. 

Nature of the problem 
2. Both the question of defence and the question of the Sudan are, from the 

Egyptian point of view, primarily political and psychological rather than practical 
questions. The presence of British troops, secluded as they are in the restricted 
desert areas of the Canal Zone, are [sic] physically remote from the sight of all but a 
few Egyptians and their presence on Egyptian soil cannot said to be a constant 
irritation. Except in so far as it affects the reduction of the sterling balance, 
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stationing of British troops in Egypt has no adverse effect on the Egyptian economy 
but is, on the contrary, to some extent a useful asset. From the point of view of 
internal security, the location of British troops in the Canal Zone has a stabilising 
influence of which, at any rate, the King is only too well aware. As a protection 
against external aggression, the presence of British troops on Egyptian soil provides 
Egypt with valuable protection which was demonstrated only as late as the recent 
disturbances in Palestine. It might, therefore, be argued that Egypt has a very 
practical interest in the retention under present conditions of British troops in the 
Canal Zone. Unfortunately except for a few notable exceptions, almost all Egyptians 
are either ignorant of or blind to the protection afforded to Egypt against both Israel 
and the Soviet Union by these troops. The general attitude is that if the Egyptian 
Army is properly armed and British troops have bases in surrounding territory 
(Cyrenaica, Jordan, etc.) Egypt can protect both herself and British interests until 
the actual outbreak of war. 

3. The presence of these troops, unnoticed physically as they may be, is in fact 
regarded by nearly all Egyptians except, perhaps, King Farouk, as the last servitude 
inherited from the days when Egypt was part of the Ottoman Empire. The Suez Canal 
Convention of 1888 implied the right of the Ottoman Government to station troops 
in the Canal area to ensure both the protection of the waterway and the defence of 
Egypt in the event that the Khedive of Egypt had not the necessary resources. Under 
the 1936 Treaty "in view of the fact that the Suez Canal ... is a universal means of 
communication as also an essential means of communication between the different 
parts of the British Empire, H.M. the King of Egypt until such time as the High 
Contracting Parties agree that the Egyptian Army is in a position to ensure by its 
own resources the liberty and security and navigation of the Canal" Great Britain is 
authorised to station armed forces in Egyptian territory. Such "rights" whether 
accorded to the Turks or British are felt by Egyptians to be an intolerable derogation 
of their sovereignty. 

4. As regards the Sudan, Egyptian feeling is also largely emotional. It is true that 
control of the Sudan by an unfriendly Power would place Egypt in a stranglehold 
because that Power would be in a position to interfere with the flow of the Nile. On 
the other hand, even if Egypt were in control of the Sudan, and especially after the 
projected works at Lake Tana and Lakes Victoria and Albert are completed, such 
control could never give Egypt control of the Nile waters . Moreover, the acquisition 
of the Sudan would offer no outlet for the surplus Egyptian population, since the 
Sudan itself has its own population problem. Furthermore, the Egyptian Civil 
Service is so taxed already that it would be incapable of assuming responsibility for 
the administration of the Sudan. The Egyptian claim to the Sudan is historical and 
emotional, and this is its essential strength. The Sudan was once part of Egypt and it 
was reconquered after the Mahdist revolt, by British and Egyptian troops, on behalf 
of the Egyptian Khedive. The strength of this claim is reinforced by the opinion 
(never, however, disclosed) of the highest law officer of the Crown, the Lord 
Chancellor, who, in 1946, advised that in his opinion Egypt had the sovereignty of 
the Sudan. It must, however, be remembered that the sovereignty of the Sudan is an 
intricate question of international law, on which legal opinion has never been 
unanimous. 

5. The British interest in the defence of Egypt is, in sharp contrast with the 
Egyptian interest, primarily practical. Owing to the geographical position of Egypt 
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and not from any wish or intention to influence Egyptian internal politics, H.M.G. 
regard it as a vital strategic interest that there should be in the Canal Zone in peace 
time the nucleus of a base together with all the necessary installations so that on the 
very day of the outbreak of war, British troops should be in a position to withstand an 
attack. 

6. As regards the Sudan, the British interest, like the Egyptian, is not primarily 
practical. The British strategic interest in the Sudan is secondary and is confined to 
the necessity of ensuring that the country is in friendly hands and to transit and 
staging rights in time of war. The fundamental British interest is psychological. The 
Sudan has been administered, and indeed, admirably administered, by a British 
Governor-General for over fifty years, and the Sudanese people have been steadily led 
along the path towards self-government and brought to believe in the justness and 
goodness of British rule. It is an intangible obligation of honour which has precluded 
H.M.G. from agreeing to any alteration in the present Condominium status of the 
Sudan. 

7. The problems presented by British defence requirements in Egypt and by the 
Sudan have, in fact, many of the characteristics of insoluble problems. A soluble 
problem is essentially one where there can be compromise, but in order that there 
should be compromise between conflicting interests, the interests themselves must 
be of a practical nature. In the case of these two outstanding issues in 
Anglo-Egyptian relations, the conflicting interests are in the case of defence only 
practical on the British side and in the case of the Sudan they are psychological on 
both sides. Indeed, during the past two years, both problems have been treated by 
H.M.G. as insoluble and the prescription they have applied has been one of palliatives 
and no attempt has been made to tackle the real issues at stake. It is in this light that 
we must regard the Khashaba-Campbell conversations on the Sudan of May, 1948, 
and the recent technical military talks at Fayid. 

Future negotiations 
8. Both during and after the recent elections the Wafd Party now in power made 

it clear that it was their intention to open negotiations with H.M.G. for a settlement 
of the Treaty issue in both its defence and Sudanese aspects. The Wafd Government 
since their accession to power have, however, been careful not to tie their hands as to 
how they propose that such a settlement should be reached. The possibility has not 
been excluded of raising the matter again in the Security Council or introducing it 
on to the Agenda of the General Assembly. As to the nature of the settlement, the 
Wafd has perhaps not finally committed its hand, but its published pronouncements 
are as rigid and uncompromising as any of those of the late Nokrashy Pasha and its 
most recent overtures show a distressing absence of political realism. In practical 
matters moreover, such as Sudanese representation at international conferences, the 
previous accommodating attitude of both the Governments of Abdel Hadi Pasha and 
Sirry Pasha has been abandoned. It would, however, possibly be a mistake to take 
these pronouncements at their face value. If, indeed, as appears to be probably the 
case, the present Government really wishes to enter into negotiations it is only 
tactical wisdom on their part to take up positions in advance of the line to which they 
may ultimately be prepared to retire. 

9. H.M.G. during the past 2~ years have on the whole been content to treat both 
the defence problem and the Sudan problem as fundamentally insoluble and, indeed, 
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at any rate as regards the Sudan, such treatment might with advantage be continued 
indefinitely until such time as the problem solved itself in the course of the historical 
process. In the case of the defence problem the situation is slightly different. The 
1936 Treaty expires in December, 1956 and unless before that date some fresh 
settlement has been negotiated with Egypt there is little likelihood of the Treaty 
being renewed in any form satisfactory to British interests. In 1950, with six years of 
the Treaty still to run, H.M.G. have something to give the Egyptians by agreeing to 
its revision. As each year goes by, this little which they have to give steadily 
diminishes in value and by, say 1954, it will to all intents and purposes be worth 
nothing since the Egyptians will know that in another two years the Treaty will have 
expired. Time then in this case is not on our side and there is definite advantage from 
the British point of view in entering into negotiations as soon as possible provided 
that there is a reasonable chance of a successful outcome. 

!!. The defence problem 

History 
The proposed solution of the defence problem under the abortive Draft Treaty of 
1946 provided for complete evacuation of British troops from Egypt by September 
1949 with no specific right of re-entry. On the other hand, provision was made for a 
Joint Defence Board to advise His Majesty's Government and the Egyptian 
Government on defence problems. By this means it was hoped to maintain skeleton 
installations in the Canal Zone and make provision for the re-entry of British troops 
if a threat to international peace and security arose . 

2. The 1946 Draft Treaty was shipwrecked almost entirely on the Sudan issue. 
But subsequent developments in the political situation led the Egyptian Government 
to declare that they were unable to negotiate the conclusion of a new Treaty until all 
British troops had been evacuated from Egyptian soil. Such a proposal was, of course, 
unacceptable to H.M.G. Although the proceedings in the Security Council in 1947 
ended with a recommendation that both parties should enter into further 
negotiations, no formal talks have, in fact, taken place between H.M.G. and the 
Egyptian Government on the subject. At the end of 1947, an informal and tentative 
proposal was put to King Farouk for the creation of a Joint Defence Board and after 
the evacuation of British troops for the retention of 1,000 technical personnel in 
civilian clothes to maintain skeleton installations. This suggestion was never 
pursued. In the summer of 1949 technical military conversations of a very secret 
nature were started at Fayid, the object of these being to convince the Egyptians that 
from a purely military point of view the retention of a British base on Egyptian soil in 
peace time, together with a certain number of troops, was essential to meet the 
present potential threat to international peace and security. These talks reached no 
definite conclusion and no opportunity has presented itself to raise the topic with the 
new Wafdist Government. 

Present position 
3. Since the negotiations in 1946 for the revision of the 1936 Peace Treaty, the 

international situation has so radically changed that no solution of the defence 
problem satisfactory to British strategic interests is possible on the basis of previous 
proposals, all of which were tantamount to complete evacuation of Egyptian soil by 
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British troops. It is the opinion of the Chiefs of Staff that in view of the Soviet threat 
it is a vital necessity to maintain in Egypt the nucleus of a base together with a 
skeleton regional headquarters and all other ancillary installations, as well as a 
brigade group of combatant troops. The total number of troops involved would be in 
the neighbourhood of 25,000 men. Under the 1936 Treaty provision is only made for 
the presence in Egypt of 10,000 men and it will be seen, therefore, that any 
settlement of the defence problem in a way satisfactory to H.M.G. involves not a 
scaling down of the facilities granted the United Kingdom under that Treaty, but 
their expansion. 

The defence of the Middle East 
4. The strategic facilities which H.M.G. require in Egypt and the form in which 

these are secured cannot be separated from the question of the facilities required by 
them in other parts of the Middle East and the manner in which these are secured. 
Any alteration, therefore, in the United Kingdom treaty relationship with Egypt will 
not be without its effect on the United Kingdom treaty relationship with Iraq and 
Jordan. Both under the Anglo- Iraqi Treaty of Alliance of June 1930 and the 
unratified (Portsmouth) Treaty of 1948, and under the Anglo-Jordan Treaty of 
Alliance of March 1946 and of March 1948, H.M.G. are granted the right to station 
certain troops in both Iraq and Jordan. In the case of both Jordan and Iraq it is 
significant that the 1948 revisions of the previous instruments revealed as the kernel 
of the problem of the treaty relationship the Arab difficulty of granting facilities as a 
matter of right. Under Article 8 of the 1930 Treaty Iraq recognises the permanent 
maintenance and protection in all circumstances of essential British 
communications in the common interest of both Iraq and Great Britain and for this 
purpose and in order to facilitate the discharge of British obligations, Iraq 
undertakes to grant the United Kingdom sites for bases and facilities to maintain 
forces in Iraqi territory. Under the Portsmouth Treaty of 1948 the provision of 
facilities to Great Britain is relegated to an annexe (Annexe 1(c)) and the previous 
right accorded to the United Kingdom is transformed into an obligation on the 
United Kingdom's part to provide the necessary technical staff, installations and 
equipment to maintain the Iraq bases at Habbaniya and Shaiba. Under the 
Anglo- Trans-Jordan Treaty of 1946 the United Kingdom (Article 1 of the Annexe) 
may station armed forces in Jordan in places where they were stationed at the time of 
the signature of the Treaty (it was found necessary even in 1946 to relegate these 
military rights to an annexe). Under the Anglo-Trans-Jordan Treaty of 1948 the 
United Kingdom's military rights are restricted under the significant wording 
(Article 1(d)) that until such time as the United Kingdom and Jordan agree that the 
state of world security renders such measures unnecessary, Jordan invites the United 
Kingdom to maintain units of the R.A.F. at Ammam and Mudrah airfields. 

5. It must, therefore, be borne in mind that if in Egypt H.M.G. abandoned their 
claim to strategic facilities as a matter of right, their treaties with Iraq and Jordan 
will inevitably require analogous revision. Any settlement with Egypt must, 
therefore, be applicable in principle to fresh settlements with Iraq and Jordan. 

Possible basis for further negotiation 
6. Any negotiations for a settlement with Egypt must, it seems, be conducted 

not on a revision of the present Treaty, but on an entirely fresh basis. The present 



16 THE APPROACHING CRISIS [157) 

Treaty is not sufficiently wide in scope, particularly as regards numbers of troops to 
satisfy the essential requirements of H.M.G. The manner in which it grants H.M.G. a 
unilateral right to station troops in Egypt is regarded by all Egyptians as derogatory 
to Egyptian authority and as placing Egypt on a footing of inequality. 

7. The problem, therefore, is to reconcile H.M.G's severely practical interest in 
stationing certain forces in the Canal Zone and maintaining certain installations 
there and the Egyptian sensitivity as regards Egyptian sovereignty and Egyptian 
desire for equality. Certain suggestions canvassed in the past, such as diminution of 
the number of uniformed troops and the dressing of the remainder in civilian 
clothes, or the transformation of the present British military headquarters into a 
combined Anglo- Egyptian headquarters may be useful in arriving at the details of 
settlement, but the essential first step is the discovery of a formula which will enable 
the Egyptians to accept the presence of British troops in Egypt as not being 
derogatory to their sovereignty. What must be found is a means of persuading the 
Egyptians to accept without dispute the presence of a single British soldier in the 
Canal Zone. That achieved, the exact number of troops will probably be a matter of 
comparatively simple negotiation. 

Relationship of the Egyptian problem to H.M.G's other strategic rights and 
obligations 

8. It is a frequent Egyptian complaint that whereas H.M.G. expects Egypt to 
grant them unilaterally certain strategic facilities, such facilities have been granted 
them by no other country outside the Middle East and H.M.G. themselves have not 
accepted such obligations towards other countries. This is broadly a correct 
statement of fact. 

9. The United States have no right to station their present forces in the United 
Kingdom and their presence here is the result of H.M.G.'s acceptance of the United 
States offer to provide such forces. It is true that these forces enjoy privileges and 
immunities which derogate from British sovereignty, but these immunities and 
privileges are not set out in any treaty, but are the result of administrative action. 
Likewise, in the case of both the Brussels Treaty and the North Atlantic Pact, no 
provision is made in either instrument for the stationing of the troops of one Power 
in the territory of the other. Indeed, under the Brussels Treaty, the whole military 
organisation has evolved by a series of administrative acts of the Powers themselves 
from Article 4 which merely provides that if any of the parties should be the object of 
an armed attack, the others will offer the party so attacked all the military and other 
aid and assistance in their power, and from Article 7 which provides for the 
establishment of the Consultative Council to execute the terms of the Treaty. On this 
basis the present elaborate organisation has been created. Though as stated above no 
specific provision is made for stationing troops of one Power in the territory of 
another, the subsequent agreement on the status of the members of armed forces of 
the Brussels Treaty Powers (London 1949) implies in fact that such forces may be so 
stationed at any time and in any numbers as may appear desirable to the co
ordinating military staffs. Under the North Atlantic Pact Article 3 provides that the 
Contracting Parties shall separately and jointly, by means of continuous and effective 
self-help and mutual aid, maintain and develop their individual and collective 
capacity to resist armed attack and for this purpose the Co-ordinating Council is set 
up. No provision, however, is made as a matter of right for any specific facilities. 
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10. In view of the importance in the United Kingdom's defence arrangements by 
[?of] the North Atlantic Pact and the Brussels Treaty, it seems inevitable that Egypt, 
if prepared to grant the United Kingdom military facilities at all, will only do so on 
the same basis and in the same manner as such facilities are enjoyed by the members 
of the Atlantic Pact and Western Union, that is to say, that the continued presence of 
the British base and British troops in the Canal Zone will be dependent not as a 
matter of right on some specific clause in the Treaty, but on the voluntary agreement 
of the Egyptian General Staff, and for their material needs on administrative action 
taken freely by the Egyptian Government. It may also be that in reaching a 
settlement the Egyptian Government may more readily accept a solution satisfactory 
to H.M.G. if this settlement is part of some regional defence arrangement under 
which a Middle East Defence Board assumes partial responsibility for the 
administrative decision to recommend the retention of certain British troops and 
installations on Egyptian soil. Such arrangements would be closer to the 
arrangements under the Atlantic Pact and the Brussels Treaty and would do much to 
avoid the possibility of pressure on the Egyptian Government by extreme nationalist 
circles and by other Arab States which would inevitably arise in the case of a bilateral 
settlement. There is, however, the serious difficulty in any regional pact of this sort 
that to be really effective it must include Israel. There is no prospect at present of 
persuading Egypt to establish any sort of relationship with Israel , and a regional pact 
from which Israel were conspicuous by her absence would look as though it were at 
least partially directed against her. It might therefore be more profitable to aim at a 
bilateral pact assuming on a basis of equality broad responsibilities for the defence of 
the Middle East as a whole- perhaps not even mentioning Egypt at all-which 
might be open to accession by other (including non-Middle East) States. This would 
play on Egyptian self-esteem- an important factor in all these considerations-and 
skirt the difficulty of Israel's position. 

158 DEFE 4/30, COS 60(50)2 17 Apr 1950 
'Strategic requirements in the Middle East': reporP by the COS to the 
Cabinet Defence Committee for the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle 
East [Extract] 

[The C's-in-C were aware of the COS's views on joint air defence but had not been 
officially informed. Subject to approval they were now to be sent the extract reproduced 
below and to be asked to consider the whole question of Egyptian airfields in the light of 
the views of the COS.] 

1. The continued Egyptian demand for revision of the 1936 Treaty makes it 
highly desirable, from a military point of view, that we should reach agreement with 
them before the expiration of that Treaty. Unless we do so there is a possibility that 
the Egyptians may be forced politically to insist on the complete withdrawal of 
British forces from Egypt in 1956. We realise, therefore, the imperative need to give 
the fullest consideration to every possibility of reducing these forces. 

1 The COS only considered the extract produced below at this meeting. The full report, 00(50)4, is closed 
unti l 2001. 
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2. It is important militarily that any agreement reached with the Egyptians 
should be a permanent one, and that it should not involve heavy additional 
expenditure. As, however any reductions acceptable to us are unlikely to be great 
enough to satisfy the Egyptians we must alternatively present our minimum 
demands in a form which will be acceptable to the Egyptians and from which, 
politically, they can claim a reduction of our forces. 

3. Our strategic needs in the Middle East have not changed. They involve in 
peace the need to support our interests and to maintain law and order in a vast and 
unsettled area; the need to support our various Treaty obligations to other States; the 
need to maintain our communications and air bases; the need to supply the 
necessary military forces to back our policy of preventing the spread of Communism 
in an area that is economically an easy prey to that doctrine; and the need to have the 
framework on which to build up quickly in war not only an effective fighting force 
but the main base from which to fight that war, defensively, to protect an area whose 
retention is vital to our interests and offensively, from which to launch our attacks 
against Russia. 

4. The Egyptians, we think, realise the necessity of our being in the Middle East 
but perhaps need further reminding of the extent to which our presence is also 
necessary to them. Our wish to prevent the spread of Communism and, if it comes to 
war, to defeat Russia is a mutual one. Nearer home, we could well point out that, but 
for our presence, the Israelis would have reached the Canal Zone and directly 
threatened Egypt and would have reached Aqaba, thus securing a much more 
dominant position in the Middle East. 

5. If the Egyptians raise objections on the grounds of prestige, we would reply 
that the United Kingdom does not consider it out of keeping with her dignity as a 
great power to accord similar facilities to the Americans in this country. There is, in 
the heart of London, a large United States Headquarters; units of the United States 
Air Force are stationed in East Anglia; and in the North, at Burtonwood, there is a 
considerable American base. 

Summary 
8. We suggest that the Foreign Secretary should adopt the following lines at any 

forthcoming discussions. 
9. The presence of British forces in Egypt is as much to the advantage of Egypt 

as to that of the United Kingdom. In the event of a major war, Egypt, because of its 
strategic importance, would undoubtedly be singled out for early attack by Russia 
and would clearly be unable to defend herself unaided. There is also the danger to her 
nearer home; and it should be pointed out that the presence of British forces in the 
Canal Zone is a powerful deterrent to Israeli aggression. 

10. We realise that the Egyptian Government will be unwilling to conclude a 
new agreement unless they think it is a considerable improvement on the 1936 
Treaty. We are accordingly prepared to reduce British fighting troops in the Canal 
Zone to the strength of approximately one Brigade Group; this will bring the total 
well below the figure of 10,000 permitted under the 1936 Treaty. So small a force 
could not conceivably be considered an Army of Occupation. 

11. The Royal Air Force are entitled under the existing Treaty to station in Egypt 
400 pilots; we would, however, be satisfied with an entitlement under the Treaty of 
an Air Force comprising 250 pilots. 
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12. We suggest that the air defence of Egypt might in future be a joint 
Anglo/Egyptian responsibility, and that British air defence units should be very 
closely associated with Egyptian units. This would apply throughout the whole field 
of air defence-to include Fighter Squadrons, Anti-Aircraft units, Signal units, Early 
Warning Organisations and so on. We could propose therefore an Air Defence 
Command including both British and Egyptian units on the Headquarters of which it 
would be necessary for Egyptian officers to serve. 

13. It is essential that the Regional Headquarters should be ready to function 
immediately on the outbreak of war with the necessary communications already 
established and adequate accommodation available. There is no alternative place in 
peacetime for G.H.Q. outside Egypt, but we propose to make substantial reductions 
by integrating H.Q., B.T.E., with G.H.Q., and thereby eliminating one major 
Headquarters in Egypt. 

14. Egypt is the only place in the Middle East where the resources are adequate 
for a main base in war; and the maintenance of an effective nucleus base in peacetime 
is an Egyptian as well as a British interest. We recommend, however, that in future 
the base should be a joint Anglo/Egyptian organisation, with British and Egyptian 
units working alongside each other in the same establishment. 

15. We are strongly opposed to British soldiers wearing civilian clothes for 
reasons of morale and discipline. Furthermore, if the conception of the joint base is 
accepted, it would clearly be wrong for the British personnel to wear civilian clothes 
whilst the Egyptians were in uniform . ... 

159 DEFE 5/20, COS(50)141, annex 28 Apr 1950 
'Review of the strategic problem in the Middle East': memorandum by 
the British Defence Co-ordination Committee, Middle East for COS 
Committee 

[The British Middle East Defence Co-ordination Committee was responsible for giving 
strategic advice to colonial governors in the area of its responsibility. It covered the 
Mediterranean westwards to a line joining Cape St Vincent and the southern Morocco 
coast. Northwards it covered Italy, Yugoslavia, Greece, Albania and Bulgaria. And in 
addition to the Middle East, north, central and east Africa it was responsible for 
Afghanistan, Pakistan, India and Ceylon. Its members were the three Middle East C's-in-C 
and the head of the British Middle East Office. Its assessment of the limitations of the 
strategy for defending the Middle East and the base in Egypt arrived in London a month 
after the Defence Committee had taken a decision which in the short-term further 
increased the problems of providing for the defence of the Middle East. This process had 
begun in November 1949 when the planners were instructed to revise the existing paper 
on global strategy drawn up in 1947. It coincided with the aftermath of the meeting with 
US planners at which it proved impossible to agree on the overall concept for global war. 
It was, however, agreed to produce emergency plans in which the two different views were 
given. To complicate things further, new intelligence assessments had emerged of the 
Soviet threat but had not been approved by the COS. In these circumstances the issuing 
of the new British emergency plan for global war up to July 1950, 'Galloper', was 
postponed in order to avoid confusion (DEFE 6/10, JP(49)126, 3 Nov 1949). The 
importance attached to European defence by the new American strategic concept did not 
lead the Defence Committee to change the three pillars of defence policy. However, to 
secure the defence of the UK it was deemed necessary to incorporate the defence of 
western Europe into the first of the three pillars of defence strategy and to commit forces 
to hold the enemy on the Rhine even though this was deemed impossible with existing 
allied forces. The new intelligence assessments revealed that the full enemy threat to the 
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Middle East was not likely to develop until between 0 +4 and 0+6 months. Therefore it 
was less important to send forces to the Middle East during the early stages of a war than 
it was to send them to western Europe. The Middle East was thus no longer to be given 
priority in the despatch of reinforcements (CAB 131/9, 00(50)20, 20 Mar 1950). The 
commitment to western Europe was partly justified by the need to build up forces there 
for cold war reasons even though by so doing Britain would be in a more difficult position 
in the event of hot war (OEFE 5/20, COS(50)93, 16 Mar 1950). The political need to make 
a firmer commitment to European defence was one element in a broader debate about 
strategy and plan 'Galloper'. 'Galloper', the successor to plan 'Speedway', was finally 
revised to take account of the new American strategy for global war and in 1950 the 
emergency plan for global war to July 1951 was codenamed 'Binnacle'. With the British 
giving Europe a greater priority, the Americans agreed to assist in the air defence of the 
Middle East with aircraft based outside the region. But there was no full agreement on 
the overall concept for global war and in June 1950 the Americans withdrew their 
commitment to assist in the air defence of the Middle East (OEFE 4/32, COS 84(50), 7 
June 1950). A big problem in both Europe and the Middle East was the lack of fighter 
aircraft for air defence and the lack of bombers to reduce the weight of the Soviet 
offensive. It was planned that SAC bombers would not operate from Egypt but from 
Britain, the US, Okinawa, Iceland and north Africa with some post-strike staging at 
Ohahran and Abu Sueir. The loss of American aircraft in the Middle East was exacerbated 
by the assessment in plan 'Galloper' that for home defence Britain was 300 aircraft short 
which required the redeployment of fighter squadrons to the UK. In the wake of the 
Soviet explosion of an atomic bomb in August 1949 the military became much more 
concerned about British vulnerability should the Soviets occupy western Europe. The 
chief of the air staff requested that the bomber aircraft presently allocated to the Middle 
East should go to Europe and the Far East fighter squadrons should also go to Europe 
rather than the Middle East; this was not accepted by the joint planners and the 
resolution of the problem could only be accomplished by the review of global strategy 
that was underway. This would follow the British realisation that having set out to defend 
the Middle East they were unlikely to be able even to defend Egypt without US support. 
They then found they had to make a greater commitment to provide forces for something 
else they could not defend even with American help. In these circumstances, where 
political requirements superseded military ones, the issue was whether to allocate forces 
to defend western Europe or to use them in the Middle East although neither region 
could be successfully defended. Combined with the increased importance of Turkey, 
which was seeking NATO membership, and the change in the JIC's assessment of the 
speed with which the Soviets would threaten Egypt, it indicated a need to reassess the 
problems of Middle East defence (OEFE 4/29, COS 39(50)2, 13 Mar 1950, JP(50)22, 
annex, 10 Mar 1950; COS 44(50)1 , 17 Mar 1950, JP(49)134, 1 Mar 1950; OEFE 4/30, COS 
63(50), 24 Apr 1950, JP(50)40, 20 Apr 1950).] 

Introduction 
1. As a result of the revised Soviet threat and Commonwealth build-up, the 

recent United States decision regarding the deployment of their forces in the 
Theatre, and the increasingly unsatisfactory political conditions in the Middle East, it 
has become necessary to review the strategic problem of the defence of the Middle 
East in the event of a war with the USSR. 

2. J.P.(49)125(Revised Final) has recently reaffirmed that the basic 
requirements of Commonwealth strategy are:-

(a) The defence of the United Kingdom and its development as an offensive base. 
(b) A firm hold in the Middle East and its development as an offensive base. 
(c) The control of essential sea communications. 

It further states that these three pillars of our strategy must stand together, and 
that the collapse of any one of them will bring down the whole structure of 
Commonwealth strategy. 

3. The significance of the Middle East in our Commonwealth strategy lies in the 
fact that it is important as a source of oil, as a centre of Commonwealth sea and air 
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communications and as a potential base for strategic air and other offensive 
operations against the USSR. Moreover, it is the gateway of the African continent. 

4. We review below the problem of the initial defence of the Middle East in the 
light of the latest military and political factors . This paper should be read in 
conjunction with our paper O.C.C.(50)25(Final) dated 18th March, 1950. 

Political and military factors affecting our defence of the Middle East 

The Soviet threat 
5. J.I.C.(U.K.)(49)80(Final), "Soviet Intentions and Capabilities 1950", 

appreciates that the Soviets will launch a campaign against the Middle East Theatre 
as part of their offensive against the Western Powers. In the absence of direct Allied 
intervention in the territories concerned, the Soviet threat to the Middle East will 
develop as shown below. 

6. The Middle East land campaign will be based on two main thrusts, one 
through Turkey and the other through Persia and Iraq. Against Turkey it is 
estimated that 28 divisions and 1,800 aircraft will be used, and against Persia and 
Iraq, 9 divisions and 450 aircraft. Soviet forces advancing through Persia and Iraq 
could be in a position to attack the Levant with 3 divisions by 0+3 months. They 
would, however, be likely to await further build-up by Soviet forces advancing 
through Turkey, whereby the scale of attack could reach 5 divisions by 0+5 months 
and 8 to 10 divisions by 0+ 7 months (assuming little demolition of Turkish 
railways). Simultaneously with the campaign against the Levant, it is appreciated 
that the Soviets will invade and over-run Italy , Sicily and Greece by about 0+3 
months. 

7. Soviet land forces in the Levant will be supported by powerful tactical air 
forces . By about 0+6 to 0+8 months, up to 900 tactical aircraft, with substantial 
reserves readily available, will be deployed South of Alexandretta. Although it has 
been stated that the Soviet Long Range Air Force will not operate initially against 
targets in the Middle East, tactical air forces will be in a position to develop a 
powerful threat against Mediterranean sea communications and the Egypt Base once 
airfields in Turkey and Southern Europe are available to them. There is no need to 
emphasise the serious effects which would result should the Soviet threat to the 
westward envelop Spain. 

8. The deployment of forces on the scale envisaged will present the USSR with 
difficult logistic problems. However, the prizes at stake are such that we appreciate 
that their Commanders will be prepared to take considerable risks to exploit our 
initial weakness, of which they will be aware, and which presents them with an 
opportunity of which they must take advantage quickly before we have time to build 
up our defences. We have no reason to believe, therefore, that the Soviet threat will 
develop to any less extent than appreciated above. 

9. Our ability to meet the Russian attack on the Middle East successfully 
depends upon:-

( a) the availability of the necessary minimum forces for the conduct of the initial 
defence, 
(b) the establishment of the political conditions which will enable us to deploy 
our forces in time and in accordance with tactical requirements. 
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Allied forces available 
10. We understand from J.P.(49)125(Revised Final) that no significant support 

in the Middle East can now be expected from United States forces. Although we have 
no information regarding the U.S. plans for the operation of their Carrier Forces, we 
believe they will be fully occupied in the Western and Central Mediterranean and 
unable to operate effectively in the Eastern Basin. The only forces available for the 
Middle East campaign, therefore, will be those deployed in the Middle East in 
peacetime, together with reinforcements provided from United Kingdom and 
Commonwealth sources. 

11. The efficiency of the forces deployed in the Middle East is at present 
seriously affected by deficiencies in manpower, particularly in skilled technicians, by 
insufficiently trained and inexperienced personnel, and by shortages of essential 
equipment. In addition, it has been laid down that the state of readiness of Army 
units must for the present, be limited to the standard required for "cold war" tasks. 
These factors limit the effectiveness of our forces and will restrict the timing and 
scope of our operations in the initial stages of a war. 

12. Owing to the time required by Commonwealth forces to mobilise, only 
existing forces in the Middle East plus reinforcements from the United Kingdom and 
Far East (Hong Kong and Malaya) will be available up to 0+5 months. Even after this 
date, the only other firm contribution is a limited one from New Zealand. The build
up of all forces is critically small , particularly in air forces , which show no 
appreciable increase after 0+3 months, by which time the total operational strength 
amounts to only 152 fighters (including fighter ground/attack aircraft), 80 medium 
bombers, 24 light bombers and tactical bombers, and 16 maritime reconnaissance 
aircraft. This build-up includes formations and units from the Far East, which in the 
event may be delayed, while the situation in the United Kingdom itself may well 
retard, or even preclude, the despatch of some of the reinforcements from this 
source. Furthermore, the need to acclimatise and train units arriving in the Theatre 
before they are committed to battle must be taken into account in any assessment of 
the build-up of forces. 

13. On the face of it, therefore, the forces available to us will be inadequate for a 
successful initial defence. 

Israel 
14. The attitude of Israel, and its consequences, are discussed at length in 

paragraphs 18 to 29 of the Annex to our paper O.C.C.(50)25(Final). The Arab- Israeli 
problem remains unsettled and there seems little prospect of an improvement in the 
present uneasy truce . Attempts by individual Arab States to reach a settlement would 
not improve matters unless they were so determined as to break up the Arab League 
and so leave Jordan and Egypt free to follow their own national interests which 
obviously require a settlement with Israel. Until political stability in the Middle East 
is assured, we see no likelihood of improving our relations with the Israelis to the 
extent necessary to achieve their co-operation without alienating the Arab States. In 
this connection, we would refer to Sir John Troutbeck's despatch to the Foreign 
Office and strongly recommend that every possible action be taken to implement his 
proposals. In any case, United States' influence with Israel is perhaps the only 
solution. The longer a settlement is delayed, the greater is the possibility of a further 
deterioration in the attitude of Israel. 
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15. If the co-operation of Israel cannot be assured, the possibility of a neutral or 
hostile Israel can, in our opinion, only be offset by a built-up of land and air forces 
sufficient to enable us to undertake a forcible entry into that country. We have 
estimated that a force of the order of two divisions, with tactical air support, would 
be required for this task alone. This force should be available in time for us to clear a 
way through Israel in order that we may be able to establish ourselves North and East 
of Palestine before the enemy threat develops. 

The Egypt base 
16. The geographical location of Egypt, combined with the fact that it has the 

requisite port and communications facilities and reserves of skilled and unskilled 
labour, makes it the only suitable base area in the Eastern Mediterranean for large 
scale operations against the USSR. The goodwill, as opposed to the grudging 
acquiescence, of the Egyptians is essential to the smooth working of this base. Until 
this has been achieved, our main base area will remain politically unstable and we 
shall be increasingly hampered in our preparations for war. 

17. We have experienced little reciprocity in our recent military technical talks 
with the Egyptians. Indeed, the provision of British arms and assistance for the 
building-up of the Egyptian forces has, if anything, resulted in a hardening of their 
attitude in regard to the evacuation of British forces from Egypt, and a strengthening 
of their belief that it is unnecessary for us to remain in their country in peace. Even 
though informed opinion realises the need for our help and is beginning to 
understand Egypt's position as the only possible base for fighting a war against 
Russia in the Middle East, we believe it would be politically impossible, as things 
stand at present, for any Egyptian Government to agree publicly the need for British 
forces to remain in Egypt in peacetime. 

18. Thus we are convinced that when the Treaty lapses in 1956, no Egyptian 
Government is likely to agree to a renewal unless some entirely new basis for 
agreement can be found, which will eradicate from the Egyptian mind the idea that 
we are still an occupying power. 

19. Our relations with Egypt must be developed on a co-operative basis . In our 
opinion, it will be necessary to cut away from the 1936 Treaty, with is residual rights 
of Britain as an occupying power, and to negotiate an agreement on realistic grounds 
in the light of present day dangers and requirements. We must seek an agreement on 
the lines of a pact of mutual assistance and convince the Egyptians of the danger 
which threatens them, of their need for our immediate support in war and, therefore, 
of the necessity for us to maintain our forces and a main base in Egypt in peace. 

20. The fact that we can expect little or no precautionary period before the 
outbreak of hostilities makes it vital to us to achieve in peace an agreement which 
will enable us to plan and prepare for war on firm foundations . In particular, we 
would point out that it is impossible, under present conditions, to make the 
necessary preparations for the defence of Egypt. Lack of airfields suitable for modern 
aircraft is a critical factor, as is the lack of a control and reporting system covering 
the whole of Egypt. Until such time as political and financial conditions allow us to 
bring existing airfields up to the required standard and to set up an adequate control 
and reporting system, the efficiency of such small air defence forces as we have 
available must be seriously reduced. 

21. We do not bel ieve that the desired results can be obtained by making 
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concessions. We regard the current instability as the controlling factor of any plan 
which affects the defence of the Middle East and one which needs positive and urgent 
diplomatic action. 

Scope of our Middle East strategy 

22 . The size and conditions of our peacetime forces, the absence of significant 
U.S. support and the critically small and slow build-up, make it impossible to provide 
assistance to Greece, Turkey, Persia and Iraq. We should also have to denude Cyprus 
and Malta of their defence garrisons. 

Our strategy, therefore, is restricted to securing the vital Egypt Base area. This 
clearly is a MINIMUM AIM. 

23. Our plans must therefore envisage and sacrifice, without an effort to save it, 
of all the Middle East oil and the abandonment of Greece, Crete, Turkey and Iraq (the 
last an ally with whom we are under treaty obligations to aid by all means in our 
power). The effect on Allied prestige and influence throughout the Middle East would 
be disastrous. Our failure to support Turkey and Iraq, in particular, would have the 
gravest repercussions on Egypt whose co-operation is vital to us; in the case of Israel, 
this failure may be the ultimate factor in deciding her to withhold her co-operation. 

24. We thus have to contemplate an initial economic, political and strategic set
back of the first magnitude, which in the eyes of the world will be counted as a major 
military defeat. Russia will succeed at one stroke in gaining the majority of her 
immediate objectives in the Middle East. She would:-

(a) Gain depth to the defence of her vulnerable Southern frontiers. 
(b) Deny us all the Middle East oil. 
(c) Overawe our weak and wavering potential allies. 
(d) Seriously threaten our sea communications in the Eastern Mediterranean to a 
degree which would make its use extremely hazardous. 
(e) Poise herself for an attack on the Egyptian Delta area and eventual 
penetration into Africa. 

These consequences are in our view unacceptable and will mean that we shall be 
unable to keep "a firm hold in the Middle East". 

The essential requirements for the defence of the Egypt base 

25. In forwarding Plan SANDOWN attention was drawn to certain requirements 
which had to be met if the plan was to work. Admiral Conolly, similarly, in 
forwarding Plan NECKPIECE, emphasised the need for meeting certain pre D-Day 
requirements. These requirements still stand, but we wish to stress the points which 
we consider essential for the defence of the Egypt base and therefore fundamental to 
any practicable defence plan for the Middle East. 

26. The first and most important of these is an early settlement with Egypt. To 
ensure the smooth working of the Egypt Base and to set up the air defences, without 
which that base will be unable to work at all, we require the goodwill and full co
operation, as opposed to the grudging acquiescence, of the Egyptians. 

This is vital; in peace, to enable the necessary preparations to be made; in war, to 
enable the Allied forces to be deployed for the initial defence and the offensive base to 
be developed. 
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27. The second essential is adequate air forces. Our recent examination of the 
effect of the new deployment of the United Kingdom and Commonwealth Forces 
showed (Annex to our paper D.C.C.(50)25(Final) paragraphs 7-17) that, should the 
Soviet threat develop as appreciated, the disparity in air power in the Theatre is so 
serious a weakness that it would bring about the early failure of a campaign to defend 
the Egypt base. 

A very considerable increase in the build-up of air forces in the Theatre is 
therefore essential. 

Without such an increase it would not be possible to defend from air attack the 
Egypt base, which includes the terminal ports of our sea communications, nor to 
maintain those sea communications. Moreover, the absence of adequate air support 
would prejudice the chances of effective operations by our land forces in any delaying 
campaign in the Levant. 

28. The third essential is secure sea lines of communication. In the same paper 
we pointed out that our sea communications in the Eastern Mediterranean will be so 
precarious that we must expect serious delays and losses to the build-up of our forces 
for the defence of the Egypt base and that the deployment and maintenance of forces 
in the Levant or Turkey would involve hazards which rule it out as an operation of 
war. 

It is essential, therefore, that the security of our sea communications in the 
Mediterranean should be ensured at any rate during the initial build-up of our 
forces in the Middle East. The more serious threat in the early stages will be from 
the air. 

29. The fourth essential is the co-operation of Israel. The effect of a neutral or 
hostile Israel has been pointed out. 

30. If these requirements cannot be met, we shall, in our opinion, fail to achieve 
our minimum aim of securing the Egypt base. 

Conclusions 
31. We conclude that:-

(a) The consequence of limiting our strategy to securing the vital Egypt base 
area, which clearly must be a minimum aim, are [sic] unacceptable and will mean 
that we shall be unable to keep a firm hold in the Middle East. 
(b) To ensure a reasonable chance of achieving even that minimum aim certain 
requirements must be met:-

(i) The goodwill and co-operation of the Egyptians in both peace and war. 
(ii) A considerable increase in the build-up of air forces in the Middle East, 

with the associated development of airfields and the control and reporting 
system. 

(iii) More effective protection for our sea communications. 
(iv) Willing co-operation of Israel. 

(c) If these requirements cannot be met, we shall fail to achieve our minimum 
aim of securing the Egypt base. 
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160 DEFE 4/30, COS 69(50)6 1 May 1950 
'Communist influence in the Middle East': report by the JIC to the 
COS, 21 Apr 1950 (JIC(50)20) 

We have prepared a comprehensive survey of Communist influence in the Middle 
East. A detailed examination of the situation in each country is given at Annex1 and a 
general summary is given below. We have taken into consideration a report from the 
Joint Intelligence Committee, Middle East. 

Communist influence 
2. At present, throughout the area non-Communist Governments are in power; 

only in Israel is Communism legal, while in Cyprus Communism is represented 
legally by the Crypto-Communist "Reform Party". For this reason Communist 
organisations do not appear obvious on the surface of the Middle East social 
structure but are for the most part clandestinely at work seeking to undermine its 
edifice and goading Nationalists [sic] forces into opposition to the interests of 
"Anglo- American Imperialism". The pattern of their activities is patchy and the 
success of their efforts varies from country to country. 

3. In Turkey strong government and in Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Yemen and the 
Persian Gulf sheikdon [sic] firm rule and the tribal structure of society have 
prevented Communism from making any headway. Nor is there any Communism in 
Aden and the Aden protectorates. 

4. Elsewhere the influence of Communism is considerable. Thanks to Soviet 
backing during and immediately after the war, it obtained a strong hold in Persia, 
acting through the Tudeh Party. Its hold was considerably weakened in February, 
1949, as a result of its suppression after an attempt on the Shah's life, but is [sic] has 
shown itself remarkably resilient and, by dint of exploiting the Persian Government's 
inefficiency and corruption and the country's poverty, it is already winning back a 
dangerous measure of public support. In Iraq too, Communism has proved 
remarkably resilient in the face of police opposition, and the Iraqi Communist Party 
has survived the discovery and arrest of six successive Central Committees and 
remains potentially dangerous. 

5. Along the Mediterranean seaboard Communism thrives most in Lebanon, 
perhaps the intellectual centre of M.E. Communism, where it has a dominant 
position among the Lebanese trade unions and the government has failed to take 
effective measures to suppress it. In Syria it received a set back during the short 
dictatorship of Husni Zaim but is now recovering its influence, although hampered 
greatly by lack of leaders and organisational weaknesses. In Israel, though legal, it 
has little appeal for the Jews, whose Zionist nationalism has incurred the 
opprobrium of the Soviet Union, but it is showing signs of winning ever greater 
sympathy among the Arabs; yet, on account of their numerical inferiority, these 
cannot hope to exercise much influence in Israel and are more important as a centre 
for spreading subversive propaganda among the Arabs in neighbouring countries and 
particularly among Arab refugees. In Cyprus, the Crypto-Communist "Reform Party" 

1 Not printed. 



[160) MAY 1950 27 

of the Working People (AKEL) is being re-organised on orthodox lines. Though 
defeated by the Cyprus National Party (KEK) in the 1949, municipal elections, 
AKEL's real strength remains untested, and so long as the Communists are able to 
operate with wide support in the political field, they must be regarded as a potential 
danger. In Egypt Communism is weakened by schism and dissension and has as yet 
made little headway in the face of recent repression by the Government. It has, 
however, some attraction for the Egyptian masses, in particular the students, and 
remains a potential danger. 

6. In Persia and Lebanon, Communism has now achieved considerable influence 
over organised labour, and Communists would be capable of instigating serious 
labour troubles . Special efforts are being made to penetrate armed forces and the 
police and seem to have achieved some success in these two countries. 

Foreign contracts 
7. There is evidence that the French Communist Party has taken some interest 

in the Lebanese and Egyptian Communists and the Greek Communist Party has 
actively influenced Communism in Cyprus. Yet the main source of outside influence 
is the Soviet Union, whose Legations, particularly in Beirut and Tehran, seem to have 
been active in the supply of advice and possibly also of financial assistance. Soviet 
foreign language broadcasts are being used extensively to spread propaganda 
throughout the Middle East and there is some evidence that agents from the Soviet 
Union are active among the Kurdish minorities in Iraq, Persia and Syria and among 
Moslem pilgrims. Soviet influence also reaches the area through the Orthodox 
Church (except in Cyprus), which is largely penetrated by Russian agencies and 
indirectly through the International "Front" organisations such as the world 
Federation of Trades Unions and the Women's International Democratic Federation. 

8. In general it is at present the aim of Soviet policy to stir up dissension and 
so weaken the various governments in the Middle East and to create the maximum 
embarrassment to the Anglo-American Powers. Thus in the United Nations Soviet 
support has been shamelessly switched between Jews and Arabs. At the same time 
the picture of Soviet propaganda is one of incitement of Syrian jealousy of Iraq, 
Jordan and Saudi Arabia, with the allegation that the latter are acting as 
instruments of the Western Powers; while whenever opportunity presents itself 
similar allegations are made about the behaviour of Egypt versus the rest, or 
Jordan versus Egypt. It is difficult to estimate the effectiveness of this policy. The 
Moslem minorities living within the borders of the Soviet Union and the Armenian 
and Kurdish minorities in Transcaucasia have a potential attraction for many of 
the disgruntled, impoverished and un-educated nationals in the Middle East. There 
are indications that Soviet inspired agitators and propaganda are exploiting this 
though the effect of their activities is counteracted by Moslem refugees from the 
U.S.S.R. 

Future trends 
9. The Communists have already achieved a measure of organisation that would 

enable them to form a Fifth Column potentially of considerable value to the Soviet 
Union in the event of war. They may be expected to exploit the economic and 
administrative evils in the Middle East in an attempt to draw discontented elements 
into their own ranks . 
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Recommendation 
10. We recommend that the Chiefs of Staff:-

(a) Take note of this report and forward it to the Minister of Defence; 
(b) Instruct the Secretary, subject to the approval of the Minister of Defence, to 
send copies to the Foreign Office, the Colonial Office (and for the Governors of 
Cyprus and Aden) and to the British Defence Co-ordination Committee, Middle 
East. 

161 DEFE 4/31, COS 72(50)2 8 May 1950 
[Development of a joint base ]: COS Committee minutes containing 
the views of the FO 

Mr. Allen said that he did not think that we stood to lose anything by going ahead 
now with the integration of air defence and with the joint base. He emphasised that 
there was no question at this stage of our abrogating our right to be in the Canal 
Zone. He felt that the more closely the Egyptians were associated with us in the 
defence of Egypt the more they might be brought to realise their dependence upon 
us. It now appeared almost certain that it would be politically impossible to conclude 
a new Defence Agreement with the Egyptians similar to the 1936 Treaty. He thought 
the approach to the problem should be broadly on the following lines. The first step 
should be for the Chief of the Imperial General Staff to discuss defence problems 
with the Egyptian authorities on his visit to Egypt in June. The object should be to 
make the Egyptians realise first that the security of Egypt was a joint Anglo/Egyptian 
interest; and, secondly, to impress upon the Egyptians the compexity [sic] of a 
modern base and the necessity for having a base established before the outbreak of 
war. This would lead on to the conclusion that the best solution would be for Egypt 
and the United Kingdom to share their responsibilities in the area and to integrate 
the defence of Egypt as much as possible. If we could persuade the Egyptians that 
this was the right strategic approach to the problem, the next step would be to find 
some political solution which would safeguard "amour propre". A possible 
arrangement would be to have an administrative understanding with the Egyptians 
under which we would be permitted to retain certain forces and facilities in the 
country, on the analogy of the U.S. bases in this country. It might be possible to 
include such an arrangement under cover of some form of Regional Pact for the 
defence of the Middle East which would include the various interested States. Once 
we had obtained a satisfactory assurance from the Egyptians we would abrogate our 
rights under the 1936 Treaty. The detailed discussions with the Egyptians on joint 
defence should be conducted through the military channel; while the political 
negotiations would probably be done by H.M. Ambassador. 

The Committee were of the opinion that the approach outlined by Mr. Alien 
seemed to offer the best prospects of breaking the present deadlock with the 
Egyptians, and in discussion it was agreed to proceed as follows. The Joint Planning 
Staff should now prepare a brief for the Chief of the General Imperial Staff on future 
policy towards Egypt on the basis of the note by the War Office and in the light of the 
above discussion. This brief should be ready for consideration by the Chiefs of Staff, if 
possible by the following week. At the same time the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle 
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East, should be asked for their views on the detailed measures which were necessary 
to implement the proposed policy of close collaboration with the Egyptians. It would 
be helpful if the preliminary views of the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, could 
be available by the 16th May. 

162 DEFE 4/31, COS 77(50)3 17 May 1950 
'Co-operation with Egypt': COS Committee minutes on the views of 
the JPS and the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East [Extract] 

The Committee had before them:-

(a) A report by the Joint Planning Staff covering a draft brief for the C.I.G.S.'s use 
during his forthcoming discussions on defence matters with the Egyptian 
Authorities; 
(b) a telegram from the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, giving their views on 
the broad policy which should be adopted for co-operation with Egypt. 

The Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, considered that before making 
arrangements for detailed co-operation with Egypt the first step should be to make 
the Egyptians realise the necessity for our assistance in the defence of Egypt and the 
Middle East and the need for our continued presence there. The Commanders-in
Chief, Middle East, were of the opinion that until the Egyptians were made to realise 
this nothing would be gained by offering them detailed inducements in the shape of 
closer co-operation and joint responsibility. 

Sir William Slim said that he was inclined to agree with the Commanders-in
Chief, Middle East. Looking at the problem from the purely military standpoint, his 
own feeling was that the Egyptians should be told bluntly that as long as the 
international situation remained as it was at present it was essential for us to keep 
our troops in the Canal Zone. 

Mr. Allen said that the Foreign Office hoped that it would be possible to avoid 
confronting the Egyptians with this delicate issue at the outset. If we forced the 
Egyptians, at the start of the negotiations, to state their attitude towards the 
presence of British forces in Egypt they would probably revert to their previous 
contention that British troops must be withdrawn from the Canal Zone as a 
precondition to any future agreement. The Foreign Office felt that, if we could make 
progress with integration in the air defence of Egypt and co-operation with the 
Egyptians in the defence field generally, it should be possible to make them realise 
increasingly their dependence on the United Kingdom in the event of war. If we made 
the offer of co-operation and integration and the Egyptians refused, no harm would 
have been done. The Foreign Office were in general agreement with the approach 
proposed in the draft brief prepared by the Joint Planning Staff. If we could get the 
Egyptians to accept the principle of integration he thought that they might well 
reach the inevitable conclusion that it was essential for the security of Egypt that 
British forces should remain. We should then say that we would be prepared to keep 
British forces there without a binding Defence Agreement; and it would be necessary 
to study what form of political arrangement could be made to safeguard Egyptian 
"amour propre". He undertook to try and arrange for the Chief of the Imperial 
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General Staff to see the Foreign Secretary in the near future in order to discuss the 
broad issues involved. 

Sir William Slim said that he would propose to approach the Egyptians on the 
following lines. As a start he would emphasise the serious dangers which would 
confront Egypt in the event of a major war. Egypt would undoubtedly be singled out 
for attack by the Russians in view of her strategic importance. The Egyptians could 
not defend themselves, therefore they must have Allies. This pointed to the need for 
an Alliance between Egypt and the United Kingdom. If such an Alliance was to be 
effective certain preparations must be made before the outbreak of war: for example, 
the nucleus base organisation must be ready and British troops must be in position. 
This would raise the delicate question of the position of British troops in Egypt; he 
would emphasise to the Egyptians that the British forces in Egypt were not in any 
way comparable to an army of occupation. They were in a very similar position to the 
United States forces in the United Kingdom, which we welcomed as Allies. In the 
same way, Egypt and the United Kingdom were thrown together by common 
interests and should therefore now make joint arrangements for their defence. He 
would then go on to propose that the air defence of Egypt should be a joint 
Anglo- Egyptian responsibility, and, secondly, that the nucleus base should be a joint 
organisation. He would not deal with these matters in any detail. If the Egyptians 
raised the question of the general Headquarters in Egypt, he would say that this must 
be British although certain Egyptian officers should be associated with it. He 
considered that it might be in our interests to offer the King of Egypt some titular 
command, such as Inspector-General of the Combined Allied Forces. This would 
then enable the King to say that he occupied a general advisory position in relation 
to all the combined forces in Egypt. Turning to the question of the size of the 
Egyptian forces , he said that while, on military grounds, it was clearly wrong to 
accept Egyptian demands for large increases in the size of their Army, on wider 
considerations it might be in our interest to concede to Egyptian requests. He would 
discuss this matter with the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, on his visit to 
Egypt. 

In discussion there was general agreement with the line which the Chief of the 
Imperial General Staff proposed to take. It was pointed out that it would be necessary 
for the Defence Committee to consider this question at their meeting on Wednesday, 
24th May; and that a report should accordingly be submitted by the Chiefs of Staff to 
the Defence Committee forthwith. It was agreed that paragraphs 1-9 of the brief 
prepared by the Joint Planning Staff adequately reflected the views of the Committee. 
The detailed proposals, however, for co-operation with the Egyptians, paragraphs 
10- 14, should be relegated to Appendices; and a broad statement of our approach to 
the problem should be included in a Cover Note under which the report should be 
submitted to the Defence Committee. 

It was agreed that the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, should be informed 
that their views had been taken into account by the Chiefs of Staff and that the Chief 
of the Imperial General Staff would discuss the whole question of co-operation with 
Egypt with them on arrival. ... 
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163 FO 371180450, no 28 22 May 1950 
[Field Marshall Sir W Slim's visit to Egypt]: minute by R Alien to 
Mr Bevin on the brief for the visit 

[Alien's minute was endorsed by the supervising under-secretary, Michael Wright, who 
felt it was wise to push ahead with the integration of British and Egyptian forces without 
making any conditions as the C's-in-C were inclined to do.] 

On March 22nd the Egyptian Ambassador delivered to the Secretary of State a 
communication from his Foreign Minister expressing the hope that negotiations for 
a new Anglo-Egyptian understanding could be initiated and setting out the basis on 
which the Egyptian Government would be prepared to open discussions. This was a 
reiteration of the customary demands for the evacuation of the Canal Zone and unity 
of the Nile Valley. 

2. In reply the Secretary of State handed a personal message for the Egyptian 
Foreign Minister to Amr Pasha on May 17th in which it was proposed as a first step 
that the Chief of the Imperial General Staff should visit Egypt early in June to clarify 
the mil itary situation in discussion with the Egyptian Government. We now await 
the Egyptian reply . 

3. In the meantime a brief for the C.I.G.S. has been produced on the assumption 
that the proposed visit receives Egyptian agreement. The Foreign Office was directly 
consulted at every stage in the preparation of this brief, and African Department are 
in general agreement with its form and content. The brief was recently considered by 
the Chiefs of Staff and, as amended by them, will be taken by the Defence Committee 
on Thursday, the 25th May. The Secretary of State has arranged to see the C.I.G.S. 
before the meeting. 

4. The general approach to the problem of Anglo- Egyptian military cooperation 
followed by His Majesty's Ambassador in Cai ro with our approval is that of offering all 
possible assistance to the Egyptian armed forces in every field open to us, e.g. 
training, equipment, airfield facilities , etc., with the object of encouraging Egyptian 
dependence on our forces in the Canal Zone and gradually convincing them that the 
presence of those forces is indispensable to them. Meanwhile we should take 
practical steps to increase cooperation in a limited field. A good start has been made 
in this direction, particularly in the development of cooperation between the two air 
forces . 

5. There is, however, still some reluctance apparent among military authorities 
to give away these benefits before securing an Egyptian concession in return. In fact, 
of course, our offer of "maximum integration" would be contingent on a general 
agreement with the Egyptian Government on the whole question of the defence of 
Egypt, including the political aspects of the question. What we are trying to do is to 
"condition" the Egyptians, so that they will be ready to make such an agreement. We 
should therefore avoid at this stage confronting them with a choice between 
accepting outright our offer of cooperation or acquiescing in the continuance of the 
1936 Treaty. It is hoped that the C.I.G.S. will present cooperation as a matter of 
mutual interest which follows from the common danger, and as an earnest of our 
desire that responsibilities should be genuinely shared. 

6. Finally, the Department considers the value of offering the Egyptians 
cooperation in a concrete rather than abstract form should not be underrated. 
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Anglo-Egyptian "cooperation" in the abstract is a hackneyed term and would make 
little impression on the Egyptian leaders . The detailed proposals for joint air-defence 
organisation headquarters, and to some extent administration, are something quite 
new and might go far to convince the Egyptians of the earnestness of our approach to 
both military and political problems of the Canal base. 

Recommendations 
(1) That the Secretary of State should approve the brief prepared for the C.I.G.S. 
(2) That he should speak to the C.I.G.S. in the sense of paragraphs 4, 5, and 6 
above. 

164 DEFE 4/32, COS 84(50), annex 7 June 1950 
'Emergency planning': minute by Brigadier C Price1 to the secretary 
of the Commanders-in-Chief Committee, Middle East (31 May 1950) 

[Extract] 

Reference C.O.S. 365/28/3/50. When forwarding copies of Plan "GALLOPER" to the 
Commanders-in-Chief Middle East I informed you that the Chiefs of Staff were 
engaged in a Review of Global Strategy and Defence Policy as a result of which it 
might be necessary to alter the allotment of bomber and fighter air forces made to 
the Middle East in this Emergency Plan. The Chiefs of Staff have now instructed me 
to inform the Commanders-in-Chief how these matters now stand. 

2. The U.S. Authorities have now informed us that they do not at present intend 
to send any air forces to assist in the defence of the Middle East. The reason for this is 
in part due to the fact that the Americans did not at present intend to use this area as 
a base for long range bombing although they will still require staging facilities there. 
There is some reason to hope that they may alter this decision when they have more 
forces to deploy. In the short term anyway the result will be that the forces available 
for the air defence of the Canal Zone will be seriously reduced, which in turn will 
reduce the support which can be given to the defending land forces. 

3. Although Plan "GALLOPER" provides for the despatch of a substantial 
proportion of our bomber force to the Middle East automatically on the outbreak of 
war, the Chiefs of Staff now wish to warn the Commanders-in-Chief Middle East that 
it is most unlikely that any of Bomber Command will in fact be available for the 
Middle East-anyway in the short term. Bomber command is at present far too small 
for its many commitments, and it would certainly not be possible to mobilise it to 
anything like its full strength in the near future. By keeping it concentrated even this 
small force might have an important influence on one campaign. To split Bomber 
Command in half and send one half to operate from Egypt, retaining the other for 
Western Europe, would mean that neither half could have any significant effect in 
either theatre. 

4. The Chiefs of Staff are now engaged in a complete Review of our Defence 
Policy and Global Strategy and the Commanders-in-Chief Middle East will in due 

1 Secretary to COS Committee. 
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course be informed of the results of this Review. The Chiefs of Staff now feel that it is 
only fair to inform the Commanders-in-Chief Middle East that H.M.G. are already 
committed to Western Union to do everything in their power to hold up an initial 
invasion of Western Europe .. .. 

165 CAB 13119, D0 (50)45 7 June 1950 
'Defence policy and global strategy': report by the COS to the Cabinet 
Defence Committee reviewing the strategic situation 

1. Since our last review in 1947 of the strategic situation many changes have 
taken place, notably the formation of Western alliances under the Brussels and North 
Atlantic treaties and the discovery by Russia of the atomic bomb. We now submit for 
the consideration of the Defence Committee a fresh review of Defence Policy and 
Global Strategy written in the light of these changes and from the joint point of view 
of a partner in a Western Alliance and a member of the British Commonwealth. 

2. The British Commonwealth and the Continental Powers, whether 
individually or collectively, cannot fight Russia except in alliance with the United 
States: nor could the United States fight Russia without the help of the British 
Commonwealth. To-day it makes no sense to think in terms of British strategy or 
Western European strategy as something individual and independent. Full 
collaboration with the United States in policy and method is vital. This truth is 
recognised in the most important area of conflict by the North Atlantic Treaty. But 
the cold war against Russian Communism is a global war as a hot war would 
inevitably be. After stabilisation of the European front the next most important 
object should be to secure an agreed Allied military strategy in the Middle East and 
East Asia theatres- and the machinery to implement it. It is also clearly necessary to 
obtain the fullest possible political, economic and military collaboration in the 
British Commonwealth as a whole-if possible including the countries of the Indian 
sub-continent, but if necessary without them. 

3. In this report, therefore, we first consider Defence Policy and Global Strategy 
from the Allied rather than from the British standpoint. We then set out what, in our 
view, should be the share of the United Kingdom and her partners in the British 
Commonwealth in implementing this strategy. Our report is divided into two parts: 

Part !-allied defence policy and global strategy 

Section !- general 

The aim 
4. The first essential is to define clearly the political and military aim in the 

struggle against Russian communism. The enemy's aim is quite clear-it is a 
communist world dominated by Moscow. Allied defence policy has been confused by 
the lack of a clear definition of what we are fighting for and by a failure to recognise 
that our aim in this struggle, in its present 'cold' phase as well as in a possible 'hot' 
phase, must be consistent. 

5. Allied defence policy cannot be divided into water-tight compartments of 
'cold' and 'hot' strategy. The former is largely conditioned by our ability in the last 
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resort to defend our interests against armed aggression; while our readiness to fight 
defensively is inevitably affected by the demands of the cold war. Our aim must be to 
reduce to the minimum the extent to which it is so affected, but not to the fatal 
compromise of our ability to win the cold war which is rightly our first defence 
priority. 

6. It is essential to our ability to win the cold war, which we cannot do without 
an increasing assumption of the offensive in the political and economic fields, that 
Allied foreign policy should not be cramped by the fear that if we go too far we could 
not defend ourselves against armed attack. In this respect Western superiority in 
atomic air power and the security of the United Kingdom against air attack are vital 
factors . Cold war policy must therefore be related to military strength. The war of 
nerves by Hitler from 1933 to 1939 was in many ways similar to the present cold war, 
and the history of that period is eloquent proof of what happens if foreign policy and 
military preparedness do not march closely in step. 

7. The overall policy must be defined by the Governments of the Allied nations. 
We submit that this should be as follows: 

'To ensure the abandonment by Russia and her satellites of further military 
and ideological aggression, and at the same time to create conditions in 
which nations with different methods of government can live together 
peacefully. '1 

It is necessary to translate this policy into practical aims both for the cold war and 
for open hostilities. 

The aim in the cold war 
8. This aim, which must be achieved if possible without real hostilities, involves 

first a stabilisation of the anti-communist front in the present free world and then 
as the Western Powers become militarily less weak, the intensification of 'cold' 
offensive measures aimed at weakening the Russian grip on the satellite states and 
ultimately achieving their complete independence of Russian control. 

The aim in the hot war 
9. If real hostilities are forced upon the Western Allies the aim will remain 

broadly the same. Our first preoccupation must be to ensure survival in the face of 
the initial onslaught. Our ultimate military aim must be to bring the war to the 
speediest possible conclusion, without Western Europe being overrun, by bringing 
about the destruction of Russian military power and the collapse of the present 
regime. 

Post-war settlement 
10. The achievement of our war aim would no doubt involve an era of chaos and 

civil war in Russia. It would be premature to attempt to define what measures should 
be taken to deal with that situation. It is essential, however, that the Allies should 
constantly keep in mind during the war what they want Russia to be like after the 
war, so that their military effort is directed to that end. At this stage we would do no 

1 Emphasis throughout in original. 
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more than point out that unconditional surrender is not a profitable objective and 
that the military occupation and armed enforcement of a new form of government in 
Russia would be a most formidable undertaking. 

The need for an increasingly offensive cold war strategy 
11. An essential prerequisite of ultimate success in the cold war is the 

development in the West of adequate military strength. Russian policy is 
fundamentally opportunist and the Soviet will always exploit any weaknesses
especially the weakness inherent in a lack of unified policy on the part of the Western 
democracies. But historically also the Russians, whilst always aggressively 
expansionist in policy, do draw back when faced with determined opposition, a 
characteristic which communist Russia appears to share with imperial Russian 
policy-the tactical withdrawal when conditions are unfavourable. 

We should therefore not be unduly impressed by the 'war of nerves' which will 
undoubtedly continue with varying intensity over the coming years. We should bear 
always in mind that half of the Russian 'split mind' is traditionally defensive and
however unreasonably to-day-genuinely apprehensive of attack by the Western 
Powers; we should, therefore, give the Russians no ground for a degree of 
apprehension that might drive them to a preventive war. 

Short of that, however, we should not be unduly anxious about provoking the 
Russians. If it suited them to embark on armed aggression they would do so without 
waiting for provocation; they have no public opinion capable of rushing their 
government into hostilities against their better judgment; and their acceptance of 
our moral victory in the Berlin airlift (when, if ever, they were in a position to defeat 
us if they had chosen to resort to force) shows that their historic tendency to hold 
back in the face of determined opposition still holds good. 

We submit that this means that even now the All ies could afford to adopt a more 
forward strategy in the cold war, and should be making all possible plans and 
preparations to be more and more offensive as their military strength grows. 

In addition we would especially urge that the Allies should strengthen their 
defences against what would inevitably be a most insidious and mortally dangerous 
form of attack, namely, the Fifth Column, whose aim is to rot resistance from within, 
as similar methods rotted France before 1940. This involves being increasingly tough 
with communism within our own countries and in our dependent territories. 

12. On the offensive side we have on several occasions expressed our concern 
that the planning and conduct of the cold war is not sufficiently robust or closely co
ordinated. In view of the close interrelation of cold war policy and military 
preparedness, and of the extent to which failure to make progress in the cold war 
tends to increase our military difficulties and commitments (as instanced by recent 
developments in the Far East) , the Allies must adopt a more offensive policy. We 
believe that a policy on these lines offers the best hope of preventing a shooting war, 
and history supports us in this view. 

Relation between cold war policy and military strength 
13. As previously stated it is essential that Allied cold war policy should be 

related to military strength. Adequate military strength is a relative term. We are to
day within sight of another enormous advance in the scientific and technological 
field. There are likely to be, broadly speaking, three phases in the cold war, not at 
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present clearly definable by dates, which will be determined by the relative strength 
in conventional armaments and scientific and technological equipment as between 
the Western Powers and Russia. 

(a) The First, in which we now are, may be called the deterrent phase. This should 
not be taken to mean that the deterrent factor becomes unimportant during the later 
phases, but only that Western military weakness as a whole is now such that, from 
the purely military point of view, Russia could march to the Atlantic at any moment. 
That she has not done so, and in our view is unlikely to do so, is due to her realisation 
that a certain consequence of aggression would be war with the United States 
involving immediate retribution in the form of the atomic weapon. Russia is not 
prepared for a long-drawn-out struggle with the prospect of ultimate defeat in face of 
the superior war-making capacity of the United States and British Commonwealth. 

All effort in this phase must be directed to the building up of the strength of the 
West. 

(b) The Second Phase will be that in which the conventional strength of the West 
will have reached a point at which the overrunning of Western Europe would present 
a less easy and certain project, when American atomic air power will be so formidable 
that Russia cannot be certain that it would not be decisive; but when Russia herself 
may have accumulated a stock of atomic weapons that, in the absence of adequate 
defences, might be decisive against the United Kingdom, which the Russians are 
bound to regard as the key to Western defence. 

We do not consider that the deterrents to armed aggression in this phase will be 
less potent, and the Allies should not relax their cold war offensive. There may, 
however, be a potential pressure on the West to weaken in her policy for fear of 
precipitating a war unless we do something about it. We reject any idea that the West 
ever could or should contemplate preventive war; but in this phase our cold war policy 
will more than ever demand the backing of effective defences. This involves the 
provision at the earliest possible moment of an effective defence against atomic attack. 

Provided this is at once given the highest priority and pursued with the vigour and 
determination that characterised the development of the atomic bomb, we see no 
reason to believe that it could not be achieved within a reasonable period. 

(c) The Third Phase, which it is possible we may never reach, because by then 
success in the second phase may have convinced Russia that her dream of a Moscow
controlled Communist world is unattainable, is nevertheless one to which even now 
the West should be directing its energies, particularly in the field of research and 
development. 

This will be when scientific methods of defence have made the employment of 
'conventional' manned bombers so costly as to be impracticable. It may be that the 
Western Allies will reach that stage of development first (and that must be their aim). 
It is not impossible that, particularly in view of the vast area she has to defend, Russia 
may be vulnerable to conventional bombers when the West has ceased to be so. But it 
would be most unwise to count on that. If Russia ceased to be vulnerable to the 
conventional bomber this would mean that, in the absence of some fresh scientific 
means of attack, we should be back in the pre-strategic bombing era; and that would 
not only result in the removal of the main deterrent but might mean also that the 
West would become relatively much weaker, even though our 'conventional' military 
strength must be assumed by then to be much increased. 
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During this phase we should evolve some form of supersonic unmanned bomber 
or other vehicle which will take atomic and other weapons to the heart of Russia in 
the face of the latest scientific defences. 

Defence research 
14. It follows from the above that the Allies should not devote too much of their 

substance to existing means of defence. We must strike the difficult balance between 
trying to be ready too soon with weapons that will be obsolete if and when the attack 
comes, and being ready too late in the search for the perfect weapon. We must 
specially beware of preparing for the last war. 

Our first preoccupation must, therefore, be to put ourselves in a position at the 
right moment-not too soon nor too late-to stand up to an ultimatum or 
immediate threat by Russia of atomic attack and of modern submarine attack on vital 
sea communications. A correct assessment of the time factor in this demands the 
nicest judgment and, inevitably, the acceptance of some risks. 

15. The Allies should concentrate their research and development on defensive 
weapons to ensure survival and on offensive weapons to carry the war into the 
interior of Russia. By superior quality we can make up for lack of quantity. Progress 
in standardisation in weapons, tactics and production, which has long been pursued, 
should be pressed ahead with the utmost vigour. Allied resources in the research 
field should be pooled. Weapon production should be allocated among the Allied 
countries according to industrial capacity, but where the manufacture of an 
important weapon or component is undertaken in Europe or in the United Kingdom, 
there should, as an insurance against damage by air bombardment, be a duplicate 
source of provision overseas. 

Atomic disarmament and its implications 
16. From the foregoing certain policies emerge. First, in relation to the atomic 

bomb, it has become unmistakeably clear from the discussions in the United Nations 
Organisation during the past three years that there is no prospect of securing 
agreement, on terms acceptable to the West, on the outlawry of atomic warfare. On 
the short-term view at least this situation is to our advantage. The time may come 
when to abolish the atomic bomb from the armoury of war may be desirable
though whether it will in fact be practicable is another matter. For the present, 
however, the 'Pax Atlantica' rests to-day on the atomic weapon as the Pax Britannica 
rested in the 19th century on the British Fleet. We must treat with the utmost 
caution any suggestion from Russia of atomic disarmament. That idea would have an 
appeal to the best sentiments of decent people as well as to their unreasoning 
instinct of self-preservation-and therein lies its danger. It would immediately create 
a psychological reaction in the West which might make the maintenance of any form 
of military preparedness impracticable. Even if we could rely on Russian good faith in 
such a matter, democratic peoples would not be readily susceptible to the argument 
that the abolition of the atomic weapon would, so far from reducing the importance 
of military preparedness, make it all the more essential to match the Russians in 
conventional military strength. 

It is useless to discuss the abolition of any particular weapon of war. The only 
sensible aim is the abolition of war, which means a political settlement. Indeed the 
very existence of these terrible weapons may in itself hold out the first ray of 
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legitimate hope of that. If only we in the West remain steadfast and patient, and 
continue to accept the need to live dangerously, and to make all the sacrifices 
necessary to build up and maintain our military strength, it may eventually become 
clear to all-including the Russians-that modern war would be mass mutual 
suicide. And in time a political settlement might evolve from that realisation. 

17. We do not now regard a shooting war as inevitable or even likely, provided 
the Western Allies maintain their resolution and build up their military strength. 
The danger of war would certainly become imminent if Russia felt herself militarily 
strong enough to pursue her political aims regardless of the reactions of the Western 
World-she might then push her policy to a point at which, as in September 1939, 
the Allies have no alternative to bloodless defeat except resort to force. We do not 
believe that Russia will feel like that or take the chance that Hitler took in 1939, as 
long as the Allies do not weaken. In our view America's enormous lead in the 
production of atomic weapons and the general scientific and industrial superiority of 
the West will remain the most effective deterrent, the value of which will not be 
lessened as Russia builds up a stock of atomic bombs, as long as the Western Allies 
really intend- and continue to make it unmistakeably clear that they intend-to use 
the atomic weapon immediately in reply to Russian aggression. 

General considerations affecting allied strategy in hot war 
18. In the foregoing paragraphs we have been concerned with cold war strategy. 

We believe that the ability to achieve our aim without active hostilities depends 
largely upon the threat of the atomic weapon. We consider that weapon to be of 
decisive importance also in the event of a shooting war. The strategic air offensive is 
the only practical military means of penetrating into Russian territory and it holds 
out some hope of bringing the war to a successful conclusion within a reasonable 
space of time. 

On the other hand it would be most dangerous to pin our hopes on an easy short 
cut to victory via the atomic weapon. We have already stated that our first 
preoccupation must be to ensure survival in the face of the initial onslaught. This 
means that the Western Powers must build up a strong defensive barrier of 
conventional forces on land, at sea and in the air-a firm base which is essential not 
only for the development of the strategic air offensive but also for the preservation 
within the Alliance of some of the major Allies. Moreover, we must be in a position 
rapidly to exploit, when the time comes, the effects it is hoped to achieve from the 
impact of the air offensive. 

The air defence of the United Kingdom 
19. In the interests of Allied strategy as a whole, the defence of the United 

Kingdom must be a cardinal point in Allied policy. We have expressed our view that 
the military case for the use, and if necessary for the initiation, from the outset, of 
atomic warfare against Russia is unanswerable. We have in consequence to accept 
the implication that within a very few years we must be prepared to meet atomic 
attack on this country. If our defences were inadequate this might well be fatal, and it 
is obviously impossible to exaggerate the importance of ensuring effective air defence 
of the United Kingdom whose survival in war must be a vital Allied interest. Western 
Europe, even if not invaded initially, could not survive the defeat of Britain. So it is 
literally vital that, in addition to playing their due part in the defence of the outer 
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bastion, the British must be able to defend themselves. An efficient air defence is so 
essential to the safety of the main base in the United Kingdom that all necessary 
measures to ensure its early development must be given the highest priority. 

The three main theatres of war-and the sea 
20. We have said that the war, cold and hot, is indivisible and world-wide. But 

there are three main theatres in which Allied interests are threatened-Western 
Europe, the Middle East and East Asia. Against the contingency of shooting war the 
Allies have also to provide for the protection of those sea communications which are 
really vital to survival and to our prospects of ever being able to bring to bear upon 
the enemy that offensive pressure which alone holds out hope of reasonably early 
victory. 

Section //- Western Europe 

21. European civilisation could not survive a Russian occupation of all Western 
Europe. It would only be with the utmost difficulty and sacrifice that Britain could 
survive, as she did last time, an enemy occupation of the Channel and Atlantic coasts. 
In the long run the rest of the free world could not survive the submergence of 
Europe and Britain. It is clear, therefore, that the defence of Western Europe, 
initially at least as far as East of the Rhine, is absolutely vital. 

22. Militarily, this means that the defence of Europe- including the United 
Kingdom- must have top priority. The primary offensive weapon in hot war must 
remain the atomic bomb, but Western Europe cannot be held without conventional 
forces much stronger than we have at present. We in the United Kingdom have 
undertaken to make our due contribution to the land defence of Western Europe: but 
we must insist that the land and air defence of the Continent must in the main be the 
responsibility of the Continental Powers. Although we recognise that free 
democracies can never devote to guns instead of butter the same proportion of their 
resources as can a communist dictatorship, that (as has been proved) is not 
necessarily a fatal weakness. The facts remain that Western Europe possesses a 
population comparable in numbers to that of the Soviet Union and, on the whole, 
more intelligent and more highly skilled; and that its highly developed industrial and 
economic resources, if sufficiently integrated and fortified by high resolve and a 
restored morale and self-confidence, could put it in a position to defend itself 
successfully-with appropriate but not excessive support from Britain and 
America-against Russian military as well as ideological aggression. 

The capacity to defend the land frontiers of Europe must, however, involve a 
realistic solution of the problem of Germany. 

The problem of Germany and her share in the defence of the West 
23. It is essential that we should no longer postpone facing up to the German 

problem objectively, and should evaluate its dangers and assess its potentialities in 
the light of political and military realities as they exist to-day. 

It is very unlikely that the present division of Germany can be permanent. Indeed 
our aim as defined in paragraph 8 above involves the consequence that it should not 
be. For the present, however, the problem for us is Western Germany and the danger 
that, unless it becomes politically and militarily an integral part of the West, the 
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whole of Germany may become an integral part of the East. The present military 
vacuum between the Rhine and the Elbe cannot endure. And, if we go on thinking 
and talking in terms of defending the Rhine line, ultimately it is inevitable that the 
Western Germans will conclude that, since they are to be abandoned anyway in the 
event of war, they must reinsure with the East. We cannot assume that the present 
Government in Western Germany will continue to be satisfied by the 'protection' 
afforded by three or four Allied occupation divisions, even when backed by 
strengthened forces of Western Union, which they know quite well could not prevent 
their country being overrun, should the deterrent of the atomic weapon fail to 
prevent hostilities. 

24. As against that, we have to recognise the very real and entirely 
understandable fear on the part of the French (and for that matter to an almost equal 
degree of the Russians, Poles and Czechs) of the resurrection of an independent 
armed Germany. We have no doubt that Germany, left to herself and given a free 
hand, could become once more a formidable military Power in a much shorter time 
than commonly supposed. And in that event she would undoubtedly attempt to play 
off the West against the East and hold the balance of power in Europe. 

The fact remains, however, that in the long run the defence of Western Germany 
against a Russian invasion can only be secured with the assistance of some form of 
German armed forces. We do not suggest that this should or could be adopted as our 
policy in the near future; indeed, to do so might well split Western Union in half and 
might even terrify the Russians to the point of preventive war. It is quite clear that 
first priority must be given to building up the French and other Western Union 
Armies. But there are certain steps that should now be taken to begin to put the 
Germans in a position to help defend their own country. These include the 
abandonment of what remains of the demolition and dismantling programme in 
the Western zones and an unobtrusive start with the formation of an armed 
Gendarmerie. 

25. The ultimate aim should be the formation of a German contingent within 
the forces of Western Europe. The question of what safeguards could or should be 
required against the re-emergence of a sovereign independent Germany, fully re
armed, and how they should be enforced, involves many difficult problems which will 
be the subject of a separate study and report. There is a considerable insurance in the 
fact that the heart of Germany's war-making capacity in the Ruhr lies under the 
umbrella of British and American air power based in the United Kingdom. It may be 
possible, in advance of the formation of any German military units, to arrange for 
some German contribution, material or financial, to the cost of Western European 
defence. Provided real progress has been made with the proper integration of the 
forces of Western Union, it may well be possible when the time is ripe, for German 
formations to take their place among them while British, American and French 
forces are still stationed in Germany. All this must be worked out and there is plenty 
of time to do it. But the governing principle should be that any German army must 
be an integrated component (not necessarily balanced in itself) within the framework 
of Western European defence. 

The northern and southern outposts 
26. In the North, Scandinavia and in the South, Italy are partners with us in the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. In our cold war strategy we must do our utmost 
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to sustain them. Norway and Denmark are unlikely to be seriously threatened, but it 
is of the highest importance to ensure that the right flank of the cold war front in 
Europe is not turned by the victory of communism in Italy. 

We feel found to admit, however, that our support of these Allies can be an 
effective part only of our cold war strategy. If atomic offensive action against Russia 
does not stop her land advance Norway and Denmark will not be able to resist; on the 
other hand if Sweden should rally to the support of Norway some effective defence 
should be possible. We should do our utmost, therefore, to encourage Sweden to 
follow this course. 

Although, for some years to come, Italy will be incapable of defending herself, 
there is some hope that if the Peace Treaty limit can be removed and her armed 
forces built up-but not at the expense of Western Europe-she may be able to hold 
the Russians for some considerable time. We think, however, that in the central 
Western Mediterranean we could rely with confidence only on holding North Africa, 
which we should be able to do without undue difficulty or cost in resources. We 
should of course do all in our power to defend Malta, and to deny the use of the 
Mediterranean to the enemy. Our ability to hold the West Mediterranean will depend 
on at least the friendly neutrality of Spain. 

27. We should not expend any resources that are required for the defence of 
really vital areas in attempts to do more. The outer bastion of the Fortress of Europe 
is Western Germany; the keep is Britain. Though eminently desirable from every 
point of view, military as well as political, to fend off the enemy from the Norway 
coast and to retain control of both shores of the Mediterranean, it will not be vital 
next time, as it was not last time. We shall be strained to the utmost and beyond to 
preserve what is vital to our survival, and we must not weaken ourselves by trying to 
hold on to untenable positions. We did too much of that last time; next time it might 
well be fatal. 

The implementation of plans 
28. Up to date, most of the activity in the North Atlantic and Brussels Treaty 

organisations has been confined to paper planning and the setting up of the necessary 
staffs and committees. This is a necessary preliminary phase and much useful ground 
work has been done. The time has now come when the Allies must get down to the 
practical implementation of these paper projects. The first deliveries of arms and 
equipment from America to the Western Union Powers are arriving to supplement 
those already provided by Great Britain. The rate of progress in transforming paper 
plans into practical reality now depends in the main on finding the necessary money 
and industrial capacity to arm and equip the existing man-power. We are convinced 
that the North Atlantic system of security can become a reality but only on the basis 
of the principle agreed at The Hague, that the North Atlantic military establishment 
should be regarded as an integrated balanced force to which the individual powers 
should contribute those forces to which they are best suited. 

Section Ill- The Middle East 

In the cold war 
29. The defence of the Middle East has always been one of the three pillars of 

British defence policy and it is of equally critical importance in Allied strategy. It is 
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the land bridge between Europe, Asia and Africa and a most important link in our 
Commonwealth system of sea and air communications. Its oil supplies are of very 
great importance, and, if it fell under Russian influence, the repercussions on the 
whole Moslem world from French North Africa through Pakistan to South East Asia 
would be critically serious. There can be no doubt that to retain the countries of the 
Middle East within the Western orbit is a vital cold war measure, and we must be 
prepared to make military sacrifices to that end. 

30. There is, in fact, a wide identity of policy with the United States in this area 
covering among other countries, Greece, Turkey and Persia. There are, however, two 
particular fields where close co-operation with the Americans is required. We must 
continue our efforts to bring about a reconciliation between the Arab countries and 
Israel; and we must have an agreed plan as to our action in the event of another 'cold' 
offensive by Russia in that area, such as was attempted in Northern Persia in 1946. 
This is only one of the reasons why we should do everything possible to get back 
under our own hand a regular cold war reserve in the United Kingdom or the Middle 
East. We must be in a position to present a firm front to any further thrust in this 
area. The Russians understand force, and an immediate demonstration of Allied 
determination to resist further encroachment would not only stop them but would 
be of the highest importance in its effect on the other countries in the Middle East. 

In a shooting war 
31. In the event of a shooting war the Middle East remains of critical importance 

to Allied strategy for the reasons stated above with, in addition, the fact that it is a 
potentially important base for offensive air action against Southern Russia. Its loss 
would be a catastrophe not only to the British Commonwealth but also to Western 
Europe. The extension of Russian communist influence throughout Africa would 
involve the loss of the North African ports and when it reached Dakar would be a 
direct threat to the United States. The loss of this vast area would present us with 
problems after the war which we do not like to contemplate. While the loss of the 
Middle East would not necessarily lose us the war it would vastly increase our 
difficulties in winning it. If the Middle East fell we could not be considered to have 
won the war as long as the Russians remained there. 

It follows that Allied plans must include provision for the minimum forces 
required to hold the Egyptian base at the opening stages of a war. The United 
Kingdom itself cannot afford all the forces required for the Middle East in addition to 
those required to defend herself and Western Europe. Additional forces must 
therefore be found from other parts of the Commonwealth and from the United 
States. 

Provided sufficient forces are forthcoming we consider that the defence of the 
Middle East is practicable. A recent review of Russian capabilities in that area has 
revealed that the full threat is unlikely to develop against Egypt until considerably 
later than we had hitherto thought probable. 

The Mediterranean 
32. The foregoing arguments apply with equal force to the Mediterranean line of 

communication. It is obviously important to retain the use of the short sea route to 
the Middle East as long as this can possibly be done without serious prejudice to 
other interests which are vital. In the earlier stages of a shooting war we do not 
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anticipate much difficulty there. But all experience goes to show that this could not 
be done with a great Russian air force based on the Northern shores of the 
Mediterranean. We believe that during the earlier stages of a Russian attack on the 
Middle East, at least for some years from now, a powerful carrier task-force with its 
own strong fighter and A.A. defence could operate in the Eastern Mediterranean, and 
we attach great importance to making one available. But that is quite a different 
matter to running troop convoys through the Mediterranean in the face of strong 
shore-based air power, with nothing but the limited carrier-borne air cover that will 
be available. Nevertheless we should continue to make use of the Mediterranean sea 
route as long as we possibly can. 

We must face the fact, therefore, that if the Russians occupy Italy and Greece, the 
Mediterranean will be closed to through convoys as it was for some years last time. If 
these countries are not over-run, the problems will be confined mainly to anti
submarine protection. 

Egypt 
33. We have repeatedly emphasised our view that Egypt is the key strategic area 

of the Middle East and that the retention of the Egyptian base is indispensable. We 
have already suggested that we should go a long way to meet the Egyptian 
susceptibilities by putting British installations in the Canal Zone on a common user 
basis and even having some degree of joint Anglo-Egyptian control-on the 
principle that the base is as essential to the defence of Egypt as it is to other Allied 
interests in the Middle East. There has already been some progress on the Service 
level towards obtaining the co-operation and goodwill of the Egyptians, and it is 
significant that they should have afforded us long-term facilities for improving the 
air base at Abu Sueir. The establishment of new Treaty relations with Egypt, on a 
basis that recognises the need for the permanent presence of British forces in the 
Canal Zone, should remain a major objective of Allied policy in the Middle East. 

Turkey 
34. Our recent appreciation of the situation in the event of war in the Middle 

East has brought into high relief the great importance of building up a strong 
Turkey. We do not think the Russians could mount a serious threat to Egypt unti l 
they had cleared their communications through Turkey into Syria. It is hardly too 
much to say that our ability to retain a foothold in the Middle East will depend very 
largely on the degree of resistance that Turkey can be encouraged and assisted in 
offering. The importance of Turkish resistance can, therefore, hardly be over-rated 
and should be a cardinal principle of British and American policy in the Middle East. 

The continued stability of a strong and free Turkey is of no less importance in our 
cold war strategy. 

United States participation in the Middle East 
35. Although it is not their intention, in the event of war in the short-term, to 

send any forces initially to the Middle East, we understand that the United States 
Chiefs of Staff still attach great strategic importance to that area and may revise their 
present policy when they have the resources available. It is very important from every 
point of view-particularly in relation to the attitude of Israel- that the United 
States should participate, at least with air forces and a carrier task group, in the 
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defence of the Middle East. It would not be in the wider Allied interest for them to 
reinforce the Middle East at the expense of their ability to make their due 
contribution to the defence of Western Europe, but a small contribution to the 
Middle East would pay a disproportionately large dividend. 

Section IV-The Far East 

General 
36. There is still one very serious gap in our global cold war front. In the West 

we have the ramparts of the Atlantic Treaty and the European Recovery Programme. 
In Asia there is no such solidarity. South-East Asia, in hot as well as in cold war, is a 
secondary but none the less immensely important front. It would no doubt be 
premature at this stage to attempt anything on the lines of the Atlantic Treaty, but it 
may well be that some form of Regional Association will be found in due course to be 
of value. Such an Association would afford a valuable reassurance to Australia and 
New Zealand, but its political implications would require careful consideration. It is 
of the utmost importance to secure unity, not only of policy and purpose but of 
method between the Allies in that area, and that some machinery should be set up for 
this purpose. 

There is no alternative to the existing regimes in Indo-China, Malaya, Siam and 
Burma except to become Chinese communist colonies-which would mean the rice
bowl of Asia in communist hands and a terrific blow to the Allied economy
particularly to the British Commonwealth. 

The cold war in the Far East 
37. The key to the problem in the Far East is China. Allied policy in that 

direction, while inflexibly anti -communist, should not be anti-Chinese. It is 
important that we should not drive China irrevocably into the arms of Russia. There 
is room for doubt whether the inherent xenophobia of the Chinese will submit to 
Russian any more than to any other foreign intervention. The problem of the 
unassimilated Chinese and hence our internal security difficulties in British and 
French dependent territories could only be aggravated by the permanent hostility of 
the new China. This should involve no policy of appeasement. The British have, in 
recognising the Chinese People's Republic, taken the line that their system of 
government is a matter for the Chinese themselves. The aim with Chinese 
communism, however, must be the same as that with Russia- to confine it within 
the borders of China; and the Allies should react firmly and vigorously, as the British 
did in Hong Kong, to any threat of its extension. 

Indo-China 
38. The front line of the cold war in Asia lies in Indo-China. If that front gives way 

it is only a matter of time before Siam and Burma fall under communist influence. In 
that event our difficulties in Malaya would become almost insuperable and ultimately 
communism would probably prevail throughout Malaya and the Archipelago. Nothing 
is more important than to make sure that the French restore order and establish a 
stable and ultimately independent friendly government in Indo-China. 

It must also be our aim to build up stable and friendly governments in Burma and 
Siam. 
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The aim in the Far East and South-East Asia 
39. The history of the past three years surely leaves no room for doubt that from 

a military point of view the most important object of British foreign policy in the Far 
East should be to achieve a firm unity of policy between the British Commonwealth, 
the United States and France. Nothing could suit our enemies better than for the 
Western Powers to pursue divergent objectives in the Far East and South-East Asia. 
The aim of our unified policy should be to resist the encroachments of communism 
beyond the borders of China and thus enable the French, and to a lesser extent the 
British, to reduce their garrisons and devote resources now tied up in the jungles of 
Indo-China and Malaya to the really vital end-the defence of Western Europe. 

Our strategy in the Far East in the event of a shooting war 
40. Whether or not China intervened actively on the side of Russia she would 

undoubtedly exploit our difficulties to her own ends in South-East Asia. Our ability 
to maintain our position in the Far East in a hot war will depend in the main on the 
extent to which we and the French have been able to establish internal order in our 
dependent territories. The external threat to Malaya from Chinese armies operating 
over long and difficult lines of communication is not likely to be very great. The most 
formidable menace will be the Fifth Column within our borders, for which the large 
unassimilated Chinese populations form an excellent foundation . 

Allied efforts in South-East Asia must therefore be directed to building up the 
local security forces and extending the effective civil administration to a point at 
which, with the minimum of external assistance, control of the internal situation in 
Indo-China and Malaya is regained. It will not be possible to reinforce Allied forces in 
the Far East in war, and we must set our faces against any diversion to them of 
resources from the vital areas. South-East Asia, though critically important, is not 
vital to our survival in war-as was proved last time. 

The strategic importance of Japan 
41. Japan has not the indigenous resources necessary to support her own 

economy let alone to back up an aggressive policy. Her military successes in 1942 
depended on the exploitation of raw materials of the Asiatic mainland and to [sic] the 
considerable stock-piling that she had achieved. She is, in fact, dependent on the 
Asiatic mainland and other countries for the supply of the vast majority of her raw 
materials. Thus, Japan in isolation does not represent a military threat. Should she 
become party to any combination of powers in the Far East, such as is now 
represented by the communist bloc, she might develop sufficient strength to 
threaten Allied territories throughout the Pacific and Far East. 

We understand that in the event of war the United States will wish to use the 
Ryukyus and, very probably, bases in Japan for the strategic air offens ive against the 
mainland of Asia, and for the control of sea communications in the Western Pacific, 
and in the Yellow and Japan Seas. 

42. The strategic importance of Japan makes it essential that any peace treaty 
should be framed to: 

(a) Prevent any nation from exploiting Japan's potential in a manner hostile to 
the Allies. 
(b) Eliminate any possibility of Japan again becoming an aggressor. 
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(c) Allow the Western democracies essential military rights in the event of a war 
or a threat of war. 

Section V-sea communications 

43. The other pillar of Allied strategy remains the security of sea 
communications vital to the Allies. The British alone cannot afford, as they have in 
the past, to protect all the important Allied sea communications. The defence of 
some must be left to the United States or to other Commonwealth countries; of some 
the British must take a greater or lesser share in the defence; some must be left 
unguarded. 

One area is really vital, in the sense that if it is not secured the Allies lose the war. 
That is the North Atlantic and the home waters of the Allied Powers through which 
run what are literally their life lines. Their peoples cannot feed, their Air forces 
cannot fly nor their Armies fight without a reasonably uninterrupted flow of 
seaborne traffic across the Atlantic. This therefore must be classed as the highest 
priority. The protection of other sea routes, however important, must not be allowed 
fatally to compromise the defence of the Atlantic and Allied home waters, or any 
other first priority commitment such as the air defence of the United Kingdom 
against atomic attack. 

Section VI-defence priorities 

First things first 
44. The North Atlantic Treaty is a tremendous step forward, but its members 

have not really got down to practical realities. We are all too familiar with 
voluminous regional plans and lists of requirements on a vast scale. The individual 
Atlantic Powers are still maintaining (and planning to raise more) forces which are 
themselves not based on the vital principle of First Things First. In our present 
economic and man-power position we can none of us afford in peace any forces that 
do not contribute directly to our survival in the opening stages of a 'hot' war, or to 
our ability to hold the position in the cold war. 

VVhat are these 'First Things?' 
Nothing is easier than to go through the list of all our possible commitments in 

the light of our memories in the last war, and put one after another into the 
category of essential things we must do. The result can only be that in trying to 
cover everything important we shall never be strong enough in the things that are 
vital. The really vital things- the things in which, if they fail, the Allies cannot win 
the war- can be simply defined as: 

(a) a secure base-which includes-
(i) the air defence of the United Kingdom, 
(ii) the defence of our only really vital life lines, these between North America 
and Europe, and the home waters of the Allied Powers, 
(iii) the defence of the front in Europe. 

(b) adequate strategic striking power (which includes provision for the day when 
the manned bomber is no longer usable) and the bases from which it can reach 
its objective. 
(c) The bare minimum land, air and sea strength to hold our positions in the 
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cold war-which includes the necessary occupation forces and garrisons in 
Europe, the Middle and Far East and the Pacific. 
(d) The minimum forces to hold the Egyptian base. 

All other things must be put into a lower order of priority and the resources 
allocated to them must not be allowed to compromise those really vital commitments. 

45. All of us in the Atlantic Treaty coalition should examine our defence 
programmes entirely objectively to see that we are not maintaining some non
essentials. Some high Allied strategic authority, for instance the Standing Group, 
should now examine the contribution of each nation and make recommendations so 
that an internationally balanced force can be produced, if necessary, at the expense 
of the traditional balance of the forces of the various countries. 

Part II-British Commonwealth contribution 

General 
46. We now consider what contribution the countries of the British 

Commonwealth should make to implement the Allied strategy and defence policy 
defined in Part I. We have already pointed out that neither the British 
Commonwealth, nor the United States, nor the Continental countries can 
individually fight the Russians. The war effort of all the Allied Nations must therefore 
be fully co-ordinated. Machinery already exists in the shape of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Defence Organisation for integrating the war effort of the Allies in the main 
theatre. Both the Members of the British Commonwealth and the United States, 
however, have world-wide responsibilities which extend to the Middle East, to the 
Far East and to the Pacific. There is an urgent requirement for the establishment of 
machinery to work out and implement British and American strategy and defence 
plans on a world-wide basis. The central organ of this machinery should be 
something on the lines of the Combined Chiefs of Staff organisation of the recent 
war; but arrangements should be made for the close association of other 
Commonwealth countries, who should share in the work of the central body when 
matters affecting their interests were being discussed. 

Cold war 
47. Cold war merges imperceptibly into something very like hot war, as recent 

developments in Malaya illustrate. We have already stressed in Part I that first 
priority must be given in our defence preparations to the cold war. We must be 
prepared in the interests of preventing war to take certain steps which, if we fail to 
prevent it, will result in our being in a somewhat more difficult position at the outset 
of real hostilities. The composition, distribution and to some extent the equipment of 
the British Army must be primarily conditioned by cold war responsibilities which 
must to a lesser extent also affect the other two Services. 

48. We cannot win the cold war unless we maintain the forces of occupation in 
Germany and also the essential garrisons in the Middle East and the Far East. In 
order to enable the armed forces to discharge this task, the necessary measures to 
increase the regular content of all three Services must be taken; unless this is done 
our forces will be unable to meet their commitments in the cold war- or the hot 
war. It is also of great importance that the army should build up a strategic reserve 
available to meet cold war emergencies. 
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49. We should at the same time do all that we can to encourage the Allies, both 
in Europe and elsewhere to build up their own forces and to restrict the spread of 
communism. We could contribute to this in some degree by turning over to them 
free or at nominal charges equipment surplus to our own requirements, of which we 
could not otherwise dispose and which merely absorbs man-power and storage space. 
European military recovery must, however, be based on political and economic 
recovery which alone could give us in a cold war that conclusive victory which must 
be characterised not merely by an indefinite uneasy armistice on the Iron Curtain 
frontier but ultimately by the restoration of freedom to Eastern Europe and Russia's 
withdrawal behind her own frontiers . 

The need for an increasingly offensive cold war strategy 
50. In view of the close inter-relation of cold war policy and military 

preparedness, and of the extent to which failure to make progress in the cold war 
tends to increase our military commitments (as instanced by recent developments in 
the Far East) , we now submit that the time has come to embark on a more offensive 
cold war policy. 

Basic requirements of war-time strategy 
51. The basic requirements of British Commonwealth strategy in war still hold 

good. The three pillars of our strategy remain: 

(a) The Defence of the United Kingdom and its development as an offensive base. 
This will require holding the enemy on a line as far East in Europe as possible. 
(b) The control of vital sea communications. 
(c) A firm hold in the Middle East and the development of Egypt as an offensive 
base. 

Importance of Western Europe 
52 . The recent decision by His Majesty's Government to send two divisions from 

the United Kingdom to the Continent in the event of war does not entail any 
fundamental change in our accepted strategic policy. It does, however, involve two 
important modifications of that policy. First it signifies a more realistic acceptance of 
the fact that to hold the enemy east of the Rhine is vital to our first pillar-the 
defence of the United Kingdom . Secondly it means that while the Middle East is 
crucially important to Allied Strategy and must be held, the allocation of resources to 
it must not be allowed fatally to compromise our ability to sustain the first pillar. 

Our decision to reinforce Europe in the event of war does not mean that we intend 
or shall be able to build up an army on a Continental scale. It is planned to mobilise 
in the United Kingdom on the outbreak of war nine Territorial Army divisions and 
there will be in addition such regular divisions as we have been able to form. When 
our commitments in Western Europe and Middle East have been met the remaining 
formations will be needed to meet the requirements of home defence and as a 
strategic reserve to reinforce overseas theatres where our interests are threatened. 

The Middle East 
53. According to latest estimates a full enemy threat is unlikely to develop 

against the Egyptian base until at the earl iest some four months after the outbreak of 
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war. The decision to send two divisions to France would neither reduce the land 
reinforcements we had planned to send initially to the Middle East in war nor delay 
their despatch. It would, however, mean that we could not, if we wished to, follow up 
rapidly the first two divisions we intend to despatch to the Middle East by further 
reinforcements. 

54. The initial reinforcements required to defend Egypt are not very great but 
they are beyond the capacity of the United Kingdom alone to provide. The retention 
of our position in the Middle East is of such importance to the cohesion of the British 
Commonwealth in cold and in hot war that we should do all in our power to 
encourage Australia, New Zealand and South Africa-and we hope some day in 
happier times Pakistan and possibly even India-to undertake firm commitments to 
send armed forces to the Middle East as soon as possible after the outbreak of war. 

Our policy in relation to the new Dominions in the Indian Sub-continent must 
always take account of the very serious repercussions on our position in the Middle 
East of any serious breach with Pakistan. 

55. Our existing plans provide for the despatch of a substantial proportion of 
Bomber Command to the Middle East on the outbreak of war. We do not now intend 
to do this . We regard Bomber Command as an important element in the air defence 
of the United Kingdom, as well as a valuable support to the forces of Western 
Union- particularly in view of our inability to provide additional tactical air forces. 
Bomber Command is far below the strength we should like to see and, while it could 
make a really valuable contribution if used concentrated in one theatre, to split it 
between two theatres would be quite unsound since this would result in dissipating 
its efforts to a point where it would have little effect on either. Moreover, to operate 
Bomber Command from its own bases in the United Kingdom, with all the 
maintenance and repair backing of United Kingdom industry as during the late war, 
is far more efficient than to do so from bases in Egypt, particularly in the earlier 
stages before an effective maintenance organisation can be built up on the spot. It 
should, however, be our policy to send reinforcements of bomber aircraft to the 
Middle East as soon as we have the necessary resources. 

In view of our inability to send bombers to the Middle East it is more than ever 
important that other Commonwealth countries and the Americans should send air 
forces to that theatre in the event of war. 

The Far East 
56. Our ability to maintain our position in the Far East in a hot war will depend 

in the main on the extent to which we and the French have been able to establish 
internal order in our dependent territories. The external threat to Malaya from 
Chinese armies operating over long and difficult lines of communication is not likely 
to be very great. The most formidable menace will be the Fifth Column within our 
borders, for which the large unassimilated Chinese populations form an excellent 
foundation . 

Our efforts in South-East Asia must therefore be directed to building up the local 
security forces and civil administration to a point at which, with the minimum of 
external assistance, they can regain control of the internal situation in Malaya. We 
shall not be able to reinforce them in war, and must set our faces against any 
diversion to them of resources from the vital areas. South-East Asia, though critically 
important, is not vital to our survival in war- as was proved last time. 
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Australia and New Zealand have already accepted responsibility for certain aspects 
of defence in the Anzam area. We hope they will not allocate more than the 
minimum essential strength to that commitment, and will make available any 
surplus to reinforce the Middle East. It is important that the defence of the Anzam 
area should be closely linked with the United States system of defence in the Pacific. 

United Kingdom defence priorities: 
57. Within the scope of the general Allied defence priorities set out in paragraph 

44 above, the essential priorities which should govern the composition of the United 
Kingdom forces, the allocation of production resources, and research and 
development are as follows: 

A. Priorities 

Defined as first priorities 

A. I. Measures necessary to win the cold war 
These include 
(a) The essential occupation, garrison and emergency forces in Europe, the 
Middle East and Far East- especially at present Malaya. 

In this the principal, though by no means the only, burden falls upon the Army 
which should be in a position as soon as possible to have at [sic] disposal a 
reserve for cold war emergencies. 

(b) Measures to maintain and increase the regular content of all three Services, 
without which they will be unable to meet their commitments either in cold or 
hot war. 
(c) Such material assistance as we can afford from existing resources to support 
Allies or friendly nations actively engaged in the cold war (e.g., the French in 
Indo-China) or to retain them within the Western orbit (e.g. , Middle East 
countries). 

A. If. The vital requirements of preparedness for hot war: 
(a) The air defence of the United Kingdom, with special reference to the 
possibility of atomic attack. 
(b) The security of the North Atlantic sea route and our home waters. 
(c) Our commitments to Western Union for the defence of the land frontier in 
Europe. 

(Notes: (i) In I! (a) and I! (b) above due account must be taken of the 
planned United States share; 
(ii) Included in all these requirements is the provision of an 
effective modern Bomber Force.) 

1 A sub-paragraph is here omitted. 
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B. Priorities 

Defined as commitments second only in importance to those under A, which 
must be met if humanly possible and for which the necessary preparations must 
continue simultaneously with those under A, provided only that they are not 
carried out to such an extent that they will compromise our ability to meet our 
commitments under A./1: 

B. I The United Kingdom share in the defence of the Egyptian base. 

B. 11. The control of the Mediterranean sea-route for as long as possible in 
conjunction with the United States Navy and its denial to the enemy. 

Research and Development 

58. In relation to the requirements under A II and B above, there are a limited 
number of projects which should receive the highest priority for research and 
development. Among these are guided missiles of all types. It is of the greatest 
importance that work on these projects should proceed with the utmost energy. 1 

1 In 1951 the report was revised to take account of the changes that had taken place over the preceding 
twelve months. These included the Korean War which indicated that the western powers were now faced 
with communist subversive and military action not amounting to total war. In the Middle East, the 
negotiations over the problems in Egypt and Persia were deemed critical to Britain's ability to control the 
region in peace. In Europe, in addition to increased rearmament, General Eisenhower had been appointed 
NATO's supreme commander and it had been decided in principle to permit the rearmament of West 
Germany. In South and South-East Asia the situation was seen as essentially unchanged. The JIC now 
believed that while the Russians were still unlikely to start a total war during the next four years, there was 
a chance they might be provoked into doing so by western rearmament. Overall, although the world 
situation had become more acute, the measures adopted by the western powers to meet the situation had 
developed the principles of 00(50)45 and remained unchanged (CAB 131/11, 00(51)70, 2 June 1951). 

166 FO 371/80450, no 50 16 June 1950 
[Field Marshal Sir W Slim's talks in Egypt]: minute by R Allen on the 
records of the talks [Extract] 

[Alien's minute was endorsed by the supervising under-secretary, Michael Wright, who 
believed it would be a mistake to run after the Egyptians.] 

... 4. The following points of interest seem to emerge from these records:-
(i) King Farouk takes a realistic view of the position, and the solution which he 

suggested in confidence to the C.I.G.S. would seem to meet our requirements. 
(ii) The approach of the Egyptian Ministers on the other hand to the problem 

was highly emotional, and they all seemed to be dominated by the influence of the 
Foreign Minister, Saleh ed Din. So long as this man is in power the chances of a 
satisfactory settlement must unfortunately be considered remote. In this 
connexion it may be noted that there appears to be a section of the Egyptian 
Cabinet which, though apparently afraid of the Foreign Minister, do not in their 
hearts agree with him; moreover, King Farouk's derogatory remarks about him 
are worth bearing in mind. 
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(iii) The Egyptian attitude is based largely on resentment at the continuation 
(as they allege) of the 70-year "occupation" of Egypt by British forces, but partly 
also on considerations of "face" in connexion with the Egyptian armed forces. In 
other words they do not wish to admit that Egypt is not capable of defending 
herself, although they must realise this to be true. In this connexion a recent 
estimate of Egyptian military strength by the British Military Attache in Cairo is of 
some interest: he expressed the view, inter alia, that the value of the Egyptian 
forces in a defensive war against a major European Power would be very slight and 
he even cast doubts on the ability of the Egyptians to fight a successful defensive 
war against another Middle East State (an offensive war would be out of the 
question). 

(iv) In so far as the C.I.G.S. appears to have had any success with the Egyptian 
Ministers, it was along the line that if our requirements were not met, and we did 
eventually evacuate Egypt, the Egyptians should not expect us (or any of our 
allies) to rescue them in the event of war, since our plans would have to be made 
on an entirely different basis. In this event Egypt might suffer very heavy damage 
from the air within a few hours of the outbreak of war. 

(v) It would not appear at first sight that the plan outlined by some of the 
Egyptian Ministers at the conclusion of the C.I.G.S.'s visit and reported in Cairo 
telegram No. 482, could be developed to meet our requirements, since it is 
difficult to believe that under it we should ever be able to station the 18,000 troops 
in Egypt, estimated by the Chiefs of Staff to be the minimum needed in the Canal 
Zone, or anything approaching this figure. The plan is however at present under 
examination by the Chiefs of Staff, and the C.I.G.S. should have their views before 
he returns to Egypt on his way home. 

5. The records of these conversations have been copied to the Prime Minister, 
Minister of Defence and the Chiefs of Staff. Since the C.I.G.S. left Egypt, H.M. Minister 
at Cairo has reported a conversation with Abboud Pasha, in which the latter offered to 
try to prevail upon the Egyptian Ministers to accept a proposal very much on the lines 
of that suggested by King Farouk to the C.I.G.S. Abboud also urged that meanwhile 
we should let matters take their course and should not run after the Egyptians. It 
remains to be seen whether Abboud, whose confidence in his own powers may be 
greater than his performance warrants, has any success, but the Department 
considers that his advice not to run after the Egyptians is sound. In view of this 
conversation with Abboud, and of the fact that the Chiefs of Staff are already 
examining the Egyptian proposal for integrated air defence on condition of evacuation 
of soldiers, the Department does not recommend any action for the present. 

167 FO 14111397, no 81 20 June 1950 
'Military talks': record by EA Chapman Andrews of a conversation 
with Serag el Din on arrangements for the defence of Egypt 

I met Fuad Serag el Dine Pasha at Abboud's house last night just after midnight and 
we spoke together for over an hour. The Pasha had had an exacting day in the Senate 
where he usually leads for the Government and where yesterday the new Senators 
were sworn in under the new President. He therefore got down to brass tacks quickly 
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in ofder [sic] to get off to bed. He said it had been reported in the press that H.E. the 
Ambassador at a press conference had said that even if the Bevin-Sidky protocol had 
been adopted Britain, owing to the changed international situation, would not have 
evacuated Egypt. He asked me if this was what the Ambassador had actually said. I 
replied that I did not know but anyway it seemed commonsense that the changed 
international situation since 1946 would in any case have demanded a completely 
new approach to the problem of the defence of Egypt. I went on to say that, as the 
C.I.G.S. had pointed out, Egypt could not even today under the existing Treaty offer 
proper resistance. As the C.I.G.S. had emphasised, the maximum effort of the 
combined Anglo- Egyptian armed forces could be made only if these forces were 
integrated into a single whole. It was no good the British Army on the Canal doing 
one thing and the Egyptian Army and Air Force somewhere else doing something 
different. The first essential was a thorough-going efficient system of air defence for 
the whole Delta without which Egypt might be knocked out in the first hours of a 
war. Only a standing and efficient air defence system ready at a moment's notice to 
offer effective resistance could save Egypt from devastating blows in the first hours of 
war. The C.I.G.S . had emphasised that such a system demanded British fighter 
squadrons, British anti-aircraft gun batteries, a British watching system, a British 
commander and, it seemed obvious to me, though I did not recall the C.I.G.S. 
actually saying so, British long range heavy bombers for striking at the enemy's own 
bases without delay. These British elements would and could be fully integrated with 
Egyptian elements and even the control would be joint though the commander 
would have to be British to start with owing to the fact that no Egyptian of sufficient 
experience could be found. Similarly with the Army there should be complete 
integration so that the Egyptian armed forces could be stiffened and so that our 
friends and allies would have sufficient confidence in our ability to defend Egypt and 
prevent it being occupied by the enemy at any stage of the war that they would here 
and now earmark forces to come to our assistance on the outbreak of war. 

Fuad replied that he agreed with me about all this. He had talked it over with 
Nahas and they were both in agreement that nothing for the defence of Egypt must 
be left to chance but nevertheless there must be evacuation and it must be almost 
immediate. He and his colleagues knew the psychology of the people. It may be 
possible to lead them to a certain extent but no government and no leader could 
command the people's support if evacuation were dropped or postponed. His idea was 
that we must evacuate the Army. After all, the Field Marshal himself had said that 
numbers of soldiers did not count. If they did Egypt would offer a million soldiers. 
Egypt would in fact be prepared to adopt any plan regarding numbers, equipment 
and training the British Government thought necessary. Egypt would take over all 
the British Army bases, materials and weapons and as part of the agreement would 
here and now undertake that, once evacuation was complete, they would invite us of 
their free will to furnish personnel to ensure:-

(a) that these bases and equipment were maintained in a proper state of 
readiness, 
(b) to train the Egyptian armed forces, 
(c) to instal [sic] an adequate headquarters organisation, 
(d) to bring in, maintain and employ operationally as many aircraft, guns, tanks, 
etc. as we deemed necessary. 
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But all this equipment, though supplied by Britain and maintained by British 
soldiers , etc., etc., etc., must be regarded for the purposes of outward appearance as 
Egyptian equipment and the soldiers and airmen concerned with its operation and 
maintenance as foreign technicians and experts. 

I said at once I did not think this plan would be feasible but I knew that the Field 
Marshal had said more than once that details of collaboration between the British and 
Egyptian forces in peacetime to prepare for war would have to be worked out by the 
respective staffs. He himself would not go into details. I knew, however, that he regarded 
it as essential that it should be actually British units of the Army and Air Force 
identifiable as such in Egypt integrated with Egyptian units in a single command. You 
could not have British soldiers and airmen in the thousands necessary to do the job 
properly disguised as civilians and using equipment painted with the Egyptian colours. 
Moreover, we had our own problems such as the operation of the Army and Air Force 
Acts and the Foreign Enlistment Acts. Britain today had compulsory national service 
and British soldiers and airmen were and must remain under British military discipline. 
Moreover, they were entitled to a certain standard of living, etc. Units had to be relieved 
by other units and individual men by other individuals. 

Fuad said, "All that will be easy". He also said, "Of course the arms and equipment 
will be yours and you can have your own officers and discipline. Of course we cannot 
possibly supply a sufficient number of trained and experienced pilots, mechanics, 
etc. , etc. to fight a modern war so of course it is quite natural that we should have to 
have foreigners to do the job for us. To whom else can we turn? The French? The 
Italians? The Russians? Of course no doubt the Russians would be glad to furnish an 
air defence system for Egypt. No! Britain is Egypt's natural ally and to Britain she 
would turn, but to continue a long chain of occupation implied by the presence of 
purely British forces here under British command in a British zone defined by the 
Treaty is abhorrent and not a single Egyptian could accept it." 

I said that if satisfactory details of integration could not be worked out between 
the staffs we should be thrown back on the 1936 Treaty and I understand Field 
Marshal Slim to say that in the last resort we would stand on that because defective 
as it was as a basis for the defence of Egypt under modern conditions it was better 
than nothing and it would last us until1956. 

At this point Fuad begged me if we wanted to solve this problem not to put things 
that way but rather to make everything appear as though it was the defence of Egypt, 
mainly an Egyptian responsibility and interest, that was involved and that, while 
anxious to help in the defence of Egypt to the extent that the Egyptians would 
permit, we were not laying down terms for the defence of Egypt as though it were the 
defence of the United Kingdom. Egypt would not accept arguments put that way. 
Moreover, he must tell me that if we stood on the 1936 Treaty, i.e., did not reach 
agreement with the present Government to abrogate the Treaty and institute 
something new, the present Government would fall. If it did not resign it would be 
kicked out and with his hand on his heart he assured me that in that case we should 
never find an Egyptian Government so fundamentally well disposed towards us as 
was the Wafd and so able if they got the right sort of agreement to secure the 
wholehearted collaboration of the Egyptian people in the execution of it. 1 

1 In the margin opposite the last sentence, Sir R Stevenson, who had replaced Sir R Campbell as 
ambassador in Egypt on 10 June 1950, had written: 'I agree with this in so far as I think that an agreement 
whi ch does not have the support of the Wafd is useless.' 
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168 DEFE 4/32, COS 97(50)2, annex 28 June 1950 
'Minimum British strategic requirements in Egypt': report by the JPS 
to the COS Committee, 22 June 1950 (JP(50)77) on the Egyptian 
proposals for the base 

1. In their brief for the Foreign Secretary, earlier this year, the Defence 
Committee stated fully the British strategic requirements in Egypt. These may be 
summarised as follows:-

(a) One brigade group in the Canal Zone as an operational minimum to 
provide:-

(i) A covering force available for immediate action on the outbreak of a major 
war. 
(ii) A force available for immediate action to assist Jordan if she were attacked 
by Israel. 
(iii) A force to protect our vital base installations in the event of serious unrest 
in Egypt. 

(b) A nucleus main base in Egypt in peace ready for immediate expansion in war. 
(c) Administrative troops to maintain the nucleus base. 
(d) Forces for the air defence of Egypt. 
(e) A Regional Headquarters. 

2. These strategic requirements were considered to be vital to the British tasks 
in the Middle East which involve the maintenance of law and order, the support of 
Treaty obligations to Middle East states, the prevention of the spread of Communism 
and the defence of Egypt in the event of a major war. It has since been agreed that 
plans should be made to ensure maximum co-operation between Egypt and the 
United Kingdom. These would include proposals for a Joint Air Defence and a Joint 
Administrative Organisation. 

New Egyptian proposals for the defence of Egypt 

3. The C.I.G.S. has so far failed to reach agreement with Egyptian ministers 
about the continued presence of British forces in Egypt on a basis of mutual defence 
responsibilities and co-operation, but he was approached unofficially by the Egyptian 
Minister for War with the following proposals:-

( a) The British army to evacuate Egypt. 
(b) The RAF. integrated in some way into the air defence of Egypt, to remain. 
(c) All arrangements for a base in accordance with British wishes, and under the 
direction of British advisers, to be laid out by the Egyptians ready for British use 
in the event of war. 
(d) Egypt to undertake to receive British troops if war became imminent. 
(e) Egyptian troops, in greater strength than the British forces, to garrison the 
Canal in peace. 

4. These proposals, which clearly resulted from the firm line taken by the Chief 
of the Imperial General Staff, show that some progress has been made towards 
Anglo-Egyptian defence co-operation. 
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The Wafd leaders appear to accept the need of British assistance in the defence of 
Egypt in war. They are, however, not all convinced that this defence is dependent on 
a nucleus of British Headquarters and units having to remain in the country in 
peace. Those who accept the argument that in the present international situation 
British forces should remain in Egypt are not convinced that we are not asking for 
far too large a force to stay and whilst being prepared to accept our views regarding 
Naval and Air Defence units and the need to maintain the framework of a nucleus 
base are not yet convinced of the need for British troops to remain. 

5. We examine these new Egyptian proposals in the light of British strategic 
requirements. 

Implications of new Egyptian proposals 

British army to evacuate Egypt 
6. Covering force. In our recent appraciation [sic] of the long term defence of the 

Middle East the British Army element of the covering force required immediately at the 
outbreak of a major was has been assessed at two armoured car regiments. These would 
most conveniently be stationed in Egypt in peace but they could carry out their task if 
stationed in Jordan, and although it would be operationally undesirable they would just 
be able to reach their war station in time from Cyrenaica provided we could be sure that 
there would be no delay in their entry into Egypt when war was imminent. 

It should therefore be possible to meet the covering force requirement if the 
Egyptian proposals were accepted provided either the Jordan Government would 
permit us to retain these troops in their territory or having obtained the right to 
locate troops in Cyrenaica, Egypt permitted us to move troops into Egypt when war 
was imminent. 

7. Assistance to Jordan. The Chiefs of Staff have concluded that, if Israel were to 
attack Jordan, effective help could only be provided in accordance with Treaty 
obligations by a direct advance by land forces on Israel from Egypt, in conjunction 
with air and naval action. If British land forces were to operate from Jordan, they 
would have to be maintained by the long undeveloped and vulnerable Aqaba-Amman 
L. of C. which would require a high proportion of administrative and protective 
forces in comparison with the striking force. Furthermore, the port of Aqaba is 
overlooked by the Israeli forces and it would be essential to clear them from the 
southern Negeb before the Aqaba-Amman L. of C. could be used. 

It is therefore evident that, in the event of Israeli aggression, British 
commitments under the Anglo-Jordan Treaty could only be met in time by the use of 
land forces based in Egypt. 

R.A.F. to be integrated into Egyptian defence system 
8. Of the new Egyptian proposals, only that referring to the integration of the 

Royal Air Force units into the air defence of Egypt is fully in accord with the strategic 
requirements given in paragraphs 1 and 2 above. Action is already being taken to 
achieve some degree of integration and any further measures for strengthening 
Anglo-Egyptian co-operation in this sphere would be welcome. 

9. The successful defence of Egypt against Russian attack will depend largely on 
the ability of British Commonwealth and Egyptian air forces to prevent the Russians 
from establishing local air superiority and advancing under cover of an air umbrella. 
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It may be necessary therefore, under integrated plans for Anglo-Egyptian air defence, 
for the facilities at present accorded to the R.A.F. to be expanded and extended in 
time of peace. 

10. It is not clear from the proposal whether the presence of British army A.A. 
units would be accepted as part of the integrated air defence. We consider that it 
would be militarily unacceptable to rely on Egyptian forces alone for A.A. defence, 
and it should be possible to justify the presence of British A.A. units as an essential 
part of the Anglo-Egyptian air defence organisation. 

Maintenance of a base in peace 
11. It is apparent from the proposal that the Egyptian recognise [sic] the neces

sity for maintaining a nucleus base organisation in Egypt in peace, ready for immedi
ate use and expansion by British forces in war. In suggesting that the base should be 
maintained by Egyptians in peace they have, however, greatly underestimated the 
implications of assuming such a responsibility and the time required to re-introduce 
the large British element which would be required to establish the base on a war foot
ing. They have also failed to realise that we must continue to hold very large and valu
able stocks of equipment and stores in the base installations. 

12. In order to be immediately effective in war the nucleus must:-

(a) Hold in peace unit equipment ready for issue to newly formed units and 
Commonwealth contingents and mobilisation equipment to bring existing units 
up to war scales, 
(b) Hold in peace war reserves of maintenance sotres [sic: stores], 
(c) Be able to expand at once to deal with a war scale of activities and build-up 
forces. 

Equipment and machinery in a base requires continuous turn over and 
modification to keep the contents fit and of the latest pattern. Some of it will be of a 
secret nature. If would be obviously impossible for both financial and military 
reasons for this work to be undertaken by other than British troops or under British 
supervision with Egyptians employed as now under their orders. Where the stores 
are, there also must be the British administrative troops. In addition it is quite 
unacceptable to hand over to the Egyptians complete responsibility for the security 
of our base installations and their contents. 

13. The Chiefs of Staff have previously considered various methods for reducing 
British military personnel in the base. They have discarded as impracticable 
alternative schemes for replacing the 11,000 British military administrative 
personnel required for the efficient organisation of the nucleus base, by increased 
civilisation or by disguising military personnel in civilian clothes. We consider that 
there is no practicable alternative to the retention of British administrative troops on 
approximately the present scale. 

14. Planning studies for a major war have shown that in present circumstances, 
where large numbers of British administrative personnel are already in Egypt, it 
would just be possible to achieve the initial build-up of the forces necessary for the 
defence of Egypt. Even this is dependent on the introduction of considerable 
additional administrative personnel immediately on the outbreak of war. 

It is clear that if all British military administrative personnel had to be re
introduced into Egypt after war had become imminent the present planned build-up 
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would not be achieved, and the Allies might be unable to defend Egypt against the 
Russian land threat. 

15. The existing brief for the CIGS makes it clear that, while the ultimate aim 
should be the co-ordination of Anglo/Egyptian administrative services, integration 
cannot be fully achieved in war and is impossible in peace. Allied policy control 
could, however, be achieved through an Anglo/Egyptian Principal Administrative 
Officers Committee. We consider that such joint policy control is the practicable 
limit to which we can go in offering the Egyptians a share in the running of the 
nucleus base. 

Re-entry of British troops when war is imminent 
16. Any formula which permits the re-entry of British troops "when war is 

imminent" is bound to be open to varying interpretations by the two parties 
concerned. Intelligence appreciations show that there is unlikely to be a long 
warning period before the outbreak of a major war and, in any case, Egypt might not 
be directly threatened at the opening stages of a war. There would be no guarantee, 
therefore, that the Egyptian Government would invite the return of British troops 
until it was too late to take effective action. Moreover any such return movement of 
British troops to Egypt is likely to be interpreted by the enemy as a pre-mobilisation 
move. It is therefore unlikely to be politically acceptable until the last moment which 
militarily may well be too late. 

17. If the British Field force troops in Egypt were to be withdrawn, it would be 
necessary to consider alternative locations for them. Strategically it is necessary for 
the field force to be retained in the Middle East in order to retain the confidence of 
the Middle East states in the United Kingdom's ability to assist them to resist Russian 
aggression. Possible alternative locations are limited to Malta, Cyprus, Cyrenaica anct 
Jordan. 

18. There would be political objections, particularly vis-a-vis Israel , to the 
stationing of British army units permanently in Jordan. Moreover, the line of 
communication through Aqaba would be unsatisfactory for the maintenance of such 
a British force unless considerable sums were spent on its development. 

19. Cyrenaica or Malta would be unsatisfactory as an alternative location to Egypt 
since either would be too far from the area where the troops would be deployed. 

20. Cyprus remains the least unsatisfactory alternative location. We have already 
stressed the necessity for maintaining the right to increase the garrison there. If this 
were done it would not only demonstrate the strategic importance of the island but 
would also afford moral support to Turkey. 

Egyptian troops to garrison Suez Canal 
21. The Egyptian proposal to take over garrison duties in the canal zone is 

evidently an attempt to invoke Article 8 of the 1936 Treaty in order to hasten the 
departure of the British army. Under this article the United Kingdom was permitted 
to maintain forces in Egypt for the defence of the Suez Canal, until the Egyptian 
forces were capable of carrying out this task. British forces in the Canal zone at 
present have the additional important task of forming a nucleus for the defence of 
Egypt against the Russian threat. If there were no major external threat it would now 
be quite acceptable for Egyptian forces to transfer garrison duties in the Canal zone, 
other than the guarding of certain depots, to the Egyptian forces. 
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Wider implications of withdrawal of the British army from Egypt 

Effect on other Middle East countries 

59 

22 . Ministers have agreed that the United Kingdom must be in a position to 
present a firm front to any further Russian thrust in the Middle East. The Russians 
understand force, and an immediate demonstration of Allied determination to resist 
further encroachment would not only stop them but would be of the highest 
importance in its effect on the other countries in the Middle East. 

The establishment of new Treaty relations with Egypt, on a basis that recognises 
the need for the permanent presence of British forces in the Canal Zone, should 
remain a major objective of allied policy in the Middle East. 

23 . Although the withdrawal of the British army from Egypt has now become 
largely a political matter we suggest that such action would not be in accord with the 
policy stated above. It would be interpreted by the other Middle East states as a sign 
of British weakness and would thus lead to a loss of British prestige and be 
considered by other countries as a victory for Russia in the cold war. 

24. A joint Anglo-Egyptian declaration that, in accordance with the 1936 Treaty, 
Egypt had now assumed full responsibility for the defence of the Suez Canal need not 
have such serious effects as considered above, if, at the same time, Egypt extended an 
invitation to the United Kingdom to maintain nucleus defence forces in that country 
so long as the present tense world situation continued. 

Regional headquarters 
25. A vital military requirement for the conduct of a major campaign in war is 

the establishment of a Joint Service Headquarters. Such a Headquarters requires 
extensive communications and accommodation, which experience has shown cannot 
be improvised on the outbreak of war, and the Joint Staffs must be functioning in 
peace. The basis of such a Headquarters together with its communications is already 
established at Fayid. 

26. In 1948 we examined the possibility of withdrawing the peacetime Regional 
Headquarters from Egypt to Cyrenaica, which was the only feas ible alternative. It was 
then found that some £7 million would have to be spent in providing the necessary 
accommodation, communications equipment and installations which are an 
essential operational requirement. Further, these Headquarters would be wrongly 
positioned in war and would have to move to Egypt during the first six months at 
cons iderab le additional expense. The resulting disruption of communications and 
dislocation of command would be wholly unacceptable. 

27. It appears from the Egyptian proposals that there will be no objection to the 
R.N. and R.A.F. components of the Regional Headquarters remaining in Egypt. There 
remains a requirement for the army component of the Regional Headquarters to be 
stationed in Egypt in peace. Since modern war has shown the necess ity for land and 
air commanders to work in a joint headquarters, it follows therefore that the land 
Headquarters must be situated alongside the Air Headquarters. 

Conclusions 

28. We conclude that:-

(a) There are signs of a new awareness among certain Egyptian ministers of the 
need for British assistance and co-operation in Egyptian defence plans. 
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(b) The acceptance of the Egyptian proposals would meet British strategic 
requirements only so far as they affect: 

(i) The integrated air defence of Egypt. 
(ii) The provision of a covering force in the early stages of a war. 

(c) The Egyptian proposals would not meet the following British strategic 
requirements: 

(i) The ability to render timely and effective assistance to Jordan in the event 
of Israeli aggression. 
(ii) The maintenance of an efficient nucleus main base, capable of immediate 
expansion in war, which is essential if the necessary rate of build-up is to be 
achieved to ensure the defence of Egypt against the Russian threat. 
(ii i) The retention of the Regional Headquarters in Egypt. 

(d) The acceptance of the Egyptian proposals would have a detrimental effect on 
British prestige in the Middle East and would not be in accord with the agreed 
British defence policy and global strategy. 

Recommendations 

29. We recommend that the C.I.G.S. should maintain his firm line. In order to 
take advantage of the new Egyptian awareness of the need for defence co-operation, 
he should avoid an abrupt breaking off the present discussions, and he should explain 
to the Egyptian Minister for War how far the Egyptian proposals fall short of the vital 
strategic requirements of the Middle East situation. He should go on to say that 
further Egyptian proposals would be welcome as the starting point for further 
discussions aimed at reaching a solution equally agreeable to both parties. 

169 FO 371/80453, no 77 15 Aug 1950 
[Peacetime requirements for the defence of Egypt]: inward savingram 
no 147 from Sir R Stevenson to FO giving an account of a meeting 
with Saleh el Din 

My telegram No. 143 Saving. 
Minister for Foreign Affairs and I met again on 14th August. At this meeting, in 

addition to the Minister of Municipal and Rural Affairs and Abdul Fattah Amr Pasha, 
the Minister of the Interior and Group Captain Ibrahim Gazarene of the Royal 
Egyptian Air Force were also present. I was accompanied by Air Commodore Hayes, 
my Air Attache. 

2. We continued the discussion from the point at which we had broken it off at 
our last meeting (see paragraph 6 of my Saving telegram under reference). I 
attempted to answer the question raised by the Minister for Foreign Affairs about the 
necessity of having foreign troops in Egypt in peace time. In doing so I adduced the 
additional reason of Egypt's geographical position and the existence of the Suez 
Canal which formed a vital link in Commonwealth communications. I drew an 
analogy with the Panama Canal, the defence of which could not be left to the unaided 
resources of the small country through whose territory it ran. 

3. This provoked a long tirade from the Minister for Foreign Affairs who said that 
Egypt was an independent country and rejected entirely the thesis that the strategic 
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importance of her territory to other countries should outweigh her own interests. In 
any event the importance of the Suez Canal had greatly lessened as had been shown 
by the fact that in the last war most of the supplies were sent to Egypt round the 
Cape. He described the thesis of joint defence involving the presence of foreign 
troops on the territories of any country, as "a strange theory". He had welcomed the 
frankness with which I had spoken in our previous talks but was much distressed at 
my having resurrected the time worn argument of the Suez Canal. He repeated his 
anxiety to establish the new basis of relationship between our two countries and paid 
me the compliment of thinking that I was also sincere in that matter. 

4. I told the Minister that he need not remind me of the fact that Egypt was an 
independent country, adding that it was obvious that we recognised her as such, 
otherwise I would not now be arguing with him. I again put forward the arguments 
in favour of joint defence and said that the intentions underlying the North Atlantic 
Pact which were fully accepted by all signatories, could hardly be regarded as "a 
strange theory". Britain did not seek to impose anything on Egypt. All that we 
wanted to do was to convince her of the necessity in modern times of the fullest 
cooperation and preparation for defence in peace time and of voluntarily seeking our 
help in the matter. 

5. Minister for Foreign Affairs welcomed my statement that we did not wish to 
impose anything on Egypt and said that an alliance between our two countries must 
be based on full consent and mutual confidence. He still could not see why it was 
necessary for any foreign troops to be on Egyptian soil in peace time. 

6. To this I gave the same reply as I had done on another of the previous 
occasions, viz. that the speed of modern war made it impracticable to bring 
assistance from outside the country after the outbreak of war if there were to be any 
chance of defending that country successfully. Egypt could not defend herself alone, 
nor could Britain defend Egypt without the latter's full cooperation. 

7. Minister for Foreign Affairs said that he wished to distinguish between 
equipment and personnel. Egypt was only too anxious to have all the equipment 
necessary not only for her own forces but also for those of her allies who would come 
to her assistance in war time. She would maintain such equipment and installations 
in the highest possible state of readiness so that they could be immediately made 
serviceable in time of need. What she could not accept was the presence of foreign 
personnel in peace time. He then called upon Group Captain Gazarene to deal with 
the question of Egypt's assumption of the defence of her own territory. 

8. Group Captain Gazarene said that he did not maintain that the Royal Egyptian 
Air Force was able to withstand a major air attack. He claimed however that the 
R.A.F. in Egypt now would also be unable to ward off such an attack. He referred to 
the military talks at Fayid last year and said that on the basis of a possible attack by 
200 enemy heavy bombers on D-day the scale of defence necessary for the country 
was in fact beyond the present capacity of Britain and Egypt combined. He claimed 
that Britain has only 5 squadrons of fighters in Egypt now. He thought that a feasible 
solution of the difficulty would be to move the R.A.F. squadrons to Cyprus, Malta and 
Cyrenaica while leaving in Egypt technical and administrative personnel sufficient to 
organise Egyptian air defence and help with the training of the Egyptian Air Force. 
He thought this process should not take longer than about 9 months. On the 
outbreak of war R.A.F. squadrons and the necessary ground staff could be flown in to 
already prepared positions. His personal view was that it was exceedingly unlikely 
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that a heavy air attack on Egypt would develop early in a major war. It was much 
more likely that the enemy's efforts would be directed against Western Europe and 
Great Britain. There would surely be enough time after the outbreak of war to 
organise the air defence of Egypt on a joint basis. 

9. After remarking that the intentions of the enemy were obviously a matter of 
appreciation, about which opinion could honestly differ, but that we should not take 
the risk of underestimating the possibility of an attack on D-day, I asked Air 
Commodore Hayes to deal with the technical side of Group Captain Gazarene's 
suggestion. Air Commodore Hayes pointed out that that suggestion meant splitting 
the air forces destined for the defence of Egypt. This could not be done without 
weakening them so much as to make them ineffective. It would take a very long time 
after the outbreak of war to bring R.A.F. squadrons and their attendant ground staff 
back to Egypt again. The only way to defend Egypt successfully was to centralise the 
defence in Egypt itself. He agreed that the present strength of the R.A.F. in Egypt was 
not sufficient for the needs of a major war. We regarded it together with the R.E.A.F. 
as a nucleus on which we hoped to build up in the near future . He pointed out that 
the construction of an air base in Cyrenaica would take a long time and be very 
expensive. In any event it would be in the opposite direction to the expected line of 
attack and thus be militarily unwise. 

10. Minister for Foreign Affairs then summed up the discussion. He said that he 
was satisfied after the statement of Group Captain Gazarene that it was not only 
possible to carry out his suggestion but that it would be a mistake to concentrate all 
our air strength in Egypt on the principle that it was dangerous to have all one's eggs 
in one basket. If British air squadrons were disposed in territories adjacent to Egypt 
they could with the help of radar intercept bombing attacks on Egypt just as easily as 
they could from Egypt itself and in any event he saw no difficulty in bringing the 
actual fighter, reconnaissance and bomber squadrons back to Egypt to specially 
prepared positions after war broke out. They could be here in two hours from Cyprus 
or Cyrenaica whereas it would take 12 hours for Soviet bombers to reach Egypt from 
the Soviet Union. (This argument was not seriously defended by Group Captain 
Gazarene when he was taxed with it and asked to give his opinion on the capacity of 
radar). Minister for Foreign Affairs went on to say that if we were to move our 
squadrons and leave technical personnel in sufficient numbers to train the Egyptian 
Air Force and organise the air defence there would be no objection to short visits by 
our squadrons for joint training in peace time. 

11. Then followed some further desultory argument on the length of time which 
would be required to train and reorganise the Egyptian Air Force. I maintained that 
it was quite impossible to fix a time limit as the answer depended on so many 
imponderable factors such as the degree of cooperation by the Egyptian authorities, 
the degree of executive power given to the British personnel doing the training and 
the amount of money Egypt was prepared to spend on unspectacular ground and 
maintenance organisations. 

12. I then went on to say that I had, as the Egyptian Ministers knew, no authority 
to put forward any suggestion for a settlement but I thought that the time had come 
to establish how near we had got after our recent discussions to agreement on the 
four points which the C.I.G.S. had put forward to the Egyptian Government as being 
necessary for the defence of the country, viz. integrated air defence, a military base, a 
mobile striking force and a general headquarters. We had been dealing with the 
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question of integrated air defence and I wished to be clear how far the Egyptian 
Government were prepared to go to meet what we considered to be necessary in that 
respect. After further discussion, in which the Minister of the Interior took part, it 
transpired that the Egyptian Government could not accept the presence of actual 
squadrons of the R.A.F. in Egypt. They were however prepared to accept a sufficient 
number of ground staff, both technical and administrative (the number to be decided 
by agreement) to reorganise and train the E.A.F. and prepare the necessary 
installations for the air defence of the country. Such technical and administrative 
personnel would remain in Egypt for "a limited period". The question of anti-aircraft 
artillery would need further discussion but what the Egyptian Ministers suggested 
was that we should train Egyptian gunners and hand over our artillery eventually to 
them. 

13. The Minister of the Interior summed it all up by saying that provided the 
actual R.A.F. squadrons were stationed outside Egypt all necessary ground staff could 
remain. Our only real difference therefore was about the aircraft themselves and he 
hoped that the R.A.F. would be able to evolve a new defence scheme on this basis. 

14. We agreed to meet again on 17th August when we would establish how far 
the Egyptian Government were prepared to meet the requirements laid down by the 
C.I.G.S. on the other three points. I gave the Egyptian Ministers no reason to suppose 
that a scheme on the lines that they suggested for air defence was feasible . 

15. I hope to be able after our next meeting to discuss whole situation with 
Commanders in Chief in the Canal Zone. 

170 FO 371/80453, no 82 20 Aug 1950 
[Talks with the Egyptians]: record of a meeting between 
Sir R Stevenson, J H Wardle-Smith and the Commanders-in-Chief, 
Middle East on the ambassador's talks with the Egyptians 

His Excellency the Ambassador gave a resume of his recent talks with Egyptian 
Ministers including the series of talks he has had with the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs. He made the following points:-

1. The Wafd Government want an agreement, but it must be at least as 
favourable to the Egyptians as were the terms of the abortive 1946 Treaty. 

2. The Egyptians will not accept joint defence in peace time. 
3. A solution of the Sudan problem must from part of the general agreement. 
4. The Egyptian Government is not really sufficiently frightened, even by the 

advent of war in Korea, to take a completely realistic view in these negotiations. 
5. King Farouk definitely wants an agreement because he considers his personal 

position will be strengthened by one. The main difficulty with him will be over Israel. 
He has been told that a prelude to the Anglo- Egyptian agreement must be peace with 
Israel. He is still bitterly anti-Israel and will not face the problem of a peace 
settlement until it is forced upon him. 

6. Since the advent of the Wafd Government the press has proved most 
disappointing and anti-British. The press could be harnessed by the Wafd to help 
them put across an agreement with us, but there are no signs that this is being done 
or even contemplated. 
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7. The people of Egypt are not really interested whether or not the 1936 Treaty is 
revised, they are fully occupied with the cost-of-living problem, which is increasing 
daily. 

8. If an agreement is not reached with the Egyptians we must expect a period of 
deteriorating relations which will be reflected in increased administrative difficulties 
for our forces . 

9. Unless there is a fundamental alteration of principle on their side the chances 
of an agreement with the Wafd are slight. 

The Ambassador then asked the Commanders-in-Chief for answers to the 
following questions in order to help him in his further talks:- (1) We have told the 
Egyptians many times that we want to build up their armed forces in order to relieve 
us of some of the burden of the defence of the Middle East. Is this really true? 

The unanimous reply was in the affirmative. 

Integrated air defence 
(i) Is it possible to move our squadrons out of Egypt but leave sufficient ground 
staff for the organisation of integrated defence, training, etc.? 
(ii) Can we agree the number of squadrons necessary for the Egyptian defence 
in peace time? 
(iii) If our squadrons remain, would it be possible to move them out one by one 
as the Egyptian squadrons reached the required standard of efficiency? 
(iv) Can we state the number of anti-aircraft batteries necessary for Egyptian 
Defence in peace time and move ours out as the Egyptian batteries attain a 
satisfactory standard of efficiency? 
(v) Can we reduce the Royal Air Force administrative strength? 

Air Marshal Baker replied that it would not be practical to move out our 
squadrons 

(a) because it would leave a vacuum, since the Egyptians were not fit to take over 
and 
(b) it would completely ruin the scheme of joint training. 

He emphasised the necessity for joint fighter training in order to inspire confidence 
between the two forces. He explained that we already have squadrons "on the 
perimeter", in such places as Cyprus and Malta, ready to be called in in the event of 
hostilities. 

With regard to question No. (iii), he agreed that it would be possible to move our 
squadrons out of Egypt as the Egyptian squadrons achieved "British efficiency". 

With regard to the number of squadrons necessary for Egyptian defence, the Air 
Marshal explained that in the Denison talks we had worked on the basis of optimum 
defence and that the number of squadrons then mentioned would be produced not 
only by ourselves and the Egyptians but also by the Commonwealth and the United 
States of America. The number mentioned in the Denison papers was the deployment 
requirement for full war. 

With regard to anti-aircraft, the Air Marshal stated that as in the case of air 
squadrons, figures mentioned in the Denison papers were for optimum defence. He 
agreed that it would be a great advantage for the Egyptians to take over as much of 
the anti-aircraft defence as possible as soon as possible. He thought that this was 
likely to be their greatest and earliest contribution to air defence. 
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Other points mentioned by the Air Marshal:-

(1) Air command must be British. The Egyptians have no experience of large scale 
air operations and no organisational powers. 
(2) The Egyptians apparently cannot realise that the cost of building up purely 
Egyptian air defence to a proper standard of efficiency is quite beyond their means 
financially and would take a matter of years to achieve. In any case Egypt could 
never defend herself for the simple reason that her population is not big enough. 

With regard to question (v) , the Air Marshal stated that the air administrative 
strength could be reduced but only at the cost of efficiency and would necessitate a 
longer period to build up again upon the advent of hostilities. 

The base 
The Ambassador asked the following questions:-

1. By how much can the present staff of the Base be reduced (the Wafd 
Government insisting that they cannot accept anything but an improvement in the 
numbers allowed under the 1936 Treaty). 

2. Can Egypt replace the static guards? 
General Robertson replied that the number of staff at the Base was approximately 

12,000 and that if the mobile striking force moves from the Canal Zone that figure 
might be reduced by 1,000. He pointed out that the present base installation was 
slightly under strength and that the present figures are as low as is compatible with 
efficiency. To move part of the base elsewhere would be costly and difficult but could 
be examined; however he would not promise that anything could be done since it 
would mean splitting the base and he doubted if Chiefs of Staff would agree to such 
action. In any case where would a detached part of the base installation go to? Gaza 
was very doubtful. Cyrenaica most unsuitable but not impossible. 

In any case how could a base be split? It would mean duplication of all forms of 
communications, supplies, barracks, transport, food, etc., etc. Another strong point 
was the necessary close integration between the Army and the Royal Air Force. The 
Army were responsible for the security of the Royal Air Force, for the engineering of 
the Royal Air Force, and other similar services. To revert to communications the 
General stated that he did not consider those in existence in the base sufficient, and 
to make them sufficient would cost approximately £1,000,000. (This was for land line 
communications within the base only, which would give some idea of what 
duplication in the event of a split base would cost.) Incidentally, did the Egyptians 
realise what would be the outcome if we had to move our base elsewhere? The main 
line of communication runs through Malta to Alexandria by submarine cables. If the 
base was moved those cables would also have to be moved, and Egypt would be left 
without her commercial communication services. 

As for having merely a skeleton base, the idea was possible but the General 
considered it unacceptable. It would gravely impair the efficiency of Egyptian defence 
and make that defence very shaky. It was impossible to have a skeleton base in the 
conditions created by the present threat of war. 

With regard to the Mauritian Guards,' the General said that in theory they could 
be replaced by Egyptians, but in practice it would not work. He pointed out that the 

1 Troops from Mauritius were employed in the Suez base on guard duty. 



66 THE APPROACHING CRISIS [170) 

rate of theft from our stores, under existing circumstances, was considerable and 
obviously would become far worse through collusion of Egyptian guards and 
Egyptian raiders and thieves. The stores were the property of His Majesty's 
Government and paid for by the British taxpayer and it was His Majesty's 
Government's job to safeguard the goods paid for with the taxpayers money. He 
could not possibly accept responsibility if the guards were Egyptian and if His 
Majesty's Government decided on political grounds to agree to the change the 
question of responsibility would have to be settled between the two governments. He 
did say, however, that it might be possible to have partial substitution of the 
Mauritian guards by Egyptians. 

Mobile striking force 
The Ambassador asked for confirmation that he was right in thinking that there 

could be no question of moving this force to Gaza in the absence of peace between 
Israel and Egypt and the agreement of Israel to forward deployment in the event of 
war. This was confirmed. He then asked:-

1. Could the present accommodation at Gaza be developed to take the mobile 
striking force? 

2. Was there a port? 
The General replied that he had made enquiries about accommodation at Gaza and 

had ascertained that in the past there had been accommodation for 15 major and 13 
minor units. It had been used as an advance base depot. Now, however, there was 
practically nothing. Many of the buildings had been demolished under contract and 
those that remained were only shells and had been completely stripped. There was, in 
fact, no suitable accommodation at present in Gaza to-day. 

With regard to services, there were roads, or at least hard foundations upon which 
roads could be made and there was adequate water. 

He said that he had no information with regard to a port at Gaza. Admiral 
Campbelf2 said that there was no port. There was, he understood, a jetty for the 
accommodation of small craft only. The General said that any force at Gaza would 
have to be maintained by rail from Egypt. There is a railway. 

He thought possibly that a "Brigade Group Plus" might be housed there but it 
would cost something in the neighbourhood of 8- 12 million pounds sterling to 
provide the necessary accommodation, communications, etc. Furthermore, it would 
take a long time to build since the amount of trained labour was negligible and the 
only labour readily available would be that provided by refugees who were not skilled. 
Previously the labour for building and maintaining Gaza had been drawn from 
Palestine. 

The General added that it would be essential to use Sinai for training purposes. 

General headquarters 
The Ambassador said that the Egyptian Government will not offer hospitality for a 

General Headquarters in peace time. Could it be moved to Gaza or elsewhere and if 
so what would be the position regarding communications? 

The General replied that the Army Headquarters could not be moved away from 
the Air and Naval Headquarters and if his Headquarters was moved, the others would 

2 Rear Admiral Campbell , senior British naval officer and flag officer, Middle East. 
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have to go as well. Already he felt that the distance between Fayid and Ismailia was as 
great as the Army and Air Headquarters could possibly be, and he would in fact prefer 
them much nearer together. Gaza was too far from the Base and in any case 
unsatisfactorily placed on the left flank of what presumably would be our line of 
defence. Cyrenaica was out of the question. General Headquarters must be situated 
within close touch of all Commanders and in touch with the Embassy in order to 
keep an eye on the political situation. He expressed the opinion that to move General 
Headquarters would mean re-casting our entire st rategy for this part of the world 
and, in effect, clearing out of Egypt. 

Finally Air Marshal Baker stated that, as far as he was concerned, an agreement 
with the Egyptians for air defence was essential. The Egyptians were now planning 
on their own and he knew that what was being done would not fit in with his overall 
scheme for the defence of Egypt and the Middle East. This individual planning must 
be stopped as soon as possible and brought in line with allied planning. Egypt is the 
focal point of all Middle East strategy, and what happens elsewhere entirely depends 
on what happens in Egypt. Hence the paramount importance of unified planning 
with the Egyptians. 

In planning for Egyptian and Middle Eastern defence, he added, we cannot 
concentrate on fighter strategy only. Subsequently there will have to be a Middle 
Eastern striking bomber force , and plans should be started now for its reception in 
order that it can be operational at the earliest possible date after the outbreak of 
hostilities. This was very important, but was only one of very many items which 
pointed to the urgent necessity of an early settlement with the Egyptian 
Government. 

171 FO 371180453, no 78 22 Aug 1950 
[Talks with the Egyptians] : minute by RH G Edmonds on the 
position taken by the Egyptians [Extract] 

2. We can expect H.M. Ambassador's own summing up of the conversations 
which he has had during the past two months shortly. From these last two 
telegrams, however, it would appear that the only concessions which the Egyptians 
are prepared to make at the moment are as follows: -

(a) Air defence. Provided that R.A. F. squadrons were stationed outside Egypt, 
R.A.F. technical and administrative ground-staff could remain in the Canal Zone, 
with the object of re-organising and training the Egyptian Air Force and preparing 
the installations necessary for the air defence of the country. Such personnel 
would, however, only remain for a "limited period". 
(b) Military base. The base in Egypt would have to be under Egyptian control, but 
a few British technicians would be allowed to remain in it, again for a "limited 
period". 
(c) Land striking force. The Egyptians have merely recalled Nahas Pasha's 
suggestion that this should be removed to Gaza. As regards the difficulties with 
Israel which this transfer would involve, the Minister for Foreign Affai rs is of the 
opinion that the permanent armistice at present in force between Egypt and Israel 
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absolves the Egyptian Government from the need to conclude a final settlement 
with Israel and that any other problems can be dealt with direct between H.M.G. 
and the Israel Government. 
(d) Headquarters. Egypt cannot offer hospitality to a military headquarters. 

3. In their present form these concessions would be useless to the Chiefs of Staff, 
who would-I imagine-prefer simply to take their stand on the 1936 Agreement for 
the last six years of its life. The only hope of obtaining a fresh defence agreement in 
the immediate future appears to be that either Nahas Pasha or King Farouk, on 
return to Egypt, will inject some fresh ideas into the Minister of Foreign Affairs and 
the Minister of the Interior. 

172 FO 141/1397, no 142 27 Aug 1950 
[British propaganda in relation to the Anglo-Egyptian talks]: 
memorandum by J H Wardle-Smith 

In view of the trend which H.E.'s talks with Salah el Dine have been taking I have 
been wondering what line we should be taking, particularly with our propaganda 
machine. 

H.E. has now had 12 talks with Salah el Dine and several more with other 
members of the Cabinet and leading Egyptians. With regard to Salah el Dine the 
position appears to be a deadlock, he obstinately refuses to be a realist and has even 
admitted to the Ambassador that the Egyptian Government give more importance to 
the question of national aspirations than to Egyptian defence. 

It is impossible to negotiate with such a man, although I do think that the 
Ambassador has produced one or two chinks in his armour which are shown by his 
queries as to how long the Ambassador thinks it necessary to retain British troops 
and how long it will take to train Egyptian troops up to British standards. These 
questions definitely show a doubt in the mind of the Minister concerning Egyptian 
defence. 

Other Ministers, notably Serag el Dine, have shown themselves in private 
conversations to be much more realistic, but not one of them dare admit even 
privately to a colleague let alone in public that there is any necessity for the retention 
of British troops. The King we know wishes us to stay in order to bolster up his own 
personal position. Such clear-thinking men of business as Abboud Pasha also realise 
that our presence is a necessity and are prepared to accept the continuation of the 
Base provided we can make some gesture of evacuation to satisfy the amour-propre 
of the Egyptian Government. But these people, no more than the Ministers, would 
dare admit to such an attitude in public. 

This then has been the background upon which the series of conversations which 
have now terminated have taken place, and it is obvious why nothing has come out of 
them. The Foreign Minister leaves Egypt on the 3rd September to see Nahas and 
then go on to Lake Success, where he will undoubtedly endeavour to put across the 
Egyptian line to the Secretary of State. Nothing I am sure will come out of any 
conversations he has there, and I suppose, unless anything extraordinary happens in 
the meanwhile, the talks will be resumed in Cairo towards the end of October or early 
November. I cannot see that anything will come out of them unless the Egyptians are 
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made to realise by some extraneous act that Egyptian defence is more important than 
national aspirations, and so far there is nothing to indicate that such an occurrence 
will take place. 

We therefore have to consider what line this Embassy should take if it is our 
opinion that the present deadlock will continue. It will obviously mean a worsening 
of relations between us, the Press will see to that. They will probably call for pressure 
to be put upon us in the Canal Zone by the withdrawal of labour, services and 
communications. The Government, in view of its inherent weakness, may well have 
to accede to the clamour if it becomes loud enough. What ought we to do to curb the 
Press and counteract the anti-British line which they seem likely to take [?] 

Here I think we should also bear in mind that the internal situation is becoming 
serious, principally due to inflation and the very rapid rise in the cost of living. There 
is widespread discontent with the Government because they have failed to fulfil any 
of their election promises. It is the opinion of the Oriental Counsellor that when the 
schools and universities start again in September and October we must expect 
trouble. There are likely to be, especially in Cairo and Alexandria, demonstrations 
against the Government, principally on account of the cost of living and the 
dishonesty of the present administration. Equally, we may expect, according to the 
Oriental Counsellor, that the Government will divert these demonstrations from 
themselves into anti-British channels. This is apparently quite easy to do and 
invariably has been done in the past. 

It seems likely then that during the next two or three months we may be faced 
with anti-British demonstrations and an anti-British Press. Admittedly this is taking 
the gloomiest view of the situation, but I think we should endeavour to prepare for it. 

It seems to me that our main weapon is propaganda. The Information Department 
has made great strides during the last few months in cultivating certain papers and 
we are now getting a good deal of material published. This work should be intensified 
and directed into various channels. The most important one I imagine is on the 
military side.' I should like to devise articles giving facts and figures to show the 
physical impossibility of Egypt defending herself and maintaining a base. I should 
like to use such items as the total value of our installations, which I believe is some 
£160 million, the cost of putting down communications (General Robertson wants to 
spend another £1 million in the Zone now to obtain proper efficiency). We might 
accentuate the cost in men and material to keep a squadron of aircraft in the air, 
which when multiplied by the number of squadrons necessary for Egyptian defence 
would prove that Egypt had neither the money nor the men for the job. There must 
be many more numerical arguments of this kind which could be obtained from the 
military authorities. 

Another line might be to accentuate the danger to Iran, which is fairly near home. 
Mr. Churchill's warning in today's Gazette is relevant. As the Ambassador says, the 
Egyptians are not yet sufficiently frightened by the world situation to take it 
seriously, and the nearer we can represent the threat to them the better. How about 
an inspired story of a Russian plan to destroy Nile Waterworks, or atomising Lakes 
Victoria and Tsana. I think it needs something fairly fantastic to wake these people 

1 This sentence had been sidelined and in the margin an official had noted: 'It cannot humanly be 
intensified short of extra hands being made available; and our energies are now canalised into 1) treaty 
negotiations 2) anti -communism - in that order'. 
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up. A comparison might well be drawn between the defence measures now being 
taken in England and those taken here. Both places, but for different reasons, are 
equally desirable to the Russian point of view. 

I certainly think an article on the tremendous strides which have taken place 
during the last 10 years upon national inter-dependence would be useful. We should 
point out the utter stupidity of any nation whether Egyptian, British or even 
American standing alone. No one nation of the free world can possibly defend itself 
against the military power of the Communist states. None of these is very subtle, but 
I do not think one requires subtlety in dealing with an ignorant mass. A few plain 
facts and figures should be effective. 

173 FO 371/80454, no 94 28 Aug 19501 

[Talks with the Egyptians]: inward savingram no 157 from 
Sir R Stevenson to FO giving an account of a meeting with Saleh el Din 

My telegram No. 156 Saving of 28th August, 1950. 
Before starting to discuss the Sudan at our meeting on August 26th the Minister 

for Foreign Affairs explained that the reason why the Egyptian Government had 
dispensed with the services of the British Military Mission (paragraph 6 of my Saving 
telegram No. 154) was that they had come to the conclusion that the Mission were 
[sic] not seriously trying to help the Egyptian Army and that no good purpose would 
be served by their continued presence in the country. I replied that I was not in Egypt 
at the time but I understood that the Military Mission had not received the desired 
cooperation from the Egyptian authorities. 

2. We then passed to a discussion "off the record" of the question he had put to 
me regarding the length of time it would take to strengthen the Egyptian Army to 
the required standard (see paragraph 8 of my Saving telegram No. 154). I made it 
quite clear to him that no Government who were really serious about the defence of 
their country would put a question like that. After some discussion he admitted that 
in the eyes of the Egyptian Government defence was very much less important than 
the fulfilment of Egypt's national aspirations. I said that if that were really so Egypt 
would receive very little sympathy from the rest of the non-Communist world. He 
would certainly find that out for himself in the course of his forth-coming journey to 
the United States. When other countries were concentrating as they were now on 
collective preparations for defence they would have little time or sympathy to spare 
for Egypt's narrow nationalistic attitude. This seemed to make some impression on 
him and I propose to do what I can to rub it in to him in private conversation before 
he leaves. Nevertheless, he would go no further than to say that he would 
recommend to Nahas Pasha that the principle of joint Anglo-Egyptian military 
preparations in peace time should be accepted provided that a time limit of one year 
be set for these preparations after which immediate evacuation would take place. He 
admitted on being pressed that this proposal was based on political rather than on 
military grounds though he personally thought it militarily feasible . He added that it 
was supported by his personal conviction that in a year's time we would either have 

1 The telegram was not received until 31 Aug. 
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war in which case the new alliance which Egypt des ired to conclude with Britain 
would come into force or that the threat of war would be definitely removed. I said 
that his forecast was a matter of opinion and that I doubted whether it would be 
shared by others. I added that I would of course inform you of his proposal but I 
could assure him that it was far from being militarily feasible and that there was not 
the faintest chance of its proving acceptable. 

17 4 FO 371/80454, no 103 3 Sept 1950 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: letter from General Sir B Robertson 
to Field Marshal Sir W Slim. Enclosure: memorandum by the 
Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East for COS Committee 

I have naturally been giving much thought to the present situation as regards 
negotiations with the Egyptian Government for regularising our position in this 
country, and have discussed it constantly with my colleagues, Air Marshal Baker and 
Rear-Admiral Campbell. It seems to us that the negotiations can be said to have 
reached the end of a phase. We therefore feel that it might be helpful if we were to 
present our views on the results of this phase, and on the future course of action. 

Our ideas necessarily trespass on the political field which is properly the province 
of the Ambassador. We have therefore agreed to submit this paper individually to our 
respective service chiefs as a personal expression of our joint views, but not as a 
formal document. We are sending a copy of this paper to the Ambassador. 

Enclosure to 17 4 

The result of the negotiations to date 
In spite of the patient efforts of our Ambassador the concrete results of his official 
negotiations with the Egyptian Minister of Foreign Affairs have been zero. The 
attitude of the King remains realistic and co-operative. Certain Ministers in the 
Egyptian Cabinet have spoken sensibly and hinted at possible solutions. The 
Egyptian Press, though always irresponsible, has shown some signs recently of 
coming round to a more practical point of view. This does not include the Wafdist 
Press which continues to repeat the demand for unconditional evacuation. Even the 
attitude of the Minister of Foreign Affairs himself has occasionally given faint 
evidence of a more conciliatory trend. These various indications that our case has 
made some impression on the Egyptian mind do not alter the fact that the concrete 
results of the official negotiations are zero. In particular, the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs has categorically rejected the principle of joint arrangements in peace for 
joint defence in war. This is fundamental, and unti l it is accepted no real progress is 
possible. 

It remains true that the Wafd Government would like an agreement, chiefly in 
order to make political capital out of it as an offset to their own failure in the realm of 
internal affairs. Further, it is also probably true, that in their hearts, the members of 
the Government, like the King, would welcome an agreement which strengthened 
the defence of the country. 
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On our side the necessity for an agreement remains. The Royal Navy is the least 
affected in peace in this respect. As regards the Army, the lack of an agreement 
prolongs uncertainty which complicates planning for war and hampers 
arrangements for the proper accommodation of our troops in peace. In the case of 
the Royal Air Force particular urgency arises from the fact that no air defence plan 
for the Egypt base can be made effective while we are confined to the line of the 
Canal Zone. Moreover, the Egyptian Ai r Force is already embarking upon plans and 
arrangements for the air defence of Egypt in a manner which is not co-ordinated 
with our arrangements, nor likely to be in the least effective. The urgency therefore 
is real, but it is not so great as to imply that we must have agreement at any price. 
Sooner than this, we should be prepared to carry on as we are, and to deal with 
opposition and unco-operation by such means as are available to us . 

The next move 
It seems to us that a new impulse is required if the negotiations are to make any 
headway. We have only admiration for the way in which the Ambassador has 
conducted these negotiations so far. However, we must point out that they have been 
not only abortive of any tangible result, but also they have been to some extent 
embarrassing. While the Egyptians have refused to yield an inch, they have plied us 
with questions designed to show that we could make all kinds of concessions to 
them. In this way they weaken our bargaining position while maintaining their own. 
Another unfortunate effect of bringing purely military arguments into the political 
arena is that certain good personal relations and measures of co-operation which had 
been developed, particularly between the R.A.F. and R.E.A.F., have been damaged. 

When considering what the next move should be it is important to understand 
what kind of argument is likely to carry weight with the Egyptian politicians . As the 
Ambassador has said, they are not, as yet, sufficiently frightened by the Soviet 
menace to pay attention to practical arguments of a military nature. They have 
constantly brushed such arguments aside and countered them quite blandly by all 
kinds of ridiculous suggestions. The only arguments which are likely to weigh with 
them are those which concern their own political position both internationally, and 
more especially within their own country. 

This immediately draws attention to the need for an adequate presentation of our 
case to the world at large, and to the people of Egypt. Hitherto, the Egyptian case 
alone has had prominence. There is, of course, a difficulty in the fact that the 
Egyptian Press is quite unscrupulous and one-sided. We cannot hope to have our 
case fairly presented by the Egyptian editors. There are, however, many other ways by 
which we can tell the world, and Egypt, what we wish to tell them. The best way, as it 
seems to us, would be the publication of an official statement of the position of H.M. 
Government on this question. That would receive full publicity in the international 
Press and radio, and it could not be ignored, even by the Egyptian Press. In such a 
statement, H.M. Government should in our view, make it perfectly plain that they 
will not yield on certain matters of principle. We refer to these matters of principle 
later. 

We have a further suggestion of a general nature about the next phase. Up to the 
present the dispute has taken the form of an exclusively Anglo- Egyptian affair, yet 
what we seek from Egypt, we seek not merely for ourselves, but on behalf of our 
Allies. It so happens that the Middle East is primarily a British commitment, but it is 
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a commitment within the joint effort. Indeed, the United States has still certain 
specific requirements to be fulfilled at the very outset of war, and these could not be 
fulfilled properly without prior arrangements in peace. Therefore, our suggestion is 
that the next phase should start by an impulse given jointly by H.M.G. and the U.S.G. 
It might even be preferable to make it in the form of a representation on behalf of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Powers. This could have the advantage of including the 
French, whose interests here, and political influence in the area need firmly 
harnessing to our own. How this should be approached or achieved we are not 
competent to judge, but their association in the Israel demarche suggests that their 
attitude might be realistic if they were approached. At least there should be full and 
open U.S. backing. This is important, not merely on account of the strength of this 
backing, but as a means whereby the Wafd politician could explain that he is 
agreeing to concessions not to Great Britain but to the Western Powers. 

The form of our proposals 
If it were decided to proceed on the above lines, it would be necessary that any 
statement made of our position should contain specific proposals. In the first place, it 
should set out clearly those matters of principle on which we will not yield. The first 
of these is that the defence of the Middle East in general, and of Egypt in particular, 
is a matter of vital concern to us, and one on which we are not prepared to sacrifice 
military security for political convenience. It follows from this that we stand for joint 
arrangements in peace between the Egyptians and ourselves as preparation for joint 
defence in war. Egypt is not strong enough to defend herself, nor can she become so 
in the near future either by acquiring more arms or by increased training. She is 
militarily weak and there is no short-cut cure for that weakness. Based upon these 
principles we believe that our proposals should contain specific suggestions for the 
establishment of a "defence Council" consisting of the Commanders-in-Chief on 
both sides, and of suitable machinery to operate under the direction of the Council. 
It is implicit in this proposal that the British Commanders-in-Chief and their staffs, 
must have their Headquarters in Egypt (with the obvious exception of the C-in-C 
Med). Another principle of cardinal importance is that the combinedAnglo-Egyptian 
forces in Egypt today are inadequate for the defence of the country, and must be 
supplemented by substantial reinforcements in war. Arrangements to receive and 
equip these forces must be maintained at least in nucleus in peace. With this arises a 
necessity for a British Base under British control. Finally, the principle of joint 
defence includes integrated air defence in peace and in war. 

If these principles could be established many things might be possible. We 
consider that until they are established it is inadvisable to discuss details such as the 
move of the striking force to Gaza, the substitution of Egyptian for Mauritian guards, 
the reduction in numbers of British forces in Egypt, and similar matters. These can 
be discussed once the principles have been established and in the context of a general 
agreement we might be able to meet the Egyptians on some of them. 

Building up the Egyptian armed forces 
It seems to us that we should adopt a more straight-forward attitude over this 
question. If the Egyptians are prepared to accept the principle of joint defence and its 
consequences, it is entirely in our interests to build up the strength of their Armed 
Forces. If they will not accept that principle we have no interest in their Armed 
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Forces, and any material which we give them can be regarded as wasted. If we were to 
make this plain to the Egyptians, they would not like it, but they would understand 
it, and it might make a great deal of difference to their attitude. We see no reason for 
soft-pedalling on this issue. 

The Sudan 
This is a political question outside our province. We mention it only in reference to 
the presentation of our case on the lines recommended above. If we can present our 
case so as to show clearly that we are not asking for political concessions but making 
proposals of practical benefit to both sides, and of urgent military importance, then 
the Sudan question will clearly appear to be extraneous. Egypt, though she has not 
realised it, stands at the moment, in deadly peril. It should be possible to show that it 
is absurd for her to insist upon political concessions in the Sudan before agreeing to 
measures which are essential for her own safety. 

Conclusions 
In brief, it is our view that the best course for future action is:-

(a) A fresh approach in association with the U.S.G., and, if possible, with other 
North Atlantic Treaty Powers, especially France. 
(b) Following on (a) above, a clear presentation of the position of H.M.G. setting 
out the principles to which we are attached, and the steps which we consider 
necessary to safeguard them. 
(c) An adequate presentation of our case for the benefit of Egyptian and of World 
opinion. 
(d) A resumption of negotiations on details when the principles have been 
accepted. 

175 DEFE 4/35, COS 142(50)6 5 Sept 1950 
'Defence talks with Egypt': COS Committee minutes on the suitability 
of Cyprus and Israel as alternatives to the base in Egypt 

The Committee had before them a copy of a letter dated 1st August, 1950 from the 
Foreign Office, asking them to give their provisional views on the possibilites of the 
transferring of the base, headquarters and striking force in Egypt to Israel and 
Cyprus. 

The main difficulties to this proposal which become apparent in the course of 
discussion were as follows:-

(a) In the defence of Egypt, it would no longer be possible to hold the Ramallah 
Line as this would be too close to the main base if moved forward. It would 
therefore be necessary to hold the "Inner Line" which would require a larger 
number of troops than would be likely to be available for some time. 
(b) The transferance [sic] of the base would take an absolute minimum of five 
years and would be extremely costly. An estimate made in 1947 put the cost at 
£30M to £50 M pounds. 
(c) The full support of Israel would be an essential, as their [sic] facilities such as 
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ports, communications etc., must be placed at our disposal. It would be necessary 
to make a detailed examination of these facilities to see whether they could be, in 
fact, sufficient to meet our requirements. 
(d) A complete break would have to be made with Egypt with the possibility of 
jeopardising the air defence of the canal. 

The use of Cyprus as a base was not considered practical as it would involve double 
loading and, in any case, the port facilities were quite inadequate. Cyrenaica, East 
Africa and the Persian Gulf had already been ruled out for various reasons as possible 
bases, but it was for consideration whether the extreme south of Turkey might not 
provide a possible alternative. A detailed examination of this latter alternative would 
be necessary to determine whether, in fact, this was practical as there would 
naturally be many military and political difficulties to overcome. 

The Committee was of the opinion that although there was no strategical 
objection to the Foreign Office suggestion, the difficulties enumerated above were 
likely to be so great as to make it impossible. A detailed study of the proposal would 
have to be made before any definite conclusion could be reached. 

Mr Furlonge thanked the Committee for their views. He considered that no 
further action was required until the Foreign Secretary had discussed the problem 
with our Ambassador to Egypt. 

The Committee:-
Invited the Foreign Office to take into account account [sic] the above 
considerations when briefing the Foreign Secretary on this question. 

176 DEFE 4/35, COS 144(50)1 8 Sept 1950 
'Meeting with HM ambassador in Egypt': COS Committee minutes on 
Sir R Stevenson's appreciation of the situation in Egypt 

Lord Fraser thanked Sir Ralph Stevenson for coming to the Committee meeting and 
invited him to give his views on the Treaty negotiations. 

Sir Ralph Stevenson first gave his comments on Sir Brian Robertson's letter1 to 
the C.l.G.S. which the Committee had before them. He said he wished to make it 
quite clear that the negotiations which had been held up to the present were not 
official; they were merely preliminary personal efforts on his part to obtain a basis on 
which later official negotiations could take place. The Egyptians understood this 
position. He said it was wrong to imagine that our bargaining position had in any 
way been weakened. The effect of these preliminary unofficial negotiations he agreed 
would be detrimentally felt in Service co-operation but this was inevitable as political 
reactions were bound to reach the Services. Service co-operation was inevitably 
doomed unless and until an agreement was reached. 

Sir Ralph Stevenson considered that it was wrong to imagine that Egypt was 
over worried by her prestige with other countries and her international standing. 
Arguments for co-operation on military grounds carried no weight. The internal 
political position was really paramount. Egyptian politicians were almost 

1 See 174. 
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irrevocably committed to the withdrawal of British forces from Egyptian soil and 
they were certain to insist that a time limit must be set on their continued 
presence. 

The Ambassador stated that the Governments of neighbouring countries had 
agreed to do their best to persuade the Egyptians to change their attitude. If this was 
ineffective, as seemed more than likely, the possibility of a Joint U.S./U.K. demarche 
or even an approach to the Egyptian Government by all the North Atlantic Treaty 
Powers would have to be considered. The danger with this latter course was that it 
might well give the Egyptian government grandiose ideas of their own importance. 
The question of the participation of France in such an approach might also have far
reaching repercussions. It was, however, important we should not close the door to 
making concessions if such concessions would make the difference between success 
or failure in reaching an understanding. 

Sir Ralph Stevenson considered the time would come when it could be made quite 
clear to Egypt that unless they were prepared to co-operate they could expect no 
further help. The recent decision to delay the despatch of tanks and jet aircraft 
promised to the Egyptian Government must not, he considered, be linked in any way 
with the negotiations. The delay he understood was due to the equipment not being 
available. The C.I.G.S. stated that the reason for the delay in despatch of the 16 tanks 
to Egypt, which had been promised, was because the 20 pr. guns for these tanks were 
now required for tanks going to Korea. Sir Ralph Stevenson stated that he considered 
that the tanks should be despatched as soon as they could be made available, as they 
had been definitely promised and the Egyptian Government had already paid a large 
proportion of their cost. 

Sir Ralph Stevenson said he would send to Sir Brian Robertson his comments on 
this letter on his return to Cairo based on the above lines. The C.I.G.S., to whom the 
letter was originally addressed, agreed to send a short acknowledgement. 

In summing up possible future developments Sir Ralph Stevenson considered 
that, barring a political upheaval or palace revolution, our position was likely 
seriously to deteriorate during the next eighteen months. This deterioration might 
take the form of the withdrawal of labour, (although this was unlikely as the 
Egyptians had nowhere to put this labour if withdrawn), interference with 
communications, or the cutting off of the supply of Egyptian monetary notes. The 
Egyptian Government might even appeal to U.N.O. drawing attention to breaches of 
the Treaty such as our retention in Egypt of more troops than allowed under its 
terms. In conclusion Sir Ralph stated that it was extremely important that it should 
be realised that the Treaty had only a further six years to run and that, unless success 
was achieved in obtaining an agreement with the Egyptian Government, we should 
be faced with no alternative but to find another base. 

The Committee considered in general terms the possibility of moving troops out of 
Egypt to adjacent countries such as Israel or Cyrenaica and leaving the base 
installations in Egypt on a care and maintenance basis, under Egyptian care with 
British civilian technicians to assist. The Egyptian Government might be agreeable 
to such a course and we would be able to open up the base again in the event of war. 
There were, however, many difficulties to this plan, as there were also to plans for the 
move of the base to other places such as South Turkey or East Africa. The Committee 
were firmly of the opinion that Egypt was the only place really suitable for the base in 
the Middle East and the problems of locating it elsewhere were almost insuperable. 
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The Joint Planning Staff should however examine what possible alternative was open 
to us on the assumption that we should be forced to leave Egypt. 

The Committee:-
(!) Took note with great interest of Sir Ralph Stevenson's appreciation of the 
situation. 
(2) Instructed the Joint Planning Staff to carry out a study of what alternative we 
should adopt in the event of Egypt being denied to our forces in peace. 

177 DEFE 5/24, COS(50)363, annex 15 Sept 1950 
'Review of Middle East strategy': COS Committee memorandum. 
Appendices 

[The review of global strategy completed in June 1950 confirmed the importance of the 
Middle East, as had the 1947 paper, as one of the three pillars of British defence policy. 
The increasing need to attach importance to provisions for the defence ofEurope had not 
led to any reduction in Britain's future Middle Eastern role . The defence of that region 
could not however be achieved without additional forces and the plans to involve the 
Commonwealth countries assumed greater importance. The initial draft of the paper 
produced by the joint planners in August did not, in the COS's eyes, bring out sufficiently 
the need to take steps to enable a more forward line than the Tel Aviv-Ramallah one to be 
held (DEFE 4/35, COS 135(50)3, 22 Aug 1950).] 

Part I Introduction 

Importance of the Middle East 
In 1947 H.M. Government and the U.S. Government each independently reached the 
conclusion that the security of the Eastern Mediterranean and of the Middle East is 
vital to the security of the United Kingdom and the United States respectively; that 
this security would be jeopardised if the Soviet Union should obtain control of 
Greece, Turkey or Persia; and that the United Kingdom and the United States should 
each support the security of the Middle East and of the Eastern Mediterranean, and 
in particular should assist in maintaining the territorial integrity and the political 
independence of Turkey, Greece and Persia. These parallel conclusions were 
subsequently endorsed by the Defence Committee in this country and by the 
National Security Council in the United States. 

2. These conclusions are equally valid today. Middle East oil supplies are of very 
great importance both for the peace-time economy of the United Kingdom and for 
the war potential of the Western Powers. To retain the countries of the Middle East 
within the Western orbit is a vital cold war objective and the Allies must be prepared 
to make military sacrifices to that end. 

3. In our recent review1 of Defence Policy and Global Strategy, which has been 
approved by H.M. Government, we have pointed out that the defence of the Middle 
East which has always been one of the three pillars of British defence policy, remains 
of critical importance in allied strategy. 

4. The Middle East is the land bridge between Europe, Asia and Africa and a most 
important link in the Allied system of sea and air communications. It is also a 

1 See 165. 
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potentially important base for offensive air action against southern and central Russia. 
Its loss would be a catastrophe to the Western Powers, which, while it would not 
necessarily lose them the war, would vastly increase their difficulties in winning it. 

Existing commitments 
5. The United Kingdom, in addition to the overriding commitments which arise 

from the Charter of the United Nations is bound by treaties of alliance to come to the 
assistance of the following countries in the event of their becoming victims of 
aggression:-

Turkey 
Egypt 
Iraq 
Jordan 

6. France is bound by a similar commitment towards Turkey. 
7. United States commitments in the area are those which arise from the Charter 

of the United Nations. The U.S. Government also issued a public statement at the 
time of the signature of the Atlantic Pact affirming their interest in the territorial 
integrity and political independence of Turkey, Greece and Persia. H.M. Government 
did likewise. Both governments re-affirmed this declaration at the close of the 
Atlantic Council meeting in London in May, 1950. 

Possible communist aggression against the Middle East 
8. Apart from the possibility of global war, there is a threat of indirect aggression 

against Persia, Greece and Turkey. Allied measures to counteract this threat in Persia 
and Greece are the subject of separate examinations and are not dealt with further in 
this report. It is considered that an attack by the Satellites against Turkey would have 
no chance of success without the intervention of Russian forces which would lead to 
general war. 

United Kingdom sovereignty in Cyprus 
9. Owing to representations from the Governor of Cyprus that continued 

agitation for union with Greece would require repressive measures liable to evoke 
questions both in the British Parliament and in the wider international field, an 
examination was made in May, 1950 of the importance of retaining full British 
sovereignty in Cyprus. 

The political aspects of this question were set out in a note prepared jointly by the 
Colonial Office and the Foreign Office. Our views on the strategic aspects, which 
were in close accord with the political view, were set out in detail in their paper on 
"Strategic Importance of Retaining Full Sovereignty in Cyprus". 

10. We conclude that:-

(a) The minimum facilities required in Cyprus are:-
(i) A free hand to station in Cyprus in peace that part of the British Middle East 
forces which may be considered necessary, at any time, to meet the strategic 
situation. 
(ii) The right to develop airfields necessary to support allied strategy. 

(b) These facilities could only be assured if Cyprus remained under British 
sovereignty. 
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(c) It is essential that Cyprus does not come under communist control in peace. 
(d) The effect on Turkey and other Middle East countries of any abrogation of 
British sovereignty is likely to be so serious that it is strategically necessary for 
Cyprus to remain British. 

It is considered that any indication that such abrogation may be contemplated will 
have an equally serious effect. 

Part II Cold War- Retention of Middle East countries within the Western orbit 

Internal conditions in the Middle East countries 

Turkey 
11. Turkey, which differs from the rest of the countries under review in being 

directly adjacent to Soviet Russia, is morally, economically, and militarily the 
strongest-or more accurately the least weak- of all of them. The Turks are a sturdy 
and patriotic race, traditionally and temperamentally hostile both to Russia and to 
the idea of communism. The foreign policy of the two main parties, the Democrats 
who are now in power and the Republicans whom they recently supplanted, is 
identical and commands the support of the country as a whole. This policy is based 
on Turkey's treaty of alliance with the United Kingdom and France, and on Turkey's 
membership of the United Nations and of the Council of Europe. Organised 
communism is illegal. 

There can be no doubt that the Turks are whole-heartedly in the Western camp 
and would resist either direct or indirect Russian aggression. On the other hand, 
Turkey is not unaffected by the constant Soviet propaganda directed, chiefly by radio, 
against the border districts of Kars and Ardahan and claiming these territories on 
historical or racial grounds. Any attention paid in the Soviet press to the question of 
the Straits, or any unusual reference to the Black Sea, is apt to cause nervousness in 
Ankara. 

Consequently successive Turkish Ministers for Foreign Affairs have, during the 
past year, been endeavouring to buttress Turkish security by obtaining a direct 
contractual obligation on the part of the United States, similar to that which the 
United Kingdom and France have already undertaken, to defend Turkey if attacked. 
In pursuance of this aim the Turkish Government has now officially requested the 
U.S. Government, H.M. Government and the French Government to sponsor 
Turkey 's admission to the Atlantic Pact. We are considering, in conjunction with the 
Foreign Office, the reply to this application. The Turks have also intimated that they 
intend to request the U.S. Government to increase the scope of their military aid . It 
would be advantageous if this request were met. 

The Arab states 
12 . The Arab States, as a whole, are at present subject to three separate kinds of 

stress:-

(a) Their hostility towards Israel , and their fears that she may be contemplating 
expansion at their expense. 
(b) Their internecine quarrels, particularly between the Hashemite Kingdoms of 
Iraq and Jordan on the one hand, and Egypt and Saudi Arabia on the other, which 
may result in the disintegration of the Arab League. 
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(c) Economic and financial difficulties which, in the case of Jordan in particular, 
are exacerbated by the problem of the Palestine refugees. 

13. Only Egypt and Jordan can be said to have comparatively stable regimes. 
Saudi Arabia is at present stable, but might well disintegrate on the death of Ibn 
Saud; Syria, Iraq and the Lebanon all suffer in varying degrees from political 
instability, from the chronic inefficiency and corruption of their administrations and 
from the low level of their social and economic conditions. 

14. In none of these countries has communism hitherto made much headway. 
The communist parties are prescribed in all of them and, although active in the 
Lebanon and Syria and to a lesser extent in Egypt, cannot be held in present 
circumstances to constitute a serious menace. Communism is virtually non-existent 
in Saudi Arabia and until recently in Jordan though it is now tending to spread 
amongst the Arab refugees there. The great majority of the ruling classes are firmly 
opposed to communism, the spread of which is also hindered by the habits and 
religion of the majority of the people. 

15. On the other hand, the political instability, the unsatisfactory and sometimes 
deplorable administration of these countries, the lack of social services, and the low 
economic standard of life of the majority of the people, all combine to create 
conditions in which communist-sponsored agitation could well produce serious 
disturbances, possibly even leading to the overthrow of the existing regimes. 

16. Moreover the Arab peoples, who demonstrated during their war against Israel 
their inability to co-operate with each other, have learned, through many centuries 
of subservience, an exaggerated respect for strength. King Ibn Saud, King Abdullah 
of Jordan, and one or two of the Iraqi statesmen are the only prominent Arabs who 
can be described as staunch friends of the West; their loyalty can almost certainly be 
counted upon in all circumstances, as was the case in World War Il. The Arab Legion 
is the most effective fighting force of the Arab States and a valuable contribution to 
the defence of the region. 

Although King Farouk is known to be personally in favour of a military agreement 
with the United Kingdom, Egypt's attitude, as is explained below, is affected by her 
differences with the United Kingdom. The rest of the Arab States, namely Iraq, Syria 
and the Lebanon, may be expected in present circumstances to side with the Western 
Powers in the event of imminent conflict; but they must be regarded as more 
vulnerable to Soviet propaganda and pressure, and their loyalty could not be counted 
upon once it became clear that Soviet Russia had both the intention and the power to 
occupy their countries. 

Egypt 
17. The Wafd Government, which commands an overwhelming majority in the 

Chamber of Deputies and a working majority in the Senate, is largely pre-occupied 
with consolidating its internal position. It is still publicly committed to the policy of 
securing the evacuation of British forces from the Canal Zone and the termination of 
the Anglo- Egyptian condominium over the Sudan. It also displays in an extreme 
form the general Arab hostility towards Israel. These pre-occupations are primarily 
responsible for the attitude which Egypt, alone amongst the Arab States, has adopted 
over Korea. None the less, in the event of a confl ict between the Western Powers and 
Russia, Egypt would almost certainly stand with the West. 
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18. Egypt, thanks largely to the high price of cotton, is relatively prosperous; but 
the vast majority of her population lives in abject poverty. The Wafdist leaders are 
prevented by their political pre-occupations and pressure from some of their 
supporters from devoting any real effort towards implementing their electoral 
programme of social and economic reforms. 

The communist party is small and as yet poorly organised, and suffers from the 
disadvantages that its leaders are mostly Levantines or Jews and that it has little 
following outside the towns. The communist leaders were released from internment 
when martial law was recently abolished, but are kept under fairly effective 
surveillance by the Egyptian police, who have not as yet been penetrated by 
communist influence. There is little evidence of effective Russian assistance either to 
the communist party or to the Muslim Brethren, which is an essentially indigenous 
movement though exceedingly hostile to Great Britain. 

19. Egypt does not therefore appear immediately vulnerable to Soviet 
penetration; but the condition of the masses suggests that the internal situation is 
potentially inflammable. 

20. It cannot be over emphasised that Egypt is the key strategic area of the 
Middle East and our retention of the Egyptian base is indispensable. The United 
Kingdom is prepared to go a long way to meet Egyptian susceptibilities by putting 
British installations in the Canal Zone on a common user basis and even having 
some degree of joint Anglo/Egyptian control - on the principle that the base is 
essential to the defence of Egypt as it is to other Allied interests in the Middle East. 
Although there has been some progress on the Service level towards obtaining the 
co-operation and good will of the Egyptians and they have afforded us long term 
facilities for improving the air base at Abu Sueir, the Wafd Government remains 
intransigent over its policy of securing the complete evacuation of British forces 
from Egyptian territory. 

The establishment of new treaty relations with Egypt, on a basis that recognises 
the need for the permanent presence of British forces in the Canal Zone, should 
remain a major objective of Allied policy in the Middle East. 

Israel 
21. The people of Israel are animated by a fierce determination to consolidate 

their newly formed state and to make it work. Many of them doubtless also cherish 
expansionist ambitions, but the existing Government at least realises that 
expansionism is not at present practical politics. The remarkable unbalance of their 
budget and their dependence on contributions from external Jewry, especially in the 
United States, render the Israelis particularly susceptible to economic pressure from 
the West, though this is to some extent offset by the influence which they can exert 
through Jewish organisations in all countries. 

The communist party is not proscribed, but is kept firmly in check by the present 
Government and flourishes more particularly amongst the Arab minority, who 
naturally have little influence. 

22 . Hitherto Israel has publicly maintained that in the event of war her attitude 
would be one of neutrality; but she endorsed the action of the Security Council over 
Korea, and there are other indications that her policy may be evolving in the 
direction of the West. In the event of imminent conflict, therefore, there are some 
hopes that she might side with the Western Powers; but it is likely that she would 
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endeavour, in return, to exact concessions from them, some of which could not be 
granted except at the risk of alienating the Arab States. 

The friendly co-operation of Israel is militarily essential in order to secure the 
strategic facilities required in that country in war. Every endeavour should be made 
to draw Israel into the Western orbit, provided only that the relations between the 
Allies and the Arab States are not seriously prejudiced. 

Cold War measures 
23. It is essential, during the period of the cold war, to do everything possible to 

keep all the Middle East countries within the Western camp. Hitherto the policy of 
the United Kingdom has been:-

(a) To maintain and, if possible, improve relations with all the Middle East 
countries, including Israel; to preserve the strategic facilities the United Kingdom 
enjoys in certain of them; and to create a situation in which the additional 
facilities required, particularly in Israel, might be obtained. 
(b) To promote peace and stability in the Middle East, in particular by 
encouraging the Arab States and Israel to reach a settlement. 
(c) To promote economic development and social reform within the Arab States, 
in the hope of thus reducing the opportunities for the spread of communism. 

It is the intention of H.M. Government that the policy outlined above should be 
continued. Its effects, however, are essentially long-term, and it is therefore 
necessary to consider whether any shorter-term measures are possible with a view to 
aligning the Middle East states with the Western Powers in opposition to Russia and 
communism. 

Middle East pact 
24. The idea of some kind of regional pact, in which the United Kingdom and the 

United States and one or more of the Commonwealth countries might participate, 
has been considered; but the factors indicated in paragraph 12 above would seem to 
render the formation, let alone the effective working, of such a pact problematical at 
present. It is considered, therefore, that better results might be obtained by separate 
approaches by the Western Powers to individual states, and by co-ordinated 
arrangements by the Western powers in peace to defend the Middle East against 
Russian aggression, both in peace and war, particularly Egypt, Turkey and Israel. 

Redeployment of forces 
25. The most effective measure which could be taken to bring home to the 

Middle East countries both the reality of the danger and the determination of the 
Western Powers to defend their interests, would be to meet any threat to the security 
of the Middle East with a display of force. This would require that a highly mobile 
formation with armoured and air support should be readily available for rapid 
redeployment to any threatened area. There is no prospect at present of meeting this 
requirement from United Kingdom resources . 

26. The most immediate threat to the security of the Middle East is the 
possibility of Russian moves against Persia. The courses open to the Allies in the 
event of Russian occupation of northern Persia or a coup d'etat by the Communist 
Tudeh Party have been examined separately and it has been recommended that 
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initially one brigade from the Middle East garrison supported by an air component 
should move to Abadan, being replaced in the Middle East by a brigade from the 
United Kingdom. The brigade in Abadan should if possible be built up as necessary to 
one division, which is the force estimated as required to cover the whole oilfield area. 

If this recommendation is accepted as Anglo-American policy, it might be possible 
to assist the implementation of this plan and, at the same time, to provide an earnest 
of Britain's intention to stand by her commitments to Iraq, Jordan and Turkey, by 
stationing the advanced elements of the force earmarked for Persia sufficiently far 
forward to enable them to be moved immediately to the Abadan area. The difficulties 
of movement between North and South Iraq would limit the useful effective strength 
of these advanced elements. Such a redeployment of the British forces already 
available in the Middle East would have a greater effect than any political or 
propaganda moves towards keeping the potentially wavering Arab States within the 
Western camp. 

27. Militarily the best location for the advanced elements of this force would be 
Iraq. There might, however, be difficulty in obtaining Iraqi agreement to such a 
proposal unless the threat through Persia were sufficiently apparent to justify H.M. 
Government invoking the mutual assistance clause of the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty. This 
might lead the Iraqis to expect that British forces would be retained in Iraq for the 
defence of that country in war. 

Alternatively, certain of the advanced elements might be located in Bahrein or 
Kuweit. It is understood that there are no insuperable objections in international law 
to the stationing of British forces in any of the British protected states of the Persian 
Gulf; though in the case of Bahrein, the movement to that place of any considerable 
forces might lead to serious political repercussions in Persia. The U.S. Government 
might also consider the possibility of obtaining the consent of the Saudi Arabian 
Government to the stationing of American forces at the Dhahran air base. 

28. It might be objected that troop movements of this nature could be 
represented by the Russians as "provocative", and might therefore furnish them with 
a plausible pretext for a forward move in Persia. It is considered, however, that this 
would be an acceptable risk. 

The presence of British (or allied) ground forces in Iraq or the Persian Gulf could 
not validly be represented as constituting a threat to Soviet Russia or any of its 
Satellites and a challenge to it on legal grounds could be resisted. If the Russians 
have already decided to embark on an adventure in Persia, the provision of means for 
allied counter-action is more likely to act as a deterrent than as a provocation; while 
if they have not so decided, and are still unwilling to precipitate a world war, it seems 
unlikely that the limited operation envisaged would cause them to react by 
embarking on measures most likely to lead to a direct clash with allied forces. 

29. There is a further possibility that the advanced elements of the force 
earmarked for Persia might be located in Jordan. Militarily the move of the initial 
Brigade to Abadan could best and most quickly be made by air from Egypt. The 
Brigade would use local transport in Abadan until their vehicles and heavy 
equipment arrived several weeks later by sea. 

30. Any redeployment of forces at present in the Middle East to the lines 
considered in paragraphs 26 to 28 above if fully implemented would present 
considerable logistic problems and would entail a disproportionate increase in 
administrative services and would raise considerable political difficulties. The project 
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will require detailed examination when Anglo-American policy with regard to the 
Middle East is firmer. 

In view of U.K. commitments overseas and the limited forces at present available 
there is no possibility at present of locating part of the United Kingdom strategic 
reserve in the Middle East. The only suitable location of this reserve is the United 
Kingdom. 

Economic and financial assistance to the Arab states 
31. As stated in paragraph 12, most of the Arab countries are suffering from 

economic and financial difficulties which, in some cases (e .g. Syria, Iraq and Jordan) , 
are hampering the measures of economic development they might otherwise be 
prepared to institute. While these questions involve issues beyond the scope of this 
paper, it is recommended that, in view of the great importance of such development 
in impeding the spread of communism, especially among the Palestine refugees, 
consideration should be given to the possibility of providing or extending financial 
aid to Middle East countries in cases where such aid seems likely to promote 
economic development. In this connection, the possibility of increasing the British 
and United States contributions to the United Nations Relief and Works Agency 
should not be excluded. 

Improving anti-communist measures in the Arab states 
32. The determination of all Arab governments to control the spread of 

communism and subversive activities in their countries is at present largely affected 
by the inefficiency of their security services. Many of them realise and regret these 
shortcomings. The United Kingdom already has a close unofficial liaison with the 
Egyptian security forces; there is a British security adviser in the Lebanon; and 
assistance has been given to Iraq in training police officers. It is suggested, however, 
that all Arab governments might be warned of the increased dangers of communist 
infiltration, and urged to intensify their precautions. It might be found possible, as a 
result of these approaches, to induce them to accept increased technical assistance in 
training their security services, either by the despatch of officers for the purpose 
(who might, if necessary, operate under cover) or by the training of selected Arab 
security officers in the United Kingdom or the United States. 

Assistance to armed forces of Arab states and Israel 
33. Advantage should be taken of any indication on the part of the Arab States or 

Israel to accept British or American assistance in training their armed forces . Where 
British assistance is already being provided (as in Jordan, Saudi Arabia and, to a 
certain extent, Egypt and Iraq) , the United Kingdom will endeavour to increase this 
help to the extent considered desirable. 

Proposals have already been put forward for increasing the strength and efficiency 
of the Arab Legion. Such an increase would be an appreciable contribution to the 
armed forces of the area and might act as an encouragement to other Arab countries. 

Measures are at present under discussion for the establishment of an integrated 
Anglo-Egyptian air defence organisation in Egypt. 

Discussion of military plans with the Middle East states 
34. The Iraqi Prime Minister, in a recent conversation with H.M. Charge 
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d'Affaires, has specifically asked for information as to the intentions of H.M. 
Government in regard to the defence of the Middle East and the role envisaged for 
Iraq in this respect. King Abdullah of Jordan has just made a similar approach to 
H.M. Minister at Amman. 

It is clear that any discussion of British military plans with Middle East 
governments would be objectionable not only for reasons of security, but because the 
disclosure of the little the United Kingdom can actually do to protect the Middle East 
would be liable to lower rather than to raise Arab or Turkish morale. This position 
might be improved were the United States to agree to participate in the defence of 
the Middle East. I 

It is suggested, h'owever, that it might be beneficial if the Commander-in
Chief, M.E.L.F. could visit the Arab capitals, and perhaps also Tel Aviv, for the 
purpose of discussing with Ministers for Defence, in general terms, the problems 
of their defence forces; from this would follow a discussion of their training 
needs. It is considered that, while British military plans need not (and indeed 
should not) be revealed, the Ministers concerned would appreciate the 
opportunity of expressing their views on Middle East defence, and of learning 
from an authoritative military source the determination of the Western Powers 
to organise resistance to Russia. 

In these discussions the Middle East countries must be expected to raise the 
question of the supply of arms, a subject to which most of them attach great 
importance and on which most of them are dissatisfied. It is essential, therefore, that 
agreement should be reached as early as possible between the United Kingdom and 
the United States on the policy to be adopted. 

Supply of arms to the Middle East states 
35. It is important that the Middle East countries should not be encouraged to 

expect a greater quantity of arms and equipment than could, in fact, be made 
available. At present very low priority is accorded to Middle East countries for the 
supply of British arms and equipment. The output of the armament industries in the 
United Kingdom is already fully committed to meet the re-equipment requirements 
of British and Commonwealth forces and to assist in the build-up of the Brussels 
Treaty Nations. Moreover, apart from the Arab Legion, Turkey, Israel and, to a lesser 
extent, Egypt, it is not expected that the Middle East countries will be able to make 
any significant contribution to the defence of the Middle East, and there is always the 
danger that arms and equipment supplied might eventually fall into the hands of the 
Russians. Nevertheless, the supply of a limited quantity of arms to meet reasonable 
requirements supplemented by increased assistance in training would help to raise 
morale and would go a long way towards retaining the Middle East countries within 
the Western orbit. 

The supply of arms to the Middle East States should be conditional on those 
countries co-operating with us in our Allied Defence policy and on granting us the 
minimum facilities which that policy requires. 

Even if the output of the British Armaments industry were considerably 
increased (which would have the added advantage of increasing the arms potential 
of the Allies) , there would be little possibility of providing the equipment 
necessary for the Arab States and Israel without the assistance of the United 
States. 
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Syrian airfields 
36. In the particular case of Syria, it is recommended that every effort should be 

made to induce the Syrian Government to agree to an early visit of the R.A.F. 
Reconnaissance Party to advise on the siting and construction of airfields, which was 
arranged with the previous Syrian Prime Minister. 

Propaganda 
37. Joint Anglo-American discussions are shortly to take place for the co

ordination of the various aspects of information policy in the Middle East and 
elsewhere. These discussions should prove of great value in view of the importance of 
propaganda in influencing the peoples of this area. 

Summary of recommended Cold War measures 
38. The measures recommended for action during the cold war in order to retain 

the Middle East countries within the Western orbit, may be summarised as follows:-

(a) The assistance already being provided to Turkey for the equipment and 
training of her armed forces should be continued, and if possible the delivery of 
arms should be accelerated. 
(b) The existing policies of endeavouring to promote a settlement between Israel 
and the Arab States, and of encouraging the Arab States to promote economic 
development and social reform, should be continued and if possible intensified. 
(c) The friendly co-operation of Israel is militarily essential in order to secure the 
strategic facilities required in that country in war. Every endeavour should be 
made to draw Israel into the Western orbit, provided only that the relations 
between the Allies and the Arab States are not seriously prejudiced. 
(d) Since Egypt is the key strategic area of the Middle East and the retention of 
the Egyptian base is indispensible [sic], H.M. Government and the U.S. 
Government should continue to urge, both upon King Farouk and on the Egyptian 
Government, the necessity for retaining in Egypt in peace the forces and facilities 
required as a necleus [sic] for the defence of the Middle East. 
(e) When Anglo-American policy with regard to possible developments in Persia 
has finally been decided, a detailed examination should be made of the possibility 
of deploying advanced elements of the forces earmarked for southern Persia 
sufficiently far forward to enable then to move rapidly to the Abadan area. Such a 
forward deployment would be the best method of increasing the confidence of the 
Middle East countries and retaining them within the Western camp. The U.S. 
Government should be invited to consider the possibility of stationing forces at 
Dhahran. 
(f) Consideration should be given to the possibility of providing or extending 
financial aid to Middle East countries and/or of increasing contributions to the 
United Nations Relief and Works Agency for the purpose of promoting economic 
development. 
(g) Assistance should be offered to all Arab governments in raising the standard of 
efficiency of their police and security forces . 
(h) Advantage should be taken of any inclination on the part of the Arab States or 
Israel to accept British or American assistance in building up or training their 
armed forces. 
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U) The strength and efficiency of the Arab Legion should be increased. 
(k) The Commander-in-Chief, M.E.L.F. should visit the Arab capitals, and possibly 
Tel Aviv, for discussions with the respective Ministers for Defence on defence 
matters: Middle East defence plans should not however be divulged. 
(I) An Anglo-American policy for the supply of arms to Middle East countries 
should be drawn up with a view to meeting their reasonable requirements. 
Delivery of arms should be conditional on those countries co-operating with us. 
(m) The Syrian airfields reconnaissance project should be pursued. 

Part Ill Allied war strategy in the Middle East 

Russian military aims 

39. The Joint Intelligence Committee have appreciated that the Russian aims in 
the Middle East in the event of war would be:-

(a) - To deny to the Allies the Middle East oilfields and the Suez Canal area. 
(b) To reduce the allied air threat and add depth to the defence of Russia. 

40. Russian objectives in the first stages of the war would be:-

(a) To capture as soon as possible the Persian and Iraqi oilfields in order to deny 
them to the Allies. 
(b) To occupy Turkey, Persia and Iraq in order to establish bases for a subsequent 
assault on the Suez Canal and Egypt. 

Review of British defence plans 

41. Appreciations have been made of the various aspects of the Middle East 
defence problem. From these appreciations British planning studies have been 
prepared for the defence of the following positions:-

( a) The "Outer Ring" running from the Turkish Mediterranean coast opposite 
Cyprus, along the Taurus mountains and the rim of the Turkish plateau to Lake 
Van, then south-eastwards along the arc of the Zagros mountains to Bandar Abbas. 
(b) The "Inner Ring" running from the Turkish Mediterranean coast opposite 
Cyprus, along the Taurus mountains to Malatya, southwards along the Firat River 
to the Anti-Lebanon mountains and then south to the lava belt. 
(c) The "Lebanon-Jordan Line" running astride the Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon 
mountains, north of the Beirut-Damascus road and thence southwards along the 
Jordan valley. 
(d) The southwest Persian Gulf oil area of Bahrein/Ras Tanura together with 
Bandar Abbas. 
(e) An emergency "last ditch" position on the line Tel Aviv-Ramallah-Jericho
Dead Sea-Aqaba. 

Summaries of these outline plans are given at Appendices "A" to "E".2 The naval 
aspect of Middle East defence is summariesed [sic] at Appendix "F". A map showing 
the defence positions is at Appendix "G". 

2 Appendices E, F and G and not printed. 
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42 . While all the above plans except (e) have been related to war in the long 
term, the Russian threat in the short term will not differ materially in scale. Nor, 
with the exception of the threat through Turkey, is it expected to differ in timing. For 
the purpose of these plans it was assumed that Turkish armed forces would have 
profited from allied military aid and advice, and would be capable, with a measure of 
allied air assistance, of delaying the Russian advance to the Cilician Gates and 
Malatya until D+6 months. 

The Outer Ring 
43. A summary of the outline plan for the defence of the Outer Ring, showing the 

strength and build-up of allied forces required, is at Appendix "A". 
44. The defence of the Outer Ring would have the following outstanding 

strategic advantages:-

(a) It would retain under allied control all the Middle East oil areas. 
(b) It would limit the air threat against Egypt to units of the Soviet Long Range 
Air Force, which would only be directed to Middle East targets if it became 
necessary to counter allied strategic air operations. 
(c) It would safeguard the Arab States (with some of whom the United Kingdom 
has treaty obligations) and Israel, and would prevent them from coming under 
Russian domination. 
(d) It would facilitate subsequent offensive operations against Russia. 

45. There is no prospect in the foreseeable future of achieving in time the allied 
build-up necessary to hold this line. Nor is there any prospect, militarily or 
politically, of stationing in Iraq in peacetime the very considerable forces which 
would be required to man the Persia-Iraq passes immediately on the outbreak of war. 
For these reasons this plan has not been progressed further. 

It is most unlikely that the Western Allies, with their overriding commitments 
nearer home, would in fact ever be in a position to maintain in this area in peace 
sufficient forces to make the defence of the Outer Ring a practicable proposition. 

The Inner Ring 
46. A summary of the outline plan for the defence of the Inner Ring, showing the 

strength and build-up of Allied forces required, is at Appendix "B". 
47. The defence of the Inner Ring would have the following advantages:-

(a) It would enable the Allies to maintain contact with Turkey and to make use of 
Turkish forces. 
(b) It would retain in allies [sic] hands part of southern Turkey, Syria, Lebanon, 
Israel and parts of Jordan. 
(c) It would be based on the natural defence line inside the Outer Ring which 
would keep the enemy the greatest distance from Egypt. 
(d) It would require fewer forces and a very much slower rate of build-up than the 
Outer Ring. 

48. The disadvantages of the Inner Ring position would be:
(a) It would not contain any of the Middle East oil areas. 
(b) It would abandon Iraq, and much of Jordan, to whom the United Kingdom has 
treaty obligations. 
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49. The Inner Ring has been considered as the most satisfactory defence line which 
might be practicable in the long term, and the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East have 
been invited to prepare a long-term theatre plan for the defence of this position. 

The Lebanon-Jordan line 
50. A summary of the outline plan for the defence of the Lebanon-Jordan Line, 

showing the strength and build-up of allied forces required, is at Appendix "C". 
51. The defence of the Lebanon-Jordan Line would have the following 

advantages:-

(a) It would provide a shorter line than the Inner Ring while still keeping Russian 
short range aircraft out of range of the Egypt base. 
{b) It would ensure the defence of Israel. 
(c) It would require fewer allied air forces and a slower air build-up than the Inner 
Ring. 

52. The Lebanon- Jordan Line would suffer from the disadvantages of the Inner 
Ring, and in addition:-

(a) It would allow no direct support to Turkey. 
(b) It would require a quicker army build-up and the deployment of a greater 
proportion of allied fighting troops, to compensate for the loss of Turkish support 
which would have been available on the north flank of the Inner Ring. 
(c) It is conceivable that Turkey, realising that she would receive no direct allied 
support in war, might be persuaded to attempt to preserve her integrity by 
allowing transit rights to the Russian forces . While this is considered highly 
unlikely, if it should happen the full Russian threat in the Levant could develop so 
early that the defence of Egypt might be impracticable. 

53. The final selection between the Inner Ring and the Lebanon-Jordan Line 
would depend on the actual availability of allied land and air forces at the time, the 
effectiveness of the Turkish forces and the degree of defence co-operation with 
Turkey which had been achieved before the outbreak of war. 

The Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East have therefore been invited to prepare a 
long-term theatre plan for the defence of the Lebanon-Jordan Line as an alternative 
to the Inner Ring. 

The southwest Persian Gulf oil area 
54. With the exception of the Outer Ring, none of the defence plans considered 

above would retain in allied hands any of the Middle East oil. Nearly one-third of the 
total production could, however, be secured if the Allies held the oilfields in the 
Bahrein/Ras Tanura area. In order to maintain forces in this area and to trans-ship 
the oil, it would be necessary to keep open the sea communications through the 
Straits of Hormuz. For this purpose Bandar Abbas must be held. Geographical 
considerations and the difficulties of land communication to these areas render them 
suitable for defence in isolation. 

An estimate of the strength and build-up of allied forces required to hold these 
areas is at Appendix "D". 

The Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East have been invited to prepare plans for the 
defence of this area in addition to whichever defence position is adopted. 



90 THE APPROACHING CRISIS [177) 

The "last ditch" position 
55. In all the above plans for the defence of the Middle East the allied build-up 

required far exceeds the forces which the United Kingdom and the Commonwealth 
are likely to be able to make available in the foreseeable future. The Commanders-in
Chief, Middle East were therefore invited to prepare an emergency theatre plan based 
on the forces actually allotted to them under plan GALLOPER. Their emergency 
plan, which provides for the defence of the Tel Aviv-Ramallah-Jericho-Dead 
Sea-Aqaba Line, is summarised at Appendix "E". 

56. This plan, which is under review by the Chiefs of Staff, suffers from the 
following disadvantages:-

( a) The only part of the Middle East which it would retain in allied hands is Egypt 
and southern Israel. 
(b) In abandoning Jordan, the Allies might lose the support of the greater part of 
the Arab Legion which is an important element of the Governing Force. 
(c) It requires the co-operation of Israel which it is unlikely to secure since it 
makes no provision for defending the whole country. Furthermore, if the Allies 
were patently incapable of preventing a Russian invasion of Israel she might come . 
to an arrangement with Russia. 
(d) In the circumstances envisaged in (c) above the Allies would be \Xl'lable to 
dispose sufficient forces to occupy southern Israel by force and establish 
themselves on the Ramallah position. In this event, as there is no other suitable 
defence line further south, it would be impossible to secure the defence of the 
Egypt base. 

57. While, therefore, the Ramallah position might serve as a line to which allied 
forces could withdraw after an initial defence north and east of Israel, and beyond 
which there could be no further withdrawal, it cannot be considered in any way 
suitable as a line on which the main defence of the Middle East should be planned. 

The naval aspect of Middle East defence 
58. The basic naval task in support of the defence of the Middle East, whichever 

defence line were adopted, would be to ensure safe passage through the 
Mediterranean of the necessary re-inforcement and supply convoys during the first 
six months of war, and thereafter either through the Mediterranean or round the 
Cape, depending on the circumstances at the time. 

59. This task would involve anti -submarine and anti-aircraft escort, 
mineweeeping of ports, protection against surface attack and offensive control of 
enemy naval forces . In addition there might be opportunities for attacking Russian 
sea communications and affording sea and air support for the land forces . 

The commitment would be considerably increased if operations were carried out 
in the Persian Gulf area, either in support of the Outer Ring strategy or in defence of 
the southwest Persian Gulf oil. There would be little difference, however, in the naval 
forces required in support of the defence of the Inner Ring, the Lebanon- Jordan Line 
or the Ramallah position. 

Middle East defence requirements 

60. In present circumstances it appears that a defence of the Middle East based 
on the Ramallah position is the best that can be achieved with the limited forces 
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which can be made available from the United Kingdom. Although Australia, New 
Zealand and South Africa are confidently expected to contribute a large proportion of 
the eventual build-up in the Middle East theatre, no significant Commonwealth 
contribution can arrive and be operationally fit until some months after the outbreak 
of war. Nor in the immediate future, is it possible to rely on the provision of any 
American support, although a Carrier Task Force may be available in the Eastern 
Mediterranean. 

With the U.K. forces at present in the Middle East together with the planned 
reinforcements from the U.K. and the contribution which we expect from Australia, 
New Zealand and South Africa-and provided we hold the Egyptian base in peace
we have a fair chance of holding the key strategic area of Egypt. Assistance from the 
United States, particularly in air forces, could reduce the deficit between what we 
estimate is required for the task and what can actually be found from the U.K. and 
Commonwealth. 

In all the other plans for the defence of the Middle East, which were related to the 
long term, considerable contributions of land and air forces have been assumed both 
from the Commonwealth and from the United States. These assumptions are 
considered reasonable for planning purposes and in the case of the Commonwealth 
are expected to be realised. 

61. The defence of Western Europe is so vital to the security of the allied base in 
the United Kingdom that she cannot allocate any forces to the Middle East whose 
absence might fatally compromise the campaign in Western Europe. It is considered, 
however, that the consequences of restricting the defence of the Middle East to the 
Ramallah position are so grave that every endeavour must be made to make possible 
the defence of the Inner Ring. 

Moreover, this position would provide a suitable spring-board for a possible allied 
advance when the effect of the strategic air offensive against Russia began to make 
itself felt. The difficulties with which the Russians would then be faced, in 
conducting a campaign in the Middle East at the end of long lines of communication, 
might enable the Allies to inflict a major defeat on the Russian Land forces in this 
area in the first year of the war. 

62 . The defence of the Inner Ring will require:-

(a) That the necessary sea, land and air forces, over and above those that can be 
made available by the United Kingdom and the Commonwealth, should be 
provided by the United States. 
(b) That aid to Turkey, both from the United Kingdom and from the United States, 
should be accelerated in order that full use may be made of Turkish potentiality 
whenever war breaks out. Some form of defence agreement between Turkey, the 
United Kingdom and the United States would also have great military advantages. 
(c) That the United States should use their good offices to secure for the Allies the 
essential Israeli co-operation on the outbreak of war, without which any plan for 
the defence of the Middle East would be seriously jeopardised. If Israel would co
operate actively, she could make a significant contribution to the land and air 
forces required. 
(d) That continued pressure should be applied both to King Farouk and to the 
Egyptian Government in order to secure from Egypt a more co-operative attitude 
towards the British forces stationed there for her defence. 
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63. The difficulty of providing the additional land forces required, particularly in 
the early stages of a war, might in some small measure be reduced if the Arab Legion 
were expanded. An important contribution might be obtained from Pakistan, 
particularly for the defence of the Persian Gulf oilfields, if her differences with India 
were satisfactorily resolved. 

64. The fulfilment of the above requirements has always been the long term aim. 
The world situation is now such that it would no longer be prudent to relegate these 
aims to long term strategy. Moreover, present international tension provides a 
favourable opportunity, which we should not hesitate to grasp, for attaining these 
aims and for bringing about, in a much shorter time, the circumstances we require 
for a satisfactory defence of the Middle East based on the Inner Ring. 

It is noted, for example, that Israel is showing an increasing tendency to align 
herself with the West, and that both the Iraqi Prime Minister and King Abdullah of 
Jordan are seeking defence talks with the United Kingdom. 

Furthermore, the countries of the British Commonwealth, as well as the United 
States, are mobilising forces for active service against the communists in Korea, and 
are thereby increasing their war potential. This might enable them to make earlier, and 
possibly larger, contributions to the defence of the Middle East in the event of war. 

Summary of recommended measures in preparation for war 

65. The measures recommended for action in preparation for war may be 
summarised as follows:-

(a) Anglo-American strategy for the Middle East should be based on the defence of 
the Inner Ring. The successful defence of this position will require American 
participation to the extent of providing the balance of sea, land and particularly air 
forces over and above those which can be made available from the United Kingdom 
and the Commonwealth. 
(b) A considerable quantity of Middle East oil (amounting to nearly one-third of 
the total production) could be secured by undertaking the defence in isolation of 
the Southwest Persian Gulf oilfields and Bandar Abbas. Plans should therefore be 
made to hold this area in conjunction with the defence of the Inner Ring. 
(c) Efforts must be continued to ensure the essential co-operation of Egypt, 
Turkey and Israel, and the necessary build-up of their forces. 
(d) Measures for the expansion of the Arab Legion should be acclerated [sic]. 

Part IV Conclusion- recommended Anglo-American policy in the Middle East 

66. Positive action must be taken to demonstrate to the Middle East countries, and 
also to Russia, the determination of the Allies to protect their interests and to defend 
the Middle East, against Russian Communist aggression both in peace and war. 

It is recommended that H. M. Government and the U.S. Government should 
concert measures for the retention of the Middle East countries within the Western 
orbit, and should adopt as the basis of Anglo-American strategy in the Middle East 
the defence of the Inner Ring in war. This will require the implementation of the 
measures outlined in paragraphs 37 and 64 above, with the necessary co-ordination 
of strategic planning. 

It will be seen that the cold war measures are in close alignment with those 
recommended in preparation for war. 
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Appendix A to 177: Defence of the Outer Ring 

Aim 

To hold a line running from the Turkish Mediterranean coast opposite Cyprus, along 
the Taurus mountains and the rim of the Turkish plateau to Lake Van, then 
southwards along the arc of the Zagros mountains to Bandar Abbas (The Outer Ring). 

Defence of the Persian sector 

Possible measures to reduce the Russian threat 
2. The initial Russian advance through Persia could not be significantly delayed 

by demolitions, sabotage or air attack with high explosive or atomic bombs. It could, 
however, be halted at the Outer Ring for several months by atomic demolitions on 
the four main passes through the Zagros mountains, although infiltration along the 
mountain tracks would not be prevented. The delay before the Russians could mount 
a major assault over the Zagros mountains would not be less than three months, and 
might be considerably longer depending on the engineering difficulties encountered 
and the scale of allied air interference. 

Allied forces required 
3. To counteract airborne assaults. In order to meet any airborne operations 

designed to secure a lodgement in the Mosul-Kirkuk area it would be necessary to 
deploy adequate ground forces , which must be sufficiently dispersed to prevent them 
being decimated by initial air attack, to defeat Russian airborne troops immediately 
after they have landed. This operation would require one fully mobile allied division, 
and would call for a measure of air support to prevent the Russian air forces 
interfering with the mopping-up operations. 

In addition two brigade groups would be required to prevent the Russians from 
seizing the Ruwandiz and Senna passes by airborne assault and effecting an early 
link-up between their ground and airborne forces. 

All the above forces would have to be in a position in northern Iraq before the 
outbreak of war. 

4. To defend the Persia- Iraq passes 

(a) Land forces (unassisted by atomic demolitions) 
To defend the Persia-Iraq passes, if they had not been rendered impassable by 
atomic demolitions, allied land forces would be required as follows:-

Ruwandiz Pass 

Senna Pass 

Khanaqin Pass 

Khurramabad Pass 

Central Reserve 
(in Iraq) 

D-day 
0+20 days 
D-day 
0+20 days 
0+14 days 
0+30 days 
D+20days 
0+35 days 
0+40 days 

Cumulative Totals 
One brigade (included in para. 3 above) 
One division 
One brigade (included in para. 3 above) 
One division 
One division 
Five divisions 
One brigade 
Two divisions 
Two infantry divisions and One 
armoured division. 
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Note: The infantry division which would have been employed against the 
Russian airborne force would be available for re-deployment as part of the 
above forces by 0 + 14 days. 

(b) Land forces (assisted by atomic demolitions) 
If atomic demolitions were carried out as suggested in paragraph 2 above, they 
would allow a slower rate of build-up of land forces for the defence of the passes, 
although they would not alter the forces required for other tasks in the defence of 
the Outer Ring. Forces would have to be provided to meet infiltrations over the 
Zagros mountains from the time when the Russians arrived at the blocked passes. 
Although engineering difficulties and allied air action might delay the 
construction of diversionary routes for a considerable time, the actual delay 
cannot be accurately assessed. It is therefore considered that the Allies should plan 
to have land forces in position to meet major Russian attacks not later than 0+4 
months. In these circumstances the land forces required would be as follows:-

Ruwandiz Pass 

Senna Pass 

Khanaqin Pass 

Khurramabad Pass 

Central Reserve 
(in Iraq) 

0-day 
0+4 months 
0-day 
0+4 months 
0+14 days 
0+30 days 
0+4 months 
0+20 days 
0+30 days 
0+4 months 
0+4 months 

One brigade (included in para. 3 above) 
One division 
One brigade (included in para. 3 above) 
One division 
One brigade 
Two divisions 
Five divisions 
One brigade 
One division 
Two divisions 
Two infantry divisions and one 
armoured division 

Note: The infantry division which would have been employed against the 
Russian airborne force would be available for re-deployment as part of the 
above force by 0+14 days. 

(c) Air forces. Apart from the initial airborne assault on airfields in the 
Mosul-Kirkuk area, when the odds would be overwhelming, the tasks of the allied 
forces in support of the defence of the Persian passes would be to establish local air 
superiority, to prevent Russian aircraft penetrating to allied military installations 
and communications in the forward areas, and to attack Russian lines of 
communication through Persia and southern Caucasia. 
For these purposes the following allied tactical air forces would be required:-

Fighters and Ground Attack 
Night Fighters 
Light Bombers 

Defence of Bandar Abbas 

Allied forces required 

15 Squadrons (240 aircraft) 
4 Squadrons (64 aircraft) 
4 Squadrons (64 aircraft) 

5. For the defence of Bandar Abbas an allied force of one division, less one 
brigade group, two fighter/ground attack squadrons (32 aircraft) and two light 
bomber squadrons (32 aircraft) would be required by 0+30 days. 
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Defence of the Turkish sector 

Allied forces required 
6. Land Forces . Taking into account the length of the line and the suitability of 

the terrain for cross-country movement, the land forces required to hold the Outer 
Ring in Turkey would be of the order of fifteen divisions. This commitment would be 
undertaken mainly by the Turkish army although a full allied contribution of at least 
one corps, consisting of three infantry divisions, would be necessary to sustain 
Turkish morale by the time the Turks have been forced back to this line, at about D + 
6 months . 

7. Air forces . In assessing the delay which might be imposed on the Russian 
advance through Turkey, we have taken into account a measure of allied air 
assistance, which we estimate should not be less than ten fighter/ground attack 
squadrons (160 aircraft) to be provided within the first month of the war. 

These squadrons would retire with the Turkish armies as they were forced back, 
and would have to be reinforced so that a total of thirty fighter/ground attack 
squadrons (480 aircraft) of eight light bomber squadrons (128 aircraft) were available 
for the defence of the Turkish sector of the Outer Ring by D+6 months . The allied 
contribution required at this time would depend on the number of Turkish 
squadrons which had been able to withdraw successfully to the Outer Ring position. 

Static air defence 

8. The estimated requirement for anti-aircraft regiments in the Middle East is as 
follows:-

(a) Field Force 

(b) Defence of 
ports , airfields 
and bases 
throughout the 
Middle East 
(except Turkey) 

D-day 
4HAA 
4LAA 
4HAA 
4 LAA 

D+40 days 
10(24) HAA 
10(24) LAA 
20 HAA 
20 LAA 

D+4 months 
24 HAA 
24 LAA 
20HAA 
20 LAA 

D+6months 
30HAA 
30 LAA 
25 HAA 
25 LAA 

Note: Figures in brackets refer to the case where atomic demolitions have not 
been carried out. 

The requirement for fighter aircraft for the defence of the main base in Egypt and 
for advanced bases in the Levant and Iraq is estimated at 320 day/night fighters, to be 
available from the outbreak of war. These aircraft would be deployed as follows:-

Egypt . . .. . . . .... . . . 10 Squadrons (160 aircraft) 
Levant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 Squadrons (80 aircraft) 
Iraq . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 Squadrons (80 aircraft) 

Summary of allied forces required 

Land and air forces 
9. The cumulative totals of the land and air forces required for the defence of the 

Outer Ring are tabulated below:-
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Infantry Armoured HM LM Light Fighter Day/ 
Divisions Divisions Regiments Regiments Bombers Ground Night 

Attack Fighters 
D-day 11!(1%) 8 8 64 240 384 
D+20 days 1%(3~) 8(12) 8(12) 64 240 384 
D+30 days 4 ~(8) 14(22) 14(22) 96 432 384 
D+40 days 4~ 0(1) 30(44) 30(44) 96 432 384 
D+4 months 11~ 1 44 44 96 432 384 
D+6 months 13)'; 2 55 55 224' 752' 384 

' Includes any Turkish air forces which may have succeeded in withdrawing to the Outer Ring. 

Notes: (a) Figures in brackets indicate forces required if atomic demolitions have 
NOT been made in the passes. 
(b) In addition Radar stations to cover northern Iraq and northern Persia 
must be established before the outbreak of war. 
(c) Turkish land forces to be employed in the Turkish sector have not been 
included. 

Naval forces 
10. The naval forces required are included at Appendix "F". 

Appendix B to 177: Defence of the Inner Ring 

Aim 
1. To hold a line running from the Turkish Mediterranean coast opposite Cyprus, 

along the Taurus mountains to Malatya, south along the Firat River to the Anti
Lebanon mountains and south to the lava belt (The Inner Ring). 

Outline plan 
2. If it is decided not to defend the Outer Ring, there is no natural defensive 

position east of the Anti-Lebanon mountains. These mountains with the lava belt in 
Jordan and the soft sand area in northern Saudi-Arabia form a natural expensive 
barrier against attack through Iraq. 

3. The successful defence of the Inner Ring would depend on:-

(a) The provision of land communications through Israel by D+3 months. If 
communications through Israel were not available and enemy interference with 
sea communications became serious, it might result in the isolation of land forces 
in Syria, Lebanon and southern Turkey. 
(b) The provision of five regrouped Turkish divisions by D+ 7 months, rising to 
seven divisions by D+ 11 months. 
It is to be expected that allied forces would have to contain the initial Russian 
threat to the Cilician Gates and Malatya at about D+6 months, by which time the 
Turks would probably have been driven out of the greater part of Turkey and 
would require regrouping. 

Allied forces required 

Land forces 
4. To defend the Inner Ring the following build-up of land forces would be 

necessary:-
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Date Infantry Armoured Units 
Divisions Land and Formations 

D+20 days l)+ Two armoured car regiments 

D+60 days l l)+ One armoured division 
One armoured brigade 
Two armoured car regiments 

D+3 months 13 One armoured division 
One armoured brigade 
Two armoured car regiments 

D+4 months 2 v3 One armoured division 
One armoured brigade 
Two armoured air [sic] regiments 

D+5 months 2v3 One armoured division 
One armoured brigade 
Two armoured car regiments 

D+6 months 4v3 One armoured division 
One armoured brigade 
Two armoured car regiments 

D+7 months IOV1t One armoured division 
One armoured brigade 
Two armoured car regiments 

D+8 months 10V3t Two armoured divisions 
One armoured brigade 
Two armoured car regiments 

+ The Arab Legion 
t Includes five Turkish divisions 

Air forces 
5. The following build-up of air forces would be required in support of the land 

battle:-

D-day to D+3 months 
D+3 months to D+6 months 

15 Squadrons (240 aircraft) 
40 Squadrons (640 aircraft) 

These figures do not take into account the requirement for ten fighter squadrons 
for the static air defence of Egypt, which remains unaltered whichever defence line is 
chosen. Nor do they take into account the desirability of providing an allied 
component of ten squadrons of tactical aircraft for direct support to Turkey in the 
first month of the war. 

Anti-aircraft defences 
6. For the defence of the Inner Ring, anti-aircraft regiments would be required 

as follows:-
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Task 

Field Force 
Levant 
Egypt 

TOTAL 

Naval forces 

THE APPROACHING CRISIS 

D-day D+3 months 

HM LAA HM LM 
Regts Regts Regts Regts 

8 8 
1 1 5 5 
4 4 20 20 

5 5 33 33 

7. The naval forces required are shown at Appendix "F". 

Appendix C to 177: Defence of the Lebanon-Jordan line 

Aim 

[177] 

D+6months 

HM LAA 
Regts Regts 

14 14 
5 5 

25 25 

44 44 

1. To defend a line running astride the Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon mountains, 
north of the main lateral road connecting Beirut and Damascus, thence southwards 
through Lake Tiberias and the Jordan Valley (The Lebanon-Jordan Line). 

Outline plan 
2. If it is decided that the defence of the Inner Ring is impracticable, the 

Lebanon-Jordan Line affords a position which, while preserving the integrity of 
Israel, is the most likely to ensure the greatest economy of force and the best use of 
topographical features. It provides the shortest defence line lying as close to the 
allied main base as possible and, at the same time, extending Russian lines of 
communication to the utmost. 

The successful defence of the Lebanon- Jordan Line would depend on the provision 
of land communications through Israel by D+3 months. If these communications 
were not available, and any interference with sea communications became serious, it 
might result in the isolation of land forces in Syria and Lebanon. 

Allied forces required 

Land forces 
3. To defend the Lebanon- Jordan Line the following build-up of land forces 

would be necessary:-

Date Infantry Amoured Units 
Divisions and Formations 

D+20 days V3+ Two armoured car regiments 

D+2 months V3+ One armoured division 
Two armoured car regiments 

D+3 months 2~ One armoured division 
Two armoured car regiments 

D+4 months 2~ One armoured division 
Two armoured car regiments 
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0+5 months 5~ One armoured division 
Two armoured car regiments 

0+6 months 5~ Two armoured divisions 
Two armoured car regiments 

0+7 months 7~ Two armoured divisions 
Two armoured car regiments 

0+8 months 7~ Two armoured divisions 
Two armoured car regiments 

+ The Arab Legion 

Air forces 
4. The following build-up of air forces would be required in support of the land 

battle:-

0 day to 0+3 months 
0+3 months to 0+6 months 
0+6 months to 0+8 months 

12 Squadrons (192 aircraft) 
20 Squadrons (320 aircraft) 
35 Squadrons (560 aircraft) 

The above figures do not take into account the requirement for ten fighter 
squadrons for the static air defence of Egypt, which remains unaltered whichever 
defence line is chosen. 

Anti-aircraft defences 
5. For the defence of the Lebanon- Jordan Line, anti-aircraft regiments would be 

required as follows:-

Task D-day D+3 months D+6months 

HAA LAA HAA LAA HAA LAA 
Regts Regts Regts Regts Regts Regts 

Field Force 6 6 14 14 
Levant 1 1 4 4 4 4 
Egypt 4 4 20 20 25 25 

TOTAL 5 5 30 30 43 43 

Naval forces 
6. The naval forces required are shown at Appendix "F". 

Appendix "D" to 177: Defence of the southwest Persian Gulf oil area and Bandar 
Abbas 

(Summary of paragraphs 169 to 174 of JP(SO)S, approved COS(50)102nd meeting) 

Aim 

1. Although, with the exception of the Outer Ring, none of the defence plans for 
the Middle East would retain in allied hands any of the Middle East oil, it would be 
possible to defend in isolation the oil fields in the Bahrein!Ras Tanura area, which are 



100 THE APPROACHING CRISIS (178) 

capable of producing 35 million tons of oil a year, representing nearly one-third of 
the total Middle East potential. 

2. In order to maintain forces in this area and to trans-ship the oil, it would be 
necessary to keep open the sea communications through the Straits of Hormuz. For 
this purpose Bandar Abbas must be held. 

Allied forces required 

Land forces 
3. The force required to hold Bandar Abbas is one division, less one brigade 

group, which would have to be in position by 0+30 days. 
It is understood that an American Marine force of one regimental combat team 

might be allocated to defend the southwest Persian Gulf oil fields. This force, 
supported by a mobile element such as an armoured car regiment, should be 
adequate to meet the Russian land threat which would be logistically limited and is 
not expected to develop until about 0+3 months. 

Air forces 
4. To meet the Russian air threat from southwest Persia and southern Iraq 

against the oil installations, ports and shipping, 8 fighter squadrons (128 aircraft) 
would be required by 0+30 days. 

Anti-aircraft defences 
5. The following anti-aircraft regiments would be required:-

H.A.A. Regiments 
L.A.A. Regiments 

Naval forces 

D+30 days 

2 
7 

D+3months 

4 
9 

6. The naval forces required are shown at Appendix "F". 

178 FO 141/1398, no 1 18 Sept 1950 
'British influence in Egypt today': memorandum by J de C Hamilton 
on the means to preserve British influence 

[The memorandum was, on the ambassador's instructions, circulated to senior members 
of the embassy's staff and it received several endorsements one of which is reproduced as 
185.] 

"The Empires of the Future are the Empires of the Mind". Winston Spencer 
Churchill. 

From 1882 to 1914 British influence in Egypt rested on:-

( a) the world-wide prestige and might of the British Empire. 
(b) the presence of British troops in Cairo, Alexandria and elsewhere in Egypt. 
(c) the work of Lord Cromer and his successors and of a band of able British civil 
servants within the Egyptian administration. 
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(d) the close and interdependent trade relationship between our two countries. 
(e) the gradual spread of English education both within Egypt and through the 
despatch to England of an increasing number of students for training at British 
universities . 

From 1914 to 1922 Egypt was under a protectorate, from 1922-1936 our 
influence was secured under the reserved points of the 1922 Declaration and since 
1936 under the terms of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty. With the passing of the years and 
through circumstances caused by two world wars the factors making for widespread 
British influence in Egypt have changed. The purpose of this note is to suggest how 
our remaining assets may best be exploited to our advantage. 

We have lost our unique position as the greatest and wealthiest world power as a 
factor of prestige and the withdrawal of our troops from Cairo and Alexandria has 
removed the visible sign of our armed might from the two most sensitive political 
centres of Egypt. We have also lost the influence exerted through the presence of 
British civil servants inside the Egyptian governmental administration. 

These losses are, however, not absolute. Our prestige still remains high and 
probably is relatively higher than that of any other power. The location of a large 
military base in the Suez Canal area still exerts an indirect influence, and, although 
there are only a few British officials left within the Egyptian government their 
influence is considerable, whilst many of the Egyptian officials themselves retain 
some elements of their British training and professional pride and traditions. 

The factors which remain are:-

(a) the influence of the British Embassy. 
(b) the influence of the British business community and of the old established 
residents. 
(c) our educational establishments, the remaining members of the P.I., our 
missionary societies and the British Council. 

(a) The influence of the British Embassy must in the nature of things be largely 
diplomatic and political and its contacts official. The fact remains however that 
under its wing are now grouped a number of sub-departments dealing with a variety 
of subjects directly connected with Egyptian public life-namely Health, Labour, 
Civil Aviation and the Press etc. We have also, of course, the Service Attaches and 
also B.M.E.O. officials. All these contacts with the Egyptian administration can (and 
should) be exploited; their value depending largely on the personalities and tact of 
the British officials concerned. 

Apart from the senior staff there are now innumerable junior British officials 
serving in these sub-departments. It is impossible for these men and women within 
the limited period of their tour of duty to make real friends amongst the Egyptians, 
nor is it necessarily desirable they should try. But their general behaviour while in 
Egypt can either enhance or depress British prestige and it is important for them to 
realise that Egypt as a station is something different to a European or North and 
South American post. Every British national here is a representative person for good 
or evil. For this reason besides others, the employment of locally recruited staff at 
the Embassy in any large numbers is to be deprecated. Too much is known about 
them locally and they are not representative. I submit also that perhaps more 
guidance might be given to newly joined officials, both male and female, on their 
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arrival and in some cases more interest taken in their local contacts during their 
tour of duty. 

(b) The British business community is Egypt is an important one with wide 
ramifications and has direct and natural contact with Egyptian life, official, social 
and commercial. It also contains a number of first-class men in the leading firms, 
most of whom have had experience during the war in the armed forces or in 
government departments. In the past such men were overshadowed by the 
permanent British officials in the Egyptian government but today they are a most 
important factor in the spread and maintenance of British influence. I submit it 
would be of advantage to give an increasing degree of our confidence to these men (I 
refer specially to the newer men e.g. Mackie, Mackay, Maxwell, Searight etc.) and 
inspire them with a purpose over and above their immediate commercial interests. 
There are also still a number of Englishmen located in the provinces, bankers, 
representatives of the cotton and oil firms and I. C. I. An occasional casual visit of an 
Embassy official and a talk with such men would pay, I believe, considerable 
dividends, both in morale and collaboration. 

Mention must also be made of a number of long established British residents who 
over a number of years have built up human and friendly relationships with a large 
number of Egyptians of great value to British influence. The more these residents 
can be encouraged to play their part in running local institutions in collaboration 
with Egyptians the better and the Egyptians seem to welcome their help because of 
its patent disinterestedness. I refer to such institutions as the Gezira Sporting Club, 
the Yacht Club, Antiquities, Horticultural and Geographical Societies etc. Playing 
games together is also a useful approach and excellent work is being done in this 
respect by certain non-official Englishmen of my acquaintance. 

(c) British education remains perhaps our greatest asset but it is a long term one. 
Every facet of this should be encouraged and I suggest a little more patronage 
socially and otherwise might be given to those schoolmasters and mistresses whether 
in the P.l. or in British schools than has been the case in the past. The same applies 
to British nurses in hospitals, to missionaries and British Council personnel. There 
are a considerable number of these people quietly working away - some increased 
attention would help to show them with what importance their work is regarded and 
give them an added sense of purpose. In this connection the increasing influence of 
the Christian churches should be noted. 

I believe we have still a great and beneficent role to play in Egypt and that we still hold 
the best cards in our hands, if we take the trouble to exploit them. We must however be 
realist and not expect too much from these futile, but not unlovable, people. It was 
Tacitus, I think, who wrote of the Egyptians that there was no race so incapable of 
gratitude or so susceptible to fear. They are, however, extremely susceptible to personal 
relationships and friendly, and even affectionate, towards "the devil they know". 

If the above is a true appreciation of Egyptian psychology, we are not badly placed 
to exploit the situation, provided a period of peace is afforded us or Egypt herself does 
not lapse into administrative chaos. We still have a number of Englishmen whose 
fortunes are bound up with Egypt and who, properly inspired, can help to bind our 
two countries together with ties of common interests and personal friendships. And 
we still have in the Canal Zone a force , out of sight, but certainly not out of mind, 
whose presence instils just that element of fear and respect for power so ultimately 
necessary for the maintenance of our position. 
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179 FO 371/80455, no 133 1 Oct 19501 

[Egyptian proposals for the evacuation of the base]: FO record of a 
conversation between Mr Bevin and Saleh el Din in New York 

The Egyptian Minister for Foreign Affairs called to see the Secretary of State at the 
Waldorf Astoria, New York, on the 28th September, at the Secretary of State's 
invitation. After the usual greetings Saleh el Din said that the Secretary of State had 
no doubt read Sir R. Stevenson's reports of their several conversations and he 
enquired how the Secretary of State thought matters were progressing. 

The Secretary of State said that so far as he could see no progress whatsoever had 
been made. He realised the great strategic importance of Egypt, but if the Egyptians 
persisted in their demand that all British forces should be evacuated from the Canal 
Zone, then His Majesty 's Government would have to reconsider the basis of their 
Middle East strategy. 

Sal eh el Din said that there would of course be a Defence Treaty and in time of war 
British troops could return to Egypt. He said that he had told Sir R. Stevenson off the 
record that he envisaged a transition period of one year in which the efficiency of the 
Egyptian Army would have to be increased and in which the Egyptian Army would 
have to learn how to maintain the equipment and installations which the British 
would leave behind. They could then take over in the Canal Zone. 

The Secretary of State said that, as had been explained to the Egyptians, His 
Majesty's Government did not feel that they could lay their plans on such an 
uncertain basis. At a critical moment in an emergency the British forces might 
require facilities in Egypt which might be refused and they would then be in a very 
difficult position. He pointed out that under the terms of the Atlantic Pact the twelve 
Powers had all undertaken certain obligations and that in the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organisation there was full understanding that if an attack was to be resisted forces 
had to be in position when the attack came. There would be no time to transport to 
the Continent from America or from Britain the troops who would have to bear the 
first shock of an attack. There were United States troops in the United Kingdom and 
His Majesty's Government were glad to have them there . He stressed that the British 
had in the past paid dearly for Egypt's defence, but they would find it very difficult to 
defend her again if all facilities necessary for a successful defence were denied to 
them. 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs said that perhaps Egypt would not have been 
attacked at all if the British had not been there. The Secretary of State said that that 
was indeed a strange attitude since the oil of the Middle East had been one of Hitler's 
goals and would no doubt be one of the Russians' first objectives. However, if the 
Egyptians thought that their association with Britain increased the danger to them, 
then His Majesty's Government would have to take this into account. 

Saleh el Din then said that His Majesty's Government were approaching the whole 
question from a purely military point of view, whereas one of the most important 
facts was that the Egyptian people resented the presence of the British on their 
territory. The Secretary of State said that this was not his experience. He had spoken 

1 The meeting was held on 28 Sept and the record made on 1 Oct on board the Queen Mary. 
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to many Egyptians in London and elsewhere whose great fear was that the British 
might withdraw from the Canal Zone and thus leave Egypt defenceless. Public 
opinion could however, he recognised, always be stirred up on an issue of this nature. 

Saleh el Din then said that his Government were [sic] trying to find a solution of 
this problem, but he felt that Great Britain did not trust Egypt. The British had, he 
said, made little effort to build up the Egyptian Army since 1937 and as a result the 
Army was now weak. This was adduced as a reason why the British could not leave 
Egypt. The whole problem was therefore a vicious circle which he was trying to 
break, and to this end he had made specific proposals to Sir R. Stevenson. His main 
object was to get the British to strengthen the Egyptian Army. 

The Secretary of State said that he had had little opportunity lately to study the 
Egyptian proposals, but he would consider them on his return. 

Saleh el Din said that he hoped the proposals would prove acceptable. Sir R. 
Stevenson had told him that His Majesty's Government were ready to contemplate 
the evacuation of the striking force now based on the Canal and if that were done an 
arrangement could be made which looked like complete evacuation. Egyptian public 
opinion would then change overnight. He went on to say, however, that His Majesty's 
Government must not think that he was wrong about public opinion in Egypt or that 
he had not the full backing of Nahas Pasha and the Cabinet. 

The Secretary of State then said that if this represented the Egyptian Cabinet's last 
word His Majesty's Government would have to see how they could fulfil their Middle 
East commitments and undertake their obligations without facilities in the Canal 
Zone. He said that the Commonwealth also had a great interest in this area and were 
prepared to send troops there. He stressed the importance which a strong force on 
the Canal had as a deterrent to any potential aggressor. The same would not be the 
case if troops had to be sent to the Canal from elsewhere. This was the advice of the 
Chiefs of Staff whose views Field-Marshal Slim had already put to the Egyptians. 

Saleh el Din then said that His Majesty's Government apparently did not think it 
necessary to station troops in Turkey. Why did they want to do so in Egypt which was 
not, like Turkey, in the front line? The Secretary of State replied that although 
Turkey had not been admitted to the Atlantic Pact His Majesty's Government had an 
understanding with her and all was well in that quarter. In any case he saw little 
similarity between the positions of Turkey and Egypt. 

Saleh el Din said that perhaps there might be a place for Egypt within an extended 
Atlantic Pact or some similar arrangement which would provide a basis for a solution 
of Anglo-Egyptian difficulties. 

The Secretary of State then said that it was clear to him that he could expect no 
co-operation in the matter of facilities for British troops in Egypt and he could not 
advise His Majesty's Government that they could carry out their commitments on 
the basis of the Egyptian proposals. He had made several concessions to the Egyptian 
Government since he had assumed office, but had never noticed any response from 
them except to reiterate their determination to be rid of British troops. Now he 
would have to plan on the basis of this inflexible attitude of the Egyptian 
Government. He would have to review His Majesty's Government's commitments 
and look elsewhere for co-operation and facilities for the British forces. 
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180 WO 216/356, 6 Oct 1950 
[Proposals for an Anglo-Egyptian agreement]: letter from General Sir 
B Robertson to Field Marshal Sir W Slim on the ambassador's 
proposal to evacuate Egypt within a given time limit. Annexes 

Thank you for your letter of 14 September. 
On his return the Ambassador sent us his comments on our paper. They followed 

the lines given in the minutes of your meeting with him. Although Sir Ralph 
virtually rejected our proposals, 1 I observe with interest that to some extent action 
has been taken on the lines which we suggested, particularly as regards enlisting 
support from the United States and certain other Governments. 

Owing to a nasty motor accident, the Ambassador did not see us until 21 
September when we met him at the Embassy in Alexandria. He then presented us 
with a note giving expression to his view that no agreement is possible without a 
time limit which could not exceed three years: as we must get out in any case by 1956 
we should "make a virtue of a necessity and accept the idea of an Anglo- Egyptian 
agreement with a time limit." He said that the Foreign Office were about to prepare a 
paper on the Egyptian question which the Secretary of State could take to the 
Cabinet on his return from America. He believed that they would be glad of 
assistance in preparing this paper, and he hoped that we would join him in putting 
forward a paper in which a joint view was expressed. 

Since we have always urged upon Sir Ralph the need for close co-operation with 
ourselves and have pressed that we should be consulted before fresh proposals were 
put forward by h im we did not feel that we could decline his invitation on this 
occasion, though we found it embarrassing for two reasons. The first is that we 
profoundly disagree with his proposal. The second is that in order to give our reasons 
for disagreeing we are forced to give views on matters which are on your plane and 
not ours. We hope that the Chiefs of Staff will forgive us if we appear to have been 
floating above our ceiling in this way. In particular, you may feel that we have been 
rather precocious in our suggestion that, if we were to evacuate Egypt, the Chiefs of 
Staff might consider that a complete recast of their strategy in the Middle East would 
be necessary. You will note, however, that we have been careful to make a respectful 
reservation in this regard, and that we have only said "the Chiefs of Staff might" and 
not "the Chiefs of Staff will." You will observe that this idea has considerably alarmed 
the Ambassador. One might expect that it would have a similar effect on the 
Egyptians. 

We met again on 27 September when we presented our views on his proposal. After 
pointing out that our views reflected complete disagreement, we suggested that a 
single, agreed, paper would be impossible, and that he should write his own paper, 
attaching ours as the military view. He agreed to do this. We have now received the 
final draft of this paper, and I send you a copy of it herewith (Annexure 'A'); our paper 
is attached to it (Annexure 'B') . 

We also gave him a copy of a paper (DCC(50) - 72 (Final) dated 21 September) 
recently approved by the BDCC(ME) which has a direct bearing on this subject. To 

1 See 174 for the proposals of the C's-in-C, Middle East. 
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save burdening you with paper I am not including it; we shall be submitting it to the 
Chiefs of Staff. The gist of it is that if the Egyptians turned nasty it would be 
inconvenient, but we could "see them off' provided we were allowed to do so. 

My colleagues will be sending copies of the same papers to their respective chiefs, 
with a covering letter which will be similar to this though they may wish to 
emphasize certain points of special interest to their own service. The covering letters 
have not been shown to the Ambassador. 

The Ambassador has treated us throughout with the utmost courtesy and 
consideration. We are, however, unanimous in our profound disagreement with his 
proposal and we do not accept the premises on which it is based. We are not satisfied 
that the conclusion of a satisfactory agreement with the Egyptians is impossible. The 
King is on our side. A number of influential Egyptians, including some Ministers are 
favourably disposed. The present Government is unstable and may change at any 
time. We can count on American and French support. 

We still feel that there is much to be said for our own approach to this problem, 
which we set out in the paper I forwarded to you under cover of my letter of 3 
September. In this we advocated that a clear statement of our position should be 
made to the Egyptians, in which we should show that we are determined to remain 
here for the present at all events. The lack of a determined attitude on our part is 
encouraging the Egyptians in their opposition. It is worth remembering that their 
show of opposition does not spring from any conviction that evacuation is in the 
interests of Egypt, but is only put up as part of a smoke-screen to blind their people 
to their own failures in internal affairs. 

We do not agree that the Egyptians can, even if they would, make our position here 
intolerable. Provided that we are allowed to handle the situation with determination, 
we are satisfied that we could handle it without taking such drastic measures as might 
completely upset the situation here. In this connection we have noted with much 
interest the report made by the French Ambassador to his Government. 

We do not believe that we can afford to erect "a militarily weak fa<;ade of defence" 
either in the Middle East or anywhere else. We can understand that it may be 
necessary to maintain a fa<;ade in certain parts of the world in peace, during the cold 
war, but when real war comes we should have to abandon it quickly and use our 
forces only where they can do real good. 

We are impressed by the fact that the Ambassador admits that his proposal is 
dependent upon (a) the conclusion of an agreement with the Amir of a Federated 
Libyan State and (b) peace between Israel and the Arab States and a military 
agreement between Israel and ourselves. Even if these conditions can be satisfied, it 
is clear that their satisfaction must be considerably delayed. The Federated State of 
Libya is not even in existence yet. Prospects of an early peace between Israel and the 
Arab States are negligible. A military agreement between Israel and ourselves cannot 
be concluded tomorrow. On the other hand the Ambassador presumably ,intends that 
negotiations with the Egyptians on the basis of his proposal should start forthwith. If 
the proposal were only one to be considered in, say a year's time from now, then it 
would not be worth deliberation at this time. 

We should like to emphasize that our views are given in our paper. The 
Ambassador, in his paper, has unavoidably made several speculations about military 
matters. It should not be assumed that we have any responsibility for these 
speculations except in so far as they are covered by our paper. 
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Since we wrote our paper we have received the Chiefs of Staff review of Middle East 
policy and strategy (COS(50) 363). In this we have noted the following statement:-

"38(d) Since Egypt is the key strategic area of the Middle East, and the 
retention of the Egyptian base is indispensable, HM Government and 
the US Government should continue to urge both upon King Farouk 
and on the Egyptian Government the necessity for retaining in Egypt 
in peace, the forces and facilities required as a nucleus for the defence 
of the Middle East."2 

We could not improve upon the above as a reflection of our own views. If we 
cannot get an agreement on an acceptable basis now, we should wait, continuing to 
press our case until a new Egyptian Government or a new turn in the international 
situation produces more propitious conditions. As to 1956, that is a long way off and 
much may happen before then. 

Annexure 'A' to 180: memorandum by Sir R Stevenson to FO, 30 Sept 1950 

Barring some outside influence such as the fear which Mussolini aroused in Egyptian 
breasts in 1935 or some development such as an internal political upheaval, it is clear 
that no Egyptian Government will be brave enough to accept a defence agreement 
with us which does not include a time limit for the stay of our military personnel in 
Egypt in peacetime. 

2. The Egyptian Government are entirely uninterested in regional defence and 
only interested in home defence in a very secondary manner. The attainment of their 
national aspirations is all they think of and they are therefore impervious to military 
arguments, however strong. 

3. Failing an agreement with the Egyptian Government we must be prepared for 
steadily deteriorating relations which will be reflected first and foremost in 
increasing difficulties for our troops in the Canal Zone. It is doubtful whether any 
Egyptian Government would have the courage to push matters very far but a certain 
minimum of cooperation is necessary if we are to use the Canal Zone as the place 
from which to organize the defence of the Middle East. If war were to come within 
the next few months it is likely that we would have the necessary minimum of 
cooperation because the situation will probably not deteriorate as quickly as all that 
and, more important, the Egyptians might be frightened. The longer war is delayed 
the more likely they are to reach a point of sourness at which they will by 
administrative action or inaction make life increasingly intolerable for our troops. 
Finally they might well declare their neutrality and refuse cooperation [sic] in the 
event of war. They could do so on either of two grounds, (a) that the Treaty is no 
longer valid-and this is their present contention-or (b) that our infractions of the 
Treaty absolve them from carrying out their part of it- a much more difficult 
contention to answer. 

4. These considerations make it doubtful whether the Canal Zone, without a new 
agreement with Egypt, is the best place from which to fight a war. 

2 See 177. 
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5. Moreover it would in any event be both politically and militarily impossible for 
us to keep our troops in this country against the will of the Egyptians after 1956. We 
are therefore, whether we like it or not, faced with a time limit. 

6. In all these circumstances it is for serious consideration whether we should 
not make a virtue of a necessity and accept the idea of an Anglo-Egyptian agreement 
with a time limit. 

7. The acceptance of the idea of an Anglo-Egyptian Defence agreement with a 
time limit would entail recasting the whole strategic conception of Middle East 
defence as 

(a) no militarily sound system of defence of this area can be based elsewhere than 
on Egypt; 
(b) Once we have left the country it is difficult to have complete confidence in the 
full cooperation of Egypt from the moment of the outbreak of war whatever kind 
of an alliance may have been concluded with her. 

8. Broadly speaking we are faced with a choice between 

(a) erecting for political reasons a militarily weak fa<;ade of defence in the South 
Eastern Mediterranean based on an agreement allowing us to return to Egypt on 
the outbreak of hostilities, 
(b) abandoning Egypt altogether and with it our present system of Middle Eastern 
defence and concentrating on other objectives e.g. the strengthening of Turkey 
and Greece, coupled perhaps with a system of defence of the Iraq and Arabian 
oilfields, and 
(c) abandoning the idea of a military defence of the Middle East which from a 
political point of view is unthinkable. 

9. In deciding between these courses consideration must be given to the 
following points among others:-

( a) The numbers of troops available now and after the outbreak of war. Although 
the first reinforcements would consist of United Kingdom troops, our present 
hope is that considerable forces for Middle Eastern defence would come from the 
Commonwealth. If our military position is not strong enough to hold off the 
enemy until the arrival of these forces , Commonwealth countries will not be 
encouraged to come to our assistance and it is obvious that we cannot hope to 
defend the area alone. 
(b) The time it would take to re-establish a base in Egypt in comparison with the 
period during which it will be possible to keep the Mediterranean seas lanes open. 
(c) The abandonment of Egypt and the Levant, i.e. the central point of our 
communications with Australia, New Zealand and South Africa, would have a 
decidedly depressing effect on those countries which would not be lessened by the 
alternatives mentioned in 8(b) above. 
(d) The necessity of maintaining the 'cold war' perimeter in the Middle East. 
(e) The question whether the maintenance of a base in any Mediterranean or 
Middle Eastern country might not soon become as difficult as it is now in Egypt. 

10. From a political point of view (c) and (d) in the preceding paragraph are of 
overwhelming importance and it follows that even a militarily weak fa<;ade of defence 
in the South Eastern Mediterranean is preferable to the complete abandonment of 
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Egypt and a fortiori to the abandonment of Middle Eastern Defence altogether. If this 
view is accepted an agreement with Egypt is necessary. The first question the 
conclusion of such an agreement raises is that of an alternative place for the 
headquarters and base. It is understood that the Chiefs of Staff are considering 
alternatives in the Central Mediterranean. 

11. The removal of the headquarters and base westwards would almost certainly 
have a depressing effect on the Arab States, Turkey and Iran. It would be necessary 
therefore that such a move should be offset by the placing of the mobile striking 
force in the Gaza area. Admittedly this would be a long way from the main base; but 
it could of course in an emergency be supplied or reinforced by air from Cyprus and 
if a small advanced base could be established in the Gaza strip itself and satisfactory 
arrangements made for normal supply and maintenance through Port Said, this 
[?dis]advantage could be remedied to some extent, provided of course that Egypt's 
agreement to our return to the Canal Zone on the outbreak of war has been obtained, 
that ali installations, communications, etc. were in the meantime kept in proper 
order and that a reasonable system of air defence had been established in Egypt into 
which the Royal Air Force could fit themselves rapidly. This would probably have to 
be combined with some kind of [sic] and air base and system of airfields in Cyrenaica 
in peacetime. 

12. All this would take time, quite apart from the expense of it, but it seems to 
offer some kind of alternative to the present gloomy prospect. The great difficulty 
will of course be to bring the Egyptians to agree to a sufficiently long transitional 
period. Anything over three years, would be, in my view, impossible of attainment 
though we would naturally demand at least four. During the transitional period we 
would have to have a very free hand with the Egyptian Air Force and also if possible 
with the Army. The air defence organization should, as suggested above, be planned 
on such lines as to permit of the Royal Air Force fitting themselves into it rapidly on 
the outbreak of war and arrangements should if possible be made for frequent visits 
of Royal Air Force squadrons after the expiry of the transitional period for joint 
exercises and perhaps for rehearsals of the move into Egypt which would take place 
on the outbreak of war. As regards the base, it would be for consideration whether it 
would be possible to leave some heavy material in the care of the Egyptians, subject 
to the right of periodic inspection. Such inspection might also cover military 
installations and communications, etc. 

13. The military objections to such an arrangement are very strong. They are 
clearly set forth in the attached paper produced by the Commanders-in-Chief in the 
Canal Zone. It is obvious that any plan which depends to the extent that this does on 
Egyptian cooperation is a doubtful business but it is also clear that the alternatives of 
abandoning Egypt or staying here for the next six years without an agreement are 
equally doubtful. 

14. It should be remembered that the conclusion of any such arrangements 
might have repercussions on our military alliances with Iraq and Jordan and in any 
event would be dependent on the following political considerations:-

(a) The conclusion of an agreement with the Amir of a Federated Libyan State; 
(b) peace between Israel and the Arab States and an agreement between us and 
Israel for the forward deployment of our forces in time of war; and 
(c) the attainment of some kind of accord with Egypt in regard to the Sudan. 
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Conclusions 
I. No defence agreement is possible with Egypt unless it includes a time limit for 
the departure of our troops from Egyptian soil. 
Il. Failing an agreement, it is doubtful whether the Canal Zone will be the best 
place from which to fight a war. 
Ill. We are faced with a time limit in view of the expiry of our present treaty in six 
years' time. 
IV. An agreement on the only terms obtainable from Egypt would mean a militarily 
weak fa~ade of defence in the South Eastern Mediterranean. 
V. From a political point of view this is preferable to the abandonment of Egypt. 
VI. The removal of the base and headquarters westwards would have to be offset by 
the placing of troops in the Gaza strip. 
VII. An agreement with Egypt should, so far as possible on paper, safeguard the 
rapid re-establishment of our position on the outbreak of war. 
VIII. Although any arrangement of the kind is doubtful proposition [sic] the 
alternatives are equally unattractive. 
IX. Such an arrangement would be dependent on certain political considerations. 

Annexure 'B' to 180: Comments by the C's-in-C, Middle East on Sir R Stevenson's 
memorandum 

This paper is written on the assumption that 

(i) no defence agreement is possible with Egypt except on the basis of the 
complete evacuation of British troops from Egypt within a period which would not 
exceed, and might be less than, three years. 
(ii) in the absence of agreement the Egyptians could and would make our position 
in the Canal Zone intolerable. 

No attempt is made to examine the validity of the above assumptions. 
It has been suggested that in the light of these assumptions we should make an 

agreement on the basis given in (i) above and extract such benefit from it as we can. 
Whether it is possible to obtain such an agreement in the absence of a settlement of 
the Sudan question is also not examined. 

The purpose of this paper is to analyze the effect of such an agreement upon our 
military dispositions in the Middle East, and upon our ability to defend the Middle 
East. 

It is considered that the effect on our military dispositions would be as follows:-

(a) Fighting troops 
The present garrison of the Canal Zone would have to be redeployed. A part of it 
might conceivably be placed at Gaza if the agreement of Israel could be obtained. 
The balance would have to be moved to Cyprus or Cyrenaica. If present plans for 
moving the brigade in Tripolitania to Cyprus were maintained, Cyrenaica would be 
the only practicable location for the present garrison of the Canal Zone, less any 

3 ie Stevenson's memo. 
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portion placed at Gaza. Cyrenaica is healthy and a good training area, but it is 
further away from the theatre of operations than the Canal Zone, and its 
communications are poor. 
(b) Headquarters 
Northern Egypt is the centre of communications in the Middle East and no 
alternative site for the headquarters could be as good. The only practicable 
alternatives are Malta and Tripoli. Neither of these would serve the purpose of war. 
(c) Air forces 
The Egyptian Air Force, through their lack of primary resources, has been built up 
almost entirely from British equipment and on British doctrine. Of themselves, 
Egyptian resources are quite inadequate for the development of any air defence 
system, and they lack the ability to operate or maintain the complicated technical 
equipment involved. 

Additionally, apart from a local defence organization, the air requirements in 
the base area must provide facilities for active air force operations, e.g.:-

(i) The supporting elements for the tactical air forces operating side by side 
with the army's forward deployment. 
(ii) The operational and servicing centres for the transport support forces and 
the aircraft required for the local and trunk air routes. 
(iii) Airfields and maintenance installations for bomber, strategic 
reconnaisance and maritime squadrons. 

The redisposition of these forces westwards or eastwards will entail an entire 
recasting of the tactical and technical spheres of action. 
Moreover, their operational efficiency in war is dependent on the local air situation 
in the base area, while their actual deployment is linked essentially with the 
control and communications established for the air defence system. 

Thus, if we are to avoid a wholesale duplication and waste of the slender 
resources available in peace, it is necessary to contemplate the complete 
withdrawal and realignment of the air defence system existing in Egypt to cover 
whatever area is selected for the redeployment of our forces . This would of course, 
mean leaving Egypt without even the minimum of air defence installations to form 
a nucleus of the reestablishment of the base in war. 
(d) The base 
Under instructions from the Chiefs of Staff the joint planners in London are 
studying alternative locations for the Middle East base. On this point therefore, as 
indeed on all others, the military views expressed in this paper must be accepted 
with the reserve that they are written only from a restricted point of view and that 
the views of the Chiefs of Staff alone can be exhaustive and authoritative. Subject 
to this remark it may be said that for practical reasons it is not possible to position 
the base in the immediately adjoining countries of Cyrenaica, the Sudan or 
Jordan. A base in Palestine assumes the willingness of Israel to accept it and the 
availability of adequate forces to defend a line sufficiently far north and east to 
protect it. We do not think that these conditions exist at present though they may 
do one day. Turkey, Syria and Lebanon are too far north. A base in Kenya has 
already been rejected as being too far away. The only remaining possibilities are 
Tripoli in the west and the Persian Gulf in the east. Quite apart from possible 
political difficulties in both cases neither of these places could serve as a base 
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within the present strategical conception which governs our planning in the 
Middle East. Hitherto the defence of the Middle East has meant the defence of the 
area which has the Nile Delta and Suez Canal as its solar plexus. The present 
directive to the Commanders-in-Chief in the Middle East instructs them to defend 
the Delta area as a means for defending Africa and as a base from which 
subsequent offensive operations can be mounted. Clearly this could not be done by 
forces based on Tripoli or the Persian Gulf. Such forces might serve a useful 
purpose, but not this purpose. 

We are thus forced back to the conclusion that if we were to accept an agreement 
of this nature we should have to dispose our fighting troops and Headquarters Middle 
East in peacetime in situations which are not the best, and their deployment for war 
would consequently be retarded. We should have to recognise that the air defence of 
the Delta and of the Canal Zone would not be efficiently organised and we should 
have to dispense with a base organised in peace, ready for use in war. As soon as war 
is declared, we should have to bring all these things back into Egypt and start 
organising our base anew. 

It has frequently been pointed out that the value of the base does not reside solely 
or even mainly in the stores which it holds. The chief value is that it represents an 
organization, with facilities for storage with communications, and with living 
quarters , which can rapidly be expanded in war to receive and repair large quantities 
of material to equip large reinforcements. The Egyptians have offered to take care of 
our base for us. We set no value on this offer at all. Unless we have a British base 
under British control in Egypt in peace, we shall have to start from scratch in 
organizing such a base when war breaks out. The practicability of coming back to 
Egypt on the outbreak of war is a serious problem in itself. It assumes that the 
Egyptians would promptly honour an undertaking to readmit us. It involves bringing 
in very large tonnages quickly through congested and vulnerable ports at a time 
when shipping is scarce and when their air defences had not yet been reorganised. 
The vulnerability of the Suez Canal for this purpose as well as for the transit of oil 
from the Persian fields is obvious. 

We conclude from the above that the evacuation of Egypt in peace would place 
serious restraint upon our ability to defend the Middle East in war. Our task in this 
respect is a very hard one already. The resources available are slender. Our plans are 
based on the hope that through the resistance of Turkey and the prompt forward 
deployment of our own light forces, sufficient time may be gained for the 
accumulation of reinforcements from the United Kingdom and from the Dominions. 
In this regard the psychological effect of evacuation might be even more damaging to 
our plans than the physical. The resistance of Turkey depends upon her hope of 
succour. The attitude of Israel and of the Arab States, whose cooperation is essential 
to the deployment of our own forces, will be governed by their estimate of our 
determination and ability to win the war in the Middle East. The attitude of the 
Dominions towards the provision of contingents for the Middle East is likely to be 
severely shaken by an agreement to c>vacuate Egypt now. 

It has been suggested that these psychological effects might be mitigated by a 
show of force , for example, by stationing troops at Gaza and by sustaining Turkey, 
Israel and the Arab States by means of military assistance and promises of future 
help. By such means also, we might hold the cold war front even if we were unable to 
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hold the Middle East in war. We are already supporting several of these countreis 
[sic] in the way suggested. In the new sitation [sic] it would be very obvious that our 
support was given to bolster up the political regime in the countries in question 
rather than as a preparation for physical support in war. We do not think that the 
maintenance or even an increase in such support, coupled with the posting of a 
Brigade at Gaza, would deceive anyone as to our intentions, or counterbalance the 
severe discouragement which would result from the surrender of our base in Egypt 
and the removal of our headquarters to Tripoli or Malta. 

The conclusion which we reach is that an agreement with the Egyptians on the 
basis discussed in this paper would hold only one concrete advantage, namely that 
during the transitional period we should be able to maintain our posion [sic] in 
Egypt. The period of time for which this advantage would obtain is not long. We 
could certainly maintain our position in Egypt in the face of any action which the 
Egyptians might take for at least a year. Even if a transitional period of three years 
were accepted, the process of withdrawal would be gradual and therefore, during the 
last year, our position would be getting steadily weaker. It seems fair to say that at 
best we shall purchase respite for one year. 

Our second conclusion is that such an agreement would so impair our ability to 
carry out the already difficult task of defending the Middle East that the Chiefs of 
Staff would probably feel it necessary to review the entire strategic conception for the 
Middle East theatre. As the result of such a review they might well conclude that the 
defence of the Middle East as at present envisaged, namely the defence of an area of 
which Egypt is the focal point, is no longer good strategy, and that the devotion of 
resources particularly from the RAF for strengthening Egypt in peace is unjustified. 
If the British Chiefs of Staff came to this conclusion it is unlikely that the American 
Chiefs of Staff would take any other view. 

181 DEFE 4/36, COS 166(50)7, annex 11 Oct 1950 
'British forces in Egypt': report by the JPS to the COS, 7 Oct 1950 
(JP(50)124) 

1. The British forces at present in Egypt consist of:-

(a) Navy. A small port party at Port Said, maintenance personnel for the aerial 
mine depot at Abu Saltan [sic] and the boom defence depot at Adabiya, and the 
naval element of the Regional Headquarters (Amounting to a total of some 100 
naval personnel). 
(b) Army. Field force units (some of which are earmarked for deployment as part 
of the Covering Force in the event of war), anti-aircraft units for the defence of 
the base, administrative and guard units for the maintenance of base 
installations, and Headquarters formations of British Troops in Egypt (BTE) and 
Middle East Land Forces (MELF) including the Army element of the Regional 
Headquarters (Amounting to a total of some 30,500 army personnel including 
8,000 Mauritians). 
(c) Air Force. The operational squadrons for the air defence of the base and for the 
initial support of army operations, units of the RAF Regiment, non-operational 
units for administrative and technical duties and the headquarters formation of 
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Middle East Air Force (MEAF) including the air element of the Regional 
Headquarters (Amounting to a total of some 7,500 air force personnel). 

Location of the base 

Base requirements in war 
2. The Chiefs of Staff have repeatedly stressed that Egypt is the only country in 

the Middle East which possesses the necessary resources for the operation of a main 
base in war. Furthermore Egypt is the only country which is topographically suited 
as the main base for the Middle East theatre. East Africa is too far away to serve as a 
main base. Every other country lacks the necessary port facilities and other 
resources, and (with the exception of Jordan) is liable to be rendered inaccessible in 
war by the closure of the Mediterranean and Suez Canal. There is, therefore, no 
alternative to Egypt as the main base for a campaign in the Levant or beyond. 

3. During the last war the Middle East base in Egypt was developed to maintain a 
force of 20 to 25 divisions and upwards of 100 squadrons. It consisted of some fifteen 
million square feet of covered accommodation for workshops and storage depots, and 
handled vast quantities of ordnance and engineer stores, ammunition, petrol, oil, 
medical stores, etc. Its construction involved considerable development of existing 
ports, airfields, transportation facilities, signals communications and public services. 
Although some installations were already available, capable of meeting the 
requirements of the pre-war garrison, their expansion required some nine months' 
planning and three years' intensive construction at an estimated cost of 
approximately £200 millions. The total local labour force employed at peak was about 
250,000 skilled and unskilled workers. 

4. Many of the installations so laboriously constructed, and so essential to the 
maintenance of the forces which will be operating in the Middle East in the event of a 
future war, have already been handed over to the Egyptians. All that now remains is a 
nucleus. 

5. Naval facilities are restricted to Navy House and the Admiralty oil fuel depot at 
Port Said, the boom defence depot at Adabiya and the aerial mine depot at Abu 
Sultan. The principal army installations, apart from the two small enclaves permitted 
under the 1936 Treaty at Moascar and in the Fanara- Geneifa area, consist of the 
main ordnance depot, engineer stores and workshops at Tel el Kebir, the oil storage 
depot at El Agrud, and military installations in the Suez ports of Adabiya and Ataqa. 
The Royal Air Force at present occupies a chain of nine airfields in the Canal Zone 
(not all of which are in operational use) with additional depots and units at Abu 
Sultan, Abyad and El Hemra. In the war this nucleus will have to be expanded 
throughout Egypt. 

Base requirements in peace 
6. It is clear from the above that we require the maintenance of certain 

operational airfields and of a nucleus of storage depots, workshops, transportation 
facilities and public services in the Egyptian base area in peace. Without these we 
shall be unable to recreate the base in war in the time likely to be available to us. If 
British forces are withdrawn altogether it is probable that the majority of the 
remaining installations will eventually fall into disrepair and [as] they are of no value 
to the economic development of the country the materials would be stolen. 
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7. In order to be able to conduct a campaign in the Middle East at the outset of a 
future war we require to hold the following categories of equipment and reserves in 
the theatre in peace:-

(a) Mobilisation equipment for the peace-time Middle East garrison and unit 
equipment for units to be formed within the theatre on the outbreak of war. 
(b) Mobilisation equipment for Commonwealth reinforcements, both army and 
air, due to arrive in the theatre in the early stages of war. 
(c) War maintenance reserves at 3 months' contact rates for the forces to be in the 
theatre at 0+6 months. 
(d) A reserve of accommodation stores. 
(e) Project stores including the equipment and stores (largely of a heavy 
constructional nature) for the expansion of the base. 

8. Of the equipment and stores given about [sic] category (a) could be held 
wherever British forces are stationed in peace. A large proportion of the project 
stores (category (e)) might be left in Egypt since they are difficult to move and are 
unattractive to Egyptian eyes. 

9. The disposal of the remainder, however, presents grave difficulties; clearly 
they cannot be left unattended or in Egyptian care since they include items on the 
secret list, and would be attractive to the Egyptians; furthermore they require 
turning over, replacement as items become obsolete, and constant maintenance and 
modification- all of which can only be done by British personnel. 

10. The mobilisation equipment for Commonwealth forces (category (b)) will 
eventually be sorted and held in "unit packs" ready for issue to units. This equipment 
must therefore be located where it can be issued without being previously moved. 
The war maintenance reserves and accommodation stores (categories (c) and (d)) 
amount to a considerable tonnage which it will be impossible to move by sea, due to 
lack of shipping in the early stages of a war. If these three categories were to be taken 
outside Egypt they could, therefore, only be held somewhere in the Levant. 

ll. Were a peace-time base to be established in Israel or elsewhere in the Levant, 
the situation confronting us in the early stages of war would be that we should have 
large stocks, in fact all our reserves, further forward than is militarily sound, and 
would not have the resources or the time to create the main base in Egypt before our 
position became untenable. 

12. As our present plans for the defence of the Middle East are to conduct a 
campaign in the Levant and beyond during the initial stages of a war, we consider 
that there is no practicable alternative to the retention, under British supervision in 
peace, of the nucleus base in Egypt together with the bulk of our mobilisation 
equipment and war reserves. 

13. The air defence of the base must be part of the Air defence of Egypt as a whole. 
This wi ll have to be instituted by D-day and requires that fully developed airfields, 
radar coverage and fighter control should be established and maintained to British 
standards in peace. For this to be successful, British and Egyptian Squadrons will 
have to train together in Egypt in peace. Furthermore, we are committed to the 
preparation in Egypt of a VHB airfield for use by the United States Strategic Air 
Command on the outbreak of war. Abu Sueir is at present being developed for this 
purpose and unless it can be maintained in peace it will not be ready when required. 
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182 DEFE 5/25, COS(50)416 19 Oct 1950 
[Middle East defence strategy]: draft of comments by the US joint 
planners on the British review of Middle East policy and strategy 

1. While the British report! is in general agreement with the current thinking of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff insofar as Middle East policy is concerned, British strategy 
for the defense of the Middle East is not in consonance with U.S. strategy. 

2. In summary, main points of variance between U.S. and U.K. strategy for the 
Middle East area, are as follows:-

(a) The British overemphasize the strategic importance of Egypt, at the expense of 
the Middle East as a whole and of Turkey in particular. 
(b) The British report stresses the importance to the Allies of Middle East oil, but 
does not adequately plan for the retention thereof. 
(c) The British report envisages the possible deployment of major U.S. forces for 
defense of the Middle East, contrary to current U.S. plans. 
(d) The British report underestimates the effects of:-

(1) The logistic difficulties which would confront the invading Soviet forces in 
the area. 
(2) Well planned demolition operations in the Iranian mountain passes. 
(3) The probable capabilities for defence of small bodies of well-trained Allied 
troops strategically positioned in mountain areas. 

(e) The British report overestimates the forces required for the defense lines 
envisaged therein. 
(f) The British concept for defense of the Middle East along the lines of the "Inner 
Ring" or any lesser line, is not an an acceptable basis for Anglo- American strategy. 
Instead, it is considered that the U.S. concept for defense in the Middle East, as 
indicated by the following comments, should be adopted. 

(4) Specific comments. The following are specific comments on the British 
report:-

(a) Importance of the Middle East 
(1) Paragraph 1, 2 page 17: 
While the British refer to the Middle East as "vital" the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
believe that the area is "critical" rather than vital. 
(2) Paragraph 2, page 17: 
The conclusion re the retention of Middle East oil is sound, but the British 
proposed plan for the defense of the Middle East does not make adequate 
provision for retention of the oil for Allied use. 
(3) Paragraph 4, page 17: 
Contrary to the British statement that the loss of the Middle East would be a 
catastrophe, it is considered that its loss would be detrimental but not 
catastrophic to the Allied cause. 

1 See 177. 2 F'or cross-references refer to paragraph numbers only of 177. 
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(b) United Kingdom sovereignty in Cyprus 
Paragraphs 9 and 10, pages 18 and 19: 

117 

This matter is strictly within the political realm and consequently the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff do not desire to comment thereon. 

(c) Turkey 
Page 20, last subparagraph of paragraph 11: 
(1) As a result of the Turkish request for admission to the Atlantic Pact, Turkey 
has been recently invited, and has accepted the offer, to consult in NATO 
planning for the Eastern Mediterranean area. 
(2) The United States is giving due consideration to the possibility of increasing 
the scope of military aid to Turkey, consistent with the over-all MDAP program. 

(d) Egypt 
Page 22, paragraph 20: 
(1) The statement "It cannot be overemphasized that Egypt is the key strategic 
area of the Middle East and our retention of the Egyptian base is indispensable" 
is not in complete accord with the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
(2) While it is considered that the Cairo-Suez area is strategically important to 
the Allies, an Egyptian base is not indispensable to All ied success. In addition, 
retention of this area would not fulfil the Allied requirement for retention of at 
least a portion of Middle East oil. 
(3) Insofar as military strategy is concerned, Turkey is considered of far more 
importance than Egypt, in that by holding Turkey, it would be virtually 
impossible for Russia to successfully attack the Cairo- Suez-Levant area. Allied 
forces in Eastern Turkey would constitute a serious threat on the flank of any 
Soviet thrust toward the oil areas of the Persian Gulf. 

(e) Redeploymentofforces 
'(1) Page 24, paragraph 25: 
While, as stated, there may be no prospect at pres,ent stationing additional U.K. 
forces in the Middle East to defend against Soviet aggression, it is believed that 
Common-Wealth Nations might furnish such forces . 
(2) Page 24, second s.ubparagraph of paragraph 27: 
Under the current U.S. concept, no major U.S. ground forces or any U. S. Air 
Force units, excepting those involved in strategic air offensive operations, will 
be deployed initially to the Middle East. Certain U.S. Naval and Naval air forces 
which are deployed to the Mediterranean might be available to assist in this area 
when not required for higher priority tasks e)s,ewhere. 
(3) Page 25, paragraph 29: 
It is considered that sound planning should not be dependent upon local 
transport in Abadan to meet the military requirements of the deployed unit. 

(f) Economic and fmancia l assistance to the Arab states 
Page 25, paragraph 31: 
Under the President's Point Four Program, the United States is g1vmg 
consideration to the matter of providing or extending financial aid to Middle 
East countries to assist in promoting economic stability. 
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(g) Assistance to armed forces of Arab states and Israel 
Page 26, paragraph 33: 

[182] 

The United States is currently studying the possibility of increasing its assistance 
in the training and equipping of the military forces of the Middle East countries. 

(h) Discussion of military plans with Middle East states 
(1) Page 26, paragraph 34: 
(a) While a U.S. commitment to participate in the defence of the Middle East 
might serve to raise the morale of the Middle East countries, such commitment 
is not in accord with current U.S. plans. The United States will continue to make 
every practicable effort to raise the morale of these countries through other 
means. 
(b) In this connection, it is considered, in order to indicate U.S./U.K. 
unanimity, it would be beneficial if a Senior U.S. military representative were to 
accompany the Commander in Chief MELF in his discussions of defense 
problems with the Ministers of Defense. 

(i) Supply of arms to Middle East states 
Page 27, paragraph 35: 
U.S./U.K. agreement should be reached in regard to policy in supply of arms to 
Middle East countries. With the currently planned increases in MDAP and build
up of U.S. forces, as well as the demand for military supplies in support of UN 
forces in Korea, there is little probability of providing in the immediate future 
from U.S. sources, any appreciable additional equipment for the Arab States and 
Israel. 

U) Propaganda 
Page 28, paragraph 37: 
It is considered essential that the United States and United Kingdom take 
immediate steps to co-ordinate and implement plans to counter communist 
propaganda in the Middle East. 

(k) Summary of recommended Cold War measures 
Page 28- 29, paragraph 38: 
The above comments are also applicable to the summary contained in this 
paragraph. 

(I) Russian military aims 
Page 30, subparagraph 40 (a) : 
It is considered that Russia would not find it necessary to capture the oil fields 
in order to deny them to the Allies; demolition of the oil fields installations by 
bombing, sabotage, or airborne raids would be sufficient to deny these fields to 
the Allies. 

(m) The Outer Ring 
(1) Page 31, subparagraph 44 (d) 
The statement is made that defense of the Outer Ring could facilitate subsequent 
offensive operations against Russia; no offensive operations from the Middle East 
(except possibly strategic air offensive operations) are envisioned against Russia. 
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(2) Page 31, paragraph 45: 
It is considered that comparatively small forces would be able to delay 
considerably the Russian advance through Iran, if extensive demolitions are 
carried out against highways and railroads in the Elbruz Mountains. Further, it 
is believed that sufficient indigenous forces could be equipped and trained so 
that, with assistance from British demolition squads, they could delay the 
Russian offensive long enough to enable available British forces to move into 
Iran and Iraq. 

(n) The Inner Ring 
(1) Page 32, paragraph 47: 
Defense of the Inner Ring does not constitute a defense of the Middle East, but 
defense of Egypt. This is pointed out in subparagraph 47 (c), page 32. 
(2) Page 32, paragraph 49: 
When forces are available, and if the time required to move those forces into the 
proper defense positions can be bought by the operations of demolition squads 
and by resistance of indigenous forces, it appears much more profitable to 
defend the Outer Ring, which protects both the oil fields and Egypt than to 
defend the canal only. 

(o) The Lebanon- Jordan line 
Page 32, paragraphs 51 and 52: 
The defense of the Lebanon-Jordan line would insure physical possession of 
Egypt only, but would not necessarily protect against stoppage of traffic through 
the Suez Canal. In addition, it provides no assistance to Turkey, nor does it 
retain any of the Middle East oil fields . 

(p) The southwest Persian Gulf Oil area 
Page 33, paragraph 54: 
Even if the Bandar-Abbas coast were held, it would be most difficult to defend oil 
installations and to protect oil tankers in the southern end of the Persian Gulf 
and in the Straits of Hormuz from attack by planes, motor torpedo boats, or 
floating mines, if the Soviets were in control of the northern end of the Persian 
Gulf. It is considered that the Russians must be held further to the north in 
order to insure availability of the oil to the Allies. 

(q) Last ditch position 
Pages 33-34, paragraphs 55-57: 
The Ramallah line would defend southern Israel and Egypt only; consequently, 
it fails completely to provide for defense of the Middle East. 

(r) Middle East defense requirements 
(1) Page 35, paragraph 61: 
As stated previously, no Allied offensive operations from the Middle East are 
planned. Also see previous comments in paragraph m above. 
(2) Page 35, paragraph 62: 
(a) Subparagraph (a): It is reiterated that no U.S. ground or air forces are 
initially available for the defense of the Middle East. See paragraph e (2) above. 
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(b) Subparagraph (b): Turkey is being furnished considerable aid by the United 
States. In regard to the need for a defense agreement between the United States, 
United Kingdom, and Turkey, it was recently announced that Turkey had been 
given "consultative" status in NATO planning. 
(3) Page 35, paragraph 64: 
It must again be emphasized that defense of the Inner Ring is defense of EGYPT, 
and not defense of the MIDDLE EAST. It appears that, since no U.S. ground and 
air forces can be made available initially for defense of the Middle East, all 
possible efforts should be exerted to obtain significant contributions of forces 
for this purpose from British Commonwealth nations and Turkey. 

(s) Summary of tecotnmended measures in preparation for war 
Page 36, paragraph 65: 
(1) Subparagraph (a): The U.S. concept of Middle East strategy includes holding 
of a final defensive position along the line of Southeastern Turkey"Iranian 
Mountain passes-Persian Gulf, thereby retaining Middle East oil fields, a portion 
of Turkey, and the Suez Canal. 
(2) Previous comments are equally applicable to this paragraph. 

(t) Recommended Anglo-American policy in the Middle East 
Page 37, paragraph 66: 
While concurring with the requirement for positive action by the Allies to 
protect their interests and to defend the Middle East against Russian communist 
aggression, both in peace and in war, it is believed that the defense of the Inner 
Ring is NOT the proper basis of Anglo~American strategy, since this does not 
retain the oil areas or assist Turkey, but ONLY provides for the defense of the 
Cairo-Suez area proper. 

(u) Defense of the Outer Ring 
(1) Defer'lse of the Persian sector 
(a) Page 38, paragraph 2: 
Contrary to the British estimate, latest U.S. intelligence estimates indicate that 
significant delay could be achieved by demolitions, sabotage, or air attack in the 
Elbruz Mountains in the north of Iran and across the high plateaus to the 
Zagros Mountains, provided that pre-D-day planning for such had been 
accomplished. 
(b) It is believed that Allied force requirements are far too high in that: 

(i) Page 38, paragraph 3: The probability of airborne attack on such a scale as 
to require one division in the Mosul-Kirkuk area, and two brigades in the 
Zagros passes prior to D-day is remote. 
(ii) Page 38, paragraph 4: In view of the latest US. intelligence estimate that 
Soviet forces attacking across Iran will be of the order of three divisions, 
supported by three cavalry divisions (each division consisting of 
approximately 5,000 men), it is considered that eleven infantry divisions, one 
armoure·d division and one brigade, in addition to the forces in paragraph i 
above are excessive for a D/40 days Allied requirement. 

(c) 'The possible effect of atomic demolitions on force requirements appears to 
be overemphasized. 
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(2) Defence of Bandar Abbas (Page 40) 
It is believed that deployment of forces to Bandar Abbas area is NOT required by 
D/30 since it is estimated the Soviets would not get to that area within such a 
short period of time. 
(3) Defense of the Turkish sector 
If the fighting has been severe enough to delay the Soviet Army by six months, 
15 divisions plus 30 fighter-bomber and 8 light bomber squadrons appears to be 
excessive for holding the line Silifka·Ulukiala-Malatya-Razaieh. 
(4) Static air defense 
The estimate for M Bns and fighter squadrons for defense appears to be 
excessive, if Outer Ring defenses are held. 

(v) Defense of the Inner Ring 
(1) Outline Plan 
Page 42, paragraph 3 (b) : It is believed that Turkish divisions would be available 
to contain the initial Russian threat to the Cilician Gates and Malatya at D/6 
months. 
(2) Allied force requirements 
Pages 42 and 43, paragraph 4,5, and 6: It is believed that estimates of force 
requirements to defend the line of the Inner Ring are excessive. 

(w) Defense of the Lebanon-Jordan line 
Allied forces required 
Page 44, paragraph 3: In view of the extremely unfavourable terrain which 
would seriously complicate Soviet logistics, it is believed that the force 
estimates for the defense of this 'last ditch' are excessive. 

(x) Defense of the southwest Persian Gulf area and Bandar Abbas 
(1) Page 46: It is considered that holding the Bahrein-Ras Tanura-Bandar Abbas 
:area will not fulfill the Allied requirements for retention of Middle East oil , since 
the holding of such a restricted area would not insure maintaining the 
necessary LOC thereto. 
(2) Current U.S. planning does not provide for deployment of U.S. Marine 
Forces to the Southwest Persian Gulf oil area. 

(y) Defense of the Ramallah line 
Page 47: 
Since this is a secondary and final phase of the British plan to defend the 
Lebanon- Jordan line, which was commented on in paragraph w above, no 
additional comments are made on this appendix. 

(z) The naval aspects of Middle East defense 
Page 49, paragraph 7: 
In view of the statement that the estimated force requirements are exclusive of 
those which might be required in support of the Southern European· Western 
Mediterranean regions, it is considered that the listed force requirements are 
excessive. 
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183 FO 371180456, no 143 20 Oct 1950 
[Middle East defence strategy]: letter from M R Wright to 
Sir R Stevenson 

Thank you for your Top Secret and Personal letter of October 5th, with its interesting 
enclosures, about Defence. This has arrived in plenty of time to receive 
consideration. It is now unlikely that a full-dress Cabinet paper about Egypt will 
eventuate within the next few weeks, although it may well do so somewhat later on. 

2. Meanwhile, the following considerations (to some extent conflicting) are in 
our minds . 

3. First, there will be within the next ten days a top secret meeting between the 
British and American Chiefs of Staff at which there will be a review of global strategy. 
In this the Middle East will figure largely. Among recent developments affecting the 
problem are:-

(a) The promise of an armoured division and nine air squadrons from South 
Africa, which may be used anywhere in the Middle East in the event of war. It is 
intended to follow this up by further and early discussions with Australia and New 
Zealand about more definite and larger contributions on their part. 
(b) An Anglo-American review (not yet fully completed) of the world oil situation 
tends to show that without Middle East oil it would be extremely difficult, and 
perhaps even impossible, to implement fully our present overall strategic plans, 
including those for the defence of Western Europe. This may result in even greater 
emphasis being placed on the defence of the Middle East and its oil supplies. 
(c) It has been decided to admit Turkey and Greece to the Military Planning of 
N.A.T.O. How this should be done presents considerable problems. Our provisional 
thinking is that they should be put into touch {perhaps at the request of N.A.T.O.) 
with our Commanders in Chief, Middle East. But since the latter are not 
integrated with N.A.T.O., it may be that the Turks and the Greeks ought also to be 
put in touch with some N.A.T.O. body such as that responsible for planning in the 
Western Mediterranean. It may also be desirable to put them in touch with 
C.I.N.C.N.E.L.M. Some thought may also be given to the wider question whether 
our Middle East planning, with which at least some Commonwealth countries will 
probably be progressively associated, as well as Turkey and Greece, should be 
integrated in some way with N.A.T.O. 
(d) Meanwhile the Planners were asked by the Chiefs of Staff to produce a paper 
reviewing again the possibility or impossibility of alternative locations other than 
Egypt for 

(i) The Middle East base; 
(ii) The Middle East Striking Force. 

The first draft has now been passed back by the Chiefs of Staff to the Planners to be 
re-written on the following lines. First, Egypt is the only possible base in wartime 
for the defence of the Middle East. We must, however, face the fact that unless we 
can reach a new agreement with Egypt before 1956, we shall almost certainly have 
no right to remain there. While therefore every effort should and will be made to 
reach an agreement with Egypt before 1956 which gives us our major 
requirements, we must have alternative plans in the event of failure to reach such 
an agreement. In considering what these plans may be, we should note that the 
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Egyptians have so far stated definitely that they would be willing to maintain for us 
a base in Egypt and to move back into Egypt in the event of war. In the very last 
resort, we might have to accept this, although it would be preferable that we 
should be allowed to maintain a certain number of personnel, perhaps three or 
four thousand, to help look after the base in peacetime. But if we accept it, we shall 
be obliged to have a subsidiary peacetime base somewhere in the Middle East, 
which would service our peacetime striking force. This would be on the 
assumption that in the event of war we should move back into Egypt, if possible 
with, but if necessary without, Egyptian permission. It would be desirable that this 
subsidiary base should be located in the same territory as our striking force, but 
this would not necessarily be essential. The Planners have therefore been asked to 
make recommendations for the possible location outside Egypt 

(i) for a small peacetime base; 
(ii) for the Middle East striking force, 

preferably, but not necessarily in the same territory. Among possible sites to be 
considered for either (i) or (ii) , or both, are Cyrenaica, Tripoli, the Gaza Strip, 
Jordan, Turkey, Cyprus, Crete, and an alternative Greek Island. The possibilities of 
Israel, Syria, or the Lebanon are, for various reasons, to be considered as fairly 
remote. 

4. I need not point out that this directive from the Chiefs of Staff to the Planners 
is on far more realistic lines than their thinking in the past. 

5. Meanwhile, there are the plans, of which you are already aware, for a Defence 
Facilities Conference between a number of African Powers. We have noted that you 
advise that Egypt should be invited, and that you think it at least just possible that 
she might not wish to be left out. We have also noted the enquiry, presumably 
personal and spontaneous, by the Egyptian Ambassador in Washington of the State 
Department (see Washington telegram No. 2738 of the 11th October), about the 
possibility of Egypt being associated with N.A.T.O. planning on the same lines as 
Turkey and Greece. Amr tells us informally that he has himself been wondering 
whether the association of Egypt with N.A.T.O. planning might eventually and in 
some manner, afford a way out. 

6. The Secretary of State himself has been wondering whether, if we are to 
withdraw our striking force, we might come to an agreement upon withdrawal in 
annual stages phased over, say, six or ten years. 

7. Finally, we have not yet heard what may have passed in the talks which were 
being arranged for the Minister of Foreign Affairs with Mr. Acheson and General 
Marshal!. We also do not know what may come of the proposed Opposition Manifesto 
to King Farouk on his return to Egypt, and have been much interested in your 
telegrams on this subject. We cannot judge from here whether there is any chance 
that the King may be frightened, and might be amenable to the line of reasoning not 
only that resolute internal measures are required, but also that Egypt would do well 
to abandon the sterile repetition of empty slogans, and to reach an early compromise 
agreement with us. On the face of it, his reluctance to see our forces leave Egypt 
ought to be increased by any heightening of his fear for the future of his regime, and 
this might logically be the moment for him to give a determined lead both on 
internal matters and on Egypt's relations with us. But you can judge this better than 
we can, and it may be of course that the reaction will be the other way. 
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8. I am afraid this is a long letter, especially as it points to no definite 
conclusions. But it may possibly be helpful to you as background. It is for your 
personal information only. 

9. Sir W. Strang has seen. 

184 FO 371181967, no 8 14 Nov 1950 
[Meetings between the US JCS and UK COS]: outward telegram no 
424 from the COS to the British Defence Co-ordination Committee, 
Middle East giving an account of discussions on Middle East policy 
and global strategy [Extract] 

1. Following paragraphs summarise results of U.S./U.K. Chiefs of Staff meetings 
in Washington in October, 1950, in so far as your theatre is affected and are sent for 
your personal information. Political representatives were present at our final 
meeting. 

2. Defence policy and global strategy 
U.S. Chiefs of Staff are in general agreement with concept laid down in 00(50)451 

and priorities contained in paragraph 57 of that report. 
3. Middle East policy and strategy 

(a) U.S. Chiefs of Staff agree defence of Middle East is of greatest importance to 
the war effort, particularly as it is now believed that there will not be sufficient oil 
in the western hemisphere to meet Allied requirements in a prolonged war. They 
regard Middle East theatre however as a British Commonwealth responsibility and 
will not accept commitment to contribute U.S. forces to assist in its defence for at 
least the first two years of war, although U.S. strategic bombing may assist 
indirectly. U.S. fleet in Mediterranean is primarily to cover action in Italy and 
Southern Europe but subject to this will be available in Eastern Mediterranean. 
(b) U.S. Chiefs of Staff consider we are over cautious in planning defence of 
Middle East, particularly as our plan does not cover the Middle East oil and Turkey 
except in long-term. They consider we under-estimate the difficulties with which 
Russians would be faced in their advance which, by well prepared demolitions, 
could be delayed for a long period. They suggest that by holding the outer ring 
from the outset, we should be able to make full use of Turkish, Iranian and other 
forces from Middle East countries. We pointed out that to be effective demolitions 
must be sustained by repeated bombing and that with our shortage of medium 
bombers this was not possible. We agreed that a combined examination of the 
whole problem of the defence of the Middle East should be carried out by you with 
CINCNELM and heads of U.S. Missions in Turkey and Iran. Directive for this study 
is now being prepared. 
{c) Iran 
The U.S. Chiefs of Staff, although ready to consider despatch of a carrier to the 
Persian Gulf in certain circumstances, are loathe to enter into any commitment to 
assist In safeguarding Iraq and Iran oH fields in the event of a covert Communist 

1 See 165. 
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coup in Iran or Azerbaijan. U.S. political representatives questioned advisability of 
sending a British force into Iran should this eventuality arise lest the Russians 
invoke the 1921 Treaty. This aspect of the problem is now receiving consideration 
at Foreign Office. 

Entry of Soviet troops into Iran or Azerbaijan is separate issue and would be 
referred to U.N.O. but Middle East forces would undoubtedly have to bear initial 
burden of any action taken. 
(d) Greece and Turkey 
In event of Bulgaria violating Greek or Turkish frontiers, we agreed matter will be 
referred to U.N.O. Majority of forces to support any action decided upon will 
inevitably have to be provided initially from your theatre. 
(e) Egypt 
U.S. Chiefs of Staff appreciate importance of Egypt as the wartime base for the 
Middle East. They intend using Egypt as a return airbase in war. At our meeting 
with political representatives, Americans agreed to consider making combined 
approach with us to Egyptian Government on combined question of treaty revision 
and supply of equipment. 
(f) Cyprus 
U.S. Chiefs of Staff stated they might require use of Cyprus as a return air base. 
Defence of island for this purpose will be considered in combined study mentioned 
in paragraph 3(b) above. State Department will press Greek Government to drop 
the question of sovereignty of the island for the present. ... 

185 FO 14111398, no 1 16 Nov 1950 
[Contacts between embassy officials and Egyptians]: minute by 
C H Page on how to treat Egyptians 

When in Cairo a week ago my comments were invited on a memorandum by Mr. 
Hamilton' in which he emphasised the necessity for members of the Foreign Service 
to establish and maintain friendly relations with Egyptians both officially and 
socially. There was also an interesting minute by Mr. Ravensdale. Both the 
memorandum and the minute are admirable and there is nothing on which to 
comment. 

As a matter of possible interest I would add however that the document did call to 
my mind advice which used to be given by a former member of the Levant Consular 
Service to probationer vice-consuls, who were placed under his superintendence. It 
ran:- "you will no doubt be posted to many countries. If you enter one with your 
mind already made up to hate the inhabitants it will be a waste of time unpacking 
your bag". 

My experience of Egypt is only of three and a half years duration and is confined to 
Suez, where the British community and myself are on excellent terms with the 
numerous Government officials and the few Egyptian celebrities. All meet quite 
frequently at parties or games and all get along extremely well. I find that this has 
paid very good dividends. There is no evidence whatever of any anti-British feeling, 

1 See 178. 
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or anti-foreign feeling for that matter, in Suez and indeed the evidence is quite to the 
contrary. The local government official will go out of his way to assist if he can. The 
Passport and Nationality Department has on several occasions arranged matters 
when British nationals have been in the country for several months without having 
troubled to report their place of residence, etc., thus rendering themselves liable to a 
fine or imprisonment, or both . 

An Egyptian of some standing once said to me "if you speak quietly to an Egyptian 
and smile at him you can get away with anything but if you bully him he can be 
much more stubborn then your proverbial mule". I believe this to be true and advise 
newcomers to the Suez district in this sense. 

186 CAB 129/43, CP(50)283 27 Nov 1950 
'Egypt': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Bevin on whether to remain in 
Egypt or to seek an agreement based on the evacuation of troops 

[In addition to the domestic difficulties facing the Egyptian government, the King was 
implicated in an arms scandal associated with the supply of defective equipment to the 
Egyptian army during the first Arab-Israeli war. Both parties therefore had an interest in 
promoting their nationalist credentials. A further complication facing the British was the 
negotiations with the Egyptians over the release of the sterling balances. When Egypt left 
the sterling area in 1947, £367 million of sterling assets were blocked. Releases were 
agreed on an annual basis but in November 1950 Britain reluctantly agreed to start 
negotiations for a long-term permanent solution to the problem of the balances. It was 
believed that an open breach over financial matters would bring Egyptian reprisals that 
would be costly to Britain. The British had no interest other than good Anglo-Egyptian 
relations to conclude an agreement, and in January 1951 talks were suspended. When 
they resumed, agreement was reached in June 1951 covering a ten-year period pending 
assurances from Britain that Egypt would not be excluded from the transferable account 
area. The military argued that the discussions should be prolonged and no such 
assurances given (PREM 811390, report by the Overseas Negotiating Committee Working 
Party, 17 Nov 1950).] 

Internal affairs 
After five years of government through his personal nominees, King Farouk decided 
in 1949 to allow the traditionally anti-palace party, the Wafd, to join in an all-party 
coalition. In the elections which followed last January the Wafd obtained an 
overwhelming majority in the Chamber of Deputies, and Egypt has since been 
governed by an ali-Wafdist Government under Nahas Pasha, who had long been 
regarded as a bitter personal enemy of the King. Since the Wafd took office, however, 
their relations with the Palace have been surprisingly good, and, with the aid of a 
royal decree of doubtful legality enacted this summer, they now command a working 
majority in the Senate. Thus, at the beginning of this year, for the first time since 
Egypt was granted independence, the country found itself about to be governed by 
what was generally regarded as a popular administration committed to a programme 
of social and economic reform and supported by the King. 

2. Nevertheless, the internal situation has shown no improvement, for three main 
reasons. First, the cost of living, already high, has risen steadily during the past year. 
Secondly, in spite of its programme of reform, the present Government has so far 
done little to improve the standard of living of the Egyptian people, most of whom 
live in abject poverty. Thirdly, the position of the King, and to some extent that of his 
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Government too, has been shaken by the Palestine war arms scandal. The enquiry 
has not been completed, but it has already led to the resignation of the Commander
in-chief (a protege of the King) and the compulsory retirement of the Chief of Staff. 
The scandal is believed also to involve other persons close to King Farouk, notably 
his favourite and principal political adviser, Kerim Tabet. 

3. The Opposition parties, however, controlling only a handful of seats in the 
Egyptian Parliament, are virtually powerless. The Minister of the Interior has been 
sensible enough to ensure the loyalty of the police to the Government. There is no 
sign of any military leader capable of turning the army's present discontent and 
disillusionment to political advantage. Though Egypt is potentially a fertile breeding 
ground for communism, the Egyptian Communist movement is small , disunited and 
ineffective, and the Wafd have so far been at pains to remain on good terms with the 
Moslem Brotherhood, the only important Egyptian movement possessing a political 
machine comparable to their own. (The Moslem Brotherhood is a politico-religious 
organisation whose terrorist campaign culminated two years ago in the assassination 
of the Egyptian Chief of Police and the Prime Minister, Nokrashy Pasha). There is 
therefore no likelihood of any early change in the Egyptian political scene, and the 
present situation in Egypt can best be described as one of unstable equilibrium. 

The defence of Egypt 
4. His Majesty's Government's right to station troops in Egypt is based on the 

Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of Alliance of 1936, which has another six years to run. The 
most important military provision (Article 8) of this Treaty is that authorising His 
Majesty's Government, "until the Egyptian Army is in a position to ensure by its own 
resources the liberty and entire security of navigation of the [Suez] Canal," to station 
land forces not exceeding 10,000 and air forces not exceeding 400 pilots in a specified 
zone near the Canal, in order to ensure its defence in co-operation with the Egyptian 
forces . (The Treaty also permits the R.A. F. pilots to be accompanied by the 
"necessary ancillary personnel for administrative and technical duties.") 

5. At the present moment, there are over three times as many troops stationed in 
Egypt as the Treaty allows. Of these, the Land Striking Force accounts for 
approximately 7,000, the R.A.F. and army air defence units 10,000, and G.H.Q. 
Middle East Land Force and Base troops 13,000. Thus nearly half the entire force 
consists of administrative and technical personnel required to man G.H.Q. and the 
Middle East Base established in Egypt during the last war, for which no provision was 
made in the 1936 Treaty, and there are in addition some 8,000 Mauritian troops 
engaged in guarding the Base. Moreover, the largest and most important installation 
in the Middle East Base, the Tel-el-Kebir Depot, is situated well outside the Treaty 
zone mentioned in the preceding paragraph. The strategic emphasis has in fact 
shifted since 1936, and our primary strategic requirement is now not so much the 
defence of the Suez Canal itself as the maintenance of a Base in Egypt capable of 
rapid expansion on the outbreak of war, in order to support a major campaign in the 
Middle East and the defence of the base against air attack. 

6. During the past 18 months every effort has been made (including my own visit 
to Cairo in January, two recent visits by the Chief of the Imperial General Staff, and a 
series of discussions between His Majesty's Ambassador and the Egyptian Foreign 
Minister) to explain to the Egyptian Government the urgency of the Soviet threat to 
Middle East security and the strategic reasons why, if the Middle East is to be 
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successfully defended against a Soviet attack, the Middle East Base must, in the 
Chiefs of Staff's opinion, be located in Egypt. In addition, it has been made clear to 
the Egyptian Government that we should be willing to substitute the 1936 Treaty by 
a fresh treaty of alliance or defence agreement which, while guaranteeing our 
minimum strategic requirements, would provide for:-

(a) A joint Anglo-Egyptian Headquarters; 
(b) Joint maintenance of the Middle East Base; 
(c) Joint air defence of Egypt; and 
(d) Renunciation of His Majesty's Government's responsibility for the defence of the 
Suez Canal (a political point of honour, connected with our inheritance of Ottoman 
rights in this respect, to which the Egyptians attach considerable importance). 

7. Despite these concessions, the Egyptian Government, who, like most 
Egyptians, are far more afraid of Israel than of the Soviet Union, are still only dimly 
aware of the danger of the Soviet aggression; they have categorically refused to 
accept the principle of joint defence in peacetime; and they have continued to press 
for an end to be put to what they still regard as British "occupation," by the 
unconditional evacuation of all His Majesty's Forces from Egypt. The latest and most 
emphatic re-statement of this demand was contained in the Speech from the Throne 
delivered at the opening of the Egyptian Parliament on 16th November, in which the 
Egyptian Government, without formally denouncing the 1936 Treaty, virtually 
declared it null and void. Though King Farouk himself is believed to be privately 
convinced of the wisdom of concluding a defence agreement on the lines indicated 
above, he does not appear to be capable of imposing his will on his Ministers in this 
respect. Virtual deadlock has thus been reached. 

8. Two possible ways of breaking this deadlock are now under consideration. 
First, a Joint Anglo--American demarche to Egypt. Second, the discussion of 
proposals for defence discussions with Egypt in a wider context- e.g., with Turkey, 
with Turkey and Greece, with these countries and some other Commonwealth 
country or countries, or even with the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, as is 
already being done in the cases of Greece and Turkey. The first alternative has been 
recommended in recent politico-military talks in Washington, and the United States 
Government have told us that they are prepared to consider any suggestion we may 
put forward . The various alternative possibilities which fall under the second 
alternative are further examined in a separate paper (C.P. (50) 284)1 concerning the 
forthcoming discussions with the Egyptian Foreign Minister. 

9. The Egyptian Government are, however, deeply committed by a series of pub
lic utterances to the principle of "total evacuation." Since they took office they have 
made no effort to educate public opinion to appreciate the realities of their country's 
situation, and even though they may be prepared to continue to discuss defence for 
some time to come, it is doubtful whether they would ever feel able to abandon this 
principle, whatever form of agreement was adopted to disguise its renunciation. 

10. There is often misunderstanding of the attitude which the Egyptian 
Government would adopt towards a future war. 

11. When the aggression by North Korea took place, the Egyptian Government 
voted in the Security Council to condemn the aggression, but abstained on the 

1 See 187. 
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resolution for action to resist it, on the grounds that the United Nations had taken an 
unfair and prejudiced attitude over Israel. Subsequently, however, they voted for the 
General Assembly Resolution of 3rd November entitled "Uniting for Peace" which 
provides for action by the Assembly in the event of the Security Council failing to 
deal promptly with a threat or act of aggression, recommends Member-States to 
maintain within their armed forces a unit which could be made availab le for service 
as a United Nations unit, and establish a collective measures committee on which 
Egypt herself will serve. Further, the Egyptian Government have so far told us that in 
the event of war they are prepared for British Forces to reoccupy the base in Egypt, 
and that they are prepared to negotiate a new Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of Alliance, 
provided there are no British Forces in Egypt in peacetime. 

12. If, therefore, we are prepared to leave the Base installations and material in 
Egypt under Egyptian supervision, perhaps with a certain number of British 
technicians, to assist in its care, in return for an undertaking that we could reoccupy 
it in time of war, and if we were to station our striking force, with a subsidiary peace
time base to supply it, in a neighbouring territory, e.g. , Libya, or in several 
territories, e.g., Libya, the Gaza Strip, and Cyprus, it is possible that we could 
conclude a new treaty with Egypt at any t ime. To this, however, there are grave 
strategic (but not necessarily political) objections. These are again under review by 
the Chiefs of Staff. 

13. We are, therefore, broadly speaking, faced with the following alternative 
courses of action:-

(a) to continue to maintain our forces in Egypt until 1956, despite such Egyptian 
opposition as may develop, in the hope that in the course of the next six years, one 
of two things will happen. Either the Soviet threat to the Middle East will have 
become so much clearer to the Egyptian Government that they will alter their 
attitude, or the international situation will have changed so much for the better 
that the issue will no longer have the same importance. 

If we take this line, we can of course continue to discuss alternative solutions in 
the hope that some acceptable compromise will emerge. 
(b) To seek to reach an early agreement on the lines of paragraph 12 above, 
possibly combining this with one of the alternative forms of regional arrangement. 
The Egyptian Government would probably agree to arrangements for the 
stationing of our striking force elsewhere in the Middle East within a period of a 
year or perhaps two years . 

14. Failing some early agreement or understanding with the Egyptian 
Government, it is possible that they may seek, by means of administrative 
obstruction, such as the denial of port, railway and labour facilities , to make our 
continued presence in the Canal Zone impossible. A recent study of this problem by 
the Chiefs of Staff suggests that the situation in which our troops might find 
themselves should the Egyptians resort to such extreme measures, would be difficult 
and might involve considerable additional expenditure, but would not, if we were 
resolute, be impossible. There are, moreover, certain counter-measures open to us, 
such as the withholding of the oil normally pumped to Cairo through army pipelines, 
which no Egyptian Government could contemplate with equanimity. 

15. In an exchange of notes which accompanied the 1936 Treaty, His Majesty's 
Government gave the following undertaking:-
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"His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom undertake to use their 
good offices to facilitate the supply (of such) armaments and equipment from 
the United Kingdom, at prices similar to those which would be paid by His 
Majesty's Government, whenever the Egyptian Government so desire ." 

16. The Egyptian Government have constantly alleged that His Majesty's 
Government have deliberately kept the Egyptian Forces deprived of weapons which 
they require for their self-defence, and eventually for the defence of the Canal Zone, 
so as to maintain their own grip on Egypt. This has for many years been among the 
major causes of Anglo-Egyptian friction . If His Majesty's Government default on this 
obligation under the Treaty, they give the Egyptian Government a reason for 
maintaining that, as His Majesty's Government are breaking the Treaty, Egypt is 
justified in doing so also. Moreover, the denial of arms to Egypt by His Majesty's 
Government does not prevent Egypt from obtaining arms from other countries. 
There is some evidence to show that Czechoslovakia is again offering to supply Egypt 
with arms, and it is undesirable that Egypt should turn to Eastern Europe for her 
means of self-defence. 

17. The whole question of the further supply of arms to Egypt will have to be 
reviewed in the light of the forthcoming talks with the Egyptian Foreign Minister. 
The requirements of our own and of other Commonwealth Forces, and of N.A.T.O. 
countries must, of course, come first. 

The Sudan 
18. The recent Speech from the Egyptian Throne contemplated the abrogation 

not only of the 1936 Treaty of Alliance but also of the Anglo-Egyptian Condominium 
Agreement of 1899, upon which the Sudan's status in international law is based. 
Under the provisions of this agreement, joint responsibility for the conduct of the 
Sudan's international relations was vested in His Majesty's Government and the 
Egyptian Government, who delegated responsibility for the internal government of 
the Sudan to a Governor-General, to be appointed by the King of Egypt, on the 
recommendation of His Majesty's Government. The agreement confers very wide 
powers on the Governor-General. Since the last war, however, there have been two 
important developments in the Sudan: first, the rapid introduction of Sudanese into 
the administration, and, secondly, the ordinance whereby, in 1948, the Governor
General set up an Executive Council, which now has a Sudanese majority, and a 
Legislative Assembly, the vast majority of whose members are Sudanese. This 
ordinance was approved by His Majesty's Government but not by the Egyptian 
Government, who have continued to maintain their traditional view (reiterated in 
the recent Speech from the Throne) that the Sudan, despite the Condominium 
Agreement, has never ceased to be an integral part of the Kingdom of Egypt. 

19. This view no Egyptian Government in the immediately foreseeable future 
would be prepared to abandon, and although most Egyptian politicians would be 
willing to concede some form of self-government to the Sudan, few are ready to 
define what degree of self-government would in fact be granted, and fewer still are 
aware of the strength of anti-Egyptian feeling among the Independence Party in the 
Sudan. So long as the Egyptians remain intransigent on this issue, there is little 
hope of an Anglo-Egyptian settlement about the Sudan. His Majesty's Government 
stands committed to a clearly defined policy, publicly announced in Parliament in 
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1946 and confirmed by my statement made in Parliament on 20th November, that 
the Sudanese people must be allowed freely to decide their own future. Two attempts 
have been made since the war to reconcile Anglo-Egyptian differences in this matter, 
notably in 1946; on both occasions greater concessions were made to Egypt than the 
present state of Sudanese opinion would allow; and each time the Egyptian 
Government withheld its approval after the agreement had been initialled ad 
referendum . In existing circumstances, therefore, there is nothing to be gained by 
reopening negotiations regarding the Sudan. Meanwhile, the Governor-General is 
being encouraged to press forward measures designed to broaden the electoral basis 
of the Sudan Legislative Assembly. 

The Suez Canal 
20. In order to preserve the principle of "the free use of the Canal in war as in 

peace" enshrined in the Suez Canal Convention of 1888, the Royal Navy have taken 
pains in both world wars to exercise belligerent rights of inspection and contraband 
control outside the Canal. Since 15th May, 1948, however, successive Egyptian 
Governments have claimed the right to exercise these rights within the Canal, 
quoting Article X of the Convention. The relevant part of this Article states "that the 
provisions of Articles IV, V, VII and VIII (i.e., those which deal specifically with the 
rights of belligerent nations in the Canal in t ime of war) shall not interfere with 
measures ... " which the Egyptian Government "might find it necessary to take for 
securing by their own forces the defence of Egypt and the maintenance of public 
order." The Egyptian Government, moreover, continue to exercise these rights in 
respect of a limited contraband list-in practice, arms and oil-even though Egypt is 
to all intents and purposes at peace with Israel, with whom she signed in February 
1949 a permanent Armistice. 

21. His Majesty's Government have on numerous occasions protested to the 
Egyptian Government against the restrictions on the free use of the Canal. While 
these representations, supplemented by those of other maritime Powers, have 
undoubtedly helped to reduce frivolous interference with shipping and have 
contributed to the progressive relaxation of the Egyptian restrictions, they have not 
induced the Egyptian Government to remove the restrictions altogether. Despite the 
many efforts we have made to persuade the Egyptian Government that the 
continuance of the restrictions is even more damaging to neutral countries and to 
themselves than it is to Israel, they have remained deaf to our arguments. It is clear 
that the Egyptian Government, in common with the Iraqi Government, who have 
suspended operation of the Haifa pipeline, regard the interdiction of oil traffic to 
Haifa as a major point in their policy towards Israel. 

22 . Our material interests at stake are, first, claims for confiscated cargoes and 
demurrage to ships between May 1948 and July 1949, amounting to some £112 
million. The Egyptian Government have been formally made aware that we are 
holding this claim against them, although it has not yet been presented in fully 
documented form . Second, the partial inaction of the Haifa refineries, despite the 
routeing of some tankers to Haifa via the Cape, is costing the United Kingdom a 
substantial, though not precisely calculable, indirect loss of hard currency. This may 
be of the value of £18,000,000 annually. 

23. Our protests to the Egyptian Government were based on the two 
contentions-
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(1) that the situation in Palestine was not such as to confer on Egypt belligerent 
rights, and 
(2) that even if she were entitled to such rights, she could not exercise them in the 
Canal. 

Although these arguments were used with the Egyptian Government in the 
immediate interests of restoring liberty of navigation in the Canal, some doubts 
arose as to the legal validity of the underlying assumptions, and the legal issues 
involved were submitted to the Law Officers. 

24. The Law Officers' conclusions, which may be studied in greater detail at the 
Annex/ were broadly that not only did the situation in Palestine from 15th May, 
1948, onward, for all practical purposes constitute a state of war, but that Egypt was 
entitled to search for and seize contraband in the Canal 'on the grounds that such 
action was justified by the requirements of self-defence. The Law Officers consider, 
however, that Egypt may, in the method of executing her control, have exceeded the 
legitimate requirements of self-defence, and also that as the date of the Armistice 
recedes, her justification for continuing the restrictions becomes less and less. We 
have heard that the United States State Department's Legal Advisers have come 
independently to much the same conclusion. Our new-found doubts have naturally 
not been revealed to the Egyptian Government, but it is evident that, assuming Egypt 
agreed to submit to the International Court, His Majesty's Government's chances of 
winning their case are not sufficiently favourable to be worth the risk of failure, with 
all its implications. 

25. Two months ago Israel raised the question of the Egyptian economic 
blockade, which naturally includes the Canal restrictions, as a complaint against 
Egypt in the Security Council. It subsequently transpired that this issue had, 
unknown to the members of the Security Council, been raised previously in the 
Egyptian/Israeli Mixed Armistice Commission, although the Commission had never 
given a final decision in the case. The Security Council has just ruled that this, 
together with various other Israeli and Arab complaints, should be dealt with by the 
Palestine Conciliation machinery within the next three months and that General 
Riley should inform them at the end of that period what action had been taken to 
enforce the Commissions' [sic] decisions. The matter is therefore in a sense sub 
judice. If the Mixed Armistice Commission rules that the restrictions are contrary to 
the Armistice Settlement and Egypt defies it, it will be up to the Security Council, 
with all the moral influence at its command, to consider how the Commission's 
decision is to be enforced. In the meantime we have tried but failed to persuade the 
Egyptian Government to abolish the restrictions rather than risk an adverse ruling 
in the Security Council, and as there does not appear much more that we can do for 
the present by direct approach to the Egyptian Government, I think we must let 
developments take their course. 

Financial negotiations 
26. Egypt has progressively drawn down her sterling balances accumulated 

during the last war, and these now stand at £270 million, of which £40 million are on 
free account and the remainder blocked. Since 1947 releases of blocked sterling to 

2 Not printed. 
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Egypt and allocations of hard currency have been regulated by separate annual 
agreements reached only after long and increasingly difficult negotiations. This year, 
as part of the price of an agreement, we were obliged to undertake to open 
negotiations in November for a "long-term or permanent settlement of Egypt's 
sterling balances." 

27. A full statement of the problem and suggestions for its solution are in the 
memorandum which received the general approval of the Economic Policy 
Committee on 24th November, 1950. Three possible kinds of settlement are 
envisaged:-

(a) A settlement based on a development approach, modelled on the Colombo 
plan; 
(b) Automatic annual releases unconnected with development; and 
(c) A combination of these two. 

Of these, the first is preferable for several reasons, not least because it is the only one 
which holds out hope that future releases of sterling to the Egyptian Government 
would be used to improve the economic condition of the Egyptian people and so 
contribute to the general stability of the Middle East. 

28. The political repercussions of failure to conclude a financial agreement 
should not be underestimated. The alternatives would be either, at best, a return to 
the system of annual financial haggles, or, at worst, an economic war with Egypt. 
The former has over the past few years acted as a constant irritant in Anglo- Egyptian 
relations, and the effects of the latter in the political, quite apart from the economic 
field, would be grave. It cannot, however, be said that failure to conclude a long-term 
or permanent financial settlement with the Egyptian Government would make it 
impossible to secure a defence agreement. 

Conclusions 
29. As regards the Sudan, the overriding importance of defence should never 

prevent us from fulfilling our declared obligation towards the people of the Sudan, 
and the Sudan Government should be given all possible aid in preparing the 
Sudanese for a free decision regarding their country's future. 

30. The overriding factor in defence discussions with Egypt should be our 
determination to take no step which will leave the Middle East defenceless and 
heedlessly endanger the independence and safety of other countries in the area. The 
alternative courses of action outlined in paragraph 13 above should be reviewed 
again in the light of the forthcoming conversations with the Egyptian Foreign 
Minister. In general, we should maintain our efforts to reach a satisfactory defence 
agreement. If these efforts fail, we should take our stand on the 1936 Treaty and be 
prepared to accept a general deterioration in Anglo-Egyptian relations, and if 
necessary to defy consequent Egyptian attempts to force us by administrative 
obstruction to leave the Suez Canal Zone. Our secondary aims should remain 
unaltered. In particular we should handle the Suez Canal and Sterling Balance 
problems on the lines indicated in paragraphs 25 and 27 of this paper. Pursuit of 
these aims should not however be allowed substantially to modify our main objective 
as regards defence. 
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187 CAB 129/43, CP(50)284 27 Nov 1950 
'Egypt: defence': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Bevin on the proposed 
talks with Saleh el Din. Annexes 

The Egyptian Minister for Foreign Affairs is due to arrive in London on Monday, 27th 
November, as leader of the Egyptian Delegation for the Sterling Balances talks. It is 
understood that he is also willing to discuss the problem of defence. It is suggested 
that our attitude on defence should be based on the following considerations:-

The attitude of Egypt 
2. I attach as Annexes A and B the texts of the passage on Anglo-Egyptian 

relations from the Speech from the Throne in Cairo on 16th November, and of my 
statement in the House on 20th November. 

3. Subsequent information from various sources indicates that the Egyptian 
Government are nervous of the repercussions to their statement, which was made for 
internal political consumption. It may well be, although it is by no means certain, 
that they have no intention of taking any specific steps in the near future on the lines 
indicated in the Speech, and may be willing to discuss matters in a different spirit. 
But even before the Speech, His Majesty's Ambassador at Cairo considered that the 
Egyptian Government would never accept a solution which did not involve the 
withdrawal of British forces from Egypt within a fairly short period, e.g., a year. 
Further, the Egyptian Government have said that they cannot accept the principle of 
joint defence arrangements in peace-time. By this, however, they may, and probably 
do, mean the presence of British forces in Egypt in peace-time, and may not 
necessarily be thinking of other aspects of peace-time co-operation in defence. 

4. At the same time, the Egyptian Government, in their conversations with us, 
have so far said that they are willing for the base installations and materials to 
remain in Egypt in peace-time under Egyptian care, and that they agree that we 
should re-enter Egypt in war-time. 

5. So far, therefore, no differences have arisen over co-operation in war-time, but 
very grave difficulties over co-operation in peace-time. 

6. King Farouk has told us that he does not wish our forces to leave Egypt. His 
advice to us is to keep on talking with the Egyptian Government, leaving our forces 
where they are . He has expressed the view that developments in the international 
situation may affect the position to our advantage. 

7. Meanwhile, the Egyptian Government have indicated through the Egyptian 
Ambassador that they have been wondering whether there might be a place for Egypt 
within an extended Atlantic Pact, or within some similar arrangement which would 
provide a basis other than bilateral for a solution of Anglo- Egyptian difficulties. 

The views of the Chiefs of Staff 
8. The Chiefs of Staff have asked the Joint Planning Staff to prepare, without 

commitment, a study of possible alternative locations in the Middle East for: -

(a) our striking force; 
(b) an auxiliary peace-time base to supply this force. 

This would be on the assumption that the war-time base in Egypt would be looked 
after by the Egyptians, possibly with some British technicians, and that we should re-
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enter Egypt in time of war. Among locations being examined are Libya, the Gaza 
Strip, Cyprus, Turkey and Greek Islands. It is now understood that this paper is 
unlikely to be completed before the end of December. 

The attitude of the United States 
9. The United States Government agree with our assessment of the strategic 

importance of Egypt. They have undertaken to give us appropriate diplomatic 
support with the Egyptians, and have in fact let the Egyptians know their views. 

10. They have recently informed us that they are prepared to associate 
themselves with us in making a joint Anglo-American approach to the Egyptian 
Government about defence facilities in Egypt, and are waiting for suggestions from 
us on the form which this might take. 

11. The Americans have also told us that they would like to station some 
American air force personnel in Egypt in peace-time to assist in maintaining the 
strategic airfield at Abu Sueir. 

The relationship of Turkey and Greece to the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 
12. The North Atlantic Treaty Powers have recently invited Turkey and Greece to 

associate themselves with the defence planning of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organisation. Both Governments have accepted the invitation. 

The possibility of associating Egypt with the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 
13. If the Egyptian suggestion for association with the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organisation (see paragraph 7 above) were followed up, this might be done in either 
of two ways:-

(a) First, Egypt might actually be admitted to membership of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organisation. This would present a number of formidable difficulties. We 
know that the United States Government would be extremely reluctant to enlarge 
its political commitments in this manner and at this stage, and feel that additional 
membership by one Middle East country would result in applications by others. 
Other signatories of the North Atlantic Treaty may be expected to feel the same 
reluctance. It will be recalled that it was recently decided that Turkey and Greece 
could not at this stage be admitted to membership. 
(b) An alternative would be for Egypt to be associated with the defence planning of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation in the same manner as Greece and Turkey. 
This would present fewer difficulties, but even to this step there might be 
reluctance on the part of the United States and other members to be overcome. 

14. Some thought has also been given to the possibility of turning Abu Sueir into 
a N.A.T.O. Airfield. This might conceivably afford a contribution to solving the 
problem of the joint air defence of Egypt, but would not solve the problem of land 
forces. 

Other possible methods of approach 
15. These include:-

(a) Discussions between the United Kingdom, Egypt, Greece and Turkey, and 
possibly the United States, independently of the North Atlantic Treaty 
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Organisation, but in parallel with the planning between Greece, Turkey and the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation; 
(b) similar discussions, but including some other Commonwealth countries (e.g., 
South Africa); 
(c) the Egyptian Government voted for the Assembly Resolution of 3rd November, 
1950 (see paragraph 24 below), which recommends to Member States to maintain 
a contingent of armed forces within their territory ready for service as a United 
Nations unit. It is perhaps worth considering whether a United Nations unit might 
be formed and kept in Egypt, containing both an Egyptian and a British 
contingent the latter being, in fact, our striking force . There might be a United 
Nations Commander, who should be British, but might perhaps fly a United 
Nations flag. This suggestion is new, and would require further examination. But 
it is perhaps worth mentioning. 

16. One of the main advantages of a defence arrangement on a multilateral basis, 
whatever its form, would be that it would remove the defence problem of Egypt from 
a bilateral basis, which may always be represented as unequal, to a wider basis to 
which this objection would not apply to the same extent. 

17. But the problem of securing Egyptian agreement to the presence of any 
foreign contingents in peacetime on Egyptian soil would still have to be faced. 

18. One way of meeting this difficulty might be on the lines suggested by the 
Iraqi Prime Minister, namely, that each State taking part would offer the facilities 
required by us, thus making them equal partners. Whether Greece and Turkey, if 
they were concerned, would agree to this, would have to be further explored, but the 
possibility need not be completely ruled out. 

19. Meanwhile, other Arab Governments are being approached on the lines of 
the statement contained in Foreign Office telegram No. 703 to Bagdad (Annex C). 
The Governments of Turkey and Greece have already been approached on somewhat 
similar lines. 

Recommendations 
20. In the light of the above and, subject to any developments which may occur 

meanwhile, I shall concentrate in the negotiations upon seeking first of all a 
reaffirmation of the willingness of the Egyptian Government to stand with the 
Western world, and in particular His Majesty's Government in the event of war. The 
Egyptian Government voted for the General Assembly resolution of 3rd November, 
1950, which provides for emergency action by Members of the United Nations in the 
event of a threat to the peace and of the Security Council being unable to agree, and 
recommends Member States to maintain a contingent of armed forces ready for 
service as a United Nations unit. It might be useful to record our common attitude in 
supporting this resoluti6n. 

21. I shall also seek, if possible, to record agreement on the use by His Majesty's 
Government of the Egyptian base in war-time. 

22. Having recorded that no differences have arisen between us about our 
respective obligations as members of the United Nations, and about our co-operation 
in war-time, I shall propose an examination of the difficulties which still exist 
between us about defence matters in peace-time, with the object of recording our 
common desire to overcome them by negotiation and mutual agreement. If 
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agreement on a bilateral basis is difficult to achieve, I might suggest the possibility of 
looking for a solution on a basis wider than bilateral. I could then, subject to what 
the Egyptian Foreign Minister may have to say, try and find out which, if any, of the 
many alternatives he is willing to discuss. 

23. If no progress can be made on the lines of the preceding paragraph, I shall 
aim at recording agreement on the lines of paragraphs 20 and 21, and in reaching 
agreement that both sides would think the matter over further in the light of the 
discussions in London without making any precipitate move. 

24. Any suggestion of a joint Anglo-American approach to the Egyptians would 
have to be held over until we see how the talks go. 

25. If any progress is made on any line of approach in which American support or 
intervention would be helpful, I suggest that we should ask for it. If no progress is 
made in the negotiations, we should consider asking the Americans to join with us in 
urging the Egyptians to think matters over calmly in the light of the London Talks, 
to take no precipitate action, and to seek fresh means of reconciling differences of 
view. 

26. I consider that His Majesty's Government's general attitude should be one of 
firmness combined with patience. It must again be made clear that we cannot admit 
that the Treaty can be modified except by mutual consent, but that we are anxious to 
reach an agreement which will take due account of the defence needs of the Middle 
East as a whole, which will be on a basis of equality, and which will be fully in 
accordance with the independence and sovereignty of Egypt. I may indicate that if 
such an agreement can be reached, there is no reason why in due course it should 
not replace the existing Treaty. 

27. Our first position must however be that, whatever plan is adopted, there 
ought to be a small striking force in Egypt in peace-time which would include a 
British contingent. 

28. As regards arms, policy towards Egypt will have to be reviewed in the light of 
the talks, and the Egyptian Foreign Minister should be so informed. In this 
connection it has been decided that the release of the 16 Centurion tanks for which 
Egypt has paid to the extent of 80 per cent., shall be suspended until a report can be 
made to the House on the forthcoming talks with the Egyptian Foreign Minister. 

Annex A to 187: Passage on Anglo-Egyptian relations from the speech from the 
throne on 16th November, 1950 

2. My Government considers that the 1936 Treaty has ceased to be a basis for 
Anglo-Egyptian relations. It is inevitable that its annulment should be decided and 
that new provisions should be arrived at based on other principles which you can 
approve, namely, total and immediate evacuation and the unity of Egypt and the 
Sudan under the Egyptian Crown (applause). My Government proclaims that it will 
never depart from those principles and it is profoundly convinced that the 
recognition of those principles by the British Government would be the surest 
guarantee for the maintenance of peace and security in the whole Middle East. My 
Government hopes soon to receive in this connexion proposals for conciliating the 
two points of view satisfying the wishes of the beloved valley. 
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3. In any case, my Government continues to work without respite or hesitation 
for the realisation of the national objectives. With your support, and thanks to the 
vigilance and help of the nation, it will not fail, in order to attain its ends, to employ 
every means, notably that of proclaiming the obligation of the 1936 Treaty because it 
is in flagrant contradiction with the United Nations Charter, and because moreover 
the circumstances which had accompanied its conclusion have totally changed, and 
this measure would naturally involve the end of the agreements of 16th January and 
lOth July, 1899 [corrupt group], relating to the dual administration of the Sudan. 

4. My Government hopes that the British Government will understand what 
democracy would reap and what world peace would gain if satisfaction were given 
immediately to the just claims of the Nile Valley, Egypt and the Sudan, which in that 
case could devote itself entirely to its task in building the edifice of civilisation and 
placing itself on the side of the democracies to serve the cause of peace. 

Annex B to 187: Statement on Anglo-Egyptian relations made by the foreign 
secretary in the House of Commons on 20th November, 1950 

The Anglo- Egyptian Treaty of 1936, which was approved by the Parliaments of both 
countries, contains no provisions for modification or revision except by mutual 
consent. His Majesty's Government have, nevertheless, been willing to discuss the 
possibility of revision with the Egyptian Government and there have been 
discussions this summer between His Majesty's Ambassador and the Egyptian 
Government. 

It has always been the desire of His Majesty's Government to settle outstanding 
differences with Egypt in the spirit of the long tradition of friendship between the 
two countries on a basis of equality, and with full respect for the independence and 
sovereignty of Egypt. 

The two Governments have in fact been in contact for many months on defence 
matters, with the object of removing misunderstandings and difficulties in the spirit 
I have stated. In these discussions no difference in principle has arisen over the 
defence of the Middle East in time of war. Both for this reason and in view of our 
obligations under the Treaty, His Majesty's Government has accordingly continued 
to give assistance to the Egyptian Government in the training and equipment of their 
forces. The needs, however, of our own forces, those of other Commonwealth 
countries and of other North Atlantic Treaty Powers with whom we have working 
defence agreements, must and will come first , but for His Majesty's Government to 
deny such assistance to Egypt and to certain other countries altogether would be 
contrary to our Treaty obligations. 

The difficulties which have not yet been resolved do not, as I have said, concern 
action in the event of war, but the question of defence measures in time of peace. The 
Egyptian Government have stated that they wish all British forces to be withdrawn 
from the Canal Zone in time of peace. 

The principle of common defence measures in time of peace has been accepted by 
all the Western Powers and is fully compatible with national independence and 
sovereignty. 

Other countries in the Middle East are co-operating in this way. 
This is not a matter which merely concerns the United Kingdom and Egypt. What 
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is at stake is the safety and independence of other countries also. I can assure them, 
as I assure the House, that His Majesty's Government have no intention of taking any 
steps or agreeing to any measures which leave the Middle East defenceless, or would 
needlessly prejudice the safety of free and friendly countries in that area and 
elsewhere. 

As regards the Sudan, that country has been the scene of great progress in the 
political, social and economic field during recent years. It would be tragic if anything 
were to disturb this. His Majesty's Government's attitude remains the same. It is 
briefly that the Sudanese should in due course freely decide their own future. 

In spite of the difficulties, I do not despair of being able to reconcile differences 
with Egypt on a friendly and just basis which will take account of the factors I have 
outlined. The Egyptian Foreign Minister will be visiting London next week, and this I 
understand will give us an opportunity to talk the matter over further. 

Annex C to 187: FO telegram no 703 of 18 November, 1950 to Bagdad, Jedda, 
Amman, Beirut and Damascus 

You may speak on the following lines:-
2. For some time past informal talks have been taking place between His 

Majesty's Government and the Egyptian Government about defence. 
3. His Majesty's Government's policy is that the Arab States should preserve 

their independence and should develop a more prosperous and stronger national life 
in friendship and co-operation with other free countries. If this is to happen peaceful 
and stable conditions are required throughout the Middle East in time of peace. If an 
attack were made against Middle East States from outside, the Middle East must be 
defended. 

4. No country to-day is strong enough to stand alone against a powerful enemy. 
Neither the United Kingdom nor the United States could do so. For this reason 
Western countries are joining in making common defence arrangements under the 
North Atlantic Treaty. 

5. If the Middle East is to be defended, the assistance of other free and friendly 
Powers, and particularly of the United Kingdom, is required. His Majesty's 
Government are prepared to make the major contribution to such defence. Their 
object is to assist Middle East countries to maintain their independence and not to 
interfere with their independence. Under the Tripartite Statement of May last, they 
have also, in conjunction with the United States and France, declared their intention 
to assist Middle East countries to maintain their independence against any danger 
from within the area. 

6. Under conditions of modern warfare , as events in Korea have shown, 
successful defence cannot be undertaken in war-time without adequate preparation 
in peace-time. Otherwise the potential aggressor may gain the initial advantage and 
overrun the countries concerned. 

7. A Defence Plan, to have any hope of success, must involve the maintenance in 
peace-time of a base or bases in which stocks of war material can be assembled, the 
ground organisation necessary for air operations prepared, and a minimum of 
fighting forces held ready for immediate action while reinforcements are coming. 

8. Egypt alone possesses the ports, communications and industrial and labour 
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resources required for a main base from which defence for other and more exposed 
countries can be provided. 

9. Were Britain no longer to have the use of such a base, it would be impossible 
for her to provide the immediate help necessary in the event of an attack on 
countries such as Iraq, Persia and Turkey and their neighbours . 

10. Under the terms of the Anglo- Egyptian Treaty of 1936, His Majesty's 
Government enjoys the facilities necessary in Egypt for this purpose. But this 
Treaty expires in 1956 and successive Egyptian Governments have expressed the 
view that its terms no longer correspond to the status of Egypt as an independent 
nation. 

11. His Majesty's Government, who themselves gave independence to Egypt, are 
sympathetic towards her national aspirations. Far from wishing to interfere with 
her independence, they wish to ensure that it will be preserved. But they cannot 
agree with the view expressed by the Egyptian Government that to join in common 
defence arrangements, in the same manner as the United Kingdom herself, the 
United States and Western European countries are themselves doing, is at all 
inconsistent with national independence. They have offered to the Egyptian 
Government to work out an arrangement which would take the greatest possible 
account of Egypt's wishes while at the same time providing for the maintenance of 
the minimum facilities necessary for the defence of the Middle East as a whole. They 
have, for example, offered to transform the British base in Egypt into an 
Anglo-Egyptian base on the principle of complete equality of status, and to arrange 
for equal Egyptian participation in the air defence of Egypt and the Suez Canal. 
They would be prepared to consider common defence arrangements of a wider 
character if this were desired. Hitherto, however, all their approaches have been met 
by a complete refusal on the part of the Egyptian Government to consider any 
arrangement which does not provide for the complete and unconditional evacuation 
of British troops from Egypt within a specified period and the Egyptian Government 
have completely rejected the principle of joint defence arrangements in peacetime, 
which has been accepted by all the Atlantic Powers as their only hope of successful 
defence against aggression. 

12. If the Egyptian Government were to maintain their present view, it might be 
impossible for the Middle East to be defended at all , and countries nearer than Egypt 
to a potential enemy would be left completely exposed. It would also become 
impossible for Britain to take action under the Tripartite Declaration in the event of 
a threat to Arab countries from within the region. 

13. His Majesty's Government are continuing their attempts to reach a 
satisfactory agreement with the Egyptian Government. In the meantime they hope 
that the Government to which you are accredited will appreciate what is involved in 
terms of their own safety, and will find it possible, if a suitable opportunity should 
arise, to express to the Egyptian Government the view that for a vacuum to be left in 
Egypt would expose all Arab countries to aggression and that the early condition [sic] 
of a satisfactory agreement which would not involve this danger is to the common 
interest. 
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188 WO 216/722, 29 Nov 1950 
[Achieving a settlement with Egypt]: letter from General Sir B 
Robertson to Field Marshal Sir W Slim on the situation in Egypt 

In view of the forthcoming discussions on the Egyptian situation in London I have 
been wondering whether I can do anything to assist you in framing the advice which 
you will offer in this matter. It is a very difficult problem and I cannot pretend to 
have discovered a magic solution. That must be my excuse if you find this letter 
unsatisfactory. 

The present situation 
Matters have moved towards a crisis probably more rapidly than was expected or 
intended either by the Egyptians or by ourselves. To Egyptian readers the King's 
speech1 was not very provocative and was little more than a repetition in formal 
language of what had been frequently said less formally in the past. To British 
readers Mr. Bevin's speech2 must have sounded conciliatory. Indeed the note of 
firmness came out in answer to questions rather than in the speech itself. Yet the 
effect of both these speeches has been to harden up the attitude on either side and 
make explosion more likely. Only the fortuitous chance that the Egyptian Foreign 
Minister is coming through London and will be available for discussions with Mr. 
Bevin has rendered the possibility of immediate explosion less likely. 

There are some ominous signs of trouble. There have been demonstrations on 
several occasions in several places; nothing has occurred during these 
demonstrations except a lot of shouting. It is significant however that they are well
organised. On the day following Mr. Bevin's speech they occurred simultaneously in 
four or five of the principal towns showing that they were directed from a central 
point. Only last Sunday in Ismailia there was a demonstration for which several 
char-a-banc loads of students arrived from Cairo . There have been a number of petty 
incidents. A few days ago the RAF operator at Ismailia calling up various Egyptian 
airfields on the customary routine for air traffic control could get no answer until he 
had repeated his call several times when the answer came back "Down with 
England". Press articles are increasingly defamatory and the speech made in America 
by Azzam, Secretary of the Arab League, was a direct incitement to murder. On the 
other side of the balance sheet the Egyptian police continue to be polite and 
generally co-operative. When one of our petrol ships caught fire in Suez last week the 
Egyptian authorities including the fire brigades co-operated fully. 

The need for settlement 
On our own side the need for settlement remains and becomes increasingly urgent. 
My colleagues and I made this point in the paper which we submitted to our 
respective chiefs on 3rd September.3 So long as I remain here I shall continue to 
advocate that we should stubbornly refuse to get out of the country. On the other 
hand I am very much alive to the unpleasant consequences which might result from 
this policy if no agreement is reached. Real disturbances and terrorism in Egypt, 

1 See 187, annex A. 2 See ibid, annex B. 3 Seel74. 
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quite apart from their broader consequences, would mean that our troops instead of 
training for war would be entirely occupied with protecting our position here and in 
the ultimate event might mean that we should have to send the families home. May I 
repeat however that even if these things happen I should not change my view either 
about the necessity for our remaining or about our ability to do so. 

When we turn to the Egyptian side I am more doubtful now as to whether a 
settlement is really desired than I was when I drafted the second paragraph of our 
paper of 3rd September. The Wafdists would of course accept a settlement on their 
own terms and would make plenty of political capital out of their victory. However I 
have recently come to think that Nahas Pasha and his colleagues do not expect such 
a settlement and are deliberately aiming at a protracted period of tension, even 
though accompanied by disorders, in order to distract the mind of the people from 
their own shortcomings and iniquities. I think moreover that there may well be 
substance in the contention of the Prime Minister of Iraq that even the Wafdists and 
certainly the King do not want to see us leave their country and would be highly 
alarmed if we agreed to go. 

If there is any substance for these theories it becomes essential to convince the 
Egyptian politicians that a settlement is necessary to them. 

The fundamental argument is based on defence considerations. We have been 
using this for some time without any effect but we should continue to use it and give 
it more point. The facts of the Soviet menace must be repeated to them. I am glad 
that the idea of the joint approach, which constituted the first recommendation 
made in our paper of 3rd September, has now found favour and I hope that such an 
approach will be made at an early date. I feel that we have not made enough of the 
strength of our position in connection with the supply of arms and assistance to the 
Egyptian forces. Whatever we may do about the 16 Centurions (I personally think we 
should keep our word over these) , it is clear that we, and we only, are in a position to 
give the Egyptians what they want. We should make this point strongly, indicating 
readiness to give substantial help if a settlement can be reached, and complete 
unwillingness to help at all in the absence of a settlement. For the sake of form more 
than for any effect which it may have, we should I think complete the defence 
argument by pointing out that the defence of Egypt cannot be assured by lining the 
banks of the Suez Canal with soldiers whether British or Egyptian. It can only be 
assured by co-operation between the countries of the Middle East among themselves 
and with the Western allies. Since the Middle East is a British commitment this 
means with ourselves and the other countries of the Commonwealth. The battle 
must be fought far away to the North and East, but such a battle can only be won if 
our forces have behind them a firm base and there is no place for this base except 
Egypt. Finally, and this is the part of the defence argument which may have some 
affect on the Egyptians, a firm base in war can only be had in time if we are granted 
certain necessary facilities in Egypt in peace. If we are deprived of those facilities we 
should have to recast our strategy and that would mean that we should no longer 
treat Egypt as the hub of the Middle East to be defended at all costs: on the contrary 
we might decide not to defend it at all. 

Somehow, in these discussions with the Egyptians, there must be injected an 
indication of our own firmness and preparedness if necessary to meet trouble with 
trouble . These Egyptians are fundamentally cowards. They will march about the 
streets yelling slogans, insulting individuals and breaking up property; they will lie 
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behind a hedge to commit murder if they think they are likely to get away with it. On 
the other hand, once they know that there is a serious chance that they may be 
beaten up themselves they will pack up at once. Obviously I am not suggesting that 
things should be put so bluntly as that, but I do feel that it should be possible to point 
to the state of feeling in England as revealed in the Commons debate and in the 
press, to emphasise that tempers are rising in England as well as in Egypt, and that 
English wrath though slow to rise is very dangerous when it has risen. This may 
sound rather theatrical but I believe it quite sincerely myself and I think quite 
honestly that if things go on from bad to worse the day will come when I shall get 
orders to march into Cairo again. 

Another very effective way of frightening the Egyptians is to threaten them with 
Israel. Mr. Bevin's hint in New York should be followed up. My own projected visit 
would help , but other means must also be available to us. 

The basis for settlement 
Even if we can convince the Egyptians that a settlement is necessary to themselves 
we shall have to offer terms that they can accept and that means that we shall have to 
make concessions. I believe that such concessions should have three characteristics. 
The first is that they should not materially weaken our own military position. The 
second is that they must be impressive, and the third, which helps to make them 
impressive, is that they should be new. 

I prefer not to discuss in this paper what these concessions might be because the 
time for offering concessions will only come later when a real desire to reach 
agreement has been shown by the Egyptians. I will however say that I believe we 
should capitalise the position of the King and be ready to accept giving him a titular 
position to demonstrate to the Egyptians and the outside world that our troops are 
not here to limit the authority of the King and the Government but only to assist 
them in the defence of this part of the world. 

We must not forget that the King in spite of his many glaring faults is on our side 
and we ought to make use of this. Incidentally I regard the recent articles about the 
King in the British press as deplorable and hope that something can be done to 
disown them and to stop them. 

I have a few other ideas about possible concessions, but I feel that it would be 
premature to mention them now. 

Finally the search for a basis of settlement should explore thoroughly the 
possibilities of a regional solution. In this connection I draw particular attention to 
Baghdad telegram 637 of 22 November. A regional solution tied up with the North 
Atlantic Treaty might help, but I am rather doubtful of it and I am inclined to think 
that the ideas put forward by Nuri Pasha hold out more promise. How these ideas fit in 
with his latest speech about treaty revision and no foreign bases has yet to be revealed, 
but it seems possible that the speech was intended to prepare the way for the ideas. 

We are still left with the problem of the Sudan , which is a separate but connected 
one. I have already given an indication of my own view about the Sudan in a letter I 
wrote to Brownjohn on 22nd November. 

Presentation of our case 
In our paper of 3rd September we made a few recommendations. The first concerned 
the joint approach. Without suggesting that our paper has been the cause, this idea 
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has now been accepted and I am thereby emboldened to reiterate our two succeeding 
recommendations. The first of these was that there should be a clear and public 
statement of our position. Although the debate in the Commons threw some light 
upon our position I cannot feel that it was characterized by the necessary firmness 
and clarity. I hope that such a presentation will be made during the course of the 
forthcoming debate on foreign affairs. It would be an excellent prologue to the 
discussions. 

Our other recommendation was that adequate publicity should be given to our 
case for the benefit of Egyptian and world opinion. Nothing has been done as yet in 
this direction and I feel that it ought to be done. 

Relations with the Egyptian armed forces 
I should like to take this opportunity to mention that John Baker has spoken to me 
recently about the possibility of renewing relations on an inter-Service basis with the 
Egyptians and of seeking in that way to break the political deadlock. He is hopeful 
that the recent purge of senior officers will result in control of the REAF passing into 
the hands of men who are keen on their profession and friendly towards the RAF 
from whom they have learnt it. Baker is naturally concerned that in the present 
situation no co-ordination of the air defence of Egypt can be achieved. If a renewal of 
contact between the two Air forces brought no more than an opportunity to start 
such co-ordination it would be worth while from his point of view. I do not dispute 
what Baker says in the least, but I am afraid that the same conditions do not obtain 
in Army circles. I doubt whether anything would come out of an approach to the 
Egyptian military authorities at this stage except a snub. 

However, it remains true that in all three Services there is a reserve of goodwill 
towards us and, if the forthcoming discussions produce some loosening of the 
political deadlock, then I am entirely in favour of following if up vigorously on a 
service level. 

I have shown this letter to Baker who is in general agreement with it. I am giving a 
copy of it to him and to C-in-C Med. 

I hope that I have not wearied you with its length. It may be of little use to you and 
you may disagree with several of the things which I have said. If so I apologise. I have 
written it, not just to air my opinions, but in the hope of making a helpful 
contribution. 

189 CAB 128/18, CM 79(50)4 30 Nov 1950 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the forthcoming discussions with 
Egypt and the problems of the Suez Canal and the supply of arms 

[Extract] 

The Cabinet had before them two memoranda by the Foreign Secretary (C.P. (50) 
283 and 284) 1 on policy towards Egypt. 

The Cabinet first considered the line which the Foreign Secretary was proposing 
to take, in his forthcoming talks with the Egyptian Foreign Minister, about the 

1 See 186 and 187. 
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revision of the Anglo--Egyptian Treaty. The Foreign Secretary said that he would 
open these conversations on the lines indicated in paragraphs 20- 22 of C.P. (50) 284. 
The indications were, however, that the Egyptian Foreign Minister would adopt an 
intransigent attitude reflecting the attitude of his Government that there could be no 
agreement, except on the basis that no British forces would be stationed in Egypt in 
time of peace. The Foreign Secretary said that, if the Egyptians could not be 
persuaded to adopt a less uncompromising attitude, he would have no alternative but 
to make it clear that we should stand upon our rights under the Treaty until such 
time as it expired. 

In discussion the following points were raised:-
(a) It would be open to the Egyptians to argue that the United Kingdom 

Government had themselves failed to carry out the provisions of the Treaty-by 
maintaining in Egypt troops in excess of the numbers authorised by the Treaty, by 
stationing some of these in areas outside the Canal Zone, and by failing to carry 
out their obligations to assist in the training and equipment of the Egyptian 
Army. 

It was pointed out that only a small proportion of the British troops in Egypt were 
now stationed outside the Canal Zone; and that, if this were the only difficulty, it 
might be possible to dismantle the few depots outside that Zone. As regards 
numbers, it was pointed out that the limits imposed by the Treaty were 10,000 land 
forces and 400 pilots together with "the necessary ancillary personnel for 
administrative and "technical duties," excluding civilian clerks, artisans and 
labourers. Although the total number of British troops now in Egypt numbered 
about 38,000, the combat forces did not exceed the numbers stipulated in the Treaty. 
Was it not arguable that the remainder were "ancillaries" within the meaning of the 
Treaty? In reply it was pointed out that a large proportion of these additional troops 
were employed as armed guards, and it could not be maintained that they were 
engaged in "administrative and technical duties." It was the general view of the 
Cabinet that, if the matter were brought before an international tribunal, we should 
have little chance of rebutting the Egyptian claim that the numbers of British troops 
in Egypt were in excess of the limits prescribed in the Treaty. 
__ (b) For some time past it had been the policy of the United Kingdom Government 

· to reduce the size of the British garrison in Egypt, and the number of combat troops 
stationed there had in fact been substantially reduced. There were, however, two 
main reasons why it had not proved possible to make any greater reduction in the 
number of administrative troops employed there . First, Egypt had been a base for 
large British armies during the war; and as a result there were still vast depots of 
valuable stores in Egypt. Unless these were to be sacrificed, they had to be 
maintained and guarded against pilfering; and for these duties substantial numbers 
of troops were required. A number of Mauritians had been used for these purposes, 
because they were less expensive than United Kingdom troops . Secondly, our 
military plans still assumed that Egypt would be a base for a large British army in a 
future war; and large numbers of base troops were kept there for that purpose. This 
explained the high proportion of administrative troops now in Egypt, in relation to 
combat troops. 

(c) The Foreign Secretary said that, if our requirements could be limited to the 
use of a military base in Egypt in time of war, it might be possible to secure a 
satisfactory agreement with the Egyptian Government on the footing that in time of 
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peace the base installations would be guarded by Egyptian troops and that we would 
station there only a limited number of British technicians in plain clothes. 

(d) It had been our military policy to maintain a foothold in Egypt until alternative 
facilities could be provided for a secure British base elsewhere in the Middle East. 
The Federal State of Libya had not yet come into being, but when it had we should 
hope to conclude with it a treaty which would contain defence provisions. If we 
succeeded in this, alternative proposals could be put forward for distributing our 
peace-time military bases in the Middle East between Cyrenaica, Tripolitania and 
Cyprus. As soon as a favourable decision had been reached in the United Nations, 
these proposals would be submitted for consideration by the Cabinet. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Agreed that, in his forthcoming discussions with the Egyptian Foreign 
Minister on the Anglo- Egyptian Treaty, the Foreign Secretary should take the line 
indicated in paragraphs 20- 27 of C.P. (50) 284. 
(2) Took note that, as soon as developments in Libya permit the Foreign Secretary 
and the Minister of Defence would submit to the Cabinet a joint memorandum on 
the provision of British military bases in Cyrenaica, Tripolitania and Cyprus. 

The Minister of Transporf2 said that he hoped that effective action could now be 
taken to prevent the Egyptian Government from interfering with the free passage of 
ships through the Suez Canal. Their application of inspection and contraband 
control within the Canal was an increasing source of embarrassment to British 
shipping. 

The Cabinet were informed that, for the reasons stated in the Annex to C.P. (50) 
283, the Law Officers were satisfied that the Egyptian Government had been enti
tled to impose these controls within the Canal during the period of hostilities 
between Egypt and Israel. They had, however, signed a permanent armistice with 
Israel in February 1949; and, although no formal treaty of peace had been con
cluded, Egypt's case for continuing these restrictions became less strong as the date 
of the armistice receded. We should therefore be justified now in making stronger 
protests against these restrictions, on the ground that they were no longer neces
sary for preserving security or public order in Egypt. For the moment, however, 
this matter was before the Egyptian-Israeli Mixed Armistice Commission, and was 
therefore sub judice. 

The Cabinet:-
(3) Took note of the statement, in paragraphs 20- 25 of C.P. (50) 283, regarding 
Egypt's right to interfere with the passage of ships through the Suez Canal; and 
invited the Foreign Secretary to keep in touch with developments of this question 
in the Egyptian-Israeli Mixed Armistice Commission and the Security Council. 
(4) Took note that the Minister of Transport would notify the Foreign Secretary 
and the Attorney-General of any further examples of Egyptian interference with 
the free passage of shipping through the Suez Canal. 

The suggestion was made that, if Egyptian interference with the passage of shipping 
through the Suez Canal was based on the fact that a formal treaty of peace had not 
been concluded between Egypt and Israel , the same argument could be used to 

2 Mr A Barnes. 
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justify our decision to suspend the delivery of Centurion tanks to Egypt. The Foreign 
Secretary, however, thought it would be dangerous to make a bargain with Egypt on 
the basis that we would resume the supply of arms to them if they undertook to 
refrain from interfering with shipping in the Canal. It was true that the recent 
protests in the House of Commons against the proposal to supply Centurion tanks to 
Egypt had been based mainly on Egypt's hostile attitude towards the Anglo-Egyptian 
Treaty and the maintenance of British troops in Egypt. It was not to be assumed, 
however, that such protests would no longer be made if the Egyptian Government 
adopted a more accommodating attitude on those matters. If the supply of arms to 
Egypt were now resumed, it would be difficult to refuse similar facilities to other 
States in the Middle East. And there was a strong underlying fee ling in the House of 
Commons that modern types of military equipment should not be exported to such 
countries as these at a time when our own forces were seriously short of the 
equipment which they required. 

The Cabinet:-
(5) Took note that, after his forthcoming talks with the Egyptian Foreign 
Minister, the Foreign Secretary would submit further recommendations to the 
Cabinet about the supply of arms to Egypt ... 3 

" That part of the discussion concerning Cabinet's endorsement of paras 18-19 of CP(50)283 on the Sudan 
is not printed. 

190 CAB 129/43, CP(50)310 12 Dec 1950 
'Egypt: defence': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Bevin on a proposal to 
evacuate the base and transfer it to Egypt 

[The difficulty in Bevins's ideas of evacuation with only technicians remaining involved 
more than the military issue of whether Britain required a peacetime presence of ground 
forces in Egypt. It also involved a financial issue as the facilities at Tel-el-Kebir had cost 
over £200 million. To replace them with similar facilities in Cyrenaica or elsewhere would 
be very expensive . Ministers were also concerned that no hint evacuation was being 
considered should be given to Sal eh el Din as he might make a public statement in Cairo 
which would raise Egyptian expectations. The Cabinet agreed therefore that the political 
and financial implications of Bevin's proposals should be studied as well as the military 
ones (CAB 128118, CM 86(50)5, 14 Dec 1950). It was March 1951 when the COS reported 
(see 195).] 

1. The Cabinet will remember that when they last considered this question on 
the 30th November (C.M. (50) 79th Conclusions, Minute 4), 1 they had before them 
two memoranda by me - C.P. (50) 283 and C.P. (50) 284.2 The Cabinet tben agreed 
that, in my discussions with the Egyptian Foreign Minister, I should take the line 
indicated in paragraphs 20 to 27 of C.P. (50) 284. Briefly, this was to make it clear 
that, while we could not admit that the Treaty could be modified except.by mutual 
consent, we were anxious to reach agreement which would take account of the 
defence needs of the Middle East a whole, but would be fully in accordance with the 
independence and sovereignty of Egypt. 

1 See 189. 2 See 186 and 187. 
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2. I have now had three meetings with the Egyptian Foreign Minister on the 4th, 
7th and 9th of December. During these meetings he has reiterated the Egyptian 
point of view on both the Defence Agreement and the Sudan, very much on the lines 
summarised in the memoranda under reference. He has made it clear that the 
Egyptian Government would be prepared to agree to the use by His Majesty's 
Government of the Egyptian base and to provide full facilities in Egypt for British 
forces and their allies in war-time, but that they cannot accept the presence of 
British, or any other foreign forces on Egyptian territory in peace-time and that they 
must continue to insist upon the evacuation of British troops from Egypt within one 
year. There are, however, indications that there might be some room for negotiation, 
at any rate over the period within which British forces should leave Egypt. As regards 
the Sudan, I shall be submitting a separate report in due course. 

3. I have recently been considering provisional studies which have been made of 
the difficulties which Egypt could make for us in connection with the presence of 
British troops in the Canal Zone, if she wished to do so. Without going into detail, I 
should like to record my impression that these difficulties might be considerable. I 
have also been considering the fact that the Egyptians link together the problems of 
the Sudan and the evacuation of the British forces, and I have come to the 
conclusion that if the Egyptians decided to raise their differences with us once again 
at the United Nations, they could make out a much more convincing case against us 
on the latter issue than on the former . For this reason it is in our interest that, if the 
present negotiations come to a deadlock, it should be reached rather upon the Sudan 
issue than upon the issue of the presence of British troops in Egypt. Above all , 
however, I feel it is essential, in the light of the international situation, that we 
should, if possible, reach a settlement with the Egyptian Government on the issue of 
defence which will contribute to the establishment of good relations with Egypt. I do 
not believe that it would be to our interest to insist upon the retention of British 
forces in Egypt in direct opposition to Egyptian wishes, save in the last resort. I am, 
however, concerned that the base in the Canal Zone should remain British-owned, 
but that it should be maintained by the Egyptians who should give guarantees 
regarding its continued state of efficiency. Moreover, I have in mind the desirability 
of our being in a position to call upon Egyptian man-power, for use in all the 
numerous ancillary services which would be needed in the event of war. I feel , 
therefore, that it is of overriding importance that we should try to secure that the 
Egyptians give us willingly what we need during the forthcoming critical period, our 
most important requirement being an integrated air defence system. 

4. I have come to the conclusion that, in order to secure this, some concession 
on our part will be necessary. I have, therefore, asked the Egyptian Foreign Minister 
what would be his Government's reaction to a possible suggestion (making it clear 
that this was a tentative and purely personal conception) that a solution to the 
problem might be found upon the basis of an orderly transfer to the Egyptian 
Government of responsibility for the maintenance of the base in peace-time, together 
with the departure of British forces. Attached as an annex3 to this memorandum is an 
outline of what I have in mind. I have not, however, put this to the Egyptian Foreign 
Minister in such detail, and in particular I have made no mention of any possible 

3 Not printed. 
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dates for the hand-over, though I have suggested that this might be done gradually 
and have made it clear that in my view there could be no possibility of effecting such 
a hand-over in one year. I have asked him in return for certain assurances, for 
example, regarding the continued presence in Egypt of a limited number of British 
technicians, and guarantees regarding the permanency and security of the base after 
responsibility for its maintenance had been transferred to Egypt. I have also 
suggested that any such transfer of responsibility should be made in accordance with 
the spirit and terms of the 1936 Treaty rather than as a decision to abrogate the 
Treaty and evacuate Egypt. 

5. The outline of the plan which I have in mind will require amplification and 
detailed studies of both the military and political aspects. I understand that on the 
military side such a study is already being undertaken by the Chiefs of Staff, and that 
the results should be available early in January. The necessary political studies can be 
initiated at once. 

Recommendations. I therefore ask my colleagues:-

(a) to agree that the necessary studies should be undertaken and the results made 
available without delay. 
(b) to authorise me to inform the Egyptian Foreign Minister that His Majesty's 
Government had considered the method of approach outlined to him and to 
inform him that they had given instructions that the necessary studies should be 
made in order to see if this method of approach would satisfy the essential defence 
needs, and that I hoped to be able to discuss it more fully when these studies had 
been completed. I would not, for the present, go further than this, particularly in 
view of the danger of a leakage in Egypt if any definite proposals were put forward 
at this stage. I would, however, urge him to agree that public discussion both in 
the United Kingdom and in Egypt should be kept to a minimum until the Egyptian 
Government has had time to consider our more detailed proposals. 

191 DEFE 4/39, COS 13(51)2, annex 17 Jan 1951 
'Strategic importance of the Middle East': report by the JPS to the 
COS, 17 Jan 1951 (JP (50)141) 

[The report examined the possible location of Middle East forces on the assumption that 
Britain would have to leave Egypt by 1956 when the 1936 treaty expired.] 

It is the view of H.M. Government that the defence of the Middle East has always 
been one of the three pillars of British defence policy and it is of equally critical 
importance in allied strategy.1 It is the land bridge between Europe, Asia and Africa, 
and a most important link in our Commonwealth system of sea and air 
communications. Its importance in the matter of oil supplies, the loss of which 
would at a very early stage of a major war, restrict or even cripple the allied war 
effort, and its importance in relation to bases for allied offensive air action, appear to 
be increasing with the development of the Russian threat and of modern methods of 
warfare. Furthermore, if the Middle East fell under Russian influence, the 

1 See 165. 
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repercussion on the whole Moslem world from French North Africa through 
Pakistan to South East Asia would be critically serious, and the continent of Africa 
would be laid open to the advance of Communism. It follows, therefore, that 
whatever the threat and whatever strategy is adopted to meet it, the holding of the 
land bridge between Asia and Africa is a vital requirement. 

Review of present strategy for the defence of the Middle East 

The Russian threat 
2. It is considered that an attack on the Middle East would be carried out 

simultaneously with campaigns in Europe. This attack is likely to take the form of 
combined thrusts through Persia and Turkey, with the object of denying the Middle 
East oil fields to the Allies and subsequently of advancing on Egypt and the Suez 
Canal. The threat through Persia against the essential passes on the Persian/Iraq 
frontier could develop very rapidly and, in the absence of any effective opposition on 
the part of the Persians, the Russians could be in possession of all these passes by 
0+30 days, even without the use of airborne forces, and could be in a position to 
launch an attack on the Levant with 3 divisions at 0+80 days. Taking int<D account 
present estimates of Turkish resistance, the threat to the Levant through Turkey is 
unlikely to develop before about 0+6 months. 

3. In the event of Azerbaijan and/or Persia falling under Russian dqmination 
prior to the outbreak of war, the threat would alter as follows: 

(a) Since the Russian start line would have been advanced to the passes on the 
Iraq/Persian frontier, the initial threat to the Levant would materialize by 0+30 
with three divisions. 
(b) Provided the Russians had had sufficient time to develop their lines of 
communication through Persia, the final threat would be appreciably increased to 
the extent of 8 divisions against the Levant by 0+ 70. 
(c) The Russians might well consider themselves strong enough to launch an 
offensive against the Levant without awaiting the outcome of a campaign through 
Turkey and might even endeavour to ensure the neutrality of turkey by 
postponing hostilities against her. 

Present defence strategy 
4. Topographical considerations allow three main defence positions from which 

to meet the threat, following an outright invasion of Turkey and/or Persia. These are 
shown in the map at Appendix 'E'.2 They are summarized below:-

(a) Outer Ring. A strategy based on the 'Outer Ring' is what we should aim to 
adopt when it becomes practicable as it is the only strategy which will implement 
our policies to the full in the Middle East in Peace or War. Its advantages are that it 
includes the defence of part of Turkey and most of, the Middle East countries, 
retains in allied hands all the Middle East oil and permits the greatest defence in 
~epth of t~e Middle East. This strategy is not possible now and can be made so only 
by a greatly increased p<:~ce-time garrison in the Middle East, by a considerably 
greater rate of reinforcement, by improving as far as possible the limited 

2 Appendices not printed. 



[191) JAN 1951 151 

effectiveness of indigenous forces, and, above all, by the greatly increased political 
and military co-operation on the part of Middle East countries and especially of 
India and Pakistan. These arguments would apply with even greater force if the 
Outer Ring were extended further North and East. 
(b) The Inner Ring. This is the most practical strategy after the Outer Ring. It 
permits offensive operations based on a good topographical area with some natural 
defences, and provides a good opportunity for inflicting, eventually, a defeat on 
Russian forces operating in the Syrian desert, but, it includes the defence of only a 
small area of Turkish territory and, as it does not provide for the security of the 
Middle East oil, would necessitate the defence in isolation of a proportion of the oil 
resources. Although the forces likely to be available for this strategy are less than 
those required, the deficiency is such as to make the defence of the Inner Ring a 
practical proposition within probable availabilities . 
(c) The Lebanon-Jordan position. This has never been considered suitable as a 
basis for the defence of the Middle East in the Medium and Long Terms, as it 
abandons Turkey and requires a quicker army build-up than the Inner Ring. In the 
Short Term, however, it has been accepted that plans for the defence of the Middle 
East should be based initially on this position because of the shortage of forces. 

Political factors 

5. On 22nd December 1956, the Anglo/Egyptian Treaty expires. The present 
attitude of Egypt indicates that a renewal on anything like the present terms is most 
unlikely. We therefore assume in this paper that it will be impossible after 1956 to 
maintain our present position in Egypt in peacetime and that the best possible 
alternative arrangements must be made. This [sic] would have to include:-

(a) Arrangements for base facilities in the best possible conditions. 
(b) The right of re-entry when war is likely. 

The likelihood of reaching such an arrangement will, we are advised, depend to a 
large degree on the extent to which we can meet the Egyptian demand for an early 
withdrawal of some of our forces. 

Before considering possible locations for the forces and administrative 
installations that would have to be withdrawn from Egypt, we examine below the 
political factors which would influence the selection ofother areas in the Middle East 
suitable for peace-time redeployment. 

Israel 
6. It is a fair assumption as things stand that, in the event of a general war which 

threatened her territory, Israel could be induced to grant to the West the neeessary 
facilities for their defence of the area; though delays might occur if no firm 
understanding exists in peacetime. Much might depend on the way in which the 
international situation developed immediately before and after the outbreak of 
hostilities, and the Israelis would in any event almost certainly demand to be 
associated with whatever arrangements required to be made. 

7. Whether Israel could be brought to agree to the location in peace-time of 
military establishments either in the Egyptian-administered Gaza strip or in Israel 
itself cannot be said with certainty. Hitherto Israel has endeavoured to adopt a 
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strictly neutral attitude, and would have opposed bitterly any suggestion seeming 
likely to impair her sovereign status or her territorial integrity. There have, however, 
been indications very recently that Israel, alarmed at her isolated position, finding 
herself in economic difficulties, and hoping (with assistance) to halt a Russian 
advance outside her frontiers, might perhaps welcome defence talks. Whether these 
indications, if well-founded, could be brought to develop into a defence agreement 
would turn largely on the extent to which we were prepared to meet the demands, 
economic and political, which the Israelis would be bound to make. The [sic] would 
try to drive a hard bargain. 

8. The conclusion of a defence agreement might be possible, but the stationing, 
by agreement, of British troops in Israel in peace-time might well be opposed at least 
by left and right wing political elements which any Israel Government might find it 
impossible to ignore; and, if they did so, there might be some recrudescence of 
terrorism. 

9. In the course of his recent conversations with the Secretary of State, the 
Egyptian Minister of Foreign Affairs indicated that, although his Government (like 
other Arab Governments) could not be associated in any way with a regional defence 
pact that included Israel, nevertheless they would not put any obstacle in H.M.G.'s 
way, should the latter wish to conclude a defence agreement with Israel. It is 
probable none the less that such an agreement would have a mixed reception from 
the Egyptian public. 

10. Public opinion in the other Arab States would almost certainly react 
unfavourably to an agreement providing for the establishment of British base 
facilities and the stationing of British forces in Israel in peacetime. This is 
particularly likely in the case of Jordan and Iraq, with whom His Majesty's 
Government have treaties: if a government of nationalist tendency were in power in 
the latter country at the time, it might conceivably use any such agreement with 
Israel (a country with whom Iraq is still technically at war) as a pretext for 
denouncing the Anglo-:;-Iraqi Treaty. (cf Article I of the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty, paragraph 
3 of which reads "Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to adopt in 
foreign countries an attitude which is inconsistent with the alliance or might create 
difficulties of the other party thereto") 

11. With the exception of the possibility foreseen in regard to Iraq, it is not 
thought that the conclusion of such an agreement with Israel would result in a 
lasting or serious deterioration in our relations with the Arab Governments. The 
initially hostile public reaction would no doubt pass off in time. This, however, would 
depend to a large extent on our being successful in presenting the step as one of 
benefit to the security of Middle East as a whole, and the information policy line 
would require most careful consideration. 

Jordan 
12. It is probably true that the political difficulties which would have to be 

overcome in establishing British forces in Jordan on a permanent peace-time basis 
are not at present as great as they are in most Middle East countries. In their difficult 
financial position the Jordan Government would be very conscious of the economic 
advantages to be derived from such an arrangement. Moreover it might be possible to 
make some use of the half million Arab refugees who are at present a drain on the 
resources of U.N.O. But since the union of Arab Palestine with Jordan, political 
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feeling there has become increasingly nationalistic; and once King Abdullah is dead 
it is probable that our position in Jordan will be little more secure than it is in the 
other Arab countries. King Abdullah is at the moment a sick man. 

Syria and the Lebanon 
13. Politically the prospects of negotiating a satisfactory lease or treaty with 

either Lebanon or Syria are uncertain; and any suggestion that the U.K. should do so 
would be unwelcome to the French though their acquiescence could no doubt be 
secured. 

Iraq 
14. While it is true that we have a Treaty with Iraq (expiring on October 3rd 

1952) under the terms of which H.M.G. are granted facilities for moving troops 
through Iraq and the use of air bases, this does not warrant an assumption that the 
stationing of British troops there in peace time would be easily acceptable to the 
Iraqi Government. They are extremely sensitive to any suggestion which could be 
interpreted as a resumption of our mandate in Iraq, and it is doubtful if any Iraqi 
Government which granted us such facilities would be able to remain in office unless 
they could show conclusively that such a grant was in the immediate interests of 
Iraq. Even in the event of a Communist coup in Azerbaijan, the tendency in Iraq 
might be to insist more strongly on neutrality. 

It is not without significance that the Iraqi Prime Minister, a realist, has recently 
been driven, in an attempt to strengthen his position, to describe the Anglo-Iraqi 
Treaty as out of date. 

Greater Libya 
15. As a result of United Nations decisions in 1949 and 1950 the three territories 

of Tripolitania, Cyrenaica and the Fezzen were to become the independent and united 
state of Libya, under the rulership of the Emir of Cyrenaica, by 1st January 1952. 

16. We cannot be certain that we shall be able to secure the facilities we may 
require in these territories, because we shall be unable to start negotiating for them 
until about the middle of this year or later. However, the prospects are not 
unfavourable as the Emir is well disposed towards Britain and the local population in 
Cyrenaica has always shown great friendl iness towards us. The inhabitants of 
Tripolitania are politically much more advanced and are more open to foreign 
influences which might threaten the stability of the Libyan state. On present 
showing, however, we should be able in due course to secure a satisfactory 
agreement covering either Cyrenaica or Tripolitania, or both, provided we can offer 
adequate financial inducements. 

Turkey 
17. Any estimate of the Turkish reaction to a proposal that we should move our 

Middle East base to Turkey must be largely a matter of guesswork. Politically the 
Turks are whole-heartedly with us, and the risk of their "appeasing" the Russians can 
be discounted. On the other hand they do not wish to do anything to provoke a 
Russian attack and the location of our base in their territory might strike them as 
provocative. To this must be added a traditional xenophobia which would link our 
proposal with memories of the capitulations, etc. 
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18. The Turks are, however, extremely anxious at present about our ability and 
the Americans' willingness, to come to their aid effectively and promptly if they are 
attacked by the U.S.S.R. The proposal in question would only have a chance of being 
accepted if it were accompanied by satisfactory assurances on both these points. 
There is no possibility of this at present. 

19. Our defence arrangements are likely before long to become more closely 
linked with those of the Turks and it may be possible to put the proposal to them quite 
informally in the course of military discussions and thus test their reaction. There is 
no doubt that the Turkish Government are disturbed about the unsatisfactory state of 
our relations with Egypt and anxious to help if they can. The Secretary of State has 
told the Turkish Ambassador that the idea has occurred to him of turning the 
Anglo-Egyptian alliance into a wider Middle Eastern defence system. But it is doubtful 
whether the Turks have considered the idea of offering us their own territory instead. 

Possible locations for British forces withdrawn from Egypt 

Army and Air Force requirements 
20. The requirements for a permanent peace time location for British Army and 

R.A.F. units withdrawn from Egypt are:-

( a) Security of tenure. We must be reasonably certain that we shall be able to reap 
the full benefit of the effort and money expended in providing the necessary 
accommodation. This can only be ensured by withdrawing to British territory, or 
by negotiating a lease or treaty which would run for a considerable period
preferably for a term of 99 years-or, at least, until the end of the present century. 
(b) Strategic suitability. The area chosen must enable the forces to be rapidly 
deployed in accordance with our war plans or to meet cold war emergencies. 
(c) Equable conditions. In selecting the area consideration should be given to 
climatic conditions and to the desirability of providing suitable amenities. 
Moreover we should aim at stationing our forces somewhere where their presence 
would be welcomed over a long term and not resented. 
(d) Adequate facilities . Modern barracks, married quarters, leave centres, sports 
and recreational facilities and certain administrative installations will have to be 
provided. In addition adequate training facilities must be available. The amount of 
construction involved will necessitate the ready availability of both skilled and 
unskilled labour which will also be required on a permanent basis for a variety of 
maintenance tasks . The area must be served by ports and internal 
communications capable of meeting or of being developed to meet administrative 
requirements in peace and war. 

21. As far as the Royal Air Force is concerned, there is the additional 
requirement that the area selected should contain adequate airfields or landing 
grounds, which would be capable of development to meet peace-time requirements. 
It would be possible, without a great deal of new construction, to disperse the units 
withdrawn from Egypt among the various R.A.F. stations already established 
throughout the Middle East; but, in deciding the most suitable location for these 
units, the following factors must be taken into account:-

( a) Fighter squadrons must be stationed so that they can be rapidly deployed well 
before the outbreak of war for the defence of the Suez Canal and the main base, 
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wherever it may be situated. A proportion must therefore be able to train with the 
Egyptian Air Force, using control and reporting facilities and airfields in Egypt. 
(b) The squadrons which will be operating in support of the land battle should, if 
possible, be located in the same area as the field force to facilitate army/air co
operation and combined training. 

Location of forces 
22 . We examine at Appendix "A" the extent to which the requirements outlined 

in paragraphs 20 and 21 can be met in the various Middle East countries. Our 
conclusions are is follows:-

23. Army. It would be administratively possible to locate units of the Middle East 
peacetime garrison almost anywhere in the Middle East given the time and money. 
Strategic considerations, however, which require that a proportion of the Middle 
East force can be rapidly deployed in the north eastern Levant on the outbreak of 
war, together with projected accommodation plans, confine the locations to the 
following areas:-

(a) Tripolitania . The force , which is already well accommodated in Tripoli, 
should remain there for reasons of economy, subject to the proviso in (f) below. In 
any event Tripoli will always be a useful location for any balance of the Middle East 
peacetime garrison for which accommodation is not available elsewhere. 
(b) Cyrenaica . A force of approximately brigade group strength should be 
accommodated in Cyrenaica on completion of the building programme already 
recommended. This programme is unlikely to be completed by 1956. 
(c) Cyprus . A force of brigade group strength should be accommodated in Cyprus 
in the accommodation already planned to be available by 1956. Under existing 
circumstances this force should be considered as immediately available for 
deployment in the Levant in the event of war. 
(d) Jordan and Iraq. There would be every advantage in stationing the armoured 
car regiments in Jordan and/or Iraq where they would be well placed for their role 
m war. 
(e) Israel. Israel would be suitable for the location of part of the Middle East 
peacetime garrison if the necessary political arrangements could be made. 
(f) Turkey. There might be advantage in locating a force in Alexandretta. Unless the 
size of the peacetime Middle East garrison is increased, units for the Alexandretta 
force would have to be drawn from elsewhere in the Middle East, preferably Tripoli. 

24. Air forces. It would be, in varying degrees, possible to locate air forces in 
most of the Middle East countries. The role of these forces , however, coupled with 
the necessity for defending the Suez Canal area and for assisting in the defence of 
Egypt in war, confine the locations to the following areas:-

(a) Israel. All those air forces at present in Egypt that cannot be retained there, 
should be located in Israel if the necessary political arrangements could be made. 
(b) Egypt. Although it has been assumed that all forces will have to be withdrawn 
on the expiry of the Anglo- Egyptian treaty, we should try to persuade the Egyptian 
Government to agree to the locat ion of some purely defensive fighter forces being 
based on her territory in peace, so as to ensure adequate defence on the outbreak 
of war. 
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25. Phasing out of land and air forces. It may prove politically desirable to 
withdraw some land and air forces from Egypt before the expiry of the treaty. In this 
event accommodation will not have been completed in some of the locations 
recommended above and interim plans will have to be made under theatre 
arrangements. We are advised that the likelihood of raching [sic] an arrangement 
with the Egyptians will depend to a large degree on the extent to whichwe can meet 
the Egyptian demand for an early withdrawal of some of our Forces. It is desirable 
that when policy decisions regarding the location of Middle East Forces have been 
taken, the B.D.C.C . Middle East should be asked as a matter of urgency to prepare an 
outline plan for the phasing out of forces. 

Location of the headquarters 

The location in war 
26. The Chiefs of Staff have consistently maintained that the Theatre 

Headquarters in war must be in Egypt; close to the main base, the principal 
operational airfields, the war time naval base at Alexandria and the centre of political 
direction. It must be assumed, however, that the Egyptian Government will insist on 
the withdrawal in peace, of the army and air headquarters at the same time as the 
evacuation of British forces. 

Factors affecting the peacetime location 
27. Signals aspect 

(a) The setting up of Middle East army and air headquarters (MELF and MEAF) in 
an alternative peacetime location will be a comparatively straight-forward signal 
task. The real problems will arise on the outbreak of war, when the headquarters 
would require to return to Egypt with the minimum delay and dislocation, with 
signals facilities in operational condition from the outset. 
(b) In order to meet this requirement, the major portion of the existing signals 
communications layout in Egypt would have to be retained in working order. It 
would be unacceptable to store special signals equipment since it would take 
several months to re-erect and operate on an efficient basis, and qualified British 
personnel would have to remain in Egypt to carry out the technical tasks of care 
and maintenance. Even under existing conditions constant effort is needed to keep 
the extensive cable system in use and it must be accepted that the move of the 
headquarters from the Canal Zone in peace might imply that six months work 
would be required from the time of re-entry into Egypt before the headquarters 
could return and work efficiently. 
(c) Probably the most vital part of the internal communications of the Canal Zone 
are those provided for the R.A.F. If our air forces were compelled to leave Egypt, 
the air defence system would be unable to operate with maximum efficiency until 
static communications had been restored, since they would need to use mobile 
equipment specially provided for the purpose. If, however, a proportion of British 
air forces remained in Egypt, to take part in an integrated Anglo/Egyptian air 
defence scheme, it would be possible to maintain part, at least, of the existing 
Army/R.A.F. communications in operational order, thus minimising the otherwise 
unavoidable delay. This underlines the importance of negotiating to the utmost for 
the retention in Egypt of an Air Defence Organisation and some fighter squadrons. 
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28. Command aspect. In selecting a peacetime location for the army and air 
headquarters, consideration must be given to the necessity for the Commanders-in
Chief to be able to exert their function of command and control during the initial stages 
of war before it is possible given the time and money for them to return to Egypt. 

Location of the headquarters 
29. It would be administratively possible to locate the headquarters in almost 

any country in the Middle East. 

(a) Cyprus has the advantage of being British territory and is suitable as a centre 
for air communications and is a reasonable distance from Egypt, Turkey and the 
Levant. 
(b) The establishment of the Middle East army and air headquarters in Israel 
would facilitate their rapid return to Egypt on the outbreak of war, leaving in 
Israel the commanders and staffs directly responsible for the conduct of field 
operations. The security aspect would, however, present a serious problem. 
(c) Malta has the advantage of being British territory and accommodation could 
be readily found. Furthermore, it is the only location in peace where the three 
service Commanders-in-Chief would be together. On the other hand, Malta is 
inconveniently far away. 
(d) Aden would be administratively feasible for the location of headquarters and, 
being British territory has the advantage of security of tenure. It is, however, too 
far removed from the likely scene of operations to permit effective control in war. 
(e) There is a fair chance of obtaining security of tenure in Cyrenaica. If for any 
reason Israel and Cyprus are found to be unacceptable, Cyrenaica presents a 
possible alternative. 

30. We feel that the choice of location of Headquarters must depend largely on 
the Commanders-in-Chief themselves. It would be possible to meet their 
requirements with comparative ease in Malta, Cyprus or Israel; while arrangements 
could be made with difficulty in Cyrenaica. 

Suitability of the Egypt base for the support of present defence strategy 

Essential requirements for a main base in war 
31. The essential requirements for a main base in war can be summarised as 

follows:-

(a) It must be served by adequate deep water ports, readily accessible to sea 
communications whose security can be ensured. 
(b) Its storage capacity, workshops, transportation and dockyard facilities, and 
public services must be adequate or capable of development to support any 
operations envisaged within the framework for the theatre. 
(c) There must be an adequate supply of local labour and some industrial backing 
is desirable . 
(d) In order to ensure its protection against air attack, the base should be located 
sufficiently far from the front line to prevent enemy attack by short-range aircraft, 
and should have all the necessary facilities for an effective air defence organisation. 
(e) It must be so located as to allow defence in depth on the ground and to permit 
flexibility in forward strategy without compromise to the base. 
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(f) The lines of communication between the base and the forward areas and to 
internal communications must be secure and must be logistically adequate . 
(g) Facilities must be available for assembly, equipment and training of forces and 
for the mounting of operations. 

History of the Egypt base 
32. During the last war the Middle East base in Egypt was developed to maintain 

a force of 20 to 25 divisions and upwards of 100 squadrons. It supported campaigns 
throughout the Middle East and the Mediterranean covering an area from Syria to 
Sicily and Greece to Eritrea. It consisted of some fifteen million square feet of 
covered accommodation for workshops and storage depots and handled vast 
quantities of ordnance and engineer stores, ammunition, petrol , oil, medical stores, 
etc. Its construction involved extensive development of ports, airfields, 
transportation facilities, signals communications and public services. Although some 
installations were already available, capable of meeting the requirements of the pre
war garrison, their expansion required some nine months planning and three years 
extensive construction at an estimated cost of approximately £200 millions. The total 
local labour force employed at peak was about 250,000 skilled and unskilled workers. 

Suitability of the Egypt base 
33. Egypt meets all the requirements for a main base in war and is the only 

country in the Middle East where the resources in manpower, industries, 
communications, port facilities and airfields are fully adequate. Furthermore, if the 
Mediterranean is closed to allied shipping, which is conceivable at about D + 6 
months, Egypt is the only Middle East country where a base could be maintained 
through alternative sea communications. The Egypt base is therefore essential for 
the support of our Middle East strategy and is, in consequence, vital in war. 

Effect of withdrawing from Egypt 
34. In view of the necessity for the use of the Egypt base in war, the withdrawal 

of all United Kingdom forces from Egypt by 22nd December, 1956, will pose the 
following requirements and problems:-

(a) Our departure from Egypt in peace must be conditional upon an inviolable 
guarantee from Egypt that she will permit our return and accord us full facilities 
from the time that we consider that war appears imminent. 
(b) The Egypt base must continue to be actively maintained in peace after 1956 if 
it is to be immediately available in war. If this is impracticable, plans must be put 
in hand forth-with for the establishment of interim administrative arrangements, 
for the support of our forces in peace and in the initial stages of war, when the 
Egypt base is being reactivated. 
(c) It has now been appreciated that war is a possibility before 1956, and for this 
the Egypt base would be vital. Therefore, the necessary forces must remain in 
Egypt until the treaty expires. An additional reason for this is that any interim 
arrangements will not have been completed before that date . 
(d) If the Egypt base cannot be fully functional in peace-time after 1956 and if the 
establishment of interim facilities elsewhere presents insuperable difficulties, it 
must be accepted that, from 1957 onwards, the Middle East will be in grave danger 
of falling to the attack at present envisaged in the early stages of a war. 
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The maintenance of the Egypt base after 1956 
35. We have stated above the desirability of a fully functioning Egypt base after 

the final withdrawal of our forces in December 1956. This problem, together with the 
practicability of leaving the care and maintenance of the base to the Egyptians, is 
examined in Appendix B. It can be seen that the only possible means of meeting the 
requirement for a fully functioning base after 1956 would be to use several thousand 
specially trained civilians having war time obligations of service: this solution has 
serious disadvantages and is of very doubtful practicability. Furthermore, if the care 
and maintenance of the base were left to the Egyptians, there would be a 
considerable time-Jag at the start of a war before the base could be regarded as 
operationally effective. If the base cannot be fully functional in peace after 1956 other 
administrative arrangements are necessary for the support, in the initial stages, of a 
war starting after that date. This interim requirement is examined below. 

The provision of interim administrative facilities 

36. The provision of interim administrative facilities might be achieved in two 
ways:-

(a) The establishment of an interim base capable of meeting requirements . in 
peace and in the initial stages of war. 
(b) If (a) above proves completely impracticable, the formation of a series of small 
bases in areas where political and administrative factors would permit the 
construction of only limited facilities in each area. 

The interim base 
37. General considerations. In the selection of a location for an interim base the 

following general considerations apply:-

(a) It must maintain the Middle East Forces in peace time and ,provide those 
facilities which cannot be met from the Egypt base in the opening stages of a war. 
(b) There should be security of tenure for a long period. 
(c) As the interim base will be required as a substitute main base in the initial 
stages of war, for reasons of operational efficiency and economy it should, ideally, 
be so located as to serve as a forward maintenance area after the main base has 
been re-opened. 
(d) The interim base should be so located that the forces it supports can be in a 
position to protect both the interim and main bases. 

38. Suitable areas. Areas in the Middle East suitable for the location of an 
interim base are examined in Appendix C and we conclude that strategic and 
administrative considerations dictate that Israel offers the only suitable location in 
the Middle East for an interim base. The administrative implications of establishing 
an interim base in Israel are examined in Appendix D. 

The establishment of a series of minor bases 
39. If financial and particularly political factors preclude the establishment of an 

interim base in Israel in peace, the alternative is to locate a series of minor bases in 
areas where agreement could possibly be obtained for limited facilities. It follows, 
from our earlier strategic and administrative considerations that only the following 
areas warrant examination:-
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(a) Cyprus, which is British territory . 
(b) Israel, the Lebanon, Alexandretta and Basra where limited facilities might be 
obtained. 

40. The establishment of a series of minor bases in these areas would have 
obvious administrative disadvantages, such as duplication of facilities and transport, 
and difficulty of access. 

Moreover it is obviously more difficult to defend five small bases in forward areas 
than one large base further back. 

Conclusion 
41. We conclude that the setting up of a series of minor bases is unsound. The 

only practicable solution would be to set up an interim base which must be in Israel. 
The establishment of this interim base would, however, have the following 
implications:-

( a) The cost of establishing a base in Israel may be of the order of £50 millions. 
(b) It would take approximately eight years to complete the construction of the 
necessary accommodation and depots and to move in the stores, but the base 
could be in partial operation by the end of 1956 if work is started now. 
(c) Owing to the shortage of personnel shipping, the provision of the additional 
administrative troops at the outbreak of war to reactivate the Egypt base would 
result in a reduction in the rate of build-up of fighting troops . 

192 FO 141/1398, no 1/2 20 Jan 1951 
'Guidance note for newly joined officials' : memorandum by J de C 
Hamilton on how to maintain British influence in Egypt 

Egypt has often, and rightly, been called the Land of Paradox, and nothing has been 
more paradoxical than Anglo- Egyptian relations . It would take too long to tell the 
whole story of the British connection with Egypt-there are several short and 
interesting books on the subject which you should read in due course- but suffice 
it to say that as a result of a chain of circumstances the British occupied Egypt 
(then a semi-independent province of the Turkish Empire) in 1882 in order to 
restore order and thus found herself [sic] inextricably involved in the 
reorganisation and regeneration of the country. It was not until 1936 that 
Anglo-Egyptian relations were finally put on a proper basis by the signing of the 
Anglo- Egyptian Treaty. Egypt is now a sovereign and independent State, but in 
view of the long and intimate association of the British Government with her 
affairs, the position of British personnel in this country is a special one and entails 
certain responsibilities. 

In the minds of the greater part of the population who are poor and illiterate 
peasants we are now remembered as good and just rulers . But to the younger and 
more nationalistic minded generation of the semi-educated effendia (middle classes) 
we are regarded as imperialists who deny Egypt the full exercise of her independence. 

But in spite of a great deal of political bickering in Parliament and in the Press 
which gives the impression of general hostility towards our Government and 
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ourselves, the Egyptian people of all classes are by nature friendly and hospitable 
and it behoves us all, whatever may be our duties to behave towards them in a 
quiet and friendly way-in fact exactly as you would behave in any other foreign 
country. 

British influence is still a most important factor in the country's affairs, and the 
maintenance of our position in this part of the world is vital to the strategy of the 
British Commonwealth and indeed to the peace of the whole world. Every British 
subject, male or female, can by their conduct add to or diminish our prestige or 
influence, and it is important that we should all recognise this special responsibility 
which exists over and above the performance of our actual official duties. 

During the relatively short time of service which most Government officials spend 
in Egypt it is inevitably difficult to establish close personal relationships in Egyptian 
society, and it is wise on security and other grounds for newcomers to take the advice 
of older residents before getting themselves intimately involved with local families. 
You will meet many people of all nationalities through the sporting clubs and in your 
pursuit of other activities, and, if you are of a genial disposition, you will find many 
people of interest and friendliness in these circles. Every help will be given you in 
joining sporting clubs such as the Gezira, Willcocks and the Cairo Yacht Club, but 
you must not be disappointed if it takes some months to get you into the first of 
these, as this club is no longer under complete British control. 

You will also find that there are many community interests centered round the 
Anglican Cathedral, other Churches and also others organised by the British Council. 
Through these two centres you will rapidly meet others of your fellow countrymen 
resident in Egypt, contact with whom will enhance the enjoyment of your time here. 

In these troubled times it is more important than ever that all members of the 
British Community in Egypt should pull together and set an example of sanity, 
solidarity and friendliness. By doing this they will be contributing to the 
maintenance of the British influence in Egypt, which in spite of the rude words often 
hurled at us by the Egyptian Press is generally recognised by the better elements to 
have been of great mutual benefit and necessary for the future safety of our two 
countries. 

193 FO 371190176, no 12 5 Feb 1951 
[Negotiations with the Egyptians]: inward telegram no 100 from 
Sir R Stevenson to Mr Bevin on what the Egyptians will accept when 
negotiations finally begin 

[The COS outline proposals (CAB 131/11, D0(51)12, 17 Feb 1951) successfully negotiated 
the Defence Committee on 21 February and the detailed proposals did so on 19 March 
(CAB 131110, DO 3(51)6, DO 6(51)1). The ambassador, who presented his views to the 
Defence Committee in person, believed the COS's ideas were unrealistic and would be 
unacceptable as a basis for negotiations. Mr Alexander, on the other hand, thought it 
would be dangerous to move all fighting troops out and replace them by 1956 even 
though the air defence arrangements would necessitate the presence of 9,500 uniformed 
personnel from the army and air force.] 

There is no doubt about the impatience of the Egyptian Government, at the delay in 
negotiations. Every time I see them the Minister for Foreign Affairs he asks me 
pointedly whether I have any news for him on the subject [sic]. It is impossible to say 
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how long in fact the Egyptian Government will remain quiescent but the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs asked me when I saw him yesterday to tell you that he would be 
placed in an extremely difficult position if negotiations were not resumed either here 
or in London by first week in March. He is much concerned about your state of 
health1 and is convinced of the desirability from Egypt's point of view of your 
handling personally the results of the experts' work but is evidently doubtful of his 
ability to hold the position beyond the date mentioned above. 

2. It must be admitted that the delay is making things difficult for the Egyptian 
Government. They were led to believe that a further step in the defence talks would 
be taken about the middle of January. Sterling balance negotiations have been 
adjourned and they have no indication as yet when they will be resumed. They have 
heard nothing more from His Majesty's Government about the Sudan. Finally, 
despite the fact that they have agreed to employ a number of ex-Naval officers and 
ratings on reasonable terms for the training of their Navy and have agreed to the 
installation of a R.A.F. G.C.I. unit in uniform at Alexandria, the position regarding 
the supply of arms to them remains extremely difficult. The Spitfires and Furies 
without which the operational units of their Air Force will shortly be grounded, have 
so far been refused. There is no certainty as yet about the supply of component parts 
of Vampire aircraft for assembly as pre-training of personnel to be employed in 
projected local de Havilland [sic] factory. 

3. If after possessing their souls in patience for all this time the only result is that 
proposals differing from the Secretary of State's original suggestions are 
forthcoming, they will be justified in feeling themselves aggrieved. In this connexion 
I would like to emphasise once more the views expressed in my telegram No. 63. 
Moreover I should warn you that recent indications have strengthened the belief 
which I have always held that an agreement on defence is impossible without a 
simultaneous agreement on the Sudan. 

4. If His Majesty's Government find it impossible to resume the discussions on 
defence by the date indicated by the Egyptian Minister for Foreign Affairs, we must I 
think make some move with the sterling balance negotiations in the course of this 
month. I suggest that this should be done here on the official level by Mr. Waight. I 
suggest also that this might be followed towards the end of this month or early in 
March by conversations between the Egyptian Minister for Foreign Affairs and 
myself here on the Sudan question. I hope to be able to telegraph shortly some 
suggestions in this respect. Finally I consider that we should make a serious effort 
to be more forthcoming in the matter of arms deliveries, and in particular that we 
should 

(A) reconsider the disposal of some at any rate of the Spitfires of No. 208 
Squadron (my telegram No. 18 Saving) 

1 Bevin had been plagued by ill health throughout much of his time as foreign secretary. Nter a heart 
attack in 1946 he suffered badly from angina and swelling of the legs particularly from 1949. Between l 
Mar and 31 July 1950 he spent 85 days in hospital or convalescing and could easily have been asked to 
retire on grounds of ill health. On 22 Jan 1951 Bevin was admitted to hospital with pneumonia and 
although he returned to the FO in early Mar he had difficulty in moving and breathing. On 9 Mar, his 70th 
birthday, Attlee informed him that he would be announcing his resignation as foreign secretary. With 
Herbert Morrison as his replacement, Bevin stayed in the Cabinet as lord privy seal but frequently dozed 
off at meetings and on 14 Apr 1951 he died from another heart attack. 
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(B) Contract to supply say 20 Balliol (Advanced Trainer) aircraft 
(C) Make available at once the eight Fury aircraft required to keep their squadron 
operational after forthcoming joint exercise and 
(D) Contract to supply 8 aircraft for reserves for their Meteor squadron. 

If we are ever to have a satisfactory agreement and proper cooperation with the 
Egyptian armed forces, I cannot emphasise too strongly the desirability of 
convincing the Egyptian Service Authorities that we are not (repeat not) now 
holding back in the matter of arms deliveries merely for the purpose of putting 
political pressure upon Egypt. 

5. My personal view is that if we treat the Egyptians in all these matters with 
generosity we will receive-at the beginning at any rate- a generous response 
from them. If however we show our lack of confidence in them by too much 
haggling the whole spirit of our future relationship with them will be poisoned 
from the outset. 

194 FO 371/91184, no 7 6 Mar 1951 
[Timing of proposed agreements with Egypt and Israel]: letter from 
Sir R Stevenson to Mr Bevin on the need first to secure an agreement 
with Egypt 

[The importance of obtaining an agreement with Israel which would satisfy British 
defence needs was not just related to the possible establishment of an interim base in 
Israel if Egypt was evacuated. In fact this was deemed out of the question by Bevin for 
political reasons, but the British military were keen to get Israeli co-operation in the 
defence of the Lebanon-Jordan line which was now the basis of Middle Eastern defence 
strategy. In an attempt to secure Israeli co-operation on such matters as storage, port and 
communications facilities, Gen Robertson visited Israel in February 1951.] 

I have read with great interest the correspondence which has been copied to me 
concerning the possibility of coming to terms with the Government of Israel with 
the object of harnessing the advantages of their geographical position and national 
resources to the defence of the Middle East against Russian aggression. This 
question is of course intimately connected with our task here of similarly coming to 
terms with the Egyptians with the same object. I therefore have the honour to set 
out below my own observations on the likely repercussions of approaches to Israel 
upon the Egyptians and upon how we can best reap the maximum advantage from 
both sides. 

2. Our main strategic object today in the Middle East is to strengthen our 
position in Egypt and to endeavour to retain our base here, in one form or another, 
after 1956. Therefore the prime necessity is an agreement with Egypt, and such an 
agreement must precede any agreement with Israel. 

3. I think it is true to say that the Arab States have more to fear from the Israelis 
than vice versa. If an agreement with Israel were reached before we had come to 
terms with Egypt, or before we had exhausted all reasonable possibilities of coming 
to terms, Egypt might well take the view that she had more to fear from a British
backed Israel than from possible Russian aggression. The Arab cannot take a long
term view and would be much more concerned by what would appear to him to be an 
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immediate danger. Thus an Anglo-Israeli agreement might have the effect of 
strengthening the hands of those Egyptians who recommend a policy of neutrality in 
any conflict between the Western allies and Russia. Alternatively it might have the 
effect of making the Egyptians feel safer-that they would have a shield from Russian 
aggression-and when Egyptians feel safe they are inclined to make a nuisance of 
themselves. In either case the result would be equally unsatisfactory and especially so 
because it is more than likely that whatever line Egypt took the other Arab States 
would follow. 

4. I must therefore emphasise that the question of timing seems to me to be of 
the utmost importance and that we must settle with Egypt first. This however, need 
not exclude simultaneous negotiations with both parties. Indeed, this may be 
inevitable and even advantageous. 

5. I agree that the prerequisite to collaboration in Middle East defence is peace 
between Israel and the Arab States. In any negotiations Israel is likely to insist on 
coming to terms with Jordan through our intervention. If achieved this might help 
eventually towards achieving a general peace settlement with Israel, but I think this 
is an additional reason for coming to terms with Egypt first, in order to minimise 
the risk of a split between the Hashemites and the remainder of the Arab States. If 
we can first get an agreement with Egypt, which would automatically strengthen 
our hand with all members of the Arab world, and then bring Jordan and Israel 
together, our chances of negotiating for peace between Egypt and Israel would be 
very much brighter. At the same time, it should be added that if any military 
agreement with Israel is to provide only for port and transit facilities in time of war, 
the necessity for reaching prior agreement with Egypt regarding base facilities here 
diminishes. 

6. It occurs to me too that without an agreement with the Arabs the mobility of 
our troops issuing from the base to meet aggression might be severely restricted. For 
this purpose the cooperation of both Arabs and Israel is essential; but that of the 
former, owing to their geographical disposition, would seem to be the more 
important, at any rate initially. 

7. I am sending a copy of this dispatch to Sir Knox Helm1 and to Sir Thomas 
Rapp. 

1 Sir Knox Helm, minister plenipotentiary in Tel Aviv 

195 DEFE 5/29, COS(51)159 22 Mar 1951 
'Egypt - British forces in the Middle East': COS Committee 
memorandum on proposals for redeployment from the base in Egypt 

[The detailed proposals for maintaining a base and withdrawing all troops not needed for 
the air defence organisation were confirmed in the COS paper reproduced below after 
approval by the Defence Committee on 19 Mar. On the same day the Cabinet agreed to 
consider them after the Easter recess along with a general memorandum on the political 
problems of the Middle East (CAB 128119, CM 22(51)7, 22 Mar 1951).] 

At the Defence Committee Meeting on 21st February, 1951, consideration was given 
to our outline proposal for the leasing of the Middle East base in Egypt from the 
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Egyptian Government, and it was then decided that further consideration should be 
given to this matter as soon as the proposal had been worked out in detail. 

2. Full details of the proposal have now been prepared and are given in the 
Annex1 to this memorandum. Our main conclusions-which should be read in the 
light of our original proposal-are as follows:-

( a) When forced to redeploy from Egypt, we can continue to meet the needs of our 
Middle East strategy provided:-

(i) The Egypt base continues to function in such a manner that it will be 
immediately available in war. 
(ii) The air defence of the Egypt base continues to be assured. 

(b) A civilian controlled base is a practical proposition. To run such a base a total 
of 3,500 civilians-exclusive of families-will be required. However, in putting the 
proposals forward to the Egyptians, it might be advisable initially to keep the 
figures fluid. 
(c) An integrated air defence organisation, associating British and Egyptian air 
forces in the defence of Egypt, is essential to our plans. The Commanders' -in
Chief, Middle East, first estimate for British personnel-exclusive of families-for 
this organisation is:-

R.A.F. (in uniform) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,000 
Army (AA and Signals- in Uniform) . . . . . . . 3,500 
Civilians . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 800 

Total 10,300 

However, in negotiation we consider that here again we should not be tied to any 
hard and fast figures and that numbers should initially be kept very fluid. 

The figures above include some 200 pilots only. This figure is only half the 
number authorised under the existing treaty - a fact which may well prove useful 
as a bargaining counter. 
(d) In order to ensure our essential requirements under (b) and (c) above, we can 
offer to provide at an early date a limited training scale of equipment for the 
Egyptian armed forces, with the promise that once satisfactory agreement has 
been concluded we shall arrange for provision of further equipment in equal 
priority with other nations with whom we have working defence agreements. 
(e) A further and more important bait to secure these essential requirements can 
be offered as follows:-

(i) A total reduction of Service personnel between now and the and of 1956 of 
27,700, phased out as follows:-

1st Year 
2nd Year 
3rd Year 
4th Year 
5th Year 

Totals 

1 Not printed. 

Fighting elements 
with administrative 
backing 

4,000 
4,500 
5,500 
2,000 
2,700 

18,700 

Base Tps 

4,000 
5,000 

9,000 
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(ii) The removal within a maximum of five years of every fighting man except 
the essential minimum required to provide the British contribution to the air 
defence of Egypt. 

The fact that on present estimates it will be five years before the complete 
withdrawal of all combatant troops- other than those required for the air 
defence organisation-is completed is due entirely to difficulties in providing 
the necessary accommodation elsewhere before that date. If such accommo
dation can be provided earlier, then the evacuation can be speeded up 
accordingly. 
(f) The adoption of this plan will involve very heavy expense, because of:-

(i) the building programme required to meet the needs of the redeployed 
formations and units, which will cost some 15 to 20 million pounds; 
(ii) the high standard of pay, housing and amenities required for the civilians to 
be employed in Egypt. In this connection we calculate that the total of 4,300 
working civilians in (b) and (c) above will increase by 150%- i.e. , to 10,750-
when account is taken of families; 
(iii) the annual payment which Egypt will undoubtedly demand. 

(g) Military interests must be most carefully safeguarded in the new 
Anglo-Egyptian agreement. 

3. We have based our withdrawal programme on the assumption that 
accommodation will be provied elsewhere in the Middle East. There are considerable 
financial and political implications to this assumption. Not only will large sums of 
money have to be spent on building accommodation, as stated in paragraph 2(f) 
above; but agreements will also have to be reached with the other Middle East 
countries and colonies concerned, for the stationing of troops in those countries -
Iraq, Jordan, Libya and Cyprus. 

4. The implication of any withdrawal from Egypt is that additional 
accommodation will undoubtedly have to be built; and, whatever the expenditure of 
effort and money authorised, the new accommodation is unlikely to be fully ready in 
time to meet this programme. This emphasises the point that the sufferers in this 
transaction will be the soldiers. Inevitably large numbers of soldiers will have to be 
"pitchforked into the desert. " 

5. Subject to any reduction which may be effected as a result of the readjustment 
of figures in paragraph 2(c) above, we wish to stress that the requirements stated 
represent a minimum, and that any reduction will gravely prejudice our retention of 
the Middle East base in a state that will permit its immediate use at the beginning of 
a war. 

Recommendation 
6. We recommend that the Defence Committee approves the proposals outlined 

in COS(51)64, together with the details put forward in this memorandum. We 
further recommend that the proposals should be used as a basis for negotiation with 
the Egyptian Government. 
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196 CAB 129/45, CP(51)95 30 Mar 1951 
'Egypt- defence negotiations': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Morrison 
on the arguments for and against an agreement 

[This Cabinet paper repeated some of the points in a recent memorandum (FO 371/90177, 
no 30, 16 Mar 1951) by the head of the African Department, Roger Alien, and also 
contained comments from the ambassador in Cairo (see 194). The FO history of the base 
talks it contained was extremely selective. It claimed the reason for the lack of talks after 
1946 was the unrepresentative nature of the Egyptian government No reference was 
made to the original 1947 decision to stand on the treaty or the attempts to use King 
Farouk to secure British requirements.] 

At their meeting on 22nd March (C.M.(51) 22nd Conclusions, Minute 7) the Cabinet 
invited me to submit a memorandum explaining the basis on which I propose to 
reopen the negotiations for the revision of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936. This 
decision arose from a consideration by the Cabinet of the conclusions of the Defence 
Committee on 19th March (D.0.(51) 6th Meeting, Minute 1). The Defence Committee 
then approved proposals put forward in two papers (D.0.(51) 12 and D.0.(51) 28) by the 
Chiefs of Staff as a basis for negotiation with the Egyptian Government These Chiefs of 
Staff proposals in turn were the result of the Cabinet's decision on 14th December, 
1950 (C.M.(50) 86th Conclusions, Minute 5) to cause the necessary studies to be made 
in order that His Majesty's Government should be able to decide whether the method 
of approach outlined on a personal basis by my predecessor to the Egyptian Minister for 
Foreign Affairs last December would satisfy our essential defence needs. 

2. The Cabinet will recall that the Egyptians have been pressing us for many 
years to evacuate Egypt, and that in 1946, in accordance with one of the provisions of 
the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty, a provisional agreement was reached with the then 
Egyptian Government This agreement would have provided, inter alia, for the 
replacement of the present Treaty by a new Treaty of Alliance, and for the evacuation 
of all British Forces within a period of three years. Owing to a difference of 
interpretation of a protocol concerning the future of the Sudan, the Agreement was 
never signed, and we have continued to remain in Egypt and to maintain and build 
up our base in the Canal Zone. We have sought to justify this under the 1936 Treaty. 
After 1946 we were unwilling to negotiate with successive Egyptian Governments 
because we regarded them as entirely unrepresentative. At the beginning of last year, 
however, a Wafd Government, which we regard as broadly representative, came into 
power and renewed the familiar Egyptian demands. The Chiefs of Staff papers, to 
which I have referred, form the basis of instructions to His Majesty's Ambassador at 
Cairo to resume negotiations, if my colleagues decide that it is desirable to proceed 
with the attempt to reach agreement with the Egyptian Government 

3. The problem which I suggest we have to consider is how to reconcile our 
military requirements for a Middle East base and our political requirements for the 
maintenance of our position in the Middle East with the need to take account of the 
continued pressure of successive Egyptian Governments, and of public opinion in 
the Middle East and elsewhere, to secure the withdrawal of British troops from 
Egyptian soil. The main points of the present proposals of the Chiefs of Staff may be 
very briefly summarised as follows:-

(i) There will be a phased withdrawal of British troops from Egypt which will be 
completed in five years ending at the end of 1956. 
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(ii) Thereafter there shall be a British base in Egypt manned by some 3,500 British 
civilians. This base might be held under an agreement with the Egyptian 
Government. 
(iii) There shall be an integrated Anglo-Egyptian Air Defence Organisation 
requiring the continued presence of some 10,000 R.A.F. personnel in Egypt. 
(iv) We shall have the right of re-entry into Egypt if we consider that war is 
imminent. 

4. There are a number of points about these proposals which will certainly be 
objectionable to the Egyptian Government. For example, they are likely to resent the 
continued operation of the base by a large number of British personnel after 1956. 
Secondly, they are likely to object that the proposed withdrawal of British forces is 
not sufficiently rapid, especially since under the 1946 proposals we agreed to 
withdraw from Egypt within three years. Thirdly, they may well consider the number 
of R.A.F. personnel proposed for the Air Defence Organisation to be excessive, and 
even if this Organisation can be set up now, it is unlikely that the Egyptian 
Government will commit themselves regarding the post-1956 period. Fourthly, the 
Egyptians are unlikely to agree that we should constitute ourselves the judges of 
whether a war is imminent since a decision to this effect would carry with it the right 
to send our troops back to Egypt. 

5. Arguments for and against attempting to reach agreement 
The arguments in favour of and against resuming negotiations with the Egyptian 
Government on this basis may be summarised as follows:-

Arguments in favour 
(a) If we do not reach agreement with the Egyptian Government, they may well 

take the dispute between us to the United Nations. They did so in 1947 after the 
failure of the Bevin-Sidky negotiations, and the matter still remains technically on 
the agenda of the Security Council. The Egyptians then attempted to secure a 
recommendation of the Security Council to the effect that the 1936 Treaty was no 
longer valid and that we were, therefore, not entitled to retain British forces in 
Egypt. They failed then to secure such a recommendation, and the Security Council 
was unable in the end to agree on any recommendation. Whatever might be the 
decision of the Security Council now, we should at best be put in the invidious 
position of having to justify the retention of our forces in a country whose 
Government objected strongly to their presence, and under an instrument whose 
provisions we ourselves have largely overstepped. If we had made no serious attempt 
to reach agreement with the Egyptians beforehand, we might expect title [sic] 
sympathy or assistance even from our friends; if, however, we had made a reasonable 
offer (for instance, something broadly speaking as favourable to the Egyptians as the 
Bevin- Sidky proposals, but taking account of the changed international situation) 
our position would be considerably strengthened. 

(b) If we do not reach agreement with the Egyptians, we may expect them to make 
trouble for us in Egypt. They could do so by means of administrative obstruction 
such as the denial of port, railway and labour facilities. They would probably not 
thereby make the position of our forces in the Canal Zone untenable, but such action 
would gravely impair the efficiency of the base. It is, however, possible (though not 
likely) that such measures might lead on to full-scale economic warfare between 
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Egypt and the United Kingdom in which both we and they would suffer severely. It is, 
in any case, likely that there would be anti-British demonstrations and rioting which 
might (though this again is no more than a possibility) even lead to our having to 
intervene forcibly for the protection of British lives. In such an event subsequent 
developments would be incalculable but might result in our having eventually to 
take over the administration of the country in order to maintain our position. The 
situation would, no doubt, be exacerbated if we had made no serious attempt to reach 
agreement, and if the proceedings of the United Nations had given support to 
Egyptian claims. 

(c) The 1936 Treaty is, in any case, under Article 16, due for revision in 1956, at 
the request of either party, and if no agreement can be reached then, the difference 
shall be submitted to "The Council of the League of Nations" (that is, probably, for 
this purpose the Security Council of the United Nations). We have, therefore, to face 
the probability that after 1956 we shall have no legal basis at all for our continued 
presence in Egypt. We must, therefore, look ahead and consider alternative 
arrangements, especially in view of the time needed for administrative readjustment. 
Meanwhile we are already infringing the 1936 Treaty, which was designed for a 
purpose totally different from that for what we are at present using it. It was 
specifically designed to ensure the liberty and security of navigation in the Suez 
Canal against any external threat, not to provide a main base from which we should 
fight a campaign to defend the Middle East. The number of troops which we at 
present have in the Canal Zone, and the area which we occupy, are, and have for 
some time past been, greatly in excess of those stipulated in the Treaty. Some 
revision of it, therefore, or the substitution of a new agreement, would be desirable. 

(d) An agreement with Egypt is one of the pre-requisites for any comprehensive 
defence arrangement in the Middle East. We cannot make a defence agreement with 
Israel for co-operation in war-time without first reaching agreement with Egypt. If 
we tried to reverse the process we should lose the Arab States. On the other hand, an 
agreement with Egypt might open the way for a subsequent and separate agreement 
by us with Israel. 

(e) The more generous our offer to Egypt the better are the chances of Egyptian 
co-operation in such matters as the provision of the facilities essential to us in time 
of war and of Egyptian man-power. A settlement might also improve the chances of 
Egyptian political co-operation with us in world affairs generally. A failure to reach, 
and still more to try to reach, agreement will make Egyptian and Arab co-operation 
both in peace and war more unlikely and might involve us in difficulties in Iraq and 
Jordan, where we have strategic facilities at present. 

Arguments against 
(i) An agreement to withdraw British troops from Egypt may be interpreted in 

Egypt and elsewhere as a yielding to Egyptian pressure. This might, to some extent, 
weaken our political position in the Middle East. So long as we are actually in Egypt, 
the Egyptians must know that, if they overstep certain limits, they must make it 
correspondingly more probable that we shall insist upon remaining in Egypt. 
Equally, the presence of British troops in the Canal Zone and the Middle East base 
exercises a stabilising influence throughout the Middle East as a whole. 

(ii) We need to retain the Middle East base and to send British troops into Egypt 
in time of war. Any decision to withdraw our troops gradually before 1956 must 
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prejudice to some extent our ability to do this. The extent to which this is true 
depends partly upon whether any war comes before or after 1956, and partly upon 
the general political situation both in Egypt and in the rest of the world. 

(iii) The Egyptians will certainly raise the question of the future status of the 
Sudan. We cannot make any substantial concessions to them over this, and it may 
well be that no agreement will be possible. If we cannot agree on the Sudan, it may 
be that our efforts to reach agreement on defence will prove abortive. 

Conclusion 
6. We have frequently stated publicly that it is our desire to settle outstanding 

differences with Egypt in the spirit of the long tradition of friendship between the two 
countries, on a basis of equality, and with full respect for the independence and 
sovereignty of Egypt. Since the war, there has been an increased strain on our own 
resources all over the world. This has made it harder to maintain our position in the face 
of Egyptian demands, but at the same time the growth of the Soviet menace has made it 
even more imperative that we should maintain a firm base from which to defend the 
Middle East. It would be difficult to meet the further strain on our resources which 
might be occasioned by an immediate rupture with Egypt over the current negotiations. 

7. There are therefore three possible courses of action before us:-

( a) to maintain our forces and base in the Canal Zone and tell the Egyptian 
Government that we are not prepared in present circumstances to resume 
negotiations for a revision of the 1936 Treaty; 
(b) to make a real effort to secure agreement by negotiation on a revision of the 
Treaty; 
(c) to offer to resume negotiations with the Egyptian Government upon the basis 
of the proposals of the Chiefs of Staff, but to make no substantial concessions 
which would derogate from these proposals. 

8. If we adopt the first course, we should have to be prepared to maintain our 
position in the teeth of the Egyptian Government's opposition. As I have already 
made clear, this would entail serious political consequences. It might also give rise to 
administrative difficulties for our forces in the Canal Zone, and possibly lead to 
disorders endangering British lives and property. 

9. The second course would almost certainly involve some further concessions to 
the Egyptians who, as I have stated, are unlikely to accept the present proposals as 
they stand. The Chiefs of Staff have stated that their present requirements represent 
a minimum, any reduction of which would gravely prejudice our retention of the 
Middle East base in a state which would permit its immediate use at the beginning of 
a war. It would be difficult therefore for us to offer any purely military concessions 
sufficiently substantial to influence the Egyptians but not of such a character as to 
prejudice our own requirements . 

10. The third course may well not result in any agreement being reached. It 
should, however, enable us to spin out the negotiations for some time, and at worst it 
should strengthen our position, since we shall be able to say that we have made an 
offer which is reasonable in the circumstances. If, nevertheless, any agreement did 
result from such negotiations, it must at least provide a modus vivendi up to 1956 
and if possible a long-term arrangement thereafter without seriously prejudicing our 
ability to use the Middle East base in the event of war. 
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11. While on some grounds I should prefer to adopt the first course, I recognise 
that the consequences may be unacceptable, and I am on the whole in favour of 
adopting the third course. 

197 CAB 128/19, CM 23(51)6 2 Apr 1951 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the reopening of negotiations 

The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign Secretary (C.P. (51) 
95)1 explaining the basis on which he proposed to reopen the negotiations for the 
revision of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936. At the invitation of the Cabinet (C.M. 
(50) 86th Conclusions, Minute 5) the Defence Committee had considered and 
approved proposals put forward by the Chiefs of Staff, and the probable effect of these 
proposals upon our position in Egypt and the Middle East was examined in the 
Foreign Secretary's paper. 

The Foreign Secretary said that his colleagues would wish to consider these 
proposals in relation to general policy in the Middle East and to the state of public 
opinion at home. One consideration which must be borne in mind was that, 
whatever individual Egyptian politicians might be willing to say in private about the 
removal of foreign forces from Egyptian territory, they would feel obliged to take a 
very different line in public. In paragraph 7 of his memorandum he had summarised 
three possible courses of action: (i) to inform the Egyptian Government that we were 
not prepared to resume negotiations for the revision of the Treaty; (ii) to offer to 
negotiate and be willing to make further concessions in order to secure agreement; 
or (iii) to offer to negotiate on the basis of the proposals by the Chiefs of Staff, but to 
make no substantial further concessions. He did not feel that the second course was 
practicable, since our requirements as stated by the Chiefs of Staff could not be 
reduced without gravely endangering our military position in the Middle East. To 
adopt the first course, and stand firm until the Treaty became due for revision in 
1956, was attractive from the point of view of immediate security, but it would make 
our position exceedingly difficult when the time came for revision. Accordingly he 
recommended the third course, though he pointed out that many of our proposals 
would certainly not be acceptable to the Egyptian Government. Moreover, the 
question of the future status of the Sudan would inevitably be raised by the 
Egyptians, and this might destroy the chances of agreement. 

The Lord Privy Seal2 said that he agreed with the Foreign Secretary that an offer 
to negotiate on the basis of the proposals by the Chiefs of Staff was the course best 
calculated to achieve our aims in the whole of the Middle East. Occupation of 
territory by foreign troops was increasingly out of line with world opinion. If we were 
able to revise the Treaty in such a way that the Egyptians felt that they were being 
treated as equal partners, it might form the first step towards similar arrangements 
elsewhere in the Middle East. We could not negotiate with Israel until we had come 
to terms with Egypt, but treaties with both might open the way to restoring 
satisfactory relations between the two. Both the negotiations and (if they were 
successful) the implementation of the new arrangements would need imaginative 

1 See 196. 2 Mr E Bevin. 
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handling, but if we could impress the Egyptians with our sincerity and our 
determination to carry out the arrangements for our mutual benefit we might secure 
our essential military objectives in the Middle East. The process of removing our 
troops would be gradual, and we should make every effort, by employing the best 
men for the purpose, to carry out our obligation to train the Egyptian forces. The 
proposals provided for our re-entry into Egypt in an emergency, and we should best 
be able to exercise this right if we had been able to build up in the meantime 
relations of real cordiality between the armed forces of the two countries. 

In a short discussion several Ministers drew attention to the complexity and 
importance of the issues involved, and to the change in the situation which had been 
brought about by recent developments in Persia. Although the Egyptian Government 
were pressing us to open negotiations without delay, the Cabinet felt that they must 
take time for a fuller consideration of these issues. 

The Cabinet-
Agreed to defer further consideration of C.P. (51)95 until their next meeting. 

198 CAB 128/19, CM 24(51)3 5 Apr 1951 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the reopening of negotiations 

The Cabinet resumed their discussion of the Foreign Secretary's memorandum (C.P. 
(51)95) on the re-opening of negotiations for the revision of the Anglo- Egyptian 
Treaty of 1936. 

The Foreign Secretary recalled that in his memorandum he had suggested three 
possible courses of action, of which he favoured the resumption of negotiations with 
the Egyptian Government upon the basis of the proposals of the Chiefs of Staff. He 
recognised that it would probably prove impossible to reach an agreement acceptable 
to the United Kingdom; but, so long as discussions were continuing, the Egyptians 
would be less likely to take any drastic step which would worsen the present 
situation. It did not seem desirable to hasten conclusions on the withdrawal of 
British troops. 

The Minister of Defence said that the proposals of the Chiefs of Staff offered a basis 
on which discussions could begin. At a later stage fighting troops could be moved 
gradually out of Egypt, but it would be essential to maintain the base in an efficient 
condition, and to preserve the vast stores which had been built up in Egypt. It was 
also very desirable that we should retain a substantial R.A.F. organisation in Egypt, 
so that we could be ready to meet our defence commitments in the Middle East; but 
he recognised that the Egyptians were unlikely to agree that such large numbers of 
British troops should remain in Egypt. In his judgment it would be a mistake to take 
too stiff a line with the Egyptians in these negotiations. If negotiations went on for a 
year or so, the international position would have either improved or worsened in the 
meantime; and the protraction of the talks might make it easier to determine at a 
later stage what final policy should be adopted. 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that on 19th March the Defence Committee 
had instructed the Chiefs of Staff to examine, in consultation with the Treasury and 
the Foreign Office, the financial implications of their proposals regarding Middle 
East defence. The Treasury had not yet been approached on this subject. He hoped it 
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would be possible to frame an agreed estimate of the cost of providing a base outside 
Egypt before His Majesty's Ambassador became involved in negotiations with the 
Egyptian Government. He feared that the estimates of cost which had been put 
forward by the Chiefs of Staff might be found to be too low. 

In further discussion attention was drawn to the serious difficulties in the way of 
reaching a settlement with the Egyptian Government on defence matters, even if 
these could be treated in isolation from other outstanding difficulties between the 
two countries. The anti-British bias of all political parties in Egypt might be due to a 
desire not to be outdone in patriotic fervour by political opponents rather than to any 
definite animus against this country; but the fact remained that it would be difficult 
for any single political party to sign an agreement which contemplated that British 
troops would remain for an indefinite period on Egyptian territory, and there was 
little prospect of our being able to negotiate an understanding with all the Egyptian 
parties. It was therefore suggested that the subject of Middle East defence might be 
considered from a wider angle, with other friendly countries, including the United 
States, on the basis that the defence of the Middle East was at present very weak and 
that the western democracies could not afford to allow the oil resources of the Middle 
East to fall into Soviet hands. On this basis any approach to Egypt could be on the 
broader basis of the defence arrangements which the democracies felt to be necessary 
in the Middle East, and American and other forces might be associated with the 
defence of Egypt. While it was recognised that Middle East defence would have to be 
considered sooner or later in this wider context, it was the general view of the 
Cabinet that little progress could be made on these lines in any discussions with the 
Egyptians in the immediate future . The Egyptian Ministers had made it clear that 
they would object to the stationing of any international force on Egyptian territory, 
and they might even regard this as a worse solution than the continued presence of 
British troops . Moreover, neither the Government nor the people of the United States 
were yet prepared to contemplate substantial additional commitments in the Middle 
East. 

On the basis that the Egyptian problem would have to be tackled by the United 
Kingdom Government alone, most Ministers considered that a mere 
announcement of our intention to remain in Egypt until the Treaty expired in 1956 
would not be sufficient. We could not take our stand on the terms of the Treaty, 
since we were not ourselves complying with its terms, e.g., as regards the number 
of British troops stationed in Egypt. Moreover, the Egyptian Government would 
probably counter any refusal to negotiate by denouncing the Treaty and taking 
other direct action. The working of the base depended on Egyptian co-operation, 
and our military strength in Egypt would be greatly weakened if we had to 
maintain ourselves there in the face of sustained Egyptian hostility. On military 
grounds, therefore, the balance of the argument was in favour of reopening the 
negotiations. It would, however, be dangerous , in view of the present world 
situation and the state of public opinion in this country, to remove any substantial 
number of fighting troops from Egypt before negotiations had begun, or at an early 
stage in their course. Public opinion in this country would not tolerate what would 
be regarded as a further weakness towards the Egyptians, before it had been seen 
whether the Egyptian Government were prepared to make concessions to the 
British point of view. 

The Cabinet were informed that the Egyptian Government would probably be 
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unwilling to reach a settlement unless some concessions were made to their point 
of view regarding the Sudan. In this country, on the other hand, any settlement 
with Egypt would be judged by the manner in which it dealt with the question of 
Egyptian interference with the passage of tankers to Haifa through the Suez 
Canal. 

It was suggested that the United Kingdom Government, at the outset of any 
further negotiations with the Egyptian Government, should make it clear that it was 
their aim to enable the Sudanese to attain self-Government at the earliest practicable 
opportunity, and that no understanding could be reached with Egypt which 
interfered with this objective. The Cabinet agreed that there could be no question of 
abandoning this policy towards the Sudan or of sacrificing the interests of the 
Sudanese as the price for an agreement with Egypt on defence. It would not, 
however, be practicable to refuse to discuss the Sudan with the Egyptian 
Government. The aim should therefore be to secure that, if these discussions broke 
down, they should do so because of a refusal by the Egyptian Government to 
subscribe to a reasonable statement of the principles which should govern the two 
countries in their future policy towards the Sudan. 

There was general agreement that His Majesty's Ambassador, independently of 
the negotiations on defence, should continue to impress on the Egyptian 
Government the need for an early removal of the ban on the passage of tankers to 
Haifa through the Suez Canal. They could properly be told that Parliament was 
unlikely to agree to any fresh proposals regarding Egypt without a satisfactory 
solution of the tanker problem. The Egyptian Government's interference with the 
passage of tankers through the Canal raised the general question of international 
control over such waterways. It would always be in the peace-time interests of this 
country that these narrow channels, used by international shipping, should remain 
open for the passage of all ships, and careful thought should now be given to the 
question whether the international control of such channels should not be 
suggested as a general issue for discussion in some appropriate international forum. 
If the Egyptians felt that they were under attack from this angle, they might be 
more ready to reach a settlement on the other outstanding questions with this 
country. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Agreed that His Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo should re-open negotiations 
with the Egyptian Government for the revision of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 
1936, and invited the Foreign Secretary to frame, in the light of the Cabinet's 
discussion, instructions for the guidance of His Majesty's Ambassador in these 
negotiations. 
(2) Agreed that, concurrently with these negotiations, His Majesty's Ambassador 
in Cairo should bring continuous pressure to bear on the Egyptian Government to 
remove the ban on the passage of tankers through the Suez Canal. 
(3) Invited the Foreign Secretary to consider whether the general question of the 
control of the narrow channels used by international shipping should be raised in 
an appropriate international forum. 
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199 FO 371191223, no 29 23 May 1951 
'A chain of Gibraltars': memorandum by General J Glubb on the 
means to retain Britain's Middle Eastern position 

Assumptions 
This paper has been based on the following assumptions:-

!. Britain's position in the Middle East has been very seriously weakened since 1945. 
2. The maintenance of that position is still of vital importance to her. 
3. This is an age of small nationalisms. The craze will pass, but meanwhile it is 

still growing and well may continue to do so for several generations to come. This 
will be long enough to eliminate Britain from the East, unless she finds a remedy. 

4. Many of the small countries of the Middle East have retained their 
independence for centuries owing to physical barriers, such as mountains and 
deserts, which the armies of thirty years ago could not negotiate - or only with 
immense difficulty. Examples are Central Arabia and Persia. To modern armies, these 
barriers are no longer formidable. 

5. In addition to the lessening importance of physical barriers, the fact that 
modern war depends on mass industrial production, makes small unindustrialized 
nations far more helpless than ever before, vis a vis the really Great Powers. 

6. We thus reach a paradox. Emotionally the small governments of the East are, 
for the first time, all passionately anxious to be independent. Physically, modern 
industry, means of communication and weapons, makes their continued 
independence impossible. 

A hundred years ago, they could have been independent, but then they did not 
particularly want to be so. 

7. The same considerations apply to many small countries in Europe e.g. 
Belgium, Holland, Denmark. They are gradually adopting a new political system to 
meet the new situation, namely internal independence (or autonomy) combined with 
membership of a large group for purposes of foreign policy and war. In Eastern 
Europe, the small countries have become Russian satellites. The Russians may be a 
little rougher than the Western Powers with their satellites, but, in general it is 
world circumstances which are compelling all small powers to become "satellites" of 
some great Power or other. 

8. Their emotional nationalism makes it very difficult for Middle East countries 
to consent to be satellites. They have an inferiority complex already. In any case, they 
are more passionate than the small peoples of north west Europe. A reasoned 
statement of the situation does not convince them. They are carried away by passion 
and excitement, which too often produce negative results . 

9. The logical course would be for the small Middle East countries to accept 
garrisons of troops of the Western Powers, on the under-standing that these 
garrisons do not interfere in their internal affairs . Western Europe has already set the 
pattern. But in the East and Middle East, foreign garrisons are still regarded as a 
badge of servitude. The situation in Egypt indicates that this (the obvious solution) is 
unworkable. 

10. We therefore find a dilemma. These small countries could be defended, if 
they allowed the Western Powers to establish garrisons, bases and airports in their 
countries. Only Jordan has agreed to this. 
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Their refusal to accept such an arrangement makes it impossible for them to be 
defended in the event of another World War. 

11. This is the dilemma which this paper attempts to solve. It will be noted that 
the dilemma is largely a military one. If the whole world were in profound peace, we 
might surrender our garrisons in the Middle East and concentrate on commercial 
expansion. But such a speculation is vain. The end of war is not practical politics. 
Moreover if we once left our Middle East positions and withdrew, it would be far 
harder to come back when a new war threatened. 

12. Our final assumption therefore is that our Middle East bases must be 
maintained. This paper assumes this as an axiom and endeavours to discover how. 

Intention 
To consider how British bases can be found and garrisoned in the Middle East, 
without producing friction with the local Governments. 

Requirements of a base 
The requirements of a Middle East base are as follows:-

1. To provide a place where British forces, land, sea and air can be stationed in 
peace time. The mere presence of troops and bases in a given area or sub-continent 
automatically lends power and prestige to the government to which they belong. 

The presence of the troops in the area acclimatizes the men themselves, and 
enables them to learn the language, topography and conditions of the surrounding 
countries. 

In the event of the outbreak of war, the forces required are on the site, instead of 
requiring essential shipping to bring them to the area. 

The existence of any bases in the area enables H.M.G. to build up troops and stores 
in periods of tension, without unduly increasing that tension. In the absence of 
bases, the despatch of troops to an area where none were previously stationed is 
likely to increase tension, if not actually to produce war. 

Thus a base is of considerable value, merely by its existence, even if it be not ideally 
situated strategically. 

2. A base, however, is of course most valuable if it is so placed that it can actually 
be used as a base for active operations and not only as a site for a peace time garrison. 

The perfect base should be so placed as to have harbour facilities for ocean going 
ships, airports, repair and workshops facilities, road and rail communications, and 
storage accommodation. To erect all these things solely for strategic purposes will 
usually be prohibitively expensive. The ideal base is therefore one in which all these 
installations already exist for commercial reasons, and can be taken over in war 
without imposing on the government the cost of construction. 

In the absence of such a peace time base, the next best thing would be to have a 
base reasonably near at hand but without these facilities, and a treaty with the 
country possessing the necessary industrial bases enabling us to use them in the 
event of war. 

3. A third consideration is that the base selected should possess a reasonably 
healthy climate, suitable for British troops in peace time. 

Alternatively, should the climate be trying for Europeans, it is an advantage if good 
local troops can be raised, so that the greater part of the garrison duties could be 
performed by them in peace time. 



[199] MAY 1951 177 

Application to the Middle East 
(A) Egypt is in many ways the ideal base, possessing as it does harbours and 

airports, workshop and repair facilities, and road and rail communications. In the 
event of war with Russia, advanced operational bases would also be required north 
and east of Egypt. 

(B) The jealousy of the Egyptian Government renders the Egyptian base extremely 
precarious as a long term investment. It no longer seems to be economical to spend 
large sums of British money on building bases in the territory of independent 
governments. As often as not, within a few years, the base is abandoned under 
pressure of the local government, which receives for nothing all the priceless 
installations built with the British taxpayers money. The Middle East is strewn with 
bases, camps and installations built by H.M.G. and now occupied by the local armies. 
Habbaniya and Faid may soon be added to the list. 

(C) In my opinion, it is a waste of money to continue building expensive bases, on 
other people's territory, where British forces only remain on sufferance. 

Corollary. Territories must be acquired in possession as Crown Colonies and used 
as bases. 

(D) British bases are intensely resented, if in the vicinity of cities and politicians. 
It is therefore impossible to expect to be able to retain bases in the vicinity of 
harbours, cities and industrial installations. If possible, the right to occupy these 
areas in war-time should be secured by treaty. If not, they will have to be occupied by 
force in war. 

(E) Meanwhile the only way to ensure permanent bases for the future is to secure 
the cession of territory in desert areas, and thus build up a chain of Gibraltars. 

The objection to this is of course the cost of constructing a base in a remote piece 
of desert. On the other hand, on a long term basis, money spent in a Crown Colony is 
comparatively secure, whereas money spent in installations in Egypt, Iraq or similar 
countries will probably be thrown away and the base be abandoned in a few years for 
political reasons. 

(F) There are several actual and concrete advantages in putting bases in deserts. 

i. They will be far from politicians and centres of population. 
ii. Any inhabitants there are will be poor and backward, and thus will be 
delighted by the arrival of the British, bringing prosperity and money. 
iii. Deserts may be hot, but they are usually healthy.1 

Application to the ground 
(i) We have reached two conclusions. Firstly that it is better to build a series of 

bases in uninhabited deserts, rather than to attempt to remain in densely 
populated countries. Secondly that such desert areas should be acquired as 
Colonies. 

(ii) In order to secure the maximum value from a base, it should accommodate 
sea, air and land forces. It must therefore be beside the sea. 

(iii) In considering sites for a chain of Gibraltars in the Middle East, the obvious 
distribution would be: 

1 Against this sentence an official had noted in the margin: 'What about water'? 
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One or two on the Mediterranean. 
One on the Red Sea. 
One on the Persian Gulf. 

Let us consider each of these bases separately. 

A possible Mediterranean base 

Cyrenaica 

[199) 

Britain apparently at one time had hopes of securing a base in Cyrenaica, but it 
seems unlikely now that such can be permanent. In a generation or two, if not much 
sooner, British forces will probably be invited to leave. It might perhaps have been 
possible to have secured a small place on the coast (such as Tobruk) as a Crown 
Colony, if the policy of "Gibraltars" had been earlier adopted. It is just possible that 
an opportunity to secure some such place might arise in the future . 

The Gaza strip 
Many rumours have circulated to the effect that Britain would take over the Gaza 
strip in lieu of the Canal Zone. My view is of course both parochial and uninformed. I 
therefore speak with due hesitation and humility, but I cannot avoid the idea that the 
exchange might well be to our advantage. 

It would of course be desirable to retain a treaty right to use bases in the delta in 
the event of war. If such a treaty right could not be obtained, then we should 
probably have to do so by force in the event of war. 

Meanwhile, at this moment, the Gaza strip might well be obtained with 
comparative ease as a Colony. To the Egyptians, it is a troublesome appendage, 
threatening constant trouble with Israel. The presence of a British garrison would 
offer Egypt a large measure of security from Israel. 

The inhabitants of the Gaza strip are in desperate straits. Gaza was the market 
town of the whole Neqeb [sic]. With the latter in Israel , Gaza has no means of 
livelihood. Moreover most of the inhabitants hate the Egyptians. The adoption of 
Gaza as a British Gibraltar would bring security, hope and prosperity instead of fear, 
despair and penury. 

The Red Sea 
I would suggest that the Red Sea base be on the mainland of Sinai, opposite (i.e. 
south west of Aqaba). It could easily be connected with Aqaba by a motor-ferry across 
the Gulf, a distance of about 15 miles. 

The cliffs of Sinai rise steeply from the sea to a height of 2000 feet, and a 
cantonment on the Sinai plateau a few miles from the coast would possess a pleasant 
and healthy climate- better than either the Canal Zone or Aqaba. 

Of course it is easy enough to reply that the cost of building a base, roads and 
cantonments on such a site would be prohibitive. The point however is that, if the 
area were obtained in possession, the money would not be wasted. I myself have seen 
bases and cantonments costing millions of pounds, built and abandoned in Iraq, 
Egypt, Syria and Palestine. If a fraction of this money had been put into Gibraltars, 
we should be in a much better position today. 

Perhaps water would be a difficulty, but this base would not be the only town on 
the Red Sea to drink distilled sea water if that were indeed to prove necessary. 
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The Persian Gulf 
I am not familiar with the Persian Gulf, except Kuwait. The Trucial Coast 
Shaikhdoms, however, depend entirely on H.M.G. for their continued existence, and 
there would appear to be no great difficulty in obtaining a base in this area. Perhaps 
the chief difficulty would be the climate, where European troops are concerned. The 
climate however is, I believe, more unpleasant than unhealthy. With modern 
scientific fittings , any climate can be made endurable. In any case, we cannot hope to 
maintain our world position if we are not willing occasionally to endure a little 
discomfort. 

(In a second paper, I hope to put forward a scheme to raise Arab troops to garrison 
all these bases in peace time). 

Although the Habbaniya base in Iraq still exists, it seems to me unwise to hope 
that it will outlive the period of the present treaty with Iraq. When it expires, and 
perhaps before, the Iraqqis [sic] will demand evacuation, and one more multi-million 
British base will pass free of charge to a local Arab army. 

Kuwait 
If the Bahrein-Sharjah area is too far down the Gulf, some arrangement might be 
made for a base (or an advanced base) in Kuwait. The Shaikh of Kuwait (like the 
Trucial Shaikhs) depends for his continued independence on his treaty with Britain. I 
doubt if it would be advisable to build near Kuwait town, but it might be possible to 
find a site elsewhere within the boundaries of the state. I have not been to Kuwait for 
20 years. 

Summary 
(1) It is essential for Britain to maintain bases in the Middle East. 
(2) It is no longer possible to maintain these bases in populated Middle East 
countries. If the present bases in Egypt and Iraq survive for another 10 years, we 
shall be lucky. 

Even Jordan, now friendly and cooperative, cannot be counted on indefinitely. 
(3) We must invent and implement a new system, before we are obliged to evacuate 
Egypt, Iraq and Jordan. 
(4) With an independent Libya, we shall soon be asked to leave there. Now or at the 
first convenient opportunity, we should secure a piece of desert (say in the Tobruk 
area) either as a colony or at least on a 99 year lease. 
(5) The only lever we have with the Egyptians is that they want to get us out of the 
Canal Zone. In return would they give us the Gaza strip and a base in the Sinai desert 
below Aqaba? 
(6) Aqaba should be retained and on no account abandoned. But even Aqaba is not as 
good as a colony. 
(7) The Egyptians might (secretly) be pleased to have British bases at either end of 
their frontie r with Israel. 

The right to use a road connecting them might also be secured. 
(8) It would be even better if the right to use Egyptian bases in war could also be 
secured. 
(9) The Persian Gulf Base should not present any major political difficulties. 
Habbaniya is unlikely to last much longer, and it is high time that we considered 
preparing an alternative. 
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(10) All this will cost money and must be spread over years. But the great thing is to 
secure the land in perpetuo. No amount of money spent on such colonies could be as 
wasteful as the present system of building and abandoning multi-million bases in 
other people's countries. 
(11) Islands have many advantages as bases. I am not sure if there are suitable 
islands unknown to us in the Red Sea or the Persian Gulf. 
(12) The name Colony is anathama [sic] nowadays, and words are useful to enemies 
for propaganda purposes. It might be best to invent a new word- dominion 
protectorate, territory, ally etc. 
(13) A second paper on the raising and employment of Arab armies will be submitted 
shortly, as a corollary to the present paper. 

200 CAB 129/45, CP(51)140 28 May 1951 
'Egypt-defence negotiations': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Morrison 
on how to keep the negotiations alive. Annexes 

My colleagues will recall that, following consideration of my memorandum of 30th 
March, 1951, on Anglo-Egyptian relations (C.P.(51)95),' it was agreed to instruct 
H.M. Ambassador in Cairo to reopen negotiations for a new defence agreement based 
on a revision of the 1936 Anglo- Egyptian Treaty, on the basis of proposals worked 
out by the Chiefs of Staff (C.M.(51) 24th Conclusions, Minute 3) .2 On 11th April Sir 
Ralph Stevenson put His Majesty's Government's new proposals to the Egyptian 
Government (Annex 1). The Egyptian Foreign Minister showed no inclination to 
discuss the merits of these proposals, intimating at once that they were not an 
acceptable basis for negotiation from the Egyptian point of view. On 24th April the 
Egyptian Foreign Minister handed the Ambassador his Government's reply in the 
form of counter-proposals. The text of the Egyptian reply is given in Annex II. 

2. These so-called counter-proposals consist of little more than a reiteration of 
the well-worn Egyptian demands for British evacuation of Egypt and the Sudan, and 
offer no constructive basis for negotiation. The wide divergency between our own 
and the Egyptian approach to the defence issue offers little prospect of agreement 
and the problem therefore arises of how we can best contrive to keep the 
negotiations open without making any concessions of substance. 

3. I suggest that this might be achieved by broaching now with the Egyptian 
Government the question of the future of the Sudan. I have already circulated a 
paper on this question (C.P.(51)131) , setting out certain basic principles which we 
should be prepared to put to the Egyptian Government. As a next step we might 
therefore instruct H.M. Ambassador in Cairo to invite the Egyptian Government to 
discuss the Sudan on the basis of these principles, at the same time informing them 
of our disappointment at the wide gap which separates our respective points of view 
over the question of defence and adding that we are meanwhile making a careful 
study of the Egyptian counter-proposals. 

4. It does not seem likely that the Egyptian Government will find our proposals 
in regard to the Sudan any more acceptable than those in regard to defence and we 

1 See 196. 2 See 198. 
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cannot therefore expect to keep the discussion alive for long on this issue. As my 
colleagues will recall , however, the Cabinet agreed that our primary object should be 
to avoid a rupture with Egypt. When, therefore, the subject of the Sudan has been 
exhausted, we shall have to consider whether the next step might be to suggest to the 
Egyptian Government that some different basis of approach to the defence problem 
must be found. The possible lines of such an approach are at present under study, 
and I would propose in due course to submit the results of that study to the Cabinet. 
We should then be able to decide our policy in the light of any further developments 
in Egypt and the Middle East generally. I would, however, add the caution that our 
experience of the last two years suggests that the Egyptians are not so much 
interested in the form of their relationship with us or in finding suitable political 
cover for joint Anglo-Egyptian defence arrangements as they are in their immediate 
objective of getting rid of British troops from Egyptian soil irrespective of their own 
or Middle Eastern security. 

5. On 21st May we received an Aide Memoire setting out the United States 
Government views on the defence negotiations. These are to the effect that, whilst 
the Americans are disappointed by the Egyptian response, they hope that we and the 
Egyptians will be able to reach a mutually satisfactory agreement taking into account 
not only Egyptian national aspirations but the vital questions of security. The 
Americans are apprehensive lest a further decline in Anglo- Egyptian relations may 
prejudice their own new approach to the Middle Eastern problem. They consider it 
essential that our reply to Egypt should leave the door open for a continuance of 
negotiations. They suggest that consideration might be given to positive steps to 
create a more favourable atmosphere such as the resumption of shipments of token 
quantities of arms to Egypt, and they conclude by offering to consult with us at an 
early date informally on ways and means to achieve a solution of the problem. In 
general the tone of the American communication is such as to leave no doubt that 
while they continue to support our position they are anxious that we should come to 
an agreement with Egypt and thus avoid any development of the tension already 
existing in the Near and Middle East. 

6. Meanwhile I would only ask my colleagues to agree that H.M. Ambassador in 
Cairo should be authorised to invite the Egyptian Government to discuss the future 
of the Sudan on the basis of the principles set forth in my memorandum C.P.(Sl) 131 
of lOth May. 

Annex I to 200: Proposals put by HM ambassador in Cairo to Egyptian government 
on 11 April 

His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom are prepared to resume 
negotiations for the revision of the 1936 Treaty of Alliance in accordance with the 
provisions of Article 16 of that Treaty. 

His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom are aware of the Egyptian 
Government's great difficulties in the matter. They cannot however in view of their 
commitments to their other allies in the North Atlantic and in the Middle East, 
accept the responsibility of making any arrangements which prejudice their ability to 
contribute to a successful defence of this region against an aggressor. Such a defence 
will only be possible if in the future the Egypt base continues to function in such a 
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manner as to be immediately available in war and if the air defence of Egypt is 
assured. 

In these circumstances His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom propose 
that the 1936 Treaty of Alliance be revised so as to provide for the following:-

( a) The phased withdrawal of British troops from Egypt beginning within one year 
of the conclusion of an agreement on Revision of the Treaty and ending in 1956. 
(It should be noted that rate of withdrawal of the combatant troops and of General 
Headquarters depends largely on the rate at which accommodation can be 
provided for them elsewhere.) 
(b) The progressive civilianisation of the base which it is suggested should be 
completed by 1956, essential British civilian personnel being introduced as 
military personnel are withdrawn. The base thereafter to be entrusted to the 
Egyptian Armed Forces for security purposes but to be operated in accordance 
with British military policy under the overall administrative control of an 
Anglo-Egyptian Control Board. (His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom 
would be prepared to pay rent for base installations and sites.) 
(c) The creation of a long term Anglo- Egyptian co-ordinated air defence system in 
which there should be both Egyptian and British components. 
(d) The provision at an early date of arms and equipment on training scale for the 
Egyptian forces and thereafter the provision of whatever further arms and 
equipment may be necessary in equal priority with other nations with whom Great 
Britain has working defence agreements. (His Majesty's Government in the United 
Kingdom would also be prepared to render any assistance required by the Egyptian 
Government in the training of Egyptian forces.) 
(e) In the event of war, imminent menace of war or apprehended international 
emergency, Egypt would agree to the return of British forces for the period of 
emergency and would grant to them and to the forces of Britain's allies all 
necessary facilities and assistance including the use of Egyptian ports, aerodromes 
and means of communication. 

Annex 11 to 200: Text of Egyptian reply to United Kingdom proposals of 11 April 

The Egyptian Government wishes to express its deep regret and bitter disappointment 
at the contents of the British Government's reply after long discussions lasting over 
10 months during which the Egyptian side has spared no effort to explain and support 
its rights and to meet all the considerations with which the British side was concerned 
in a manner which would not be inconsistent with Egypt's rights. 

The Egyptian Government has no alternative but categorically to reject the British 
proposals in toto and in detail especially as regards the following points:-

(1) The date at which evacuation of British troops is to begin and the time set 
down for completing that evacuation. 
(2) The rate of withdrawal of the combatant troops and General Headquarters 
being made dependent on the rate at which accommodation can be provided for 
them elsewhere. 
(3) The time taken in handing over the base to the Egyptian Armed Forces and the 
stipulation that the base be operated in accordance with British military policy 
under the overall administrative control of an Anglo-Egyptian Control Board. 
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(4) The creation of a long term Anglo-Egyptian co-ordinated air defence system in 
which there should be both Egyptian and British components. 
(5) The exceedingly slow rate suggested for the provision of necessary arms and 
equipment for the Egyptian Forces. 
(6) The return of British Forces to Egypt in the event of imminent menace of war 
or apprehended international emergency. 
(7) Separating the question of evacuation from that of the Unity of Egypt and the 
Sudan under the Egyptian Crown. 
(8) Offering "the earliest practicable opportunity" as a pretext for putting off the 
time at which the Sudanese may enjoy self-government. 

The Egyptian Government desires also to affirm that, so far as it is concerned, it 
rejects the British Government's claim to share in the defence of the Middle East on 
the plea of their obligations towards their other allies in the North Atlantic and the 
Middle East. 

The Egyptian Government puts forward in its turn the following counter proposals 
as a basis for resuming negotiations between the two Governments with a view to a 
settlement of the problems outstanding between them:-

(1) The evacuation of British troops from Egypt to begin immediately upon 
concluding the agreement and the necessity of completing this evacuation by land, 
sea and air within a period not exceeding one year. 
(2) The base to be handed over to the Egyptian Armed Forces immediately upon 
the completion of evacuation in accordance with the preceding paragraph. 
(3) Special priority for the provision of necessary arms and equipment to be given 
to the Egyptian Army at the earliest opportunity considering that Egypt is situated 
in a sensitive strategic area. 
(4) The unity of Egypt and the Sudan under the Egyptian Crown and self
government for the Sudanese within two years in the framework of this unity . 
(5) British Forces and British officials to be withdrawn from the Sudan and the 
present regime in the Sudan to be terminated immediately upon the expiry of 
those two years. 
(6) The conclusion of an agreement between the two parties whereby British 
forces may return to those places to which, in the agreed opinion of two 
Governments, it is necessary that they should return for the purpose of assisting in 
the defence of Egypt in the event of an armed aggression upon her or in the event 
of the United Kingdom's being involved in war as the result of an armed 
aggression on the Arab countries adjacent to Egypt. 
(7) In the event of their returning to Egypt in accordance with the preceding 
paragraph, British troops will begin to withdraw from Egyptian territory 
immediately upon the cessation of hostilities. This withdrawal to be completed by 
land, sea and air within a period not exceeding three months. 
(8) The Treaty of Alliance signed in London on 26th August, 1936 together with 
the Agreed Minute, notes and Convention, also the two Agreements of 1899 
regarding the Sudan to be abrogated immediately upon the entry into force of the 
new agreement. 

These are the counter proposals of the Egyptian Government. They are, as the 
Egyptian side, in the course of talks with Field Marshal Slim, The British Ambassador 
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and The Late Mr. Bevin, has fully and clearly explained, adequate to meet the 
international situation. Indeed they are the only means of clarifying the sombre 
atmosphere pervading Anglo-Egyptian relations for the common good of the two 
countries and in the interest of international peace in the Middle East as a whole. 

Should the British Government, therefore, recognise as we hope in all sincerity 
they will - that British, Egyptian and international interests all call for a speedy 
acceptance of these proposals as a basis for settling outstanding problems between 
the two countries and that any delay in dealing with the situation is fraught with 
grave harm to future Ango-Egyptian [sic] relations and to the cause of international 
peace, then there will be no difficulty in reaching the desired agreement. 

But if all efforts after this long time prove abortive, the British Government are no 
doubt aware of Egypt's attitude towards the 1936 Treaty and the 1899 Agreements. 
This attitude had been frankly and explicitly stated by the Egyptian Government on 
many occasions the latest being the speech from the Throne addressed to the 
Egyptian Parliament in November last. 

201 FO 371191185, no 30 30 May 1951 
[US proposals fo r a Middle East Command and Defence Board]: FO 
record of an inter-departmental meeting1 [Extract] 

[The issue of a Middle East Command did not simply arise from ambitions to promote a 
regional defence arrangement, although this had always been just below the surface of 
post-1945 British thinking. The real impetus came from the need to sort out command 
arrangements in the Mediterranean. This issue became important following the 
formation of NATO and the arguments over NATO command arrangements. The new 
American strategic concept of 1949 with its emphasis on Spain and southern Europe and 
the admission of Turkey and Greece as associate members of NATO raised further 
sensitive command issues. How forces in the Mediterranean would operate in relation to 
the campaigns in southern Europe and the Middle East depended on the nature of the 
command arrangements in the Mediterranean and the Middle East. The Americans were 
keen to deploy Turkish land forces and allied naval forces in the Mediterranean to assist in 
the battle for southern Europe. The British on the other hand were keen to use their 
naval forces and Turkish troops as part of the battle for the Middle East, and in keeping 
with British naval tradition pushed for a single command for the whole Mediterranean. In 
October 1950 the British and the Americans, to the subsequent annoyance of the French, 
agreed that the local commanders should undertake a combined study of Middle East 
defence policy and the first meetings took place in January 1951 at Malta. The British 
wanted the supreme commander, Mediterranean Sea to be responsible for operations in 
the Balkans rather than the Middle East, to support SACEUR's southern flank and to have 
the vital task of keeping the Mediterranean open in order that supplies could reach the 
Middle East (DEFE 4/41, COS 54(51)5, 28 Mar 1951, JP(51)61, 27 Mar 1951). At the 
second Malta conference the Americans abandoned their commitment to a separate 
NATO Mediterranean command, suggested linking Turkey to NATO's southern command 
and proposed dividing the Mediterranean into two naval commands. This was 
unacceptable to Britain because it would leave the British naval commander in the 
Mediterranean as a subsidiary command outside NATO (DEFE 6/7, JP(51)61 annex, 27 
Mar 1951). In order to reduce the appearance of British subordination and to ensure that 
US naval vessels remained under American control, the US military, in line with State 
Department views, then began to push the idea of a separate Middle East Command 
organisation. British priorities were getting the US recommitted to the defence of the 
Middle East and ensuring that they retained control of communications if there were to 

1 The Eastern, African, Southern and Permanent Under-Secretary 's Depts of the FO were represented, 
together with two CRO representatives. 
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be separate operational commands in the Mediterranean (DEFE 4/43, COS 84(51)1, 21 
May 1951). The placing of naval forces under US Admiral Carney' in support of NATO's 
southern flank would be acceptable if this was achieved (DEFE 4/43, COS 85(51)2, 22 May 
1951). Once this was unacceptable and while the Middle East Command organisation, 
with US, French and Commonwealth representatives along with Turkey, Greece and Arab 
states, remained an option, the British would concentrate on getting a British supreme 
commander, Middle East covering the eastern Mediterranean. US naval forces would 
remain under Carney's NATO southern command. Once the idea of a Middle East 
Command was abandoned, there remained the problem of command in the 
Mediterranean which was not resolved until 1952 (DEFE 4/44, COS 100(51}4, 20 June 
1951).) 

The meeting was convened as a Working Party to study the feasibility of the 
American proposals for a Command Organisation and Defence Board in the Middle 
East, contained in Washington telegram No. 1626 of the 24th May. The Working 
Party had been instructed to review these proposals from the political point of view, 
taking into consideration the susceptibilities of the Middle East States concerned. 

2. The following is a summary of the discussions:-

Desirability of a supreme allied commander in peace 
3. At a meeting in Sir P. Dixon's room on the 29th May, it had been pointed out 

that the offer of a British Supreme Allied Commander for the Middle East in time of 
war had been made by the Americans as a political counter-weight to the 
appointment of an American Supreme Commander, Atlantic. It had been hoped that 
we might secure the post of Supreme Commander, Mediterranean for a British 
Officer, but it had now been decided not to set up this post. It was doubtful whether 
the announcement that a British Officer had been designated as Supreme Allied 
Commander, Middle East, in war would be sufficient to allay Parliamentary criticism 
of the arrangements in the Atlantic. It was therefore felt that the appointment of a 
British Supreme Commander, Middle East, should be made in peace. 

4. The Working Party felt that if a Supreme Allied Commander were appointed in 
peace it would be necessary to provide a parent authority to which he would be 
responsible. This would necessitate either the establishment of an organisation for 
the Middle East on the lines of N.A.T.O. or the subordination of the Middle East 
Command to N.A.T.O. It was felt that Middle East States would not at this stage be 
prepared to join a Middle East Treaty Organisation, particularly in view of 
Arab- Israel and Arab-Turkish antipathies, and the Commonwealth countries might 
also be reluctant to make a public commitment of this kind. The subordination of a 
Supreme Allied Command in the Middle East to N.A.T.O. would not commend itself 
to the Arab States. The Working Party therefore considered that the appointment of a 
Supreme Commander should be deferred until wartime or until the ground had been 
prepared by some interim organisation. 

Middle East Defence Board 
5. The establishment of a Middle East Cooperative Defence Board was considered 

the most practical alternative to the establishment of a Supreme Allied Commander 
in the Middle East. It would provide a demonstration of Western solidarity to Middle 
Eastern countries and of American interest in Middle East defence. It might not go 

2 US admiral, CINCELM. 
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very far to stiffen the will of Arab countries to resist aggression, as the Americans had 
suggested, but it might make them more cooperative in providing facilities for the 
Western Powers to defend the area. It was possible that the Defence Board might 
provide cover for the renewal of bilateral treaties between the United Kingdom and 
Middle East States, e.g. Egypt, in a disguised form, but this possibility was not rated 
very high. 

6. The functions of the Board should be defined as the coordination of the supply 
of military equipment, the provision of training and technical advice and perhaps of 
strategic guidance to those States who wish to cooperate with it. 

7. It was thought that the best way of establishing the Board would be, first, an 
announcement by the U.K., U.S., France and Turkey of their intention to establish 
the Board, and an invitation to Middle East States to cooperate with it. Turkey and 
the Commonwealth countries interested in the Middle East defence should be 
consulted before this announcement was made. It was hoped that the Arab States 
would be induced to cooperate with the Board if the U.S. (and ourselves) made it 
clear that military, and preferably also economic, assistance would be forthcoming 
only to those countries who did so. 

8. The Board would have a Standing Group consisting of the four powers who 
made the announcement mentioned above, and perhaps another Commonwealth 
representative. In order to overcome dissension between e.g. the Arabs and Israel, it 
was not thought that the Board should have meetings at which all countries would 
be simultaneously represented, but that the Board should make its facilities available 
to each participating country individually. 

Commonwealth countries 
9. It was doubtful if Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa would be prepared 

to participate in the work of the Board, since this would involve a public 
commitment to assist in Middle East defence which might not be acceptable to these 
countries for internal reasons. This would be the case a fortiori if a Middle East 
Treaty Organisation were considered, which was a further argument against the 
announcement of a Supreme Allied Commander in peace. The whole question would 
have to be gone into very carefully with the Commonwealth countries, who we hoped 
would make troops available for service in the Middle East in peace. If they did this, 
they would presumably not object to participating in the work of the Board. If they 
were not prepared to supply troops to the Middle East in peace, the argument for 
their inclusion in the Board would be diminished and they might be kept informed of 
developments by the United Kingdom. 

Position of Israel 
10. The suggestion in paragraph 5 of Washington telegram No. 1626 that the 

Board would have a special branch for Israel pending full Israel membership, was not 
entirely clear. We should ask the Americans to elucidate this point. It was thought 
that Israel participation might be made smoother by the adoption of the system 
proposed in paragraph 8. 

The association of Pakistan 
11. While the importance of inducing Pakistan to make a contribution to Middle 

East defence was fully appreciated, it was considered that it would be impossible to 
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associate that country with the arrangements outlined above until the Kashmir 
problem had been solved. 

The French 
12. The participation of the French in the arrangements outlined above would 

seem to make reconsideration necessary of the Defence Committee decision of the 
9th March, which ruled that the French should not be associated with Middle East 
defence planning. 

Conclusions 
13. The conclusions of the meeting were:-

(1) The appointment of a British Supreme Allied Commander Middle East should 
be deferred until wartime or until the political situation became more favourable. 
(2) The establishment of a Middle East Co-operative Defence Board was the most 
practical alternative and should be proceeded with. The Board should be 
constituted by an announcement by the United Kingdom, United States, France 
and Turkey, who would invite the Arab States and Israel to co-operate with it. 
(3) There should be prior consultation between the countries mentioned in 
conclusion (2) above and with Australia, New Zealand and South Africa. 
(4) The creation of the Board might make it easier for the Western Powers to 
obtain their strategic requirements in the Middle East and to secure at least the 
goodwill of the States of the area. In the particular case of Egypt, it was thought 
that the possibility that the Board would make a successful conclusion of the 
Anglo- Egyptian negotiations easier, should not be rated very highly. 
(5) The willingness of Commonwealth countries to make an open commitment by 
joining the Board was doubtful and would have to be gone into very carefully. 
(6) Clarification ought to be sought from the United States Government of their 
intentions regarding the inclusion of Israel in the arrangements under 
consideration. 
(7) It would be impossible to associate Pakistan with the work of the Board until 
the Kashmir problem had been resolved . .. . 

202 CAB 128/19, CM 39(5 1)4 31 May 1951 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the reopening of negotiations 

The Cabinet had before them memoranda by the Foreign Secretary (C.P.(51)131 and 
140) 1 on the progress of the discussions in Cairo regarding the revision of the 
Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936. 

The Foreign Secretary said that he had hoped that His Majesty's Ambassador in 
Cairo would have been able to keep these discussions going for some time on the 
basis of the proposals approved by the Cabinet on 5th April. The Egyptian Foreign 
Minister had, however, been unwilling to give serious consideration to those 
proposals and had now brought forward the counter-proposals set out in Annex II of 
C.P.(51)140. These contemplated the complete withdrawal of all British troops from 

1 See 200. 
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Egypt within one year and offered no constructive basis for negotiation. The Foreign 
Secretary therefore proposed that, in order to keep the discussions going, His 
Majesty's Ambassador should now be instructed to open conversations about the 
future of the Sudan on the basis of the principles set out in C.P.(51)131, adding that 
in the meantime we should be making a careful study of the Egyptian proposals for 
the revision of the Treaty. It was understood that the Egyptian Foreign Minister was 
anxious to come to London to pursue discussions about the Treaty; but the Foreign 
Secretary, while not excluding such a visit, felt that it would be preferable that the 
discussions should be continued for a time in Cairo. 

The Lord Privy Sea/2 said that, from his personal knowledge of conditions in 
Egypt, he was satisfied that no agreement could be reached with the Egyptian 
Government unless we were prepared to give an assurance that all combatant British 
troops would be removed from the Canal Zone within a reasonable period. He 
believed that, if the Egyptians could be given satisfaction on this point, they would be 
ready to agree that substantial British forces might be stationed in Egypt for the 
purpose of training the Egyptian army, and also that we should maintain a military 
base in Egypt manned by civilians. The proposals which His Majesty's Ambassador 
had put forward , in pursuance of the Cabinet's decision of 5th ApriV had been 
regarded by the Egyptians as an ultimatum rather than a basis for negotiation; and 
he feared that no progress could be made unless we could satisfy the Egyptians that 
we were prepared to make some concession towards their point of view regarding the 
evacuation of combatant troops from the Canal Zone. In these circumstances he saw 
no advantage in putting forward at this stage proposals regarding the future of the 
Sudan which would be equally unacceptable to the Egyptians. This was likely to 
exacerbate feelings still further and thus increase the difficulties of reaching any 
agreement on the Treaty. 

On the other side it was argued that, if we had to break with Egypt, it was 
preferable that we should do so on the question of the Sudan, where our legal and 
moral case was so much stronger. Moreover, our main objective was to prolong the 
discussions in order to gain time; and from that point of view also there was 
advantage in introducing a new subject for discussion. There was in fact little 
prospect of our securing a satisfactory bilateral defence agreement with Egypt. Our 
best hope of finding a solution to this problem lay in developing some wider 
arrangements for the defence of the Middle East, from which Egypt would be unable 
to stand aside. We might be able to guide in that direction the increased interest 
which the United States Government were now showing in the defence of the Middle 
East. These developments would, however, take some little time to mature; and in 
the meantime our wisest course would be to avoid reaching any definite conclusion 
of the discussions with the Egyptians. 

In further discussion the following points were also made:-
(a) The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he had now learned that the 

proposals put to the Egyptian Government in pursuance of the Cabinet's decision of 
5th April would have involved a net additional capital expenditure of £59 million and 
an additional annual expenditure of £9 million. The Minister of Defence said that the 
gross cost of the plan for redeploying our troops in the Middle East was estimated at 
£97 million. 

2 Mr R Stokes. 3 See 198. 
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(b) Had the Chiefs of Staff considered the possibility of securing military bases in 
Israel? The Cabinet were informed that, since his appointment as Commander-in
Chief, Middle East Land Forces, General Robertson had undertaken a special mission 
to Israel and the conversations which he had held there had been encouraging. There 
was some possibility that we might be able to secure military facilities in Israel, but 
we were not yet in a position to put forward definite proposals. 

(c) The United States Government, who were anxious that we should avoid any 
breakdown in the negotiations on the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty, had suggested that the 
Egyptians might be mollified by the supply of arms. The Cabinet expressed doubts 
about the expediency of considering any increase in the supply of arms to Egypt; this 
would certainly arouse suspicion and criticism in the House of Commons. 

The Cabinet-
Authorised the Foreign Secretary to instruct His Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo to 
open discussions with the Egyptian Government on the future of the Sudan, on 
the basis indicated in C.P.(51)131. 

203 FO 371/90193, no 94 15 June 1951 
'Suez Canal restrictions': minutes by R Alien and R J Bowker on 
whether to escort a Haifa-bound tanker through the Canal 

The Secretary of State directed that a study should be made of a suggestion that a 
tanker should be put through the Suez Canal with oil for the Haifa Refineries under 
the escort of a British warship, as a possible means of breaking the Egyptian 
blockade. On the Secretary of State's instructions the opinion of the Chiefs of Staff 
was sought as to whether the operation as a whole was feasible from the military 
point of view (see letter at Flag A).' 

2. The record of the Chiefs of Staff's discussion is at Flag B. Briefly, they 
conclude that while it was possible that we could successfully pass one tanker 
through the Canal, the Egyptians would probably interfere with subsequent tankers. 
It would be a fairly simple matter for the Egyptians to hold up traffic in the Canal by 
pacific means, e.g. by keeping closed the railway bridge at El Ferdan. In order to 
ensure the continued passage of tankers, therefore, our armed forces would very 
probably be compelled to take over the whole Canal and its administration. 

3. The implications of the use of force in this way on our relations with Egypt 
and on the rest of the Middle East would be profound. Moreover, the attempt would 
inevitably be represented in the Arab states as a step to help Israel and would dispel 
any hope in the foreseeable future of negotiating a new Anglo- Egyptian defence 
agreement. On the other hand, the damage to our prestige in the Middle East 
resulting from a failure to carry through the operation to a successful conclusion 
would far outweigh any gain in prestige from having once defied the Egyptian 
blockade. 

1 Flags A and B are not printed. 
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Conclusion 
The Department considers that, in the light of the Chiefs of Staffs views and of the 
political repercussions of the proposal, its disadvantages are such that it is not worth 
pursuing. 

R.A. 
15.6.51 

The arguments in favour of passing a tanker through the Canal is [sic] that it might 
be expected to show the Middle East States generally that we are still able to take 
strong and effective action and would therefore result in our being regarded with 
greater respect in the area. 

The disadvantages are that 

(a) Though a stunt of this kind might be successful once, the Egyptians would be 
able to ensure that it should not be repeated and therefore it would be of no 
practical help as regards the refinery at Haifa. 
(b) It would be bound to have an acutely adverse effect on our relations with 
Egypt at a moment when our objective is to avoid a breakdown of the Treaty 
negotiations. 
(c) It would be resented by the Arab States as indicating our readiness to use force 
to the advantage of Israel. 
(d) It would be generally deprecated in United Nations circles as a resort to force 
over a dispute which has been referred to the Security Council and is still sub 
judice. 

I agree with the Department in thinking that the disadvantages outweigh the 
advantages and that the proposal is not worth pursuing. 

R.J.B. 
15.6.51 

204 FO 371/90134, no 131 23 June 1951 
[US attitudes to British requirements in the Canal Zone]: inward 
despatch no 383 from C E Steel (Washington) to Mr Morrison. 
Minutes by D V Bendall and R Alien 

I have the honour to refer to your despatch No. 640 (JE1051!115 of the 15th June) on 
the subject of the American viewpoint on Anglo- Egyptian relations. An Aide 
Memoire containing paragraphs 6 to 12 of your despatch was left at the State 
Department on June 19th and the opportunity was taken to discuss the subject 
frankly with the Director of the Office of Near Eastern Affairs and the Officer in 
Charge Egyptian Affairs. This discussion confirmed my impression that there exists a 
slight misunderstanding of the American attitude. 

2. You suggest in your despatch under reference that there is an underlying 
scepticism on the American part about the necessity of our retaining a base in Egypt 
at all in peacetime. This is not entirely correct although I agree that Mr. McGhee's 
recent remarks in London give colour to this view. The State Department's view
point is more accurately as follows : in wartime they regard a British and All ied Base 
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in the Middle East as essential. The base must, additionally, be in a territory whose 
inhabitants are well disposed to the Allied cause. In peacetime they feel that a British 
base is highly desirable. But in their view it is now no longer a question of what is 
desirable or essential in peacetime but what in fact it is possible to obtain from the 
Egyptians without a dangerous rupture of relations. 

3. The Americans fear sincerely that if we insist on retaining our present 
facilities , or something very like them, in the face of Egyptian opposition there may 
be a complete break-down in Anglo-Egyptian relations which will seriously prejudice 
the utility of the base not only in peace but also in war. It is my understanding that 
the United States Embassy in London will shortly speak to the African Department 
on the above lines. Should such a break occur and the Egyptians bring the matter 
before the United Nations, I doubt if we could expect more support from the 
Americans than was previously given. I would not however be too positive about this. 

4. At the same time I do not think you need fear that the State Department are 
under any illusions about the complexity of the Parliamentary situation. It is clear that 
they have an accurate picture of this from reports received from the American Embassy 
in London. They are therefore fully aware of the dilemma facing us in our relations 
with Egypt. They are ready to help in any way they can to bring about a suitable 
agreement with Egypt but, not unnaturally, they consider the responsibility for finding 
a solution lies with us and not with them. Members of the Department showed an 
obvious interest in the conception of an international defence organisation for the 
Middle East (paragraph 4 of your despatch) as a means of escape from the present 
impasse. I feel certain that a constructive American reception could be anticipated for 
any proposals on these lines which you may eventually wish to put forward . 

5. It is inevitable that members of the State Department should be constantly 
drawing comparisons between the situation in Persia1 and possible developments in 
Egypt. Rightly or wrongly, the Americans consider that we under-estimated the 
depth of feeling in Persia which could suddenly be evoked by the Persian 
Government's rabble-rousing techniques. I have the impression that some of the 
State Department feel that we may be guilty of a similar mistake about Egypt. The 
result is, therefore, that the Americans are perhaps a little over-anxious in urging the 
adoption of palliatives or solutions which, for the reasons you have explained, are at 
present impracticable for His Majesty's Government. 

6. I am sending copies of this despatch to His Majesty's Representative at Cairo, 
and to the British Middle East Office. 

1 In F'eb 1951 a committee of the Maj lis (lower house of the Iranian parl iament) chaired by Mossadeq 
recommended nationalisation of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Co. In Mar this was approved by both the Majlis 
and the Senate. When the government procrastinated in implementing the new law the Tudeh 
(Communist) Party organised a general strike in the province of Khuzisatan where the Abadan oil refinery 
was situated and the Briti sh deployed warships in the Persian Gulf. In response the prime minister, 
Hussein Al a, declared martial law but the cris is led to Mossadeq becoming prime minister on 30 Apr. 
Mossadeq led a coalition consisting of the Iran Party, the Toil ers Party, the Society of Muslim Warriors and 
the National Party of Iran. On 1 May Mossadeq persuaded the Majlis to elect four National Front deputies 
to a committee of five which assumed control of the oil installations. Negotiations with the Anglo- Iranian 
Oil Co over compensation were broken off in July 1951. In Sept 1951 British techni cians were expelled 
from Abadan and Britain complained to the UN. 
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Minutes on 204 

Perhaps we have misappreciated the State Department's attitude, but the State 
Department probably over-rate the Egyptians' ability to make our position physically 
untenable in the Canal Zone. It might be a good idea to show the U.S. Embassy here, 
(if we can get permission) our paper on "Measures and Countermeasures" in the 
event of an all-out Egyptian drive to undermine the position of our base. Perhaps this 
will reassure them. 

2. In the meantime American interest in an Eastern Mediterranean Defence 
Organisation as a solution to these difficulties is encouraging, 

D.V.B. 
28.6.51 

I do not think that there is any misunderstanding of the American attitude on our 
side, as this despatch suggests. The Americans think that a British base in Egypt is 
desirable, but they think that Anglo-Egyptian political understanding is essential, 
and they think that any price, even the abandonment of the base, should in the last 
resort be paid in order to achieve that understanding. In other words, they do not 
appreciate that the base is essential to us if we are to maintain our position in the 
Middle East and be able to defend it effectively in time of war, they think that we 
should be able to come to an understanding with the Egyptians, and they fear that if 
we do not, our position in Egypt will be untenable. In short, they fear that events in 
Persia will be repeated in Egypt. The American Embassy have now explained this 
point of view to me at some length. 

2. In return, I pointed out that the military advice which we have received is 
that the existence of the base as a going concern in peacetime for immediate use 
on the outbreak of war, is essential; that so long as the Egyptians are not prepared 
to compromise on this issue, there is little chance of our being able to reach an 
agreement with them, even if we were prepared to make concessions on other 
aspects of the matter; that we have studied the matter carefully, and do not 
consider that the Egyptians could make our position in Egypt untenable, in other 
words, there is a big difference between our position in Persia and our position in 
Egypt. I have also stressed, of course, that the last thing we wish is to come into 
head-on collision with the Egyptians. Finally, I made the point that, if we are able 
to make fresh proposals to the Egyptians on the basis of the Middle East 
Command set-up, it is to be hoped that the United States will feel able to join us, 
since this is an essential element of the scheme, and it would be a sad thing if the 
whole plan were shipwrecked because of American reluctance to sponsor it 
together with us . 

3. All this will probably be reported at length to the State Department, although 
I do not imagine that it will have very much effect. Nevertheless, it is the kind of 
continual dripping which may eventually wear away the stone a little. I cannot 
suggest any other action fo r the moment, which would be useful, and I think the 
next step must be to put to the Americans our proposals for the Middle East 
Command. At the same time, we must try to marry up the Command proposals with 
our own requirements in Egypt. 

R.A. 
4.7.51 
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205 FO 141/1436, no 82 30 June 1951 
[US attitudes and policy towards Egypt]: minute by J H Wardle-Smith 

[Wardle-Smith is referring to Washington tel 32 of 21 May which outlined the State 
Departments's view on Anglo-Egyptian relations. In Britain the political difficulty of pro
viding arms for the Egyptians stemmed from the stopping of the Haifa-bound tankers.] 

This is a most interesting document and gives a very different impression from that 
left with us by Mr. McGee [sic] when he was here. Paragraph 4 is much more realistic 
than he was. 

The Americans suggest (a) that Salah El Dine should be invited to London and (b) 
we should send a token quantity of arms to Egypt. London will not like either of 
these suggestions; we know their answer to (a) and in making the suggestion at (b) 
the Americans have overlooked the political situation at home. If only (b) were 
possible I think we are all agreed that it would be a very wise move. 

Although I know London is adverse to receiving Salah El Dine, I cannot help 
feeling that something of this sort will have to be done. If nothing is done apart from 
a further reply from H.M.G. which, I presume, will be the same as our first reply but 
couched in different language, the position of the Egyptian Government, and of 
Salah El Dine in particular, will become increas ingly difficult and it will be hard for 
them to avoid abrogating the Treaty if nothing happens before the Speech from the 
Throne in November. I think it would be a mistake thus to give them the initiative. 

The rumoured reports of Haidar Pasha' going to London seem to me to have 
possibilities. It might put a brake on the Egyptians' desire to purchase arms from 
countries other than England and take the limelight off the Foreign Minister. It 
would be interesting to see if Haidar Pasha showed any realism about joint defence. If 
he does we might get a chance of putting Palace pressure on the M.F.A. and the 
politicians. 

1 Haidar Pasha, Egyptian commander-in-chief during the war with Israel who was sacked by Farouk in 
November 1950 but reinstated. See also part I of this volume, 146. 

206 FO 141/1436, no 91 30 June 1951 
[Internal situation in Egypt]: minute by J W Wall on the worsening of 
conditions in Egypt 

I suppose what we have to estimate is whether our refusal to "seek an agreement at 
any price" will strengthen and stimulate the irresponsible extremists to the point 
where they can force the Wafd to break off negotiations and create a situation 
analogous to the present one in Persia. 

The Americans plainly fear that our "inflexibility" may have this result. But I am 
not sure that they draw quite the right conclusion from events in Persia. No matter 
how flexible H.M.G., or the A.I.O.C. had been in Persia and no matter how much 
more they had paid out in royalties and bribes, my view is that the present crisi~ 
would only have been delayed a few years. 

In the same way I think we are right to assume that the progressive worsening of 
social conditions here and the growing inefficiency and corruption of the 
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administration is the real cause of discontent. But the presence of our base (which = 
British Troops = Occupation) serves the same purpose as the A.l.O.C. in Persia: that 
of providing an obvious, easy and popular target or focus for general feelings of 
resentment. 

We are thus in a position where our insistence on retaining the base may 
stimulate a fanatical mob movement; but on the other hand, the removal of the base 
would certainly not remove the real causes of trouble in Egypt. 

However, it is unlikely that we can persuade the Americans that this country, left 
to itself, in spite of all Point IV, 1 Technical Aid, and U.N.O. experts, will inevitably 
follow the downward path until it is where it was in the 1870's or where Persia is 
now. 

I agree that the Wafd is not as likely to pull the house down on its own head as the 
Persians are, and I think the reason is that Egypt has still got a "house" - i.e. an 
administration of some degree of efficiency, whereas Government and 
administration in Persia have been in ruins for the last ten years. Let government 
here dissolve as it did in Persia in 1941 and we should have a more numerous, violent 
and dangerous rabble to contend with. And it will not be the real causes of Egypt's 
misery that such a rabble will attack first, but the unreal one - our "occupation" -
which has been held in the limelight so long before them. 

I think one conclusion is that a strong (or at least reasonably efficient) 
government in this country, no matter how intransigent about the "national 
aspirations" it may be, is better for us than a weak one. But how strong government 
is to be achieved in this or any other M.E. country I just don't know. 

The idea of an international defence organisation for the M.E. has been discussed in 
the Egyptian papers for some time. The snags are obvious, but the indications of hurt 
pride given, say, in A! Misri's comment on the Commonwealth Defence Conference, 
show perhaps that there might be something we could profitably follow up with the 
Egyptians if other considerations show a regional organisation to be feasible. 

1 In his inaugural address on 21 Jan 1949 President Truman laid down four major foreign policy 
guidelines. The fourth point was a plan to 'embark on a bold new program for making the benefits of our 
scientific advances and industrial progress available for the improvement and growth of undeveloped 
areas '. The rhetoric associated with the programme raised expectations which the budget was unable to 
meet and the reaction at the UN Economic and Social Council in Feb 1949 was one of disappointment. 

207 FO 371190134, no 139 6 July 1951 
[Anti-British feeling in Egypt]: inward despatch no 244 from 
Sir R Stevenson to Mr Morrison on possible measures to achieve 
stability in Egypt 

I have the honour to refer to your despatch to Washington, No. 640 of June 15th and 
Mr. Steel's despatch to you No. 383 of June 23rd, 1 regarding American interest in 
Anglo-Egyptian relations. 

2. The impression I have gained here of the American attitude agrees very much 
with Mr. Steel's description of it. I do not think that my United States colleague over-

1 See 204. 
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simplifies the problems or questions the necessity for our retaining for the present at 
any rate a base in Egypt in peace time. It would appear that in Washington the chief 
danger to Anglo-Egyptian relations is thought to lie in His Majesty's Government's 
maintaining a too inflexible attitude towards Egyptian "national aspirations" and so 
provoking the Egyptian Government into a denunciation of the Treaty of 1936 which 
might lead to a complete rupture. I suggest, however, that this view of His Majesty's 
Government's responsibility may not take sufficiently into account certain factors 
which, though they have no fundamental connection with the political relations 
between His Majesty's Government and Egypt, influence them in a most important 
way. 

3. To assume that our insistence on maintaining our peace time position in 
Egypt is the chief cause of discontent in Egypt is to admit the thesis of those 
Egyptian leaders and publicists who have founded their careers on the simple 
demand for "independence" or "evacuation". The comparisons which the State 
Department draw between the situation in Persia and possible events in Egypt is 
interesting but I feel it would be more illuminating if the Americans had offered 
some analysis of the popular feeling which, they imply, we may be under-estimating 
in this country. In claiming to represent the feelings of 20 million Egyptians when 
they accuse Britain of refusing to grant Egypt her rights, Ministers and newspaper 
editors are indulging in demagogic exaggeration. They represent, in fact, the feelings 
of a minority of professional politicians, would-be politicians and journalists, who, I 
do not doubt, feel sincerely enough about Anglo-Egyptian relations which they have 
made into a full-time business; but the majority of the people, both in town and 
country, are quite evidently pre-occupied with other matters . There is certainly 
strong popular feeling in this country, but it is feeling against an administration 
which through ineptitude and blatant corruption is incapable of doing anything to 
arrest the deterioration of the standard of living of all but a small and ostentatiously 
floursihing [sic] minority. 

4. This wide-spread discontent is a powerful force, but it is a general purpose 
fuel: it can be made to drive different kinds of motors. I have already reported the 
indications of communist efforts to utilize it through the machinery of the extremist 
press and the Peace Movement (my despatch No. 199 of 28th May) and, of course, the 
existence of a substantial stratum of the population who have "nothing to lose but 
their chains" has always been exploited by Nationalist politicians. It is even easier for 
"patriots" to command the support of the dispossessed by telling them that their 
chains are made in England than it is for the Communists to do so by telling them 
that they are riveted on them by the Pashas. Communism, in fact, must take a 
nationalist line in Egypt to make any headway at all. The Moslem Brotherhood, 
whose fire is really directed at the moral rottenness of their own countrymen, hang a 
Union Jack over their target, and other extremists do the same. One example, picked 
at random from the extremist press is enough to illustrate the classic method of 
stating the true grievances with the false explanation. Saleh Harb Pasha, President of 
the Young Men's Moslem Association, and a sympathiser at least, with the Moslem 
Brotherhood, writes in A! Nida of July 3rd: "It is our duty to propagate hatred of the 
British among the people to awaken their patriotism and put an end to imperialism. 
We must realise that the British are responsible for poverty, ignorance and disease in 
Egypt and that they are the allies of corruption in this country". I do not believe that 
the people feel any spontaneous indignation at the presence of our Base, but their 
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bitter discontent with their lot in general can be easily focussed on an "occupation" 
which their demagogues have for so long represented as the cause of all the country's 
ills. 

5. I do not think that my United States colleague here has any illusions about the 
relative degree of pre-occupation of the people of Egypt with internal conditions on 
the one hand and with Anglo- Egyptian relations on the other, but he probably feels, 
as I do, that the Wafd are no less efficient rabble-rousers than the present Persian 
Government, and could, if they chose, unleash a popular movement for 
"nationalisation" of our Base. Whether the Wafd would ever use this technique is 
another matter. I doubt whether, assuming that no concessions are made to the 
"national aspirations", the present leaders of the Wafd would be so ready to pull the 
house down on their own heads as Dr. Musaddeq apparently is . There are too many 
men in the Party and in the Administration now who understand the real causes of 
the discontent they might exploit and who realize that, though a mob movement 
would initially attack the "Imperialists", it would most probably end by cutting the 
throats of the Pashas. 

6. There is, indeed, plenty of evidence to show that the Wafd Government are 
well aware of the need to prevent popular feeling from expressing itself in violence by 
mitigating some of the evils of life. Their record of success in this direction is, 
unfortunately, not impressive, and so long as the Government itself remains 
inefficient and dishonest, it is difficult to see any beneficial effects proceeding from 
the different palliatives for social evils they put forward, and which, in fact, remain 
largely on paper. The question therefore is not so much whether they would ever 
rouse the rabble as "could they, at need, prevent the rabble rising?" bearing in mind 
that the dog will fly first at the rag its masters have teased it with, and bearing in 
mind also, the contributory influence of other interested groups. 

7. We, I feel, can do little in the short term to assist any Egyptian Government 
towards the stability, founded on a reasonable standard of living and trustworthy 
administration, which would seem to offer us the best prospects of a useful co
operation in defence, but I think a good deal can be done st ill to combat the long
fostered idea that it is Britain that is to blame. One way undoubtedly is to explore 
other methods of associating Egypt in the defence of the Middle East with us, .on the 
lines suggested in paragraph 4 of your despatch under reference. The feelings of 
Egyptian politicians, as voiced in the press at least, have seemed to be hurt by the 
Commonwealth Defence Ministers' Conference assuming her acquiescence without 
consulting her [sic], and the offer to include Egypt in some international defence 
organisation might at least give the present Government something to answer their 
critics with; it might also make the Armed Forces keener to show what they could do, 
and prove to such of her public men as are not blind to facts that we are not 
"occupying" Egypt, as many of them seem to think, out of pure vindictiveness. 

8. Whether an international defence organisation proves feasible and desirable or 
not, it is important, I am sure, to do something now both to assist the morale of the 
Army and to remove its feeling- which has not lessened since the Palestine War
that we are the cause of its humiliation and frustration. The question of direct co
operation in war apart, the Egyptian Army has a two-fold importance for the security 
of our position here: it is the ultimate Egyptian guarantee of law and order, and its 
officers could, in certain conceivable circumstances, make some gesture of despair 
which would be as little in our interests as any action to which either an Egyptian 
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Musaddeq or the Commusists [sic] could incite the people. My Military Attache in 
recent conversations with senior Egyptian Army officers has formed the opinion that 
morale is suffering severely from lack of weapons and equipment. He found a feeling 
of indignation against us and impatience with our failure to supply their needs: a 
failure, which, of course, is ascribed to a deliberate policy of keeping the Egyptian 
Army weak rather than to physical inability to supply the arms. The press has long 
made it axiomatic that we keep the Egyptian Army weak in order to have an excuse 
for prolonging the "occupation". The supply of some of the arms ordered in addition 
to the normal annual maintenance demands would not, of course, produce an 
immediate effect on the press, but it would have the solider result of removing the 
Army's grievance against us which is a more definite danger. 

208 FO 371/90134, no 139 25-30 July 1951 
[Discontent in Egypt]: minutes by R Alien and R J Bowker on how to 
respond to the discontent in Egypt 

This despatch1 is Alexandria's commentary upon the recent exchange between 
ourselves and the Americans on the subject of Egypt. It is, I think, a good despatch 
and worth reading, although it does not seem to call for any specific action or drastic 
realignment of our policy. 

2. Briefly, Sir Ralph Stevenson's thesis is that Washington perhaps tend [sic] to 
exaggerate the extent to which Egyptian discontent grows out of our presence in 
Egypt. It is true that there is anti-British feeling, but it is confined to the professional 
politicians who are in a small minority. There is widespread discontent too, but that 
is due to social and economic conditions in Egypt. This discontent is switched 
against us by the politicians, but the Ambassador doubts whether the present 
government would ever dare to exploit mob feelings to the full for fear lest they 
should get out of control and the mob feelings should turn against them. In the 
Ambassador's view the question is rather, can the government at need prevent the 
rabble rising? The moral that he draws is that we should do what we can to bolster up 
the forces of law and order, and in particular we should help the army, not only 
because it is desirable to retain its goodwill, but also because the army is the main 
factor for stability in the country. 

3. I do not think that we should wish to question any of this, except perhaps on 
minor points. For example, the Ambassador says that he doubts whether the Wafd 
would ever use the technique of unleashing a popular movement for nationalisation of 
our base. He may well be right if he is referring to the majority of the members of the 
present Egyptian Government; but some members of that government might be 
willing to use this technique. If they were, that would be the likeliest situation in 
which the mob would rise; once it had risen, it might well get out of control, although 
the Egyptian Government probably have the means to control it if they had the 
resolution. The truth of the matter is, that it suits the Egyptian Government very well 
to be able to go on abusing us and using us as the target for popular discontent. The 
only way of extricating ourselves from this position would be to reach an agreement 

1 See 207. 
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with them; but as time goes on it becomes harder to reach an agreement and the 
Egyptian Government has less incentive to do so. This is a sort of vicious circle in 
which we are caught up; and our only hope of breaking out of it appears to be the 
intervention of some deus ex machina in the form, for example, of an increased Soviet 
threat or an entirely new political situation in the Middle East. It remains for 
consideration whether we can do anything to bring about such a situation, e.g. by 
rousing the Egyptian mob ourselves. On the whole, however, I think that, apart from 
moral scruples, this is too dangerous a solution to be contemplated at present, at any 
rate. The Egyptian Government, by their intransigence, might in the end force us to 
consider it seriously; but we should exhaust every legitimate means of reaching an 
accommodation first. For the present, therefore, I agree with the Ambassador that we 
must play on the side of law and order, and that his arguments in favour of helping, in 
a strictly limited way, the Egyptian army should be supported. 

4. An opportunity to make this point may arise when the Defence Committee 
consider [sic] in the near future a paper which we have suggested that the Minister of 
Defence should put up to the Defence Committee on the supply of arms to Egypt. 

R.A. 
25.7.51 

The fact is that the British "occupation forces" are the scapegoat for the troubles in 
Egypt, just as the A.I.O.C. is the scapegoat for the troubles in Iran. In both countries, 
of course, the troubles are the result of government by a corrupt and irresponsible 
minority. The difference is that the British forces in Egypt are much less vulnerable 
than the A.I.O.C. in Persia, and many influential Egyptians, including the King, 
appreciate that the presence of British forces on the Canal is one of the strongest 
safeguards of their own security. For these two reasons the Egyptian Government are 
less likely to bring things to a head than the Persians. 

But as long as there is little prospect of getting an agreement with the Egyptians 
about defence, there is much to be said for doing what we can in other directions to 
keep the atmosphere reasonably friendly, and one of the ways in which we can do a 
good deal in that direction is the supply of arms. So far all our efforts in this direction 
have been strongly opposed by the Minister of Defence and I understand that he has 
now rejected the suggestion that he should put up a paper to the Defence Committee 
on the supply of arms to Egypt. 

R.J.B. 
30.7.51 

209 CAB 129/46, CP(51)214 27 July 1951 
'Egypt: defence questions and the Sudan': Cabinet memorandum by 
Mr Morrison. Appendices 

My colleagues will recall that, after the Egyptians rejected His Majesty's 
Government's proposals for a new Defence Agreement delivered to the Egyptian 
Government on 11th April, it was agreed (C.M. (51) 39th Conclusions, Minute 4) 1 

1 See 202. 
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that His Majesty's Ambassador should invite the Egyptian Government to discuss the 
future of the Sudan on the basis of four principles which it was suggested might 
provide common ground for agreement between the two Governments. The object of 
this approach was primarily to keep the negotiations open without making any 
further concessions on defence questions, on which our proposals represented the 
limit to which we were prepared to go. 

2. On 8th June His Majesty's Ambassador delivered to the Egyptian Minister for 
Foreign Affairs an Aide-Memoire containing the four principles relating to the 
Sudan, together with a second brief Aide-Memoire about the defence question. The 
texts of these memoranda and of the Egyptian reply, which was delivered on 6th July, 
are reproduced in the appendices of this paper. In their reply, the Egyptians reject 
His Majesty 's Government's proposals on the Sudan in terms almost as 
uncompromising as those which they employed in connection with the defence 
proposals of 11th April, and, as in the case of the latter proposals, they reassert their 
traditional position. This is, broadly, that the Sudan and Egypt are one country and 
that His Majesty's Government have no justification of any kind for its claims to 
protect the interests of the Sudanese. They go on to propose that His Majesty's 
Government should first withdraw all British officials and military forces from the 
Sudan within two years, and that the country should then be united with Egypt 
under the Egyptian Crown. Within the framework of this unity the Sudanese people 
should have self-government. As regards the defence proposals, the Egyptians reply 
that His Majesty's Government has nothing to lose from procrastination, but that 
Egypt cannot contemplate an indefinite prolongation of the present talks without 
any prospect of agreement. 

3. This reaction was expected. My colleagues will recall that I suggested that we 
should have to consider, when the subject of the Sudan had been exhausted, whether 
to propose to the Egyptian Government some different basis of approach to the 
defence problem. When I made this suggestion I had in mind the possibility of 
admitting Egypt as a partner in a new Allied Middle East Command, in return for 
which she would be expected to make available to the Allied Command at any rate 
those minimum facilities which she still refuses to grant to us . The chances that the 
Egyptians will accept such an offer are perhaps not very great. The Egyptian Foreign 
Minister, in a recent press statement, has reiterated that Egypt would never 
collaborate with us in any military effort until we had evacuated the Canal Zone and 
permitted the Sudan to unite with Egypt. Nevertheless the suggested partnership in 
a Middle East Allied Command seems at present to offer the only likely basis upon 
which the negotiations can be prolonged. I am not yet able to submit a firm proposal 
on this point to my colleagues, as the details are still under study. 

4. Meanwhile, as regards the Sudan, His Majesty's Ambassador has had several 
discussions with the Egyptian Foreign Minister about the Egyptian reply, and has 
taken the line that it must be possible to find some common denominator of 
agreement between the two Governments, however low that may be. The Egyptian 
Foreign Minister agreed to refer to his Prime Minister a proposal that a new set of 
principles on which both sides could agree should be worked out and incorporated in 
an exchange of notes setting forth the point of view of each Government. 

5. For the moment, therefore, the discussions are continuing. But the possibility 
cannot be entirely discounted that the Egyptian Government may break off 
negotiations altogether. The Egyptian Foreign Minister told His Majesty's 
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Ambassador, when handing him the Egyptian reply (Appendix III), that if no 
satisfactory basis for negotiations could be found before the end of the present 
Egyptian parliamentary session, the Egyptian Government would have to make a 
public statement justifying their inability to continue the negotiations. On the other 
hand, we believe that both King Farouk and the Egyptian Prime Minister are anxious 
to avoid a break. But even if there is no break before the end of the present Egyptian 
parliamentary session, there is considerable likelihood of a break at the beginning of 
the following session next November, at the time of the Speech from the Throne, 
unless we have been able to put forward our new proposals to the Egyptian 
Government before then. 

6. For the present, therefore, I merely invite my colleagues to take note of the 
Egyptian reply and of the actual situation. As regards the immediate future, I 
recommend that if, but only if, there are clear signs that a break is likely before the 
end of the present Egyptian parliamentary session, His Majesty's Ambassador in 
Alexandria should be authorised to inform the Egyptian Foreign Minister that His 
Majesty's Government have under consideration a definite new approach to the 
solution of the defence question. Meanwhile His Majesty's Government sincerely 
hope that the Egyptian Government will not take any steps which render a break in 
the negotiations inevitable. At the same time His Majesty's Ambassador would be 
instructed to see that the sense of his remarks to the Egyptian Foreign Minister was 
conveyed to King Farouk, in the hope that the latter would use his influence to 
prevent the Egyptian Government from breaking off the negotiations. 

Appendix I to 209: Aide-Memoire on the Sudan, 8 June 1951 

Despite the fact that no material progress has been made in the direction of a 
Defence Agreement, His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom, while 
maintaining their view that the question of the Sudan is entirely separate from that 
of Defence, are prepared to open discussions on the Sudan with the Egyptian 
Government. 

His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom hope, as a first step, to secure 
the agreement of the Egyptian Government to the principles set forth in the annex 
to this Aide-Memoire . These principles represent an earnest attempt by His 
Majesty's Government to formulate a common statement of objectives in regard to 
the future of the Sudan. It will be observed that they recognise the 
interdependence of Egypt and the Sudan, they enable the Egyptian Government to 
play their proper part in the evolution of the Sudan and at the same time they take 
into account His Majesty's Government's own commitments to the Sudanese 
people. 

If the Egyptian Government are willing to subscribe to these principles it might 
then be possible to work out jointly a programme of political and economic 
development in the Sudan. 

These principles have been drafted with the greatest care and with the object of 
avoiding affront to both the Egyptian and the Sudanese people and also of avoiding 
any misconstruction of their true meaning of the kind which contributed to the 
failure of the Anglo-Egyptian negotiations in 1946. 
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ANNEX: STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES 

(a) In view of the dependence of both Egypt and the Sudan on the waters of the 
Nile and in order to ensure the fullest co-operation in expanding the supplies 
available and in sharing them, it is essential that the friendliest relations should link 
the two peoples. 

(b) It is the common aim of Egypt and Great Britain to enable the people of the 
Sudan to attain full self-government as soon as practicable and thereafter choose 
freely for themselves their form of government and the relationship with Egypt that 
will best meet their needs as they then exist. 

(c) In view of the wide differences of culture, race, religion and political 
development existing among the Sudanese, the process of attaining full self
government requires the co-operation of Egypt and the United Kingdom with the 
Sudanese. 

(d) The two Governments therefore agree to set up forthwith a tripartite 
commission in order to help the Sudanese towards the goal in (b) and to assist them 
in formulating their future Constitution. 

Appendix 11 to 209: Aide-Memoire on defence, 8 June 1951 

His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom are making a careful study of the 
proposals contained in the Egyptian Government's Aide-Memoire of 24th April' in 
regard to a possible new Anglo- Egyptian Defence Agreement in the hope that some 
way may be found of narrowing the wide divergency of view which evidently exists 
between the British and Egyptian proposals or at least that some common approach 
to the problem can be worked out. Meanwhile, His Majesty's Government in the 
United Kingdom note with disappointment that whereas their own proposals 
represented a very considerable modification of the position laid down by the 
Anglo- Egyptian Treaty of 1936, the Egyptian proposals do not appear to differ in 
essence from the claims put forward by the Egyptian Government as their objectives 
when they assumed power some 18 months ago. 

Appendix Ill to 209: Egyptian reply, 6 July 1951 

1. The Royal Egyptian Government hope that His Majesty 's Government in the 
United Kingdom have completed the study of the Egyptian counter-proposals 
concerning evacuation which were contained in the Aide-Memoire handed by the 
Egyptian Foreign Minister to the British Ambassador on 24th April last. Sufficient 
time had no doubt elapsed since then to enable His Majesty's Government to 
complete that study and to give an opinion on the said counter-proposals. 

2. The Royal Egyptian Government find themselves obliged to call His Majesty's 
Government's attention to the impossibility of going on indefinitely with the talks 
conducted between the two Parties since July 1950. Hitherto these talks have lasted 
over a year without a glimpse of hope towards reaching the desired agreement. 
Indeed, these talks are no more than a further link in the chain of attempts made in 
vain by Egypt since the end of World War II to impress upon Great Britain the 
necessity of respecting Egypt's rights and of putting a stop to the aggression against 

2 See 200, annex 11. 
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her sovereignty and the integrity of her territory. It is obvious that His Majesty's 
Government in the United Kingdom lose nothing by this procrastination, but it has 
become extremely difficult for the Royal Egyptian Government and Egyptian public 
opinion to contemplate any further prolongation of this state of affairs. 

The remark made in the British Embassy's Aide-Memoire dated 8th June, 1951, 
that the Egyptian counter-proposals do not appear to differ in essence from the 
claims put forward by the Egyptian Government as their objectives when they 
assumed power some 18 months ago is unwarrantable and there can be no 
comparison between the positions of the two Governments in the manner set forth 
in the said Aide-Memoire, for whereas the Royal Egyptian Government claim 
inviolable national rights which cannot be bartered away, His Majesty's Government 
in the United Kingdom pursue exaggerated interests, and when right and interest are 
at variance, right should be made to prevail. 

Nevertheless, the Royal Egyptian Government have done their uttermost to 
reconcile the interests claimed by Great Britain to Egypt's rights . They believe in all 
sincerity that their counter-proposals can alone satisfactorily ensure this 
reconciliation. 

3. The Royal Egyptian Government cannot differentiate between certain national 
rights and others. They cannot countenance separating the question of evacuation 
from that of the unity of Egypt and the Sudan under the Egyptian crown. Indeed, 
they regard these two questions as one indivisible whole, and it is inevitable that both 
questions be simultaneously settled and covered by any agreement to be concluded 
between the two Parties. 

4. The Royal Egyptian Government are glad to see that His Majesty's 
Government in the United Kingdom have abandoned their view of postponing the 
discussion of the question of the Sudan. They have no objection to the formulation of 
a common statement of objectives in regard to the future of the Sudan, but they 
cannot possibly accept the view-point contained in the British Aide-Memoire and its 
Annex in regard to those objectives for the following reasons:-

First: The British viewpoint omitted to mention the Unity of Egypt and The Sudan 
under the Egyptian Crown. This is an established fact and no agreement which 
fails to recognise this fact can ever be acceptable to any Egyptian Government. 
True, the British Aide-Memoire stated that the principles annexed thereto 
recognise the interdependence of Egypt and The Sudan but the Annex limited this 
interdependence to the waters of the Nile and drew only one conclusion 
therefrom: that it is essential that the friendliest relations should link the two 
peoples. 
In fact the link of the dependence of both Egypt and The Sudan on the waters of 
the Nile-the importance of which no one would under-estimate-is not the only 
link that binds together Egypt and The Sudan from time immemorial. There is the 
community of race, language, religion, culture, customs and interests as well as 
the geographical unity, the economic unity, &c. In the presence of all these strong 
and inseverable ties it is gross injustice for the British Aide-Memoire and its Annex 
to speak of two countries and two peoples instead of speaking of one country and 
one people indivisible, inseparable. 

Second: The British Aide-Memoire spoke of commitments of His Majesty's 
Government to the Sudanese people. It is not enough for His Majesty's Government 
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in the United Kingdom to impose upon themselves those so-called obligations 
deriving from no right whatever then make use of them to-day for separating 
Egyptians and their compatriots the Sudanese. Indeed the historical and legal posi
tion of the Unity of Egypt and The Sudan leaves no gap for His Majesty's 
Government in the United Kingdom to penetrate through on the pretext of their 
obligations towards the Sudanese. The Royal Egyptian Government have on many 
occasions made clear this position and a recapitu lation thereof would be superflu
ous here. 

Third: The Annex referred to the wide differences of culture, race, religion and 
political development existing among the Sudanese. Some of these differences lack 
actual scientific support such as the difference of race. The Sudan Administration 
is to blame for the rest of those differences for it has deliberately sought to isolate 
the South of The Sudan from the North and to prevent the inhabitants of the 
North from getting in touch with those of the South thereby standing in the way 
of natural penetration and spreading of the Arabic language and the Moslem 
religion into the South. 
In any case, the Royal Egyptian Government can by no means accept those 
differences as an argument to distinguish between the various parts of The Sudan 
or to hinder the Sudanese in their entirety from enjoying self-government. 

5. In view of the above, the Royal Egyptian Government propose that the 
statement of principles should be made as follows:-

(a) The Unity of Egypt and The Sudan under the Egyptian Crown. 
(b) Self-Government for the Sudanese within the framework of this unity in two 
years. 
(c) British forces and British officials to be withdrawn from The Sudan and the 
present regime in The Sudan to be terminated immediately upon the expiry of 
those two years. 
(d) In the event of the principles outlined in (a), (b) and (c) being accepted, the 
Royal Egyptian Government agree to setting up a tripartite commission in order to 
help attain the goal in (b) . 

210 CAB 128/20, CM 57 (51)4 1 Aug 1951 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the Anglo-Egyptian negotiations 

The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign Secretary (C.P. 
(5 1)214)' reporting the present position of the negotiations with the Egyptian 
Government about defence and the Sudan and proposing that, if the negotiations 
seemed to be likely to be broken off before the end of the present Egyptian 
parliamentary session, His Majesty's Ambassador should be authorised to inform the 
Egyptian Foreign Minister that the United Kingdom Government had under 
consideration a new approach to the solution of the defence question. 

The Foreign Secretary said that, while he hoped that negotiations could be kept 
going, there was a risk that the Egyptian Foreign Minister might break them off 

1 See 209. 
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before the end of the Egyptian parliamentary session. He had it in mind that a new 
approach might be made to the defence problem by admitting Egypt as a partner in a 
new Allied Middle East Command, in return for which Egypt would be expected to 
make available to the Allied Command at least those minimum facilities which she 
was reluctant to grant to this country alone. 

In discussion the following points were made:-
(a) Ministers had not recently had any information about the political situation in 
the Sudan. It would be unfortunate if the pro-Egyptian elements in the Sudan 
were able to strengthen their position at this juncture. In reply, it was stated that 
there was no reason to believe that there had been any radical change in the 
position, and His Majesty's Ambassador in Egypt had recently expressed the view 
that the Egyptian party in the Sudan had probably lost some ground. It was likely, 
however, that influential sections of opinion in the Sudan would swing round in 
favour of Egypt if it was thought that the outcome of the current negotiations in 
Cairo would be unfavourable to the United Kingdom. 
(b) The attitude of the United States Government towards these negotiations had 
not in the past been very helpful. When, however, they became more involved in 
the problems of Middle East defence, they might attach more weight to the factors 
which had influenced United Kingdom policy. At present they were still opposed to 
the idea that the headquarters of any Allied Middle East Command should be in 
Cairo. 
(c) The Prime Minister suggested that the Foreign Secretary should circulate to 
the Cabinet a memorandum indicating the strength and weakness of the position 
of the United Kingdom in relation to Egypt if the negotiations broke down. It 
would be useful for the Cabinet to know in what ways pressure could be brought to 
bear upon Egypt to adopt a more reasonable attitude. 
The Cabinet:-
(1) Took note of C.P.(51)214. 
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to circulate a memorandum indicating the 
directions in which pressure might be brought to bear upon Egypt if the present 
negotiations broke down and the Egyptian Government sought to enforce our 
withdrawal from the Canal Zone. 

211 FO 371190135, no 159 2 Aug 1951 
[Breaking the Anglo-Egyptian deadlock]: inward despatch no 275 
from Sir R Stevenson to Mr Morrison on the need to accept Egypt's 
right to demand British evacuation 

I have the honour to enclose herein with reference to my Saving telegram No. 88 of 
the 27th July, a copyl of the record of a private and very confidential conversation 
which I had with the Egyptian Minister for Foreign Mfairs on the 28th July on the 
subject of our conversations for an Anglo-Egyptian settlement. You will observe 
that we agreed to regard our talk as being without any kind of commitment. 

1 Not printed. 
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Nevertheless it is, I think, of value as showing the present state of mind of the 
Foreign Minister. 

2. The general impression I received was one of fear and hopelessness on his 
part. It is I think a fact that Salah el Din Pasha, though he knows in his heart of 
hearts that the line he and the Wafdist Government are pursuing is wrong, dare not 
show himself less intransigent than the most irresponsible members of the Egyptian 
Press and Parliament, behind whom, as people here know only too well, are the 
ultimate forces of the fanatic and the gunman. He evidently thinks that no other 
Egyptian politician would dare to pursue a different line and in my view he is very 
likely right. The murders of Riad es Solh2 and His Majesty King Abdullah2 are not 
without significance. 

3. We have managed for nearly four months to hold the position behind a screen 
of more or less fruitless conversations. It is becoming increasingly clear both from 
the attitude of Salah el Din Pasha himself who is insisting on publicly breaking off 
the conversations, and from the atmosphere in the Press and Parliament that the 
chances of continued success in holding the position are diminishing. On the face of 
it Salah el Din's refusal to continue discussing the Sudan with me except on what he 
knows to be a wholly inacceptable basis, puts a complete stop to conversations. It 
may be that he will revise his attitude under pressure from King Farouk, exercised 
through the Prime Minister. It seems exceedingly unlikely that the latter will take his 
part against the King. It will therefore be a question either of his knuckling under to 
the extent that he will make some anodyne statement in Parliament regarding the 
conversations or of his resignation. Having mobilised the Palace, I do not think that 
there is anything further that I could or should do at this particular moment to 
rescue the conversations. It would be a mistake on our part to show undue anxiety 
and our best attitude is one of masterly inactivity. The situation may change, 
however, and I shall lose no opportunity that may present itself of useful 
intervention. 

4. But even if we manage to surmount this obstacle of the prorogation of 
Parliament by one means or another, the obstacle presented by the opening of the 
next session in November appears at present to be insuperable unless we can in the 
meantime find some new approach to the defence problem at any rate. Although 
Nahas Pasha's Government has bitterly disappointed the people of Egypt, the 
situation has not yet deteriorated to a point which would cause their fall and in any 
event the public attitude of Opposition leaders is in no way less intransigent than 
that of the Wafd. We must therefore resign ourselves to the fact that no foreseeable 
Egyptian Government would be courageous enough to come to a reasonable 
agreement with us unless we can help the politicians of this country out of the 
impasse into which they have got themselves, by offering them a solution which 
would satisfy the emotions of the majority. The only kind of solution which offers 
even a faint hope of being satisfactory to the Egyptians in this respect would be one 
involving a regional defence arrangement of a multilateral character in which Egypt 
would figure equally with other participants and would possess the same rights and 
the same freedom of action as are enjoyed by individual members of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organisation. In other words, we will have to recognise publicly 

2 Riad es Solh, former Lebanese president. 3 Abdullah, King of Jordan 1946--1951. 
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Egypt's right as a sovereign power to demand the withdrawal of foreign troops from 
her soil in peace time. 

5. It is clear that much further evolution of thought and much actual planning 
between ourselves and the United States, and possibly France, must take place before 
such a solution becomes a practical possibility. On the other hand I do not see how 
Nahas Pasha's Government can present another Speech from the Throne without 
carrying out the threatened abrogation of the 1936 Treaty unless they have in the 
meantime received from us a specific indication of the solution towards which we are 
working and an undertaking that we will start negotiations in the near future. 

212 FO 371190135, no 167 10 Aug 19511 

[American views on Anglo-Egyptian relations]: inward telegram 
no 799 from Sir 0 Franks (Washington) to FO on US attitudes to a 
possible breakdown in Anglo-Egyptian relations 

Anglo-Egyptian Relations. 
Director of the Office of Near Eastern Affairs spoke on a personal basis to a 

member of my staff on August lOth and emphasised the State Department's concern 
at the present situation. He said that the Department was in process of drafting a 
paper for the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff on the possible political 
repercussions of the present state of Anglo-Egyptian relations. Its conclusions would 
be disturbing. Anglo-Egyptian relations are in the Department's view set on a 
"collision course" the consequences of which would be grave for the United States. 

2. Although the immediate responsibility for the collision may be the actions of 
the Egyptian Foreign Minister, members of the State Department clearly feel that the 
basic reason is the "rigid" attitude of His Majesty's Government (the reasons for 
which are appreciated - see my despatch No. 383 of the 23rd June). 2 The only action 
to avert collision that seems possible to the State Department is an initiative by His 
Majesty's Government. They would do their utmost to support such an initiative and 
Lewis J ones3 asked if there was anything further yet on the suggestion of a "new 
approach" in paragraph 4 of your despatch No. 640 of the 15th June. 

3. Assuming however that a breakdown in Anglo-Egyptian relations is inevitable, 
and Jones seemed inclined to think it was, State Department would, he observed, find 
themselves in a most difficult situation. They fear most of all some clash between 
troops in the Canal and the Egyptians. In such an event, Jones made it clear that 
there would be little possibility of support from the Americans who might well feel 
compelled to dissociate themselves from us in every way. He mentioned the 
disastrous effect of any such bloodshed on the United States' desire to participate in a 
Middle Eastern Command. 

4. The Americans' underlying thought seems to be that if popular indignation in 
Egypt is going to be directed against the United Kingdom it is in the United States 

1 The telegram was not received until 12 Aug. 2 See 204. 
3 Director, Office of Near Eastern Affairs with Near Eastern, South Asian and African Bureau of State Dept, 
1950- 1952; principal officer then US consul general, Tunis, 1952- 1953; charge d'affaires, US embassy, 
Cairo, from 1953. 
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interests to attempt to escape any share of the odium. Only by doing so could they 
hope to retain any influence with Egypt or the Arab world as a whole. They regard 
Egypt as the most important country in the Middle East area and they would not be 
prepared to lose what influence they have there by participating on the unpopular 
side in a first class Anglo-Egyptian row. 

5. It is indeed unfortunate that the United States should apparently be bent on 
placating Egypt at this particular time. The whole subject is however being actively 
debated within the State Department and we cannot of course be sure of the views of 
the Departments of Defence. Is there anything you would wish us to say to the State 
Department at this stage which might influence the conclusions of the paper 
referred to in paragraph 1 above. In particular it would be helpful to know if you were 
contemplating any new approach, as referred to in paragraph 2 above to prevent a 
breakdown of relations. In the event of such a breakdown how far will His Majesty's 
Government go to retain troops in the Canal area? 

213 FO 371190137, no 198 16 Aug 1951 
[American views on Anglo- Egyptian relations] : outward telegram no 
82 from COS to British Joint Services Mission, Washington [Extract] 

1. We are extremely disturbed at the attitude of the State Department on the 
subject of Anglo- Egyptian relations as revealed in Washington telegram No. 799 
Saving.1 

2. The Foreign Office share our views in this and as a result have despatched a 
telegram to Sir Oliver Franks (Foreign Office No. 4090 Saving to Washington) in the 
drafting of which we were consulted and which you should see if you have not 
already done so. 

3. You will remember that we discussed the Middle East and the place of Egypt in 
M.E. defence fully with the U.S. Chiefs of Staff and representatives of the State 
Department in Washington last October (COS (50)447 and 461 refer) . This was on 
the basis of our global strategy paper (D.O. (50)45)2 and the review of M.E. policy and 
strategy (COS (50)363).3 

4. The U.S. Chiefs of Staff fully endorsed our view that the defence of the M.E. is 
of the greatest importance to the Allied War effort, and agreed not only that Egypt is 
the only suitable wartime base but that the difficulties of reestablishing it on the 
outbreak of war if it had been evacuated in the meantime would be almost 
unsuperable. They themselves suggested a joint U.K./U.S. approach to the Egyptian 
Government on the subject of evacuation, and Dr. Jessup4 agreed that there were 
certain possibilities in this suggestion, though we are not aware that it has been 
followed up between the Ambassador and the State Department as was agreed at the 
time. 

5. Now we are told, when the prospects of a showdown with Egypt are real and 
imminent, that the basic reason for the crisis in our relations with Egypt is our 
"rigid" attitude and that the only possibility of averting collision is for us to take "an 

1 See 212. 2 See 164. 3 See177. 
4 Philip Jessup, US lawyer and ambassador at large, 1949-1961. 
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initiative". If our recent approach to the Egyptians (of the details of which you are 
fully aware) was not "an initiative", which went to dangerously flexible lengths from 
a military point of view in order to secure political agreement, we do not know the 
meaning of the word. That approach has been flatly rejected and the only new 
"initiative" that we can imagine as being in the mind of the State Department is a 
capitulation to Egyptian demands and the total evacuation of Egypt. That means the 
end of any chance of defending the Middle East in war and of retaining any countries 
of the Middle East within the western orbit, which we stated in D0(50)45 as being a 
vital cold war measure and understood the U.S. Chiefs of Staff to agree. We have 
heard a good deal from Americans recently of the word "appeasement" but never 
expected to live to see Americans appeasing the Egyptians at our expense. 

6. Their policy in the event of an Anglo- Egyptian clash is now apparently to 
"dissociate themselves from us in every way" - in other words to let us down flat and 
in effect take the Egyptian side. What influence they imagine they will retain in 
Egypt or the other Arab states if they sabotage our whole position in the Middle East 
we are not clear. It is a delusion to imagine that the influence of the dollar or of a 
supply of arms can hope to be effective with peoples who respect only strength, if 
they have been treated to the public spectacle of one of the only two Western peoples 
who really count in Western military strength supporting the Egyptians in making 
the military position of the other in the Middle East impossible. It seems to us 
certain that in these circumstances to continue discussion of an Allied Middle East 
Command would be a sheer waste of time, since the foundations on which it must be 
based, namely British military strength and influence in the Middle East, will have 
been blown sky high. 

7. Apart from all other considerations what do the Americans think will be the 
reactions of the Turks to this display of discord and weakness? They will certainly 
hardly be encouraged to co-operate actively with the Western powers since it is 
inconceivable that they should fail to recognise that our whole ability to defend the 
Middle East has been hopelessly undermined and that thei r Southern Flank is likely 
to be left wide open. 

8. It seems to us that the time has come for some extremely plain speaking on 
this issue. Lip service to the basic importance of Anglo-American unity is not enough 
and if they now let us down on an issue of such vital importance to Western strategy 
in general and our own position in particular they will subject Anglo-American unity 
to an almost intolerable strain. We have, in recent years, been subjected in many 
places in Asia and the Middle East to a good deal of "kicking around" , if this process 
is to be completed by the Egyptians with American support, the outlook for Western 
democratic influence in Africa and the Middle East is grim indeed. 

9. While we have offered to go to great lengths to meet Egyptian aspirations, or 
rather the aspirations of one of the crookedest bunch of politicians in the world, we 
feel a line must be drawn somewhere. That line is the retention in some form of the 
Egyptian base. We think it should be made absolutely clear to the State Department 
and Chiefs of Staff before their policy is crystallized, that unless we can secure that 
position by a treaty which gives us the right to retain troops and aircraft in Egypt on 
the same basis as the Americans retain troops and aircraft in the United Kingdom, we 
shall be compelled, however reluctantly, to do so by force . If we have to do that it is 
bound to weaken our contribution to NATO in general and SACEUR in particular. ... 
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214 FO 371191223, no 135 21 Aug 1951 
'Defence of the Middle East': minute by Sir P Dixon on American 
Middle East defence strategy 

Arising out of the depressing indications reaching us from Washington that the 
Americans are not really interested in building up a Middle East Command based on 
the Canal Zone, I raised informally with the Chiefs of Staff yesterday certain wider 
issues concerning the defence of the Middle East. 

There had for some time been indications that the Americans hoped to defend the 
Middle Eastern area (in our sense of the term) by building up the Turkish bastion. 
This would account for their determination to bring Turkey into the regular N.A.T.O. 
organisation while merely paying lip service to our conception of a Middle East 
Command, and it would also account for their apparent readiness to sell us down the 
river in Egypt, about which the Secretary of State sent a message to Mr. Acheson last 
week. 

It seemed possible that this issue might come to a head in discussion with Mr. 
Acheson and other American authorities in Washington and Ottawa, and I suggest 
that some thought should be given to briefing Ministers to deal with it. We ought 
perhaps 

(a) to consider whether an effective defence of the Middle East could be devised on 
what we believe to be the American thesis, and 
(b) if the answer to (a) was negative, to be prepared with carefully marshalled 
arguments to prove that the American ideas could not result in a practicable 
defence of the Middle East. 

The Chiefs of Staff gave some consideration to the possibility of defending the 
Middle East on a line running down the Eastern frontier of Turkey, the Persian-Iraqi 
frontier, the head of the Gulf and across to the Mediterranean, the assumptions being 
that Persia would be lost to us and that we would have lost our position in Egypt. But 
they were not inclined to take these studies much further until we know more about 
the effect which Air Marshal Elliot may have on the American military authorities in 
his discussions on Egypt. 

215 FO 371190137, no 196 23 Aug 1951 
[American views on British policy towards Egypt]: letter from D A 
Greenhill (Washington) to R Alien on US criticism of British policy 

As Bernard Burrows is away on leave and time is getting short, I am sending you 
some rather disjointed personal observations which may be useful in your 
preparations for the politico-military talks on Egypt (see my telegram 2617 of the 
22nd August). 

2. I am afraid that we must face the fact that however clear the strategic and 
political strength of our case may be to us, the education of Americans- including 
the State Department-on the Egyptian question, has not proceeded as fast as we 
should have liked. We are up against some sincerely held views which will require 
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patience to overcome. There is a deep-rooted feeling in all Americans that foreign 
troops should not remain in any country against the wishes of its inhabitants. They 
think of their own record in withdrawing from Panama. This feeling is really another 
manifestation of "anti-Impe rialism" which, however much we may dislike it, does 
exist widely in America and must be taken into account in their policy formation. 

3. As far as the State Department is concerned their 'wavering' approach to the 
problem arises partly from such deep-rooted causes and partly from the personal 
experience of the character of the chief individuals concerned. It is not a question in 
this case of dealing with any anti-British feeling. For the Ambassador's assessment of 
McGhee see his letter to Bowker number 1192/286/SlG and, as you know, Lewis 
Jones is a consistently good friend of the British point of view. Nor is there any 
dispute between us about the objective - i.e. to make the Egyptian base secure for 
peace and war. They feel, however, that we have been going about it the wrong way. 
There is no reluctance to help us but only to associate with us in what they think is 
an unprofitable method. 

4. Both McGhee and Jones have the conviction that Egyptian nationalism is 
running very strongly against us and that such nationalism, if met in a head-on 
collision, will not be overcome either in the short or long run. Such nationalism, 
they think, can only be satisfactorily handled by a policy of cooperation. Lewis Jones' 
own experience in London during the India crisis colours much of his thinking on 
this as you know from what he said to you here. Additionally there is now a much 
greater confidence in the State Department about the rightness of its views on the 
Middle East. Whereas in the past the Department had been only too willing to defer 
to our greater knowledge of the area, they now consider, rightly or wrongly, that the 
course of events in Iran proves them to be better judges than we (or they) thought. 

5. The State Department feel that our offer to the Egyptians of Aprilllth1 did not 
go far enough; nor was it, in their view, very well "sold" to the Egyptians who had, 
they allege, been led to expect something much more dramatic. The Department 
expect that we shall have to make further concessions to Egyptian opinion. They 
think we can, in fact, afford to do so from a security point of view. As you know both 
McGhee and Jones are obsessed with the idea of a "new look" at all western policy in 
the Middle East. They sincerely feel that our approach is being too traditional and 
orthodox. If we are to keep concessions to the Egyptians to a workable minimum and 
to make our ideas acceptable to them we shall, in the State Department view, need to 
change the whole manner of our approach and conceal its purpose with some 
spectacular window-dressing. They are much in favour of giving an Allied cover to 
our proposals and they may well be very useful in helping to devise a method of 
presentation which may finally persuade the Egyptians to accept our desiderata. This 
question of presentation is one which they regard as of major importance and I hope 
therefore that we shall be patient with them on this. 

6. As I explained in my telegram No. 7992 Saving the idea of a bloody clash between 
British and Egyptians horrifies them. Furthermore, they are convinced that the 
Egyptian base held by force in the midst of hostile territory would, in practice, be worse 
than useless in peace or war. If we are going to have to retain a base in the area it must 
be, in their view, with Egyptian consent. I see some force in this argument. They point 

1 See 200, annex I. 2 See 212. 
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out that a general strike of the Egyptian railways or a refusal to work military supply 
ships in the Egyptian ports would be most embarrassing to us in peacetime. In war 
they consider it would be fatal and question whether we can produce either the 
technical or labour troops sufficient to cover what might be no more than passive 
disobedience by the Egyptians, particularly as we are likely to be deprived of the 
contribution that Indian troops made in this particular field in the past. 

7. There is one other point which I think is just worth mentioning. In certain 
American circles there is a suspicion that in seeking their support in our dispute 
with Egypt we are trying to get a blank cheque from them and will then continue to 
run the Middle East independently in our own "misguided" way on its proceeds. This 
feeling is much weaker than it used to be but we should be on our guard against 
giving any impression which would suggest an exclusiveness on our part. 

8. The course of the coming talks will obviously depend very much on the result 
of the joint intelligence appreciation being made by the two Embassies in Cairo.3 I 
hope very much therefore, that the outcome of that will be satisfactory from our 
point of view. 
P.S. The Secy of State's message to Mr. Acheson seems to be having a good effect. 

"See 247. 

2 16 DEFE 5/33, COS(51)537, annex 18 Sept 1951 

[Egypt's position in the proposed Middle East Command and the role 
of UK land and air forces]: COS Committee memorandum [Extract] 

Introduction 
Background 

1. It has been agreed that, if the setting-up of an allied command organisation in 
the Middle East is to be successfully accomplished, thereby presenting the 
opportunity to resolve the present deadlock with the Egyptian Government, we must 
take fully into account the political views and aspirations of Egypt. We must also 
recognise the possible effects on other Middle East Countries. 

2. In line with this concept, it has been broadly agreed between the United 
Kingdom and the United States that Egypt should be invited to participate as a 
founder member on the basis of full equality and partnership in an allied Middle East 
Command in the following manner:-

(a) Egypt to be member of the Middle East Chiefs of Staff Committee and 
therefore of the Middle East Military Representatives Committee. 
(b) Headquarters of the Supreme Allied Command, Middle East, should include 
Egyptian officers on the integrated staff. 
(c) Egypt to be a member of the Middle East Liaison Organisation of the Supreme 
Command Headquarters. This section should provide the military link between 
the Command on the one hand and on the other the participating countries and 
such countries in the area who wish to co-operate with the Command. 
(d) Egypt to be persuaded to agree to the location of the Headquarters of the 
Supreme Command in her territory. 
(e) Egypt to be given a position of high authority and responsibility within the 
Middle East Command structure. 
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(f) Facilities to train and equip her forces to be given to Egypt by those 
participating members of the Command in a position to do so. 
(g) An Egyptian Air Defence Organisation to be set-up, in which United Kingdom 
forces should actively participate. 
(h) The present British base in Egypt to be formally handed over to the Egyptians on 
the understanding that it will simultaneously become an allied base under SACME 
with full Egyptian participation in the running of this base in peace and war. 
U) All British forces not allocated to SACME will be withdrawn from Egypt 
starting forthwith . 
(k) All British forces stationed in Egypt in peace and war will form part of the 
Allied Integrated Command of SACME. 
(I) The number of all ied forces to be stationed in Egypt in peace-time to be 
determined by SACME in agreement with the Egyptian Government. 
(m) In the event of war, imminent menace of war or apprehended international 
emergency, Egypt would grant to the allied forces all necessary facilities and 
assistance including the use of Egyptian ports, airfields and means of 
communication. 

The aim of the paper 
3. The aim of this paper is to review the implications of the proposals given 

above, and which have been broadly agreed, with particular reference to the 
allocation of United Kingdom forces to SACME in peace. 

Politico-military aspects 

United Kingdom position in the Middle East 
4. Hitherto it has been a traditional conception that the Middle East is a British 

theatre of responsibility for defence in a major war. After the setting-up of an allied 
command organisation, we must recognise that this will become an allied 
responsibility although the Middle East will remain an area in which we still retain 
special interests in that we possess British territories in that area and have Treaty 
rights and obligations to certain countries therein. 

As a result of these new arrangements, existing British Treaty rights and 
obligations to Middle East Countries, e.g. , Turkey, Jordan, Iraq and the Persian Gulf 
Sheikdoms may well be affected. 

Apart from providing a possible solution of the Egyptian problem and a way of 
enlisting the cooperation of all the Middle Eastern States, the principle benefit to be 
derived from the establishment of the allied Command organisation will be that we 
shall have secured an American commitment in the area. 

Turkey 
5. We have no reason to expect that Turkey would regard the establishment of an 

allied command organisation for the Middle East with disfavour provided she has 
secured the American guarantee implicit in her membership of NATO. Turkey has for 
some time been concerned with the lack of co-ordination in the Middle East defence 
affairs; and there is every reason to believe that once she is admitted to NATO she will 
be prepared to play a full part in the Middle East Command and organisation. We also 
think that Turkey would be favourably disposed to bringing Egypt into the All ied 
Command. 
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6. If, in the event, Turkey shows any reluctance to accept the proposed Allied 
Command Organisation, the United States have agreed unreservedly to use their best 
offices to induce Turkish agreement. 

Israel 
7. Israel would view with disfavour the prominent position assigned to Egypt in the 

Allied Command Organisation for the Middle East. Although she will probably 
understand the need for such an organisation in present circumstances and appreciate 
the value to the whole Middle East (including herself) of an arrangement which might 
facilitate a solution of Anglo-Egyptian difficulties and so permit the continued 
maintenance of an Allied base in the Canal Zone, she has hitherto been thinking on the 
lines of a bilateral lsrael/United Kingdom relationship. Whilst she would probably agree 
to accept a position of[? on] the circumference of the liaison organisation if Egypt were 
given a similar position, the presence of Egypt in the higher structure of the Middle 
East Command will, at any rate at first, be an almost insuperable obstacle to the 
association of Israel with the Command. If, however, the setting up of the Allied Middle 
East Command does eventually bring about an end to the conflict between Egypt with 
[sic] Israel, her attitude towards the Command may become more favourable. 

Other Middle East countries 
8. If the new allied approach is acceptable to the Egyptians, the conclusion of an 

agreement would have a beneficial effect on other Arab countries and should 
encourage them to co-operate more willingly with the new allied command from the 
outset. 

Commonwealth countries 
9. Australia, New Zealand and South Africa are intimately concerned with the 

Defence of the Middle East. Any allied organisation which may be established there 
must, therefore, have the full support of these Governments, and representation 
must be effected at all levels. We believe that provided the position is carefully 
explained these Commonwealth countries would raise no insuperable objections to 
these proposals. We believe that Pakistan would be pleased to see Egypt and the other 
Arab states closely associated with the Middle East Command, and indeed, if the 
Kashmir problem were resolved, Pakistan might be willing to contribute forces to 
the Supreme Allied Command. 

Summary 
10. It would appear that there are no overriding political obstacles to the 

implementation of measures designed to obtain greater co-operation from Egypt. We 
must recognise, however that:-

(a) The Middle East will no longer be a British theatre of responsibility for 
defence, and existing British Treaty rights and obligations to Middle East countries 
may be affected. 
(b) Israel is likely initially to refuse to co-operate in a Command in which Egypt 
has been given a favoured position. Her attitude may however become more 
favourable if the setting up of the Allied Middle East Command Organisation 
results in a termination of the state of war between Egypt and Israel. 
(c) United States assistance will be necessary in securing Turkish agreement. 
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Peace-time roles and responsibilities in the Middle East 

Division of responsibility 

[216] 

11. Since the Middle East will become an allied responsibility for defence but 
includes geographically certain purely United Kingdom commitments in relation to 
our own territories, it is necessary to determine in broad terms the division of 
responsibility for peace-time tasks. 

12. The purely United Kingdom commitments will be confined to the following:-

(a) the provision of security forces in Malta, Cyprus, Aden, British Somaliland and 
the Sudan; 
(b) the local air defence of British territories in the Middle East, particularly the 
air defence of Malta; 
(c) part of the United Kingdom world-wide strategic reserve for the support of 
British foreign policy wherever it may be required. 

13. It will be necessary to allocate certain U.K. land and air forces to meet the 
commitments in paragraph 12 above. The following are two possible alternative 
allocation policies:-

( a) The retention, outside the allied organisation, of certain United Kingdom 
land and air forces for duties in British territories and the Sudan, and for the 
support of British Foreign Policy, with the proviso that SACME also has the 
right to station forces under his command in those territories, and to undertake 
in those territories such preparations for war as he considers necessary. Such 
forces as are outside the allied organisation would be earmarked for SACME in 
war. 
(b) The allocation to SACME of all United Kingdom land and air forces in the 
Middle East, with the proviso that certain of those forces should be located in 
British territories and the Sudan, acting under British Command when required 
to meet specific British commitments. 

We consider that no reservation should be placed on such U.K. forces as are 
allocated for SACME. In view of our purely British commitments we consider the 
policy should be as given in para 13 (a) above. 

14. It is clear that, under an allied Command Organisation the United Kingdom 
would be unable to use allied facilities in the Middle East to mount operations such 
as those recently envisaged for Persia. We must therefore retain the ability to carry 
out operations on the scale of a Brigade Group. 

Retention of forces in support of purely British interests 
15. From the appendix1 will be seen the forces which we propose should be retained 

to meet purely United Kingdom commitments in British territory and the Sudan. 
The land forces concerned consist of garrison units in Cyprus, Sudan, Malta, 

British Somali land and Aden. 
The following air forces we propose should be retained to undertake purely British 

commitments in connection with Malta and Aden:-

1 Not printed. 
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Malta - One day fighter squadron and subsequent increases under plan 'H'. 
Aden - One light bomber squadron. 

Two RAF Regiment Rifle Squadrons. 
One RAF Regiment Armoured Car Flight Aden Protectorate Levies. 

16. In addition we consider we should maintain the following forces in 
peacetime in the Middle East as part of the world-wide strategic reserve to support 
British foreign policy:-

(a) Land forces - One Commando Brigade stationed in Malta. 
One Infantry Brigade Group stationed in the Middle East. 

(b) Air forces - Two Fighter/Ground Attack Squadrons. 
One Fighter/Reconnaissance Squadron. 
One Light Bomber Squadron. 
Two Maritime Reconnaissance Squadrons (increasing to four 
under Plan 'H'). 
All the above to be earmarked for SACME in war and to be 
located in peace outside Egypt and in British-owned or 
controlled territory, e.g. Cyprus, Sudan, East Africa, or the 
Persian Gulf area. 

17. The bulk of air transport forces for the emergency movement of the land 
forces referred to in paragraphs 15 and 16 would have to be provided from the long
range resources of Transport Command in the United Kingdom. Some medium air 
transport resources would, however, be required for the maintenance of inter
communication between the land and air forces retained under British control in 
peace. To avoid splitting the Middle East Air Transport Force, with resultant 
inefficiency of operation, it should be earmarked for SACME in war and retained 
under British control in peace. We should however, be ready to allocate to SACME in 
peacetime a proportion of this force to fulfil specific commitments as and when they 
arise. 

Allocation of forces to SACME 
18. Forces of the following order could, other considerations permitting, be 

allocated to SACME in peace:-

(a) Land forces - Two Infantry Brigade Groups with the addition of an 
Armoured Brigade as from the spring of 1952. 

(b) Air forces - The balance of air forces now located in the Middle East and 
all planned increases under Plan 'H', other than those 
specified under paragraphs 16 and 17 above; also a call on the 
Middle East Air Transport Forces stated in paragraph 17 
above. 

19. As regards United Kingdom naval forces, whilst we would be prepared to 
allocate forces to SACME for use in War it would be impracticable to place them 
under his command in peace except for short periods for exercise purposes, since the 
same units will be required to meet purely U.K. commitments not only in the Middle 
East but possibly in other areas. 

It is in order to conform with this arrangement that the maritime reconnaissance 
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squadrons located in Malta are, as stated in paragraph 16 above are retained under 
British control. 

The location of United Kingdom forces 
20. The questions or which allied forces should be retained in Egypt will be a 

matter for consideration by SACME. On appointment he will draw up his requirements 
for the allied defence of the Middle East and will seek through the Standing Group in 
Washington information as to the contributions that participating governments are 
prepared to make to meet these requirements. After deciding where he would locate 
those forces within his command, he would submit his recommendations to the Middle 
East Chiefs of Staff Committee through the Standing Group. Egypt, as a member of the 
Middle East Chiefs of Staff Committee would then be able to state her views as to which 
of the allied forces should be located in her territory. 

21. Pending agreement between SACME and the Egyptian Government, the 
British forces which we intend to allocate to SACME would remain on Egyptian 
territory, but it must be accepted that this will present difficulties in obtaining 
Egyptian acceptance of the concept of the Allied Middle East Defence Organisation. 
All British combat forces earmarked for purely British commitments would be 
withdrawn. 

22. Tripolitania and Cyrenaica at present contain accommodation occupied by 
British forces which may be needed for forces allocated to SACME. Provision for the 
location in those territories of allied forces will have to be made after our own 
bilateral treaty with United Libya has been agreed and our own requirements for 
accommodation met. 

Military implications of the remaining agreed proposals 

The Middle East Chiefs of Staff Committee 
23. In a previous paper we considered it advisable to exclude at this stage all the 

Middle East countries, with the exception of Turkey, from the Middle East Chiefs of 
Staff Committee, and thereby from the Military Representatives Committee, with the 
proviso that the position of Egypt should receive special consideration if she is 
prepared to make available the important base facilities we require. 

24. To admit Egypt to these committees would entail a very grave security risk in 
that her representatives would inevitably acquire full knowledge of the strategic 
concept and operational plans for the defence of the Middle East as a whole. This is a 
high price to pay for her co-operation and one which we regard with much 
misgiving, but there appears to be no alternative. 

The integration of headquarters staff 
25. The inclusion of a proportionate number of Egyptian officers in SACME's 

headquarters would appear to be practical and, in fact, could be regarded as a normal 
requirement in the establishment of an allied headquarters. At the same time, an 
offer might be made to the Egyptians that United Kingdom and/or United States 
officers should be seconded to Egyptian command and staff posts to provide general 
assistance in any way that is required. 

26. As far as the Egyptian Air Force is concerned, it might be suggested that 
Egypt should accept an R.A.F. officer as Chief of the Air Staff, Egypt. The position of 
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this officer would be analagous to that of the Commanders-in-Chief of the Pakistan 
and Indian air forces. Egypt might regard such an arrangement as being more 
acceptable than representation at all levels in the Egyptian Air Ministry. 

The Middle East Liaison Organisation 
27. The purpose of the "Middle East Liaison Organisation" as envisaged in our 

previous paper is to provide for liaison between the Supreme Command Middle East 
and, on the one hand those Middle East countries participating fully in the 
command, and on the other those merely wishing to be associated with the 
Command. We foresee no objections to Egypt's participation. 

The location of SACME's headquarters 
28. We have always considered that the Headquarters for the overall command 

and control of operations in the Middle East must be located in Egypt in war. We 
consider that it would also be most desirable for the Headquarters to be located in 
Egypt in peace and that efforts should be made to persuade the Egyptians to accept 
such an arrangement. If in the event, however, Egyptian agreement cannot be 
obtained, Cyprus presents a possible alternative location. 

Egypt's position in the command structure 
29. It is considered that the command of the Egyptian Sector including the Base 

Area could be offered to an Egyptian who should in peace be responsible directly to 
the Supreme Allied Commander Middle East. The implication of this is that all 
British Forces stationed in Egypt will, for security and local administrative purposes, 
be under Egyptian, command - a British officer from each Service being responsible 
to the Egyptian Commander for the local administration, discipline and welfare of 
the troops of his Service. 

30. If an Egyptian Air Defence Organisation is set up (see paragraph 34 below), it 
is for consideration whether the command should be offered to an Egyptian. It is 
doubtful, however, whether a suitably qualified Egyptian officer could be found. It 
might therefore be necessary to suggest the secondment of a United Kingdom Officer 
to the Royal Egyptian Air Force for that purpose. In any event the control of 
operational units must be retained under British command. 

31. When the position of Egyptian officers in the command structure was 
discussed at the recent politico-military talks in Washington, it was agreed that the 
exact positions should be left vague so as to provide greater latitude during 
negotiation. During the talks it was suggested by the United States that we should be 
prepared to go to the lengths of having an Egyptian Deputy Supreme Allied 
Commander. We do not consider that such a suggestion is acceptable. 

32 . The detailed chain of operational and administrative Command in Egypt 
must be the subject of a study by the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East before the 
approach to Egypt is made. 

Equipment and training facilities 
33. Egyptian forces will undoubtedly have to be assisted with both equipment 

and training by the Allies and sufficient priority in the provision of equipment will 
have to be allotted to satisfy Egyptian demands. Similar assistance may well be 
required by the other Arab States and Israel. 
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The Egyptian Air Defence Organisation 
34. It would seem practicable to establish - under SACME - as a further 

concession to Egypt, an Egyptian Air Defence Command. In this organisation, United 
Kingdom Squadrons, the present Control and Reporting System, and available anti
aircraft units would form an integral part. 

The Egypt base 
35. The problems inherent in converting the existing base in Egypt into an allied 

base have been examined separately. We note, however, that the broad proposals 
accepted in Washington go further then those put forward by the Principal 
Administrative Officers and agreed with amendments by the Chiefs of Staff. We 
therefore consider that before a formal handover of the Base takes place, the control 
of the Base installations must be agreed with the Egyptians broadly on the lines of 
the Principal Administrative Officers' paper as amended. We must emphasise that the 
handing over of the British Base does not include the stocks of stores, equipment and 
machinery therein, which must remain British property in the same way as such 
stocks remain British in Belgium or Germany though under the operational control 
of SACEUR. We would wish to maintain from the Middle East base in peacetime all 
our forces located in the Middle East including those earmarked for SACME. We 
recognise it will not be possible to support any operations of purely British concern 
from this base: such operations, which will be of a very limited scope, must be 
supported from British territory or British colonies. 

Conclusions 
36. We conclude that:-

(a) There are no insurmountable practical difficulties in the way of successfully 
implementing the measures already broadly agreed at the Washington talks, 
provided the necessary degree of Egyptian co-operation and good faith is 
forthcoming. Nevertheless, there is a grave security risk in allowing Egypt the full 
knowledge of strategic and operational plans which she would inevitably acquire 
through membership of the Middle East Chiefs of Staff Committee, but this is the 
price which would have to be paid for her co-operation. 
(b) The measures already broadly agreed represent the maximum concessions 
that can be made towards securing Egyptian participation. 
(c) From the practical point of view, there would appear to be no major obstacles, 
but:-

(i) We must recognise that the Middle East will become an Allied and will no 
longer be a British theatre of responsibility for defence. It will however be an area 
in which we still have special interests in that we possess British territories in 
that area and have treaty rights and obligations to certain countries therein; as a 
result of these new arrangements, these treaties may well be affected. A major 
new factor will be the assumption by the Americans of a commitment in the area. 
(ii) Israel is likely initially to refuse to co-operate in a Command in which Egypt 
has been given a favoured position. Her attitude may however become more 
favourable if the setting up of the Allied Middle East Command Organisation 
results in a termination of the present state of war with Egypt. ... 
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217 FO 141/1452, no 121 27 Sept 195P 
[Proposals for a Middle East Command]: record of a conversation 
between Saleh el Din and Sir R Stevenson [Extract] 

The Egyptian Foreign Minister dined with me alone last night and we had a long talk. 
2. As I had expected from what Amr Pasha had told me, one of the first points 

that the Foreign Minister raised was that of the habit of H.M.G. of dealing direct with 
the Prime Minister instead of with himself. He said that he had not made any 
complaint to Nahas Pasha (whom he also blamed to some extent) about this but he 
would have to do so if it continued. In reply I was able to show that I had gone to the 
Prime Minister only when Salah el Din was absent from Alexandria or when I had a 
direct message for Nahas. Salah el Din agreed that this was so but maintained that he 
as Foreign Minister was the correct recipient of messages from Mr. Morrison. 

3. We then went on to speak of the new proposals which Egypt was awaiting from 
Great Britain and he asked me my own views on them. I repeated to him what I had 
already said to Nahas Pasha about the basis of the defence proposals and said that if 
Egypt wanted to come to an agreement with us and was prepared to take a share of 
the responsibility of the defence of the free world she could accept our proposals in 
view of her complete equality with the other participating powers. He knew as well as 
I did that "complete and immediate evacuation" was nonsense. He did not demur but 
said that if only we could leave there was no doubt that we would be invited back 
again. I said that that sounded all very well but it was scarcely practical in the present 
tense world situation to disrupt the only focus of defence in this part of the world for 
many months. I went on to beg him to approach the new proposals with an open 
mind. If he had made up his mind that anything received from Britain was merely a 
British trick to prolong the "occupation" of the country, our attempts to reach 
agreement would be doomed to failure. He had a direct personal responsibility in the 
matter. Salah el Din said that I overrated his importance; he was merely the 
mouthpiece of Egyptian opinion. I maintained that that was not in fact the case and 
that he had been one of the architects of Egyptian opinion such as it was. His 
obstinacy and intransigence had caused the acuteness of the present situation in 
Anglo-Egyptian relations and he could by taking a broad and statesmanlike view 
now, influence the whole course of events .... 2 

5. I then asked him to explain to me what he thought Egypt would gain by the 
futile gesture of unilateral abrogation of the Treaty. His answer to this to me was 
rather surprising. It was to the effect that the only means of making the Egyptian 
people unite was to face them with some kind of a crisis. Once they had succeeded in 
burying their internecine squabbles, their political differences and their shortsighted 
struggles for personal advancement and had got as it were into the habit of uniting 
they would be able to deal with the almost intolerable internal state of the country. 
He assured me that if abrogation were decided upon there would be no question of 
Egypt using force as a result of it against British forces or interests. Passive non
cooperation would be the order of the day. There might be demonstrations in Cairo 
but nothing of the kind would be allowed in the Canal Zone. Even demonstrations in 

1 The meeting took place on 26 Sept. 2 Para 4 on the Sudan omitted. 
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Cairo would be to the disadvantage of the Egyptian Government and in the long run 
more dangerous for them than for foreigners. I said that it seemed to me to be 
altogether wrong to use the issue of foreign affairs as a means of righting internal 
wrongs. Surely the best and most practical way of tackling the internal condition of a 
country was to settle foreign disputes by negotiation. Once this was done the 
responsible elements in Egypt would have no excuse for not turning their attention 
to the country's internal betterment. 

6. Salah el Din then went on to say that whatever happened over the new 
proposals he was most anxious to publish a White Book containing the records of his 
conversations with Mr. Bevin and me and the offers put forward by each side. He had 
been accused, as he thinks unjustly, of having been entirely intransigent throughout 
this whole period and he wished to clear himself of this charge. I interjected here 
that it would be extremely difficult for him to dispose of accusations of intransigence. 
My own view of his attitude was that from the beginning he had stuck far too closely 
to his blessed slogans and that his rigidity had in fact made progress impossible. He 
protested at this. He then went on to say that he was anxious also to make public the 
new proposals when they were presented so as to give the people a chance of 
pronouncing upon them. I demurred forcibly to this and said that the danger of 
irresponsible pressmen distorting them was such that until the Government had 
made up their mind whether they provided a basis for negotiation or not it would be 
folly to give the proposals any publicity. I went on to warn him that the same 
objection applied to publication of our conversations and the various offers made. It 
was easy to take passages out of their context and twist their meaning. Both Britain 
and Egypt would suffer from this as nobody would ever read the whole mass of 
documentation resulting from our efforts over the last 15 months. I do not know 
how far I shook him in his desire for publicity but at any rate I gave him reason to 
think it over again. I went on to deplore the amount of talking that was being done 
and singled out Ibrahim Farag2 as the worst offender. I begged him to do what he 
could to restrain his voluble colleague. He agreed that Ibrahim Farag had been 
talking too much and promised to do what he could to shut him up. 

7. Finally I asked him if it would not be possible on the presentation of our new 
proposals for the Government to inform the Chamber that they had received these 
proposals, that they merited careful consideration and that the Government would 
inform the Chamber on its re-opening of their decision on whether the proposals 
formed a basis for satisfactory negotiation or not. Salah el Din Pasha said that I 
would have noticed that he had been rather cagey about the actual date of the 
abrogation of the Treaty. If therefore the proposals were such as to give some hope of 
being a satisfactory basis of negotiation there would not be any difficulty in the 
Government making a statement such as I had suggested. 

8. I then reiterated my plea that he should preserve an open mind in regard to 
the new proposals and emphasised once again his personal responsibility. 

9. I took the opportunity during the course of our talks to tell the Foreign 
Minister of the recent incident at Ismailia in which a British officer had been 
manhandled by the crowd. He expressed the greatest concern. I warned him that I 
was putting in a very stiff note of protest and I expected the Egyptian authorities to 

2 lbrahim Farag, minister for municipal and rural affairs. 
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take action. I very much feared the result of any press leakage. We did not want a 
repetition of the "Empire Roach" incident. He fully agreed and said that he accepted 
my view that the Egyptian authorities should make it quite clear to local inhabitants 
that they would not tolerate breaches of the peace of this kind. He also agreed that 
irresponsible press incitement to violence was dangerous. 

218 FO 371191223, no 141 28 Sept 1951 
[Establishment of a Middle East Command]: outward telegram no 372 
from FO to Amman giving details of the command proposals 

You will have seen references in the press to the proposed establishment of a Middle 
East Command. For your own information only, the position is as follows . 

2. The decision to establish an Allied Command in the Middle East emerged 
during discussions on the Atlantic and European Commands and on a proposal 
(since abandoned) for a Mediterranean Command. The Middle East which is clearly a 
region of vital importance to world security, is one of the first potential victims of 
Soviet aggression; and it is therefore essential to proceed as soon as possible with 
measures for its effective defence. 

3. Our objectives are:-

(a) The creation of a military organisation capable of ensuring the defence of the 
Middle East; 
(b) The cooperation of the Middle East States in the defence of the area; 
(c) Some firmer United States commitment to assist in that defence; 
(d) Through the medium of Egypt's participation in the Command, a solution of 
Anglo- Egyptian defence relations . 

4. The lines on which the Allied Command should be constituted were agreed by 
the Foreign Ministers of the United Kingdom, the United States and France in their 
recent meetings at Washington, although M. Schuman made French cooperation 
dependent on their being assigned a certain appointment in command arrangements 
elsewhere. A further step towards their realisation was taken at Ottawa with the 
decision to admit Turkey to the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. This decision 
was of the utmost importance inasmuch as it was only on condition of being 
admitted to the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation that Turkey would agree to 
consider participation in a Middle East defence organisation. 

5. The Governments of Australia, New Zealand, and South Mrica have been 
informed of our proposals and have been invited to participate in the Command 
Organisation. 

6. It now remains to secure the full cooperation of Turkey in the Command 
arrangements and to work out with the Turkish Government the details of their 
participation. We shall also seek Turkish support for an approach to Egypt with a 
view to securing her participation on the basis outlined in paragraph 7(e) below. 
Mter Turkish and Egyptian participation has been secured, the other Middle East 
States, including Israel, will be informed of our proposals and invited to cooperate 
with the Command. 
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7. The Command structure proposed is as follows:-

(a) A Supreme Allied Commander, Middle East (SACME), who will be a British 
Officer, with a fully integrated Headquarters. 
(b) A Middle East Chiefs-of-Staff Committee and Military Representatives 
Committee, on the lines of the similar N.A.T.O. Committees, on which all 
countries participating in the integrated Command will be represented. (It is 
envisaged that these countries will be, in the first instance, the United Kingdom, 
the United States, France, Turkey, Egypt, Australia, New Zealand and South 
Africa). 
(c) A Middle East Standing Group acting for the committees in (b) above and 
consisting of representatives of the United Kingdom, United States and France, 
who will in fact be the same officers as those composing the N.A.T.O. Standing 
Group. (SACME, however, will be responsible to the N.A.T.O. Standing Group for 
the defence of Turkey) . 
(d) A Deputy Supreme Allied Commander (Air) , who may be a United States 
officer, and a Deputy Supreme Allied Commander (Land), who may be a Turkish 
officer. 
(e) The headquarters and base for the Allied Command will be in Egypt and the 
base will replace the present United Kingdom base there. In return for her 
agreement to this Egypt will be made a member of the committees mentioned at 
(b) above and will be represented on the integrated headquarters. She will be a 
member of the Liaison Section of the Headquarters (see subparagraph (f) below) . 
The present Anglo-Egyptian Treaty will be terminated once suitable alternative 
arrangements have been made and satisfactory agreement has been reached on the 
provision of facilities for the Allied Command. The base will be formally handed 
over to Egypt on the understanding that it will simultaneously become an Allied 
base under SACME. All British troops not allocated to SACME will be withdrawn 
from Egypt (the detailed proposals in this sub-paragraph formed the basis for 
agreement at the official level during the Washington discussions, but have still to 
be submitted for Cabinet approval) . 
(f) The other States of the Middle East (i.e. those not having full membership on 
the Allied High Command) will be invited to associate themselves with the 
Command. For this purpose a Middle East Liaison Section will be set up at 
Headquarters. As at present envisaged, the country concerned will be represented 
at the Headquarters by a liaison officer (or mission) and the Command will be 
similarly represented in the country concerned. 

8. You will see that these arrangements envisage a privileged position for Egypt 
which, initially at least, will be denied to the other States of the Middle East except 
Turkey. This decision has been taken as a result of military advice that the 
maintenance of the Egyptian base is essential to the effective defence of the Middle 
East, and the political appreciation that there would be no possibility of securing 
Egypt's cooperation without making such concessions to her. We recognise that this 
arrangement may cause jealousy among the other Arab States and may be so 
objectionable to Israel that she will refuse to be associated with the Command. It has 
been concluded, however, that on balance the withholding of Egyptian support 
would be an even greater disadvantage. 

9. If Egypt rejects the offer outlined above it is our intention nevertheless to 
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proceed with the Command arrangements. These would of course have to be 
modified, e.g. in such a way as to provide for the retention of a British base in Egypt 
and the establishment of the Allied High Command elsewhere. In that event Egypt 
would be offered a position of association with the Command similar to that now 
envisaged for the other countries of the area. 

10. Please see my telegram No. 373 to Amman and my telegram No. 986 to 
Bag dad. 

219 FO 371/90140, no 269 6 Oct 1951 
[Treaty abrogation]: inward telegram no 657 from Sir R Stevenson to 
FO on the dispute over an anti-corruption law 

Your telegram No. 955: Communication of our proposal to the Egyptian 
Government. 

I addressed personal letter to Minister for Foreign Affairs today. 
2. I am confidentially informed that serious dispute has blown up between the 

Palace and the Government on the subject of a draft Anti-Corruption Law. It is 
thought that the Government suspect Farouk of hostile intentions against them in 
the future, and may seek to counter these by announcing now that the 1936 Treaty 
will be abrogated, say next month. If they do this any action by the King in the near 
future in the way of changing the Government or modifying its composition would 
make them appear as patriotic martyrs. 

3. Anything that we can do to make it more difficult for the Government to make 
such an announcement is worth while. It is as well, therefore, that I wrote to Foreign 
Minister today. 

220 FO 371190141, no 296 9 Oct 1951 
[Treaty abrogation]: FO minutes of a meeting with Mr Morrison 

[Extract] 

[On 8 October the bill abrogating the 1936 treaty and the Anglo-Egyptian Condominium 
over the Sudan was introduced into the Egyptian parliament. It was done before the 
proposals for a Middle East Command were presented to the Egyptian government] 

Before the meeting Sir P. Dixon had submitted a minute (copy attached) 1 to the 
Secretary of State on the policy to be adopted in face of the Egyptian move to 
denounce the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936. 

The Secretary of State considered that the situation was one in which H.M. 
Government were fully entitled to take a firm line. We had the right to be in Egypt 
and we intended to stay. The Egyptian Government had been told that proposals for 
the solution of the defence question were on the way. For his part he would like to 
tell Egypt that, despite Nahas Pasha's manoeuvre, H.M. Government were ready to 
follow up those proposals with the support of the United States, France and Turkey 
but that until some arrangement had been mutually agreed upon they regarded the 

1 Not printed. 
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1936 Treaty as being still in force and that they would stand on their rights. He 
would like to make a personal statement to this effect to the press tonight. 

Sir P. Dixon pointed out that the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East had plans 
ready for use in the event of the Treaty being abrogated and H.M. Government 
deciding that our troops should remain in the Canal Zone. The position of our troops 
would no doubt be very difficult but not, he understood, untenable. Evacuation of 
women and children from the Canal Zone would probably be necessary. Our troops 
could not undertake the protection of British subjects in Egypt generally as well as in 
the Canal Zone, although they might, he thought, be able to organise their 
evacuation from Alexandria. 

Mr. Bowker suggested that the Egyptian Government should be clearly informed 
that the responsibility for preventing disturbances threatening the lives of the British 
community in Cairo and Alexandria lay solely on their shoulders. He thought, 
however, that the Egyptian Government would, in their own interest, do their best to 
prevent such a situation arising. The Secretary of State remarked that if British 
subjects in Egypt were killed we should be at war with Egypt. King Farouk and the 
Egyptian Government should be warned of their responsibility for the safety of 
British lives. 

Sir P. Dixon pointed out that at the moment we could not be quite certain that the 
United States, France and Turkey would still be in favour of putting our proposals for 
the future Middle East Command to the Egyptian Government. The U.S. might say 
that, in the altered circumstances, the proposals did not go far enough. The U.S. , 
who were the most likely to urge further concessions, might perhaps be deterred 
from this if we could state publicly that the proposals had been put to the Egyptian 
Government but it was difficult to be certain on this point. We had not yet received 
Sir R. Stevenson's report of the meeting which should just then have taken place 
with his U.S. , French and Turkish colleagues, which would determine the line which 
he would take with King Farouk. Mr. Bowker thought that the U.S. might say that in 
the altered circumstances H.M. Government must accompany their proposals at least 
with an offer of immediate evacuation and with some concession to the Egyptian 
Government point of view in regard to the Sudan. 

The Secretary of State agreed that, pending clarification of the attitude of our 
Allies, particularly the United States, his personal statement could not go further 
than a reference to the fact that the Egyptian Government were well aware of the 
intention of H.M. Government to submit new and far-reaching proposals for the 
settlement of our differences. In the meantime immediate steps should be taken to 
secure the agreement of the United States, French and Turkish Governments to our 
making a further statement referring to the fact that our proposals had the support 
of these Governments. It was noted in this connexion that Nahas Pasha's action 
appeared to be deliberately calculated to forestall our proposals and it was most 
important that we should make it clear that we saw through his game and would not 
be deterred. We should also publish our proposals. This action would, of course, 
mean putting our proposals to the Egyptians first, and in communicating them to 
King Farouk we must have the support of the other three Governments. 

It was generally agreed that public opinion in this country would expect H.M. 
Government to take a firm line and that the statement which the Secretary of State 
proposed to make would be satisfactory in this respect. ... 
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221 FO 371/90140, no 280 9 Oct 1951 
[Middle East Command proposals]: inward telegram no 673 from Sir 
R Stevenson to FO on points arising from the abrogation [Extract] 

I consulted my colleagues both before and after my audience of [sic] the King this 
morning. 

2. We agree on the following views:-

(i) Egyptian Government's action was taken in order to strengthen their position 
in the country and they had in fact decided on it some time ago. 
(ii) They might have found themselves in a embarrassing situation if our 
proposals had been put forward by last Sunday (see my telegram No. 650) and they 
decided to go ahead although they knew proposals were imminent because they 
were afraid that these might cut the ground from under their feet. 
(iii) Government's prestige in the country has been enormously enhanced for the 
moment by their action. 
(iv) There is no action which can be taken at the moment by the Allied 
Ambassadors. There should be no demarche on our side for the present and we 
should wait on developments and see whether the Egyptian Government takes the 
initiative in approaching us. 
(v) The most important thing now is to prevent incidents and breaches of the 
public security arising out of demonstrations or from Egyptian action e.g. against 
our troops in the Canal Zone .... 

222 FO 371190182, no 126 13 Oct 1951 
[Middle East Command proposals]: memorandum presented to the 
Egyptian Ministry of Foreign Affairs by Sir R Stevenson. Annex 

His Majesty's Ambassador has the honour, on the instructions of His Majesty's 
Government in the United Kingdom, to present to the Egyptian Government proposals 
for a settlement of the outstanding differences between Egypt and the United Kingdom 
on the question of the presence of British troops in the Canal Zone and on the general 
question of defence. Under these proposals, which have the full agreement and support 
of the Governments of France, Turkey and the United States, these questions would be 
placed on the basis of an Allied organisation for the defence of the Middle East, in 
which Egypt would participate as a partner with the other countries concerned. The 
Egyptian Government had already been clearly informed that far-reaching proposals 
for a settlement of these questions were about to be presented to them when they 
proceeded on 8th October to introduce legislation for the unilateral abrogation of the 
Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936 and the Condominium Agreement of 1899. 

Although His Majesty's Government are at a loss to understand the reasons for the 
action taken by the Egyptian Government and cannot recognise its legality, 
nevertheless they have decided, in agreement with the Governments of France, 
Turkey and the United States, to present the proposals to the Egyptian Government in 
the hope that they will give them the most serious consideration and in order to 
demonstrate the careful study to which these questions have been subjected and the 
lengths to which His Majesty's Government, in concert with the other Governments 
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concerned, are prepared to go in their desire on the one hand to meet Egypt's national 
aspirations and on the other hand the defence requirements of this important area. 

1. Egypt belongs to the free world and in consequence her defence and that of the 
Middle East in general is equally vital to the other democratic nations. 
2. The defence of Egypt and of the other countries in the Middle East against 
aggression from without can only be secured by the co-operation of all the 
interested powers. 
3. The defence of Egypt can only be assured through the effective defence of the 
Middle East area and the co-ordination of this defence with that of adjacent areas. 
4. It therefore seems desirable to establish an Allied Middle East Command in 
which countries able and willing to contribute to the defence of the area should 
participate. The United Kingdom, the United States, France and Turkey are 
prepared to participate with the other interested countries in establishing such a 
Command. Australia, New Zealand and the Union of South Africa have moreover 
indicated their interest in the defence of the area and have agreed in principle to 
participate in the Command. 
5. Egypt is invited to participate as a founder member of the Allied Middle East 
Command on a basis of equality and partnership with the other founder members. 
6. If Egypt is prepared to co-operate fully in the Allied Command Organisation in 
accordance with the provisions of the attached Annex, His Majesty's Government 
for their part would be willing to agree to the supersession of the 1936 Treaty and 
would also be willing to agree to withdraw from Egypt such British forces as are 
not allocated to the Allied Middle East Command by agreement between the 
Egyptian Government and the Governments of the other countries participating as 
founder members in the Allied Middle East Command Organisation. 
7. As regards the aremd [sic] forces to be placed at the disposal of the Allied Middle 
East Command and the provision to that Command of the necessary strategic 
defence facilities such as military and air bases, communications, ports, etc. , Egypt 
will be expected to make her contribution on the same footing as the other 
participating powers. 
8. In keeping with the spirit of these arrangements Egypt would be invited to 
accept a position of high authority and responsibility within the Allied Middle East 
Command and to designate Egyptian Officers for integration in the Allied Middle 
East Command Headquarters staff. 
9. Facilities to train and equip her forces will be given Egypt by those 
participating members of the Allied Command in a position to give them. 
10. The detailed organisation of the Allied Middle East Defence Organisation and 
its exact relationship with the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation have yet to be 
worked out in consultation between all the powers concerned. For this purpose it 
is proposed that all founding members of the Allied Middle East Command should 
send military representatives to a meeting to be held in the near future with the 
object of preparing detailed proposals for submission to the Governments concerned . 

Annex to 222 

1. In common with the other participating powers who are making similar 
contributions to the defence of the area, 
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(a) Egypt will agree to furnish to the proposed Allied Middle East Command 
Organisation such strategic defence and other facilities on her soil as are 
indispensable for the organisation in peacetime of the defence of the Middle East, 
and 
(b) she will undertake to grant the forces of the Allied Middle East Command all 
the necessary facilities and assistance in the event of war, the imminent menace of 
war, or apprehended international emergency-including the use of Egyptian 
ports, airfields and means of communication. 

2. It would also be hoped that Egypt would agree to the Allied Supreme 
Commander's Headquarters being located in her territory. 

3. In keeping with the spirit of these arrangements it would be understood:-

(a) that the present British Base in Egypt would be formally handed over to Egypt 
on the understanding that it would simultaneously become an Allied Base within 
the Allied Middle East Command with full Egyptian participation in the running of 
this base in peace and war; 
(b) that the stre'ngth of the Allied forces of the participating nations to be 
stationed in Egypt in peacetime would be determined between the participating 
nations, including Egypt, from time to time as progress is made in building up the 
forces of the Allied Middle East Command. 

4. It would also be understood that an Air Defence Organisation, including both 
Egyptian and Allied Forces, would be set up under the command of an officer with 
joint responsibility to the Egyptian Government and to the Allied Middle East 
Command for the protection of Egypt and the Allied base. 

223 FO 371/96933, no 429 13 Oct 1951 
[Evacuation of combat troops from Egypt]: FO notes for 
Mr Morrison's discussion with Mr Shinwell and the COS [Extract] 

Chiefs of Staff views 
Our policy towards Egypt has been founded upon the advice which we have received 
from the Chiefs of Staff, to the effect that we must retain a base in Egypt if we are to 
be able to defend the Middle East. We must have this base as a going concern in 
peacetime, in order to enable us to be ready to equip and maintain at short notice the 
forces which we should deploy on the outbreak of war. Egypt is the only place for 
such a base. There is however no need for us to keep combatant troops in the Canal 
Zone in order to defend the Middle East; their purpose there has been rather to 
defend the base against the Egyptians. 

2. This is the essence of the advice which we have received from the Chiefs of 
Staff, and which is still their advice. 

Agreement with Egypt 
3. It follows that, if we could get an agreement with Egypt which would provide 

for the maintenance of the base, its air defence, and the right to use Egyptian 
territory in time of war, then theoretically we could withdraw our combatant troops 
from the Canal Zone. This was the conception underlying the four-Power proposals 
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put to Egypt in October, 1951, as well as the instructions sent to H.M. Ambassador in 
Cairo last February in our despatch No. 65. 

Difficulties in the way of an agreement 
4. There are a number of difficulties, however, which have to be overcome before 

any satisfactory agreement can be concluded. These may be listed as follows:-

(a) There is first and foremost the difficulty of getting any Egyptian Government 
to face the realities of the situation. In the past Egyptian Governments have been 
torn in two between their recognition of the fact that the presence of British 
troops in Egypt makes for stability in the country, and their need to prove 
themselves true patriots by driving the British out of Egypt. Successive Egyptian 
Governments have resolved this difficulty for themselves by the familiar device of 
refusing to talk business with us while at the same time clamouring that "the 
troops of occupation must leave". 
(b) If we do withdraw our combatant troops and Headquarters, we must make 
some provision for the base. This means at the least leaving behind maintenance 
and administrative personnel, as well as setting up an effective air defence 
organisation, since air attack can easily render the base useless. 
(c) It also means making some arrangement for the maintenance of freedom of 
transit through the Suez Canal. While British troops have never in fact been used 
against the Egyptians to maintain such freedom of transit, their presence in the 
Canal Zone is a warning to the Egyptian Government not to go too far in 
interfering with the Canal. We are proposing to deal with this problem by trying to 
set up a consortium of maritime powers. 
(d) If we withdraw our troops, there must be somewhere for them to go.1 To 
provide accommodation is bound to be expensive and to take time, as well as to 
cause the soldiers considerable inconvenience. On the other hand, the 
accommodation in the Canal Zone is in any case inadequate, and we should have 
to spend money on improving it if we stayed there. 

Proposals at present under consideration 
5. Our present redeployment proposals, based on the assumption that we do 

reach agreement with Egypt, provide for the withdrawal of combatant troops within 
twelve months (G.H.Q. will take eighteen months to move but we are hoping to make 
a start on that as soon as possible and in advance of any other moves). The proposal is 
to reduce the Army garrison in the Middle East to some 33,000 men (one armoured 
and two infantry Brigades, together with a limited number of other units and 
administrative personnel) . This force would be deployed as follows:-

Cyprus 
Libya 

Malta 
Egypt 

10,000 including G.H.Q. 
13,000 (Cyrenaica 4,000 

Tripolitania 9,000) 
3,800 
4,900 (plus H.Q. and A.A.) 

1 At this point in the margin Mr Eden, who became foreign secretary later in Oct, noted: 'Or we can have 
fewe r troops' . 
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The forces in Egypt would be made up of Signals and administrative units, plus the 
Headquarters of the Egypt base and two Heavy Anti-Aircraft and one Light Anti
Aircraft Regiment. 

Middle East Defence Organisation 
6. We shall have to make any agreement between ourselves and Egypt fit into the 

framework of the proposed M.E.D.O. This should not be impossible. For instance, if 
M.E.D.O. is set up as a planning organisation, with the participation of the Middle 
East states including Egypt, it can plan the defence of the Middle East on the 
assumption that there is a British base in Egypt, that there are British forces 
disposed around the Middle East as set out above, and that other forces may be 
deployed in the Middle East in wartime. It would also have to work on the 
assumption that Egypt would be fighting on our side in such a war . . . . 

224 FO 371/90142, no 309 15 Oct 1951 
[Sudan and Middle East Command proposals]: inward telegram no 
739 from Sir R Stevenson to FO on King Farouk's response to the 
British proposals 

King Farouk sent Andraos Pasha1 to me today to convey the following most secret 
message:-

His Majesty considers that the defence proposals, with perhaps some 
amendments, are acceptable. The Sudan proposals on the other hand are not 
(repeat not) acceptable, as they do not deal with the question of the Crown. 
All proposals will be submitted to the Egyptian Government, which will 
probably reject them on the Sudan issue. If it were possible to produce some 
formula which would give sentimental satisfaction to Egypt in regard to the 
Crown, the King would ensure that it would not (repeat not) be the present 
Foreign Minister who would deal with the negotiations but "someone 
reasonable" and there would be but little difficulty in reaching general 
agreement. If, in such circumstances, he could not get rid of the Foreign 
Minister alone, he would change the Government. The King himself would 
have to know beforehand that some satisfactory switch formula would be 
forthcoming, so that he could make the necessary arrangements for the 
change of Ministers. 

2. I was rather puzzled to know why the King thought that we might have some 
formula up our sleeve. Andraos Pasha explained that it seemed probable to him and 
to the King, that as we knew that Salah-El-Din would reject any proposal which we 
could put to him it was not worth our while to try very hard. 

3. I told Andraos that I would pass on the message to you, but that I could hold 
out no hope of any magic formula. Many people have been trying for a long time to 
find something to satisfy Egypt without interfering with the orderly development of 

1 Egyptian banker and cotton trader with close links to King Farouk and special adviser to the Royal 
Treasury. 
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the Sudan, but without success. He stressed the fact that there was no (repeat no) 
question of Egypt seeking from the affair any political control in the Sudan. 
Everyone knew that in fact the Sudanese would not have it. What was necessary was 
some satisfaction on paper about the Egyptian Crown. 

4. I report the foregoing partly because of the light which it throws on Egyptian 
sincerity, and partly because I foresee that a rejection of our proposal on the Sudan 
issue alone will result in considerable pressure from the Powers associated with us, 
and particularly from the United States, to make some advances towards Egypt in 
this matter. 

5. Our present Sudan proposal gives satisfactory security to Egypt against 
development of a hostile Sudan, which might interfere with her water supply. It is 
[groups undec.] Egypt's [group undec.] s which is ignored. Could we not consider [? 
sound] also UMMA Party, and other responsible elements in the Sudan on the 
possibility of accepting some adaption of dominion status? (Please see my despatch 
No. 329 of 29th September.) 

225 FO 371190144, no 365 16 Oct 19511 

'Events leading up to the Egyptian government's abrogation of the 
1936 treaty and 1899 Condominium agreement': inward despatch 
no 347 from Sir R Stevenson to Mr Morrison 

I have the honour to submit the following review of events leading up to the 
presentation to the Egyptian Parliament on 8th October of decrees embodying draft 
legislation to abrogate the 1936 Treaty and 1899 Condominium Agreement for the 
Sudan-as reported in my telegrams Nos. 665 and 666. 

2. Since the early summer Egyptian Ministers and the Egyptian press had 
followed with steadily increasing insistence the line that negotiations for the revision 
of the treaty of 1936 were useless since His Majesty's Government had nothing more 
attractive to offer Egypt than the "Sidky-Bevin" proposals of 1946; that our purpose 
was merely to drag out the conversations while we pushed ahead with our plans for 
such constitutional changes in the Sudan as would make union with Egypt 
impossible; and that the only way in which Egypt's "national aspirations" of 
evacuation and unity would ever be achieved was by bold, decisive, independent 
action on Egypt's part. Such assertions, as I have said in my despatch No. 244 of 6th 
July,2 and as my United States colleague and I said in the appreciation forwarded 
under cover of my despatch No. 297 of 28th August, have an immediate appeal to the 
Egyptian public, and they have been repeated so constantly and stridently that they 
have become a kind of patriotic creed to which everyone, no matter what misgivings 
he might have about the wisdom of abrogation or the methods of the Wafd, has had 
to pay lip-service. Hence, although in August and September a number of 
personalities in opposition to the Wafd Party, for example Hafez Afifi Pasha and 
Khashaba Pasha, made statements criticising the Wafd's policy, all subscribed to the 
view that the treaty was dead. There is no doubt that a great many Egyptians, while 

1 The despatch was not received until 27 Oct. 2 See 207. 
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sincerely convinced that Egypt had a right to demand evacuation and unity, would 
have preferred to see those aims achieved by agreement with us . Their influence, 
however, had little or no chance to assert itself against the demagogic tactics of the 
Wafd Government, who have shown themselves determined not to give up the 
leading role in the patriotic drama they have written for themselves and in which 
they have persuaded so many of the Egyptians to believe. 

3. I cannot believe that, if the Wafd Government had honestly desired to give our 
proposals for treaty revision fair and sober consideration, they could not have guided 
and educated public opinion and encouraged the voices of reason- always rather 
timid ones in Egypt-to make themselves heard. In fact, there has been no such 
attempt: the lead given to the press has been constantly in the direction of an 
uncompromising demand for evacuation and unity and blind rejection of all 
arguments for joint defence. The statements of the Foreign Minister after the 
Government's refusal of the invitation to the Nairobi Conference were typical. There 
has been, perhaps, as much lack of courage and true comprehension of the 
importance of the matter, as lack of goodwill on the part of the Egyptian Ministers; 
and the temptation to try to cover up their all-too-obvious sins of corruption and 
misgovernment by some dramatic performance satisfying-although only 
temporarily-the emotions of the mob has always been difficult for them to resist. 
These factors, I believe, explain the difference between the Government's public 
conduct of their relations with us and their private professions of a desire to reach 
agreement. 

4. At the end of September I still had the strong impression that the Egyptian 
Government as a whole would give fair consideration to our new proposals and 
would not precipitate matters by prior abrogation of the treaty . When he dined with 
me privately on 27th September the Egyptian Foreign Minister, about whose attitude 
in this respect there were some doubts, pointed out to me that no actual date had 
been given for the Government's proposed action before Parliament; he therefore 
gave me to understand that if the proposals were such as to give some hope of being 
a satisfactory basis for negotiation, there would not be any difficulty in Government 
action for the present being restricted to a statement to the effect that they had 
received the proposals, which merited careful consideration, and that they would 
inform the Chamber on its reopening in November of their decision whether or not 
the proposals formed a basis for satisfactory negotiation.3 

5. In the first few days of October, however, the attitude of the press became 
more unfriendly to our intended proposals (various versions of which had already 
appeared in the form, no doubt, of intelligent conjecture), and it was suggested that 
the general attitude of the Egyptian Government would be a refusal to exchange 
British for Allied occupation, or to yield an inch in its determination to have 
immediate evacuation, and a statement that Egypt could only consider the proposals 
and the abandonment of her neutrality in favour of the Western Powers after her two 
demands, for immediate evacuation and the unity of the Nile Valley, had actually 
been fulfilled. At the same time, the effect of the evacuation of the British oil 
personnel from Abadan became noticeable in the press, which suggested that Egypt 
must draw a lesson from Iran's firm stand since it had been proved that the British 

3 See 217. 
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could not stand up to force. At the same time also, the Foreign Minister, who was 
presiding at a meeting of the Arab League Political Committee, is believed to have 
stirred up feeling against us and the secretary-general of the committee, no doubt on 
Egyptian initiative, circulated a paper about the coming storm in Anglo-Egyptian 
relations which leaked into the Egyptian press. A translation of this document is 
attached as Annex I4 to this despatch. 

6. Concurrently with my talk with the Minister for Foreign Affairs on 27th 
September a "holding operation" was carried out by my United States colleague, who 
spoke to him in very straight terms on 27th or 28th September pointing out the 
stupidity of any action on the Egyptian side to prejudice the situation on the eve of 
the presentation of our proposals. The Foreign Minister at the time told him that he 
would guarantee that for ten days no such action would be taken. 

7. My United States colleague also had an audience of King Farouk on 30th 
September and spoke on the same lines. The King told him in reply that he could do 
nothing to prevent the abrogation of the treaty unless our new proposals were 
forthcoming in time and contained sufficiently favourable features to satisfy him that 
they were a proper basis for negotiation. If these conditions were fulfilled, he could 
deal with the Government. 

8. On 4th October the American Ambassador asked Hassan Youssef Pasha, the 
Acting Chief of the Royal Cabinet, to dinner. Hassan Youssef Pasha had that same 
morning called on His Majesty's Minister and had been told that it would be 
disastrous if the Egyptian Government were to indulge in unilateral abrogation 
before we came forward with our new proposals and that to do so would be the best 
way of sabotaging them altogether. He had appeared disconcerted at this, saying that 
he had understood that what mattered was not the actual declaration of abrogation 
but the avoidance of incidents and an aggravation of the situation afterwards, and 
had added that now it was really too late, since with the example of the events in 
Persia before them it was very difficult for the country to accept anything less from 
the Government than formal abrogation. That evening at dinner at the United States 
Embassy, he told Mr. Caffery (see my telegram No. 650) that the Political Committee 
of the Egyptian Cabinet had prepared a statement by the Prime Minister announcing 
the forthcoming abrogation of the treaty in November, which they suggested should 
be made before Parliament on 8th October. Hassan Youssef Pasha added that he was 
to be given papers on this subject on 5th October for submission to, and approval by, 
King Farouk. In response to representations from Mr. Caffery, however, he 
undertook to do his best to hold up these papers for a few days but could give no firm 
undertaking that he would be successful in doing so. 

9. On Saturday, 6th October, my French colleague had an audience of [sic] King 
Farouk at which he urged the need for restraint and said that Egypt now had the 
choice between joining the free nations of the world or taking a fictitious refuge in 
indefensible neutrality and that on a matter of this importance the head of the State 
should, and could, guide the Government and country. The King told him that he 
could not restrain the Government "much longer" (which suggests that he did not at 
that moment suspect that action was so imminent), and that he could not come out 
in opposition to their efforts to attain the national aspirations. On the same day two 

4 Not printed. 
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events took place which much shook Nahas Pasha and gave him reason to fear that 
the King was contemplating an early change of Government. On the one hand, the 
newspapers announced the resignation of Kerim Tabet Pasha, the King's Press 
Counsellor, who was at present on leave in Europe but had been regarded by the 
Wafd as their principal representative at Court. On the other, the newspaper Akhbar 
El Yom revealed the King's views (which had been expressed to Nahas Pasha and to 
Hassan Youssef Pasha alone) that he wished the draft Anti-Corruption Law, upon 
which much public interest had been centred, to have a retroactive effect, which 
might thus result in exposure of various financial activities by members of the 
present Government, by Mme. Nahas Pasha and members of her family . Nahas Pasha 
thereupon summoned Hassan Youssef to his hotel and a stormy scene followed, 
during which Hassan Youssef is said to have boasted that he had been responsible for 
the leakage and that it was in the country's interest that these things should be 
known. Faced with these two signs of waning favour, Nahas Pasha evidently decided 
to take immediate action to solidify his position by attacking the British and it must 
be assumed that the action on Monday was decided upon during the Cabinet meeting 
on Sunday, 7th October. 

10. On 6th October also, at noon, acting on the instructions in your telegram 
No. 955 and knowing that the first discussions at Ankara had been successful (Ankara 
telegram No. 404), I addressed a letter to the Minister for Foreign Affairs telling him 
that His Majesty's Government confidently hoped to be able to make a 
communication to the Egyptian Government by lOth October. Although it reached 
the Foreign Minister at noon, this letter was not shown to the Prime Minister before 
the evening and the Foreign Minister, who told the press that the letter contained an 
indication of the date on which our proposals would be made, said that he could not 
tell them what date it was "since he had not himself seen the message." 

11. As reported in my telegram No. 671, I have been informed that the King was 
confronted with an ultimatum from his Government on the morning of 8th October. 
How far he had foreknowledge of their intended action it is difficult to tell, nor do we 
know whether by that time he had been informed of my urgent request, made to 
Hassan Youssef Pasha that morning, to be received by him privately to show His 
Majesty our new proposals. At 6 p.m. on the previous day (7th October) Elias Andraos 
Pasha, who is a close confident [sic] of the King, was told by His Majesty's Minister 
that I expected to ask to be received urgently by His Majesty the following day, and it 
is not impossible that he passed this on to the King. He, himself, then said that 
although he could not be sure of this he thought, on the whole, no drastic action 
would be taken by the Egyptian Government at the meeting of the Chamber at Cairo 
on the following day. He had been given an assurance to this effect by the Minister of 
the Interior that morning and a message which would have reached him, had drastic 
action been decided upon, did not come. On the whole, therefore, I am inclined to 
think that the King did not know before the morning of 8th October what was about 
to occur, in spite of the fact that the Arabic press on Sunday, 7th October, had made 
many references to the plan to abrogate the treaty which, it said, would not be 
changed by the fact that the date of the arrival of the British proposals had now been 
fixed in my letter to the Foreign Minister. (A fact, however, which so far seems 
difficult to reconcile with Andraos Pasha's remarks, is that the decrees as read out in 
Nahas Pasha's speech were dated 7th October.) 

12. On receipt, on 7th October, of your telegram No. 974 giving me instructions 
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about the Sudan, and of Ankara telegram No. 406 to the Foreign Office at 8 p.m. the 
same evening, I was at last in a position to approach the King on the subject of our 
new proposals. I thereupon telephoned at once to Hassan Youssef Pasha, who had 
assured me several days before that within a few hours of receipt of such a message 
he would arrange a meeting with the King. He was, however, not to be found on the 
telephone and he took no action on the message which I left at his house. In spite 
also of several telephone calls early in the morning of Monday, the 8th, it was not 
until 5.15 p.m. that I was told that the King would receive me and that he wished to 
do so not on the 8th but at an official audience on 9th October at noon. Nahas 
Pasha's declaration to Parliament was read between 6 p.m. and 7.30 p.m. on the 
evening of 8th October. 

13. I would, therefore, summarise as follows the deciding factors which made the 
Egyptian Government take their action. First of all, the Government's dispute with 
the King, in the course of which Hassan Youssef Pasha had probably pressed the 
King's case too strongly and made them suspect that the King was anxious to pick a 
quarrel with them. Secondly, the knowledge that our proposals would be made on 
lOth October. Faced with this situation, the Government therefore decided to force 
the King's hand and told him on the morning of 8th October that if he did not sign 
the draft decrees they would resign and state publicly that the reason for their 
resignation was that they could not obtain His Majesty's support in abrogating the 
treaty and taking action to realise Egypt's national aspirations. It is tempting to 
speculate what the course of events would have been if we had been in a position to 
make our proposals twenty-four hours earlier in light of the fact that Salah-ei-Din 
had undertaken to the American Ambassador that for ten days, i.e. , up to 7th 
October, the Government would take no hasty action. On the whole, I am inclined to 
the view that the outcome would not have been very different. The King would have 
been faced with the same situation a few hours earlier, and although it may be 
argued that he should then have insisted on the Egyptian Government postponing 
action, it is more probable that he would have found reasons to avoid seeing me 
during the hours that still remained. Though I have no firm evidence of this , I think 
it quite possible that he was informed either just before or at the time that the 
decrees were submitted to him, that I was ready to come to him with the proposals. 
In the circumstances, he probably felt that it would be impossible for him to have 
seen me until after the Egyptian Government had made its statement. 

14. I am sending copies of this despatch to His Majesty's Representatives in 
Washington, Amman, Jedda, Beirut, Damascus and Bagdad, to the Governor-General 
of the Sudan, and to the Acting Head of the British Middle East Office. 

226 FO 14111439, no 2/8 16 Oct 1951 
[Disorder in Ismailia]: inward telegram no 202 from Lieutenant-
General G Erskine (Ismailia) to Sir R Stevenson [Extract] 

You will realise events have moved rather quickly since I saw Minister on morning 
15th. Evening announcement of abrogation and turn down of defence offer 
convinced me trouble was near. Also we had examples during 15th October of 
violence and clear cases of non-cooperation by railways and telegraph. I therefore 
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gave order to re-deploy troops at first light 16th October to meet internal security 
disorders. 

At 0800 hours disorder broke out in Ismailia. This started by stoning lorries 
proximity of school children. Burning canal army buses and a few private cars. 
Families out shopping escaped to neighbouring houses but 30 were caught in 
N.A.A.F.I. in station square. Police weak and ineffective. 

At 0915 I ordered troops into Ismailia to restore order. They arrived just in time to 
rescue the 30 families, N.A.A.F.I. which was already on fire, and being looted. By 
1200 hours situation was under control. This evening Ismailia is under full military 
control and all is quiet. Casualties reported so far are one Egyptian policeman killed, 
two Egyptian civilians wounded and, I believe, there may be about another ten 
Egyptian civilian casualties. 

British casualties not fatal or serious but some families not accounted for but 
probably are staying with neighbours. Considerable looting of flats and houses of 
service families and about twenty-five flats reported completely stripped. 

Some families jewellery torn off them. Whole attitude of crowds was that they were 
poor and hungry and the anti-British part was only an excuse to loot. 

You might care to register a pretty big bill for burning a N.A.A.F.I. , destroying cars 
and buses and looting generally. My guess is about half a million and perhaps Nahas 
would like to send a cheque 'at an early date . Information recently arrived that 
reinforcements of Parachute Brigade and two Brigade are now released and should 
start flying in tomorrow. Several days before complete but start of this move most 
satisfactory .... 

227 DEFE 4/48, COS 165(51) 18 Oct 1951 
'Measures to maintain our position in Egypt': COS Committee 
minutes on the authority to be given to the Commanders-in-Chief, 
Middle East 

A. Immediate measures 
The Chief of the Air Staff stated that the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, now 
sought authority to adopt the following further measures at their discretion:-

(a) The seizure of all points of entry and exist [sic] in the Canal Zone. 
(b) The ordering out of the Canal Zone of Egyptian troops, including Royal 
Egyptian Air Force, and their removal by force if necessary. 
(c) The forcing of the passage of British ships through the Suez Canal. 

The measure at (a) above had, in fact, already been largely carried out. The 
Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, might well be forced at short notice to adopt 
measure (b) or measure (c) and, in certain circumstances, they would have to take 
these measures no matter whether or not they had received authority from Whitehall 
to do so. 

The Chief of the Air Staff suggested that the present time might be opportune to 
pass oil tankers through the Suez Canal. 

Mr. Bowker said that the measures proposed by the Chief of the Air Staff under (b) 
and (c) above had far-reaching political implications. He suggested that authority 
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should be given to the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, to adopt these measures 
only if the situation was such as to make any delay in their adoption dangerous . If 
time allowed, the Commanders-in-Chief should refer each measure back to London 
for approval. He pointed out that the passage of oil tankers through the <;anal, as 
proposed by the Chief of the Air Staff, might have a serious effect on our 
relationships with the Arab States. 

I 
The Prime Minister agreed that covering authority should be given to the 
Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, for the action at (a) above, and that they 
should be authorised to adopt the measures at (b) and (c) above, if, in their 

'X' opinion, it became essential to adopt either of these measures immediately and if 

I 
any delay in their adoption was likely to be dangerous. They should, however, be 
instructed to refer each measure back for approval if time allowed. The 

'Y' advisability of passing oil tankers through the Canal at the present juncture 
required further study. 

B. Future measures 
The Chief of the Air Staff stated that the following measures might eventually be 
necessary:-

(a) The formal assumption of control of the civil administration in part or in the 
whole of the Canal Zone. The circumstances would not be such as to make this 
measure at any time an immediate necessity, and therefore the Commanders-in
Chief could refer back for authority when they considered this measure necessary. 
The detailed implications of this step were now being studied by the Foreign Office 
and the Chiefs of Staff. 
(b) The despatch of a Brigade to the Cairo area and possibly another Brigade to 
the Alexandria area, in certain circumstances, to protect the lives of British 
nationals. 

A further measure which the Chief of the Air Staff considered it was advisable to 
take now was to instruct H.M. Ambassador in Cairo to request the Egyptian 
Government to recall all Egyptian students at Service Establishments in the United 
Kingdom at the earliest possible moment. It was quite illogical in the present 
circumstances for us to be training Egyptian officers and it was, he considered, 
important that their recall should be requested by us before the Egyptian 
Government themselves recalled them. 

Mr. Bowker said that there seemed little to be gained by requesting the recall of 
Egyptian students at Service Establishments in the United Kingdom. In the long 
term it would probably serve us better to allow them to remain, at any rate for the 
present. 

The Prime Minister agreed that the formal assumption of control of the Canal 
Zone was not a matter which would arise as an immediate necessity, and therefore 
the Commanders-in-Chief should be instructed to refer back for authority when 
they considered this measure to be necessary. He agreed that it might in certain 

'Z' circumstances be necessary to despatch Forces to the Cairo and Alexandria areas 
to protect the lives of British nationals. He did not consider that there was 
anything to be gained by requesting the recall of Egyptian students at Service 
Establishments in the United Kingdom at the present time; this step would only 
further embitter our relationship with the Egyptians. 
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It was agreed that:-
(1) The Chiefs of Staff would take action to implement the decisions at X and Z 
above. 
(2) The Foreign Office would prepare a report on Y above. 

228 FO 371191226, no 221 20 Oct 1951 
[Organisation of the proposed Middle East Command]: minute by 
Sir W Strang on the approach to the Arab governments [Extract] 

The French Ambassador called on me this afternoon to speak about the proposed 
communication to the Middle Eastern States about the organisation of the Middle 
Eastern Command. 

Monsieur Massigli said that he was of course aware of the representations we had 
made in Paris on this matter (telegram to Washington No. 5175 of the 18th October) 
but he still wondered whether, in making any communication at all to the Arab 
States, we did not run the risk of a negative or hostile declaration. He had noted the 
resolutions passed in the Syrian and Lebanese parliaments supporting Egypt. Were 
we happy about the reactions we should get from Jordan and Iraq? I said that we were 
not worried about Jordan; and although H.M. Ambassador in Bagdad had told us that 
it would be a mistake to ask Nuri Pasha to do or say anything definite at this stage, we 
thought that our communication to Iraq could be framed in such a way as not to 
provoke an adverse reaction. 

I reminded the Ambassador that in our intention the purpose of our 
communication to the Arab States would be to implant in the minds of the Arab 
States the fact that we were going ahead with the establishment of the Command and 
that this Command once established would become a factor of great importance in 
the Middle East which they would not be able to ignore. We should give them 
information and point to their interest but not at this stage ask for a reaction. 

I then said that since we had made our representations in Paris there had been cer
tain developments. As a result of the views we had expressed in Washington the 
Americans had somewhat revised their draft and subject to two points we now thought 
it was satisfactory. I read out to the Ambassador the summary of the latest American pro
posal as set out in points (a) to (e) of paragraph 1 of Mr. Wardrop's minute of the 20th 
October. I told the Ambassador that we had already given the U.S. Embassy our prelim
inary reaction which was that, subject to two points, we agreed generally with the revised 
approach. Our first point was that it was important to avoid giving the impression that 
the four Powers were running after the Middle Eastern States. We therefore thought it 
important to emphasise that we were not asking for any reaction here and now but would 
welcome the views of the Middle Eastern States in due course. Our second point was 
more important. We were very much opposed to the suggestion that the U.S. represen
tatives should say that the U.S. Government looked forward to the time when the Middle 
East would possess military resources sufficient for the defence of the area, in which 
event the role of non-Middle East powers in time of peace would be minimal. 

I said that I understood that these new American proposals were being put at the 
same time to Paris and to Ankara. We hoped that the French Government would now 
be able to come into line .. . . 
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229 FO 371190144, no 368 23 Oct 1951 
[Situation in the Canal Zone]: inward telegram no 32602 from 
General Sir B Robertson to Field Marshal Sir W Slim on measures to 
maintain Britain's position in Egypt through co-operation with King 
Farouk and the Egyptian army [Extract] 

[The Egyptians had taken a number of actions against the British presence in the Canal 
Zone following the abrogation. These included damaging British property, the withdrawal 
of labour and the refusal to move British stores. In response the British military refused 
to allow rail traffic through the base area unless the stores were moved which hit the 
supply of heavy oil to Cairo. The US ambassador, Jefferson Caffery, believed such a 
response was out of all proportion as it would have an effect on the civilian population's 
ability to use oil stoves for cooking (FO 371/90143, no 336, Cairo tel810, 23 Oct 1951).] 

One. I give below such views as I have been able to form so far on the Egyptian 
situation. I think that my colleagues agree with them but I feel that they cover rather 
wider ground than would be suitable in a BDCC telegram. 

Two. Because we had a clear plan and were given timely authority and support to 
execute it we have succeeded in dealing with the initial situation satisfactorily and 
have placed ourselves in a strong position. The Egyptian Government had no plan 
and this is very obvious even to the Egyptian people. 

Three. The firm handling of the disturbances on 16 October (Erskine and his 
fellows did very well) and the early arrival of additional troops have made further 
mob riots in the Canal Zone unlikely for the present. 

Four. The Egyptian armed forces are evidently not solid behind the Government. 
The Army units in the Canal Zone have saved much trouble by accepting a summary 
award of CB and the Army outside the Canal Zone has promised very readily to keep 
out of our way. 

Five. We have now entered the next phase in this struggle. I see no reason to 
suppose that it will be short and it will certainly have its tiresome features although 
our own position is impregnable. 

Six. The official policy of the Egyptian Government is non-co-operation. It is 
now apparent that the only field in which this can have any effect is that of labour. 
Every means are being tried to intimidate and cajole labour away from us. The 
factual situation is being reported to you daily. It is too early yet to say how things 
will go eventually. Even at the worst we shall always keep some local labour and we 
can get through with our Mauritian imports, exports etc. It may well be however that 
the situation will never get as bad even as this . 

Seven. We must certainly expect acts of terrorism. Even Cabinet Ministers are 
inciting the people to murder. We are taking our precautions but nothing will stop 
isolated incidents. In this connection we have had to realise that we have got 
ourselves into a dangerous position regarding families by allowing officers and other 
ranks to hire private accommodation outside the camp areas. We have exposed these 
families in places where we cannot protect them. Since these families must now be 
removed and there is no alternative accommodation for them a considerable number 
of families must go home. You will receive details about all this. 

Eight. While we can feel every confidence that the Egyptians are incapable of any 
action which could defeat us we must in my view now form some ideas as to how we 
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ourselves are to win this contest. It will not suit us strategically, financially or 
politically to have a running sore in Egypt for a long drawn out period. Since we will 
not give way the Egyptians must do so and our policy must be such as to bring about 
that result at as early a date as possible. I do not place this as earlier than six months. 

Nine. There is no hope of agreement with the WAFD. Any attempt to conciliate 
the present Government will be interpreted as weakness and will prolong the 
struggle. Therefore we must bring about a complete collapse on the WAFD 
Government by making the Egyptian people realise that their Government has failed 
them and that the situation is hurting them much more than it hurts us . 

Ten. Probably the only foundation on which an alternative Government can be 
erected and satisfactory agreement concluded is represented by the King and his 
armed forces. Therefore we must be careful to avoid conflict with these elements . 
When the time comes we must be ready if necessary to go into the Delta with our 
troops in order to place them firmly in the saddle. 

Eleven. We are physically in a position to demonstrate very quickly to the Egyptian 
people that this blockade business can be turned inside out. By control of the Canal 
ports and the oil terminals we could easily apply a partial strangle-hold on the Egyptian 
economy which would create the severest distress in the country. By doing this now 
we should probably forfeit a good deal of international support and we might leave 
behind such bitterness as would cause us unending trouble subsequently. However it 
is very necessary that the Egyptians should realise the power which we have in our 
hands. In this connection I received yesterday a message from the Ambassador through 
his Minister to the effect that the Ambassador hoped that we would limit our actions 
scrupulously to those which are absolutely essential for the maintenance of our posi
tion in the Canal Zone. I made it quite plain that I did not agree with this policy. Passive 
defence is just as fatal in my opinion in circumstances like these as it is in war. We are 
not cutting communications between the Canal Zone and the Delta but we are play
ing the same sort of game that the Russians have played for the past five years in Berlin 
and everything that we do can be justified on grounds of our security. 

Twelve. I would summarise my ideas of our policy as follows. In the first place 
our attitude to all questions which really affect the security of our forces and the 
safety of our families should be quite ruthless. In the second place we should conduct 
a deliberate campaign to undermine the faith of Egyptian people in their present 
Government and to convince them that the present game is not worth the candle. 
This campaign should have the following aims:-

A. By Helmsted methods to make the Egyptian Government look foolish and to 
remind the Egyptian people of the extent to which they are in our power. 
B. By propaganda to present the Egyptian people with the true facts of the 
situation and also to maintain international support for our actions. A very 
important feature of this propaganda should be the main speeches made in the 
new Parliament on Egyptian affairs. 
C. By the provision of overwhelming military strength to impress the Egyptians 
with the ultimate hopelessness of their cause and also to enable us to intervene at 
any time and in any way that may be necessary. 
D. By instituting discussions with the Israeli Government and by any other 
methods which may produce the same result (eg passage of tankers to Haifa) to 
play upon the fears of Egypt and of the Arab League. 
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E. By our propaganda and actions to foster the idea that the King and his armed 
forces constitute the sensible and stable elements in Egypt. 
F. By proceeding with our plans for the organisation of an allied command in the 
Middle East to show the Egyptians what they are missing and to keep before them 
a possibility of retreat from their present ridiculous situation Message Control. . . . 

230 FO 371190144, no 353 26 Oct 1951 
[Future responses to Egyptian actions in the Canal Zone]: inward 
telegram no 838 from Sir R Stevenson to FO on countering the 
Egyptian blockade of the Canal Zone 

Security measures in the Canal Zone and future developments. General Erskine 
has pointed out that our sanctions are directed against the whole process of trying 
to blockade us in the Canal Zone and not against the withdrawing of a few trains. 
Indeed the situation has deteriorated in the last day or so as a result of the 
Egyptian Government's blockading measures (see Erskine's signal GO 779 and my 
telegram No. 827). We must therefore assume that the Wafd Government will con
tinue its efforts to blockade us, despite the general assurances my United States 
colleague and I have received from the King and certain further assurances that I 
have received from the Minister of the Interior via Abboud Pasha (my telegram 
No. 837). 

2. We seem therefore to be faced with two alternatives:-

(a) By the ruthless use of all sanctions at our disposal to have an immediate 
showdown with Egypt and to force the Government out of power. 
(b) To run the Canal Zone more or less independently of Egypt, overcoming 
obstruction by force, where local arrangements do not suffice, and being faced 
with an increasing drain away from us of Egyptian labour. 

3. In applying the first alternative we would have to make use of the King and in 
fact repeat, by different means, the coup of February 4th, 1942. The great advantage 
of this alternative would be that it would remove any immediate risk of increasing 
difficulties leading to the paralysis of our military base, but its disadvantages would 
be:-

(a) That it would lead us straight back to a restoration of British rule in Egypt 
with a stooge Government and a patriotic opposition, thus justifying incidentally 
the Egyptian accusation about our real purpose in keeping troops in Egypt. 
(b) That it might entail, as the Chiefs of Staff decided, if I remember rightly in 
December 1950, the uneconomic employment of too great a slice of our manpower 
in holding Egypt down. 
(c) That it would leave us even further from a solution of the Anglo- Egyptian 
problem than we are now. 

4. In carrying out the second alternative we would have to face perhaps the 
necessity of importing labour from elsewhere. We would also have to face the 
disadvantages of an indefinite period of tension (which we will have to face in any 
case). Its advantages would be:-
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(a) that we should retain the support of the United States and our other Allies . 
(b) that we would give the King a chance of getting rid of the present government 
without our direct intervention when the inevitable disillusionment of the country 
with the Wafd has had time to take effect. 
(c) that it would not create so much bitterness as to preclude the possibility of a 
modus vivendi with some succeeding government. 

5. To adopt alternative 2(b) above does not mean that we would not make full use 
of counter-blockade measures and sanctions in order to hamper the Wafd 
Government as far as possible in the execution of its anti-British policy. In doing so, 
however, I submit that we should avoid going too far on any one dispute in order not 
to involve a rigid attitude of "face" on the Egyptian side, which may make it more 
difficult in due course fo r a successor government to pursue a more friendly policy 
towards us. 

6. It is not in fact at all unlikely that there may be a change of government in the 
next few months. The Wafd Government, which had fallen very low in public esteem 
in August and September, put itself on the crest of the wave by abrogating and the 
rejection of our defence proposals; but there are already slight signs that its position 
is becoming insecure again as it bring [sic] Egypt into deeper difficulties. I think, 
therefore, that if we avoid an open frontal attack on the government in the 
meanwhile, it is quite likely before long to fall a victim to the public dissatisfaction 
which it has so thoroughly earned. 

231 FO 371/90145, no 388 27 Oct 1951 
[Situation in the Canal Zone]: inward telegram no 539 from 
Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East to COS urging countermeasures 
outside the Canal Zone 

1. We feel that you may wish to have our views on the situation in Egypt as it 
stands today and our recommendations on the policy which should guide our actions 
in the immediate future. 

2. Because we had a clear plan and were given timely authority to execute it we 
have succeeded in dealing with the initial situation satisfactori ly. We have now 
entered the next phase in the struggle when the Egyptian Government is recovering 
from its early confusion and is beginning to follow a more clear cut policy which is 
broadly speaking one of obstruction. Whereas we are confident that the Egyptians 
cannot defeat us it is important to realize that we can only retain the initiative by 
positive measures and that to be effective these measures cannot be limited to the 
Canal Zone itself. The duration of the present phase will depend directly on the 
efficiency of the measures which you authorise us to take. Counter-blockade 
measures which gave tit for tat without really hurting would merely exacerbate the 
situation which would be likely to deteriorate progressively. Our aim should 
therefore be to work for a settlement of the dispute by pos itive action not repeat not 
limited to counter-blockade measures in the Canal Zone. 

3. The Egyptian Armed Forces are not only far from being solid behind the 
government but have made clear their desire to avoid any clash with the British. The 
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army units in the Canal Zone accept our control over their movements. The army 
outside the Canal Zone has also promised to keep out of our way. 

4. The official policy of the Egyptian Government is non-cooperation. The three 
most effective sanctions available to them are:-

(a) Withdrawal of labour. 
(b) Denial of use of the railway for the movement of military stores. 
(c) Denial of the use of Suez Canal facilities. 

(b) has already been imposed. (c) is being attempted and all means are being tried 
to intimidate and cajole labour away from us with considerable success. 

5. As regards 4(a) above, the withdrawal of indigenous labour will soon have 
serious effects on our requirements for the unloading and clearance of shipping, and 
in the movement of stores in the Canal Zone. There will also be a very large 
reduction in the general working capacity of our depots and installations as well as 
normal domestic services. If the present withdrawal of Egyptian labour continues we 
shall be forced as an interim measure to use personnel from operational units to 
work the base at a minimum essential scale. This can only be accepted operationally 
for a very limited period and we must soon resort to a large scale importation of both 
skilled and unskilled labour. Steps are being taken to examine the sources from 
which labour can be withdrawn outside Egypt. 

6. As regards 4(b) above if the railway stoppage continues indefinitely we must 
take it over ourselves and operate it to the limited extent necessary to meet our 
essential military requirements. The transportation personnel necessary would have 
to be supplemented with operational troops. We should not wish to do this as it 
would place an additional burden on us and relieve the Egyptian Government of their 
proper responsibility without bringing a settlement any nearer. 

7. Reference 4(c) above. With regard to the denial of Suez Canal facilities we have 
established port committees at Port Said and Suez which with the aid of H.M. ships 
are effectively countering denial of Egyptian customs clearance and the stoppage of 
normal port facilities such as berthing of merchant ships and provision of fuel and 
water. The Canal Company officials are being most co-operative and even should 
their organisation break down completely we could still keep the Canal open at 
reduced efficiency with the aid of the pilots and administrative personnel on whose 
assistance we can count. There is no question of the Egyptians being able to deprive 
British ships of the use of the Canal. 

8. We are physically in a position to demonstrate very quickly to the Egyptian 
people that their attempts to blockade the Canal Zone can be turned inside out. By 
cutting off supplies of both black and white oils we can apply a strangle-hold on the 
Egyptian economy and deprive the population of Cairo and the Delta of power on 
which sewage disposal amongst other things depends, of kerosene for cooking and of 
petrol (the R.E.A.F. would be grounded). The oil that the Egyptians might be able to 
obtain through Alexandria could not prevent the most severe distress throughout the 
country. By doing this now we should probably forfeit a good deal of international 
support and might leave behind some bitterness leading to subsequent trouble . 
Moreover this action would have repercussions on Shell, B.O.A.C. and other British 
commercial interests. On the other hand it is the only local sanction in our power 
which gets at the root of the trouble which is in Cairo. Other counter-blockade 
measures and action against officials which we can take in the Canal Zone itself have 
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little or no effect in Government circles and merely irritate the local population, the 
greater part of which would otherwise be freely apathetic and which in any case 
depends on us to a great extent for its livlihood [sic]. 

9. We venture to express the opinion which we strongly hold that as this is a dis
pute between the British and Egyptian Governments and not just one between the 
Canal Zone garrison and the Egyptian authorities urgent consideration should be given 
to the application of sanctions on a national basis in addition to those which we can 
apply locally. The economic santions [sic] which can be applied to Egypt by action on 
Government level would be much more powerful than those which lie within our power 
here. Moreover such sanctions would have the advantage that they could be made more 
selective so as to hit the influential class without causing immediate widespread dis
tress to the mass of the population. We have in mind such action as freezing sterling 
balances and undermining the stability of the Egyptian Cotton Exchange. It seems to 
us clear that the retention of the British position in the Canal Zone can only be deter
mined in the last resort by action which affects the Egyptian Government itself. 

10. We must certainly expect acts of terrorism. There are even reports of Cabinet 
Ministers having incited the people to murder. We are taking our precautions but 
nothing will stop isolated incidents. 

11. There is no hope of agreement with the present government and any attempt 
to conciliate them will be interpreted as weakness and will prolong the struggle. 
Probably the only foundation on which an alternative government can be erected and 
satisfactory agreement concluded is represented by the King and his armed forces . 
We must therefore be careful to avoid conflict with these elements and also any 
action which would tend to close the existing gap between them and the W.A.F.D. or 
rally public support for the government. 

12 . A policy of passive defence is just as fatal in our opinion in circumstances like 
these as it is in war. We must therefore work for a complete collapse of the W.A.F.D. 
government making the Egyptian people realise that their government has failed 
them and that the situation is hurting them more than it hurts us . The sanctions we 
are applying all of which can be justified on grounds of security will doubtless have 
repercussions in due course in Cairo and other large towns in the Delta. To be 
effective our sanctions must really hurt and therefore we must not shrink from 
applying them rigorously in conjunction with political action even if this leads to 
trouble in the Delta. A policy of mere pin-prick and counter pin-prick could only 
irritate without bringing about settlement. When the time comes we must therefore 
be ready if necessary to go into the Delta with our troops in order to compel the 
restoration of order and if necessary to facilitate the establishment of an alternative 
government which is prepared to co-operate with us. 

13. In view of the above we recommend that our policy should be based on the 
following principles. In the first place our attitude to all questions which really affect 
the security of our forces and the safety of British families should be quite ruthless. 
We should not hesitate to employ the most powerful sanctions at our disposal and 
these sanctions should include British Government action over and above any we 
take here. Our sanctions must not necessarily be linked to any specific Egyptian 
action to blockade us. There should be no publicity whatsoever about our sanctions. 
On no account should we say when we are going to turn the sanctions on or off and 
the Egyptians must be left to find this out by themselves. In the second place we 
should intensify our campaign to undermine the faith of the Egyptian people in their 
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present government and to convince them that the present game is not worth the 
candle. This campaign should be on the following lines:-

( a) By the provision of overwhelming military strength to enable us in the last 
resort to back up our principles and policy and leave the Egyptians in no doubt as 
to our determination and ability to do so. 
(b) By Helmstedt method to make the Egyptian Government look foolish and to 
remind the Egyptian people of the extent to which they are in our power. 
(c) By propaganda to present the Egyptian people with the true facts of the 
situation and also to maintain international support of our actions a very 
important feature of this propaganda would be the main speeches on Egyptian 
affairs made in fihe new parliament. 
(d) By our propaganda and actions to build up the prestige of the King and foster 
the idea that he only, supported by his loyal armed forces, can restore Egypt to a 
position of stability in which much needed reforms can be carried out. 
(e) By proceeding with our plans for the organisation of an Allied Command in 
the Middle East to show the Egyptians what they are missing and to keep before 
them a possibility of retreat from their present embarrassing situation. 
(f) By playing covertly on Egyptian fear of Israel though we realise that this would 
require careful handling. 

232 FO 14111451, no 2 28 Oct 1951 
[Overthrowing the Wafd government]: minute by Sir R Stevenson on 
measures to replace the Wafd governmenti 

Thank you. Most interesting but I am still not convinced that we should repeat the 
coup of 1942 on the King. I think we should help him to change his government if he 
is willing to do so, provided of course that he doesn't ask too much. My mind is 
rather working on the lines of taking all measures necessary for the security of the 
Bflse even to taking over the administration of the whole zone ourselves. Some kind 
of ultimatum to this effect might be so timed by agreement with the King as to help 
him kick out the Wafd and put in a government ready to go back on the rejection of 
the Four Power proposals. 

1 This minute by Stevenson was written in response to minutes by embassy officials on the possibility of an 
alternative government in Egypt. 

233 FO 371/90144, no 357 29 Oct 1951 
[Measures to maintain the position in the Canal Zone]: minute by 
DV Bendall in response to American requests for restraint 

[Bendall refers in this minute to Washington tel 3456 in which the State Department 
urged no action be taken contrary to Egyptian law or in defiance of the Egyptian 
administration if directly related to maintaining Britain's position. The Americans did not 
want oil supplies stopped or tankers sent through the canal to Haifa and were keen not to 
preclude the possibility of an agreement with Egypt on a Middle East command (FO 
371/90144, no 357, 29 Oct 1951).] 
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I am afraid that this reaction from the State Department was inevitable sooner or 
later. Apart from the problem of maintaining U.S. (and other outside) sympathy, this 
telegram raises the whole question of whether the Egyptians and other Arab 
governments are more likely to be impressed by ruthlessness or reasonableness. In 
the nature of things our policy must be neatly balanced between the two, but I think 
that we must try to persuade the Americans that mass sentiment in Egypt and other 
Middle East states is not likely to be much influenced by the degree of restraint 
which we show in maintaining our position in the Canal Zone. I should have thought 
that Arab "public opinion" would find little difficulty in accepting the fact that we 
must use some degree of force to maintain our position in the Canal Zone, and might 
even respect it. Were it, however, to be suspected that we were afraid of the 
consequences of using force or unduly reluctant to offend world opinion, Arab 
opinion would undoubtedly become even more hostile. (If this estimate is correct, I 
do not believe that the reaction to our passing tankers through the Canal to Haifa 
would be so bad as sometimes predicted.) What it would pay us to avoid, however, 
(certainly at the present) is hurting the Egyptian public in such a way as to cause 
genuine physical distress, and our efforts should be directed towards damaging and 
discrediting the Government as opposed to the people. 

2. This brings us to the next point (paragraph 4), which is the prospect of 
reaching agreement with Egypt about defence, notwithstanding recent events. 
Reading between the lines I think that the Americans still cherish some hope of 
doing a deal with the present Government. This belief was doubtless encouraged by 
Serag el Din's remarks to the U.S. Ambassador. Unless there is a genuine revolution 
within the Wafd Party, which seems to me improbable, I think that we must give up 
any idea of getting an agreement out of the Wafd so long as they remain a united 
organisation. If this is correct then logically our policy should be to embarrass and 
discredit the present Government on every occasion. We shall not do this by 
appearing the more "reasonable and restrained" of the two parties in the struggle 
which is going on in the Canal Zone, but by making the Egyptian Government's 
sanctions fail demonstrably, and by showing occasionally that we can hurt them 
more than they hurt us. This is, I am sure, the right answer if the situation is seen 
from the purely local point of view, but it does not of course take into account the 
reactions of the rest of the world, consideration for which must inevitably act as a 
brake on our actions. The corollary is seemingly that we should try as a first step to 
persuade the State Department:-

( a) that there is no foreseeable chance of reaching a long-term defence agreement 
with the Wafd; 
(b) that we must try to turn Egyptian public opinion against the present 
Government; 
(c) that the best way of doing this is not to try to show how reasonable and 
restrained we are in defending our position under the Treaty, but to discredit the 
Government and show that its policies have not only failed miserably but that they 
tend to bring physical evils in their wake. 

3. Finally there is the point raised in paragraph 3. Ever since the possibility was 
first considered that we might be faced with partial or total withdrawal of Egyptian 
labour in the Canal Zone as part of a campaign to force our troops to leave, the Chiefs 
of Staff (and Cs-in-C, Middle East) have taken the line that we could maintain 
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ourselves in the Canal Zone if necessary without any Egyptian labour at all. In order 
to make this possible the War Office are understood to have plans to fly 2,000 
technicians from the U.K. to the Canal Zone. The Chiefs of Staff admitted however 
that if all Egyptian labour were withdrawn, it would seriously impair the efficiency of 
the base as a whole. I notice from recent telegrams that the Cs-in-C, Middle East, are 
already showing great concern at the partial defection of Egyptian labour and it may 
be that they have been overoptimistic in thinking that they can do without. I suggest 
that we should ask the Chiefs of Staff to comment on this point. 

234 FO 371190145, no 388 30 Oct 1951 
[Situation in the Canal Zone]: inward telegram no 542 from 
Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East to COS on the measures needed to 
deal with the problems in the Canal Zone 

1. In the four days since we despatched our appreciation in our 539/CCU events 
have moved fast and their future course has become much clearer. We do not wish to 
change the views expressed in 539/CCL but we do feel it necessary to say that the 
Egyptians are now forcing the intensity and pace. 

2. The most serious immediate problem is labour. We signalled to you on this 
situation in our 540/CCL last night. The situation has still further deteriorated today 
and is now taking the form of mass evacuation. After pay day tomorrow it is 
inevitable now that all forms of labour contractors, employees and even personal 
servants will become involved. This wholesale evacuation is being organised and 
engineered primarily by the Egyptian Police and particularly by the large numbers of 
armed Security Police who were drafted into the zone after the initial rioting a 
fortnight ago. 

3. We have therefore authorised G.O.C., B.T.E. to expel anybody official or 
unofficial who impedes him from maintaining the security of the Canal Zone. This 
will begin with the small fry but may well have to be extended to include senior 
police and government officials as well as Governors and sub-Governors for whose 
expulsion we have already asked your authority in 540/CCL. 

4. This authority was asked for as an immediate weapon but it will be inadequate 
to deal satisfactorily either with the labour problem or with others that will arise 
particularly dealing with acts of terrorism (see our 537/CCL). In plain words we have 
reached the point where we can no longer deal with those who threaten our security 
by ad hoc methods. It has become essential to formalise our intentions and our 
position in order that the population of the Canal Zone may know what to expect 
from us if they offend against us our views and the action we required on this point 
are given in our immediately following signal [sic]. 

5. We do not wish to disguise the fact that the assumption and exercise of the 
powers requested in our immediately following signal will in the end force matters to 
a crisis and the process may not take very long. As we proceed against the Egyptian 
civil administration we may weaken or antagonise its elements to a point where it 
ceases to function at all. 

1 See 231. 
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6. Indeed we are now more certain than before that this business must come to 
the climax foreseen in paragraph twelve of our 539/CCL and the sooner the better. 
The only qualification to this is that we need one Infantry Division before we reach 
the situation which (may?) compel us to march on and dominate the Delta. 

7. Therefore we now urge that it should be made brutally and urgently plain to 
the Egyptians that we shall indeed strangle them unless they give way. To this end we 
propose:-

(a) such action by H.M.G. as may be possible (see paragraph 9 of 539/CCL) 
supported, we would hope, by a statement of our policy which will leave the 
Egyptians as well as international opinion in no doubt of our intentions and 
determination to see the business through. 
(b) that we should be given authority to tighten the counter blockade by 
intermittent cutting of the Sue Da Agrud white oil pipeline, severe restriction of 
oil movement by road, and such other measures as are open to us. 

235 CAB 128/23, CC 1(51)7 30 Oct 1951 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the situation in the Canal Zone 

The Foreign Secretary said that since assuming office he had been in consultation 
with the Chiefs of Staff about the military situation in Egypt. The local commanders 
had now been given discretion to arrest any persons who constituted a threat to 
military security in the Canal Zone; but they had been instructed that any persons so 
arrested should, where possible, be deported from the Zone rather than detained in 
it. 

The Foreign Secretary said that, at the Prime Minister's request, he had 
considered a proposal by the Chiefs of Staff that the balance of the 3rd Infantry 
Division should be sent to Cyprus in order to strengthen the forces available in the 
Middle East generally. So far as he was concerned there was no objection to this 
proposal. The Prime Minister said that the despatch of these reinforcements to the 
Middle East would mean that, apart from the 6th Armoured Division which was due 
to go to Germany in the near future, there would be no strategic reserve in the 
United Kingdom. It might be necessary to postpone the despatch of the 6th 
Armoured Division to Germany; but, before taking any final decision on this point, 
he would consult with General Eisenhower. It would certainly be necessary to 
consider means of strengthening the defences of the United Kingdom, e.g., by 
pressing on with the organisation of a Home Guard and by calling up Territorial 
Army divisions in rotation. 

On the political aspects of the situation in Egypt, The Prime Minister said that he 
endorsed the policy followed by the previous Government regarding the Sudan. For 
the rest, he suggested that policy should now be based on the principle that it was the 
duty of the United Kingdom Government to keep the Suez Canal open to the 
shipping of the world, using such force as might be necessary for that purpose. It 
would be consistent with that principle that oil tankers bound for the refinery at 
Haifa should be allowed to pass through the Canal. The Foreign Secretary said that, 
while he fully endorsed the principle suggested by the Prime Minister, he doubted 
whether it would be expedient to apply it at the moment to the passage of oil tankers 
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bound for Haifa. This was a matter of timing. Our immediate aim should be to 
prevent the other Arab States from supporting the attitude taken by the Egyptian 
Government in abrogating the Anglo!Egyptian Treaty of 1936; and precipitate action 
on our part regarding the passage of tankers through the Canal would be likely to 
arouse resentment in some of the other Arab States. 

236 DEFE 4/48, COS 174(51) 31 Oct 1951 
[Maintenance of the position in the Canal Zone]: COS Committee 
minutes on telegrams from the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East 

[Extract ] 

A. (1) 539/CCU 
Sir William Slim said that while we had started with the initiative in Egypt and must 
retain it, there were signs that we were beginning to lose it: this might well prove 
fatal, as had been the case in Persia. It was essential to keep up the pressure both 
politically and economically. 

In a general discussion the following points were made:-

( a) Our long term policy must clearly be to work for the removal of the Wafd 
Government and its replacement by a Government with whom we might be able to 
achieve our requirement of retaining a base in Egypt to serve the whole Middle 
East Command. It was hard to see that such a Government could be based on 
anything but the King supported by the Armed Forces. It was no use expecting 
that any immediate action by us would result in the overthrow of the Wafd and its 
replacement by a more satisfactory Government; any action which might 
conceivably have this effect was in fact far more likely either to unite the Egyptian 
people behind the existing Government or to result in its replacement by 
something even more unsatisfactory. We must therefore be prepared to work 
gradually to discredit the Wafd Government and bring it into ridicule and 
contempt with the Egyptian people. This might best be achieved by causing the 
Egyptians inconvenience, but not to a point where distress drove them to 
extremes; and by keeping before them the fact that if we chose we could in fact at 
any moment tighten the screws and cause complete disorganisation; 
(b) It was considered that, as things stood at present, we should be able to retain 
the initiative and work the policy outlined in (a) above without having recourse to 
economic measures against Egypt on a national scale. In this connection it was 
pointed out that if we did apply such measures the Egyptians would retaliate 
against British civilians in the Delta with serious effects on our own commerce
the least that might be expected was a cancellation of residence permits; an 
examination of the relative gain and loss to be expected of various form [sic] of 
economic pressure was being carried out urgently by the Foreign Office. 
Furthermore, economic sanctions might well produce conditions in the Delta 
which would force us to move on Cairo and Alexandria to dominate these towns; it 
was generally agreed that while such action might in any case be forced upon us to 

1 See 231. 
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safeguard British lives or because of Egyptian action threatening our position on 
the Canal, which could only be countered in this way (e.g. , the shutting off of the 
Sweet Water Canal) we certainly did not wish to embark upon this course of action 
and should, as far as possible, refrain from deliberately doing anything which was 
clearly likely to result in our being forced to do so. In this connection it should be 
made clear to the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, that should we be forced to 
take military action in the Delta this should be confined solely to Cairo and 
Alexandria if at all possible; 
(c) The maintenance of our position in the Canal Zone must of course be secured 
ruthlessly and at all costs, but the measures which we would need to take to 
induce the Egyptians to refrain from creating further nuisances could well be 
more or less the same as those required to discredit the Egyptian Government; 
(d) It was agreed that the views expressed by the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle 
East, in paragraphs 12 and 13 of their telegram could be accepted with two 
exceptions, viz:-

(i) in paragraph 12 second sentence, the word "collapse" should be replaced by 
"change"; 
(ii) paragraph 13. In so far as it ran counter to the views expressed in (a) , (b) 
and (c) above. 

B. (2) 542/CCL, 2 543/CCL 
The following points were made in discussion:-

(a) 542/CCL, paragraph 2 
It was assumed that the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, were taking all 
possible measures such as cajolery, bribery, etc. , to keep their local labour. 
Attention was drawn to a telegram from Sir Alec Kirkbride reporting that Arab 
refugees from Palestine now in Jordan appeared to be most anxious to work for us 
in Egypt. It was agreed that this might be a most valuable source of labour and 
that the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, should pursue with Sir Alec Kirkbride 
through the B.M.E.O. the possibility of forming labour units. These would 
probably have to be moved by air; the problem of feeding this labour might of 
course be a limiting factor to the number who could be used. It was agreed that 
the recruitment of the labour would have to be carried out circumspectly so as to 
avoid giving rise to a position where, officially at least, the Jordan Government 
would have to object. 
(b) 542/CCL para.4 and 543/CCL 
It was agreed that it was most undesirable that we should formally have to 
institute Military government in the Canal Zone. It was considered better to deal 
with disturbers of the peace on the basis of arrest, detention and/or expulsion 
rather than on the basis of formal trial and punishment. 
(c) 542/CCL, para.7(b) 
It was agreed that it was desirable that the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, 
should have the authority which they requested in respect of the pipe line, 
provided that it was used on an intermittent basis and in line with the views 
expressed in the course of discussion of 539/CCL. ... 

2 See 234. 
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237 FO 371/90145, no 380 2 Nov 1951 
[Measures to deal with the situation in the Canal Zone]: inward 
telegram no 4 from Sir T Rapp (Fayid) to FO suggesting a special 
status for the Canal Zone 

It may be useful in considering the situation in the Canal Zone to direct attention to 
certain aspects of the psychological atmosphere in which local decisions have to be 
taken. Foremost among these is the uncertainty prevailing as to the real objectives of 
our policy and the means by which we are proposing to reach them. It is 
consequently natural that thoughts should be concentrated almost exclusively on the 
measures by which the Egyptians can be brought to heel with the greatest expedition 
and that there is incomplete understanding of the reasons why drastic methods, e.g. 
the cutting off of oil supplies, cannot be used as weapons of effective pressure. 

2. There is moreover the feeling that the ignominy of the unprecedented block
ade conditions, imposed on an army by the unwarlike and little estimable Egyptians 
whom they have twice in a lifetime saved from the ravages of enemy occupation, may 
be suffered in vain, and that the outcome may not adequately vindicate our rights. The 
Persian withdrawal encourages this view, as for many months the troops here were 
keyed up for intervention and schooled in the necessity of protecting vital British 
interests. Moreover the miscalculations regarding Musaddiq's impending downfall 
and his replacement by a better disposed government, may, it is argued, be repeated 
in the case of Nahas. It is therefore felt that time is not necessarily on our side and that 
we should not accordingly hesitate to precipitate a showdown. 

3. It is impossible not to have much sympathy with these views and the 
consequent demand for the abandonment of passive defence and the assumption of 
the initiative. But actions must be related to policy and until the latter is clear, such 
measures as the use of oil sanctions cannot be advocated as their consequences are 
incalculable. We have, it appears to me, undoubtedly reached the parting of the ways 
in our relations with Egypt, and there seem, broadly speaking, two courses that we 
can now follow. Either we can work for the establishment of a less extreme (and 
probably weak) government, which will propose a breathing space of negotiations 
before the next of a never-ending series of crises occurs, or we can meditate a more 
drastic solution such as will dispose of one major bone of contention in a permanent 
fashion and reduce Egypt to that place in the comity of nations which its 
irresponsibility merits. The present crisis, perhaps, presents us with such an 
opportunity, if we can take advantage of it. 

4. This second course would involve the establishment of a special status for the 
Canal Zone, possibly modelled on that of the Panama Canal wherein authority would 
be exercised by the four nations now making themselves responsible for Middle East 
Defence, or by one of those nations acting on behalf of all. Egypt could, if desired, be 
associated with such a scheme, but only on a footing of equality with the other 
powers. The importance of the Suez Canal Zone to world peace and world trade is an 
enduring one, and there is no indication that in any foreseeable future any Middle 
East Power or association of Middle East Powers can, standing alone, be safely 
entrusted with its guardianship. This is a vital matter whose importance transcends 
all considerations of local Egyptian sovereignty, of whose abusive use we have too 
much evidence. 
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5. I notice from Washington telegram No. 3457 that the State Department wish 
to be convinced that we have a long term policy, and that we are not merely living 
from hand to mouth. I agree that the present events should hasten the setting up of 
the Middle East Command, but I also submit that as a corollary we must ensure the 
permanence and security of its indispensable base. This can no longer with impunity 
be allowed to rest on the quicksands of Egyptian politics, the more so as there is 
every indication that the country is due for revolutionary changes, the outcome of 
which cannot be predicted. 

6. I suggest that it might be possible to gain acceptance for the idea of a special 
status on the Panama model by the Americans, and that it would be welcomed by the 
French, for whom the threat of nationalisation of the Suez Canal by a Xenophobic 
Egyptian Government is a very real one. There should be little doubt that Turkey 
would also conform. The essential thing is that the four powers concerned should act 
in concert and in a decisive manner. If they do there will, I do not doubt, be a 
widespread sigh of relief, even in many quarters where vocal opposition will initially 
make itself heard. 

238 FO 371/90144, no 364 2 Nov 1951 
[Measures to deal with the situation on the Canal Zone] : outward 
telegram no 1249 from Mr Eden to Sir R Stevenson with instructions 
on policy towards Egypt 

Your telegrams Nos: 8381 and 865A [of 25th and 29th October]: Egypt. 
In addition to your telegrams under reference I have taken into account the 

Commanders-in-Chief telegrams Nos: 539,2 5423 and 543/CCL, and the Chiefs of Staff 
have concurred in this telegram. 

2. Our long-term policy must be to reach agreement with an Egyptian 
Government which will enable us to keep in Egypt an operative base to serve the 
Middle East Command. The attainment of this objective will be rendered infinitely 
more difficult if a more or less permanent situation develops where the Canal Zone is 
sealed off and there is an actively hostile regime in Cairo. Since it seems unlikely that 
the present Government could ever retrace its steps so far as to be in a position to 
reach a reasonable settlement with us, we must work for a situation where a change 
of government or at least changes in the government can be brought about. We agree 
with you and the Commanders-in-Chief that the elements most likely to help us in 
this objective are the King and the armed forces. In achieving this, the timing of our 
moves is all-important. 

3. Meanwhile we must not lose the initiative to the Egyptians. We must maintain 
firmly the position of our forces in the Canal Zone and leave the Egyptians in no 
doubt of our determination to do so. I agree that measures to this end should be 
applied promptly and unhesitatingly. At the same time I do not consider that the 
moment is ripe for any sharp or sudden action which would go beyond this purpose. 
In the first place there is the danger that this might have exactly the contrary effect 
to what we desire and consolidate Egyptian opinion behind the Government. 

1 See 230. 2 See 231. 3 See 234. 
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Secondly we must as far as possible carry the Americans with us in all we do 
although we must not allow our policy to be hamstrung as a result of representations 
by your United States colleague to the State Department. Also we must allow time for 
our efforts in the international field to bear fruit. 

4. In practice this means that we should avoid the imposition of economic 
sanctions or such actions as the complete shutting off of oil from Cairo, which might 
lead to widespread disturbances in the Delta towns and eventually to the 
reoccupation of the Delta. In pursuit of our long-term objective, however, we should 
be prepared from time to time to take such measures as may cause the Egyptians to 
refrain from giving us further trouble by making them acutely aware of what we 
could do if we were so minded, and may discredit the Egyptian Government in the 
eyes of their people. We are urgently considering here whether and in what 
circumstances we might be able to take further sanctions, but in doing so we must 
bear in mind also the importance of our own economic interests in Egypt. 

5. I recognise that events may compel us to take drastic steps more quickly than 
we should otherwise wish. Furthermore it may be necessary at the right moment to 
give the impulse needed to push over the Egyptian Government by applying rigorous 
sanctions. Our policy therefore should be flexible and I shall be grateful for any 
suggestions which you or the Commanders-in-Chief may put forward from time to 
time. 

239 FO 371/90145, no 391 2 Nov 1951 
[Relations with the military commanders]: inward telegram no 6 from 
Sir T Rapp (Fayid) to Sir W Strang 

I am now installed alongside the Commanders-in-Chief and John Hamilton is at 
Ismailia with General Erskine. We are both endeavouring to prevent the Military 
Commanders from taking precipitate actions against the Egyptian authorities which 
may upset our relations with America and make an ultimate solution of the present 
crisis more difficult. 

2. The military maintain, as I have explained in my telegram No.4, 1 that until 
some clear policy line from London is given they must retain the local initiative and 
protect themselves as best they can with such local sanctions as they can apply. They 
realise that with the elections and change of Government at home it has not been 
possible to obtain such a clear directive but, until such is received, there will be 
continued difficulty in restraining the Military Commanders who are greatly 
provoked by daily obstructive incidents from putting the screw on tightly through oil 
control and in other ways. This may lead to the exacerbation of Egyptian fanaticism, 
serious internal disorders, the alienation of much moderate opinion and the danger 
of serious misrepresentations abroad, which may easily result in gravely prejudicing 
the success of the policy we eventually decide to pursue. If immediate decisions on 
policy are still not possible I should appreciate a message for the Commanders-in
Chief explaining, as far as possible, how it is being shaped and the considerations 

1 See 237. 
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which should meantime guide their military actions. Any directions which they 
know to emanate from the Government will, I am convinced, be scrupulously 
respected. 2 

2 Eden commented on this tel: 'I like Rapp's telegrams. I suppose that C's-in-C have all the guidance they 
need now. Perhaps well to confirm with him.' 

240 FO 14111451, no 18 5 Nov 1951 
[Removing the Wafd government]: minute by M J Creswell to 
Sir R Stevenson on the urgent need for a change of government 

We are told (Foreign Office telegram 1249)1 that "our long-term policy must be to 
reach agreement with an Egyptian Government which will enable us to keep in 
Egypt an operative base to serve the Middle East Command." 

2. By the communications made in London (Foreign Office telegrams 1269 and 
1278) we have done something to bring to the King's notice the urgent need of a 
change of Government. Nevertheless, I fear that if nothing further is done to 
administer a severe jolt, action will not be taken until after the critical days of next 
week, 13th- 15th November. 

3. It now seems quite obvious that coinciding with the demonstrations, with the 
return of Salah el Din, and with the assembly of the new Chamber to hear the King's 
speech, a state of turmoil will have been stirred up in the country through action by 
the Liberation Squads, the Ikhwan etc., which will make it impossible for H.M. to do 
anything else than to agree to a further series of demagogic legislative measures 
which will confirm the Government in power for a further period. 

4. It is clearly impossible to expect that the present Government will ever supply 
us with the strategic facilities which we require for the Middle East Command. If, 
therefore, we are to obtain them there must be a change of Government before it is 
too late, and we seem to have just one week in which to do it. 

5. We are again faced with two difficulties:-

(a) that overt pressure from the British will have a contrary effect and strengthen 
the Government's position; 
(b) that there is no obvious way of bringing these crucial facts before the King 
while he sits in the relaxing breezes of Alexandria. 

6. The only new channel which has been suggested is Haidar Pasha. If you feel 
that para.3 above is not an over-statement (and I think a short talk with the M .A. will 
convince you that it is not), I think we should mobilise our resources at once, get 
hold of Haidar Pasha, and insist that he puts the matter fair and square to the King. 
We should, of course, first of all telegraph to the Foreign Office and to the Secretary 
of State in Paris, informing him of the grave situation. 

7. I am aware that this is the same song as the one I sung to you last week, but 
there are, I think, these differences:-

1 See 238. 
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(a) that the possibility of the developments mentioned next week has now 
hardened into a very strong probability; 
(b) that we have had stronger U.S. support in the last few days than we expected; 
(c) that having relaxed our economic pressure in the Canal Zone we are in a better 
position to reimpose it; 
(d) that there are now signs that, whether we like it or not and whether we impose 
continued economic pressure or not, the situation is getting rapidly out of hand 
and beyond the Government's control. 

8. Incidentally, Ghazali Bey2 told me that he has practically no police available as 
a reserve since 1,500 were sent down to Ismailia. The Egyptian Army is also dispersed 
and unprepared to assume the duty of coming to the aid of the civil power. 

2 Ghazali Bey, pro-British, anti-Wafd wartime director of public security. 

241 FO 371/91228, no 296 8 Nov 1951 
[Middle East Command]: inward telegram no 503 from Sir 0 Harvey1 

(Paris) to FO containing the agreed four power principles guiding the 
proposed Middle East Command 

Following is text referred to in my immediately preceding telegram. 
In proceeding with their announced intention to establish the Middle East 

Command, the Governments of the United States, United Kingdom, France, Turkey, 
Australia, New Zealand and South Africa, state that they are guided by following 
principles:-

!. The United Nations is a world response to the principle that peace is indivisable 
[sic] and that the security of all states is jeopardised by breaches of the peace 
anywhere; at the same time it is incumbent upon the states of any area to be 
willing and able to undertake the initial defence of their area. 
2. The defence of the Middle East is vital to the free world and its defence against 
outside aggression can be secured only by cooperation of all interested states. 
3. The Middle East Command is intended to be the centre of cooperative efforts 
for the defence of the area as a whole; the achievement of peace and security in the 
area through the Middle East Command will bring with it social and economic 
advancement. 
4. A function of the Middle East Command will be to assist and support the 
states willing to join in the defence of the Middle East and to develop the capac
ity of each to play its proper role in the defence of the area as a whole against 
outside aggression. It will not interfere in problems and disputes arising within 
the area. The establishment of the Middle East Command in no way affects exist
ing arrangements relating to such matters, notably the armistice agreements 
and the United States-United Kingdom- French tripartite declaration of May 
1950. 

1 British ambassador, Paris. 
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5. The task of the Middle East Command at the outset will be primarily one of 
planning and providing the Middle East states on their request with assistance in 
the form of advice and training. Requests for arms and equipment made by states 
in the area willing to join in its defence to sponsoring states in a position to assist 
in this connexion will be filled by them to the extent possible following the 
coordination of such requests through the Middle East Command. 
6. The Supreme Allied Commander Middle East will command forces placed at his 
disposal and will develop plans for the operations of all forces within the area (or to 
be introduced into the area) in time of war or international emergency. However 
the placing of forces under the command of the Supreme Allied Commander 
Middle East in peacetime is not prerequisite for joining in the common effort for 
the defence of the Middle East. Movement of those troops placed under the 
Supreme Allied Commander Middle East's Command to or within the territories of 
states joining in the defence of the Middle East will be made only with the 
agreement of the state or states concerned and in full accord with their national 
independence and sovereignty. 
7. While details have yet to be formulated , the sponsoring states intend that the 
Middle East Command should be an integrated allied command, not a national 
command. The responsibility of the Supreme Commander Middle East will be to 
ensure the effectiveness of the corporate defence enterprise represented by the 
command. All states joining in this enterprise will be individually associated with 
the command on the basis of equality through a Middle East defence liaison 
organisation which will be located at Middle East Command Headquarters and will 
be the link between the command and the countries ready to join in the defence of 
this area. 
8. Any facilities granted to the Middle East Command by states joining in the 
defence of the Middle East will be the subject of specific agreements. 
9. The broad mission of the Middle East Command and its cooperative charac
ter make it necessary that all states, whether territorially or not part of the 
area, act in the best interests of the cooperative defence of the area; but the 
Middle East Command naturally will not further the national interest of any 
particular state. 
10. A continuing objective of the Middle East Command is to reduce such defi
ciencies as exist at present in the organisation and capacity for defence in a 
vitally important area so that the peacetime role of the states of the area in 
Middle East defence will progressively increase, thus permitting the peacetime 
role of states not territorially part of the Middle East to be decreased proportion
ately. 
11. Sponsoring states of the Middle East Command do not regard the initial form 
in which the Middle East Command will be organised as unchangeable; they 
believe that the Middle East Command through mutual understanding should 
evolve in the manner which will enable it most effectively to provide for the 
defence of the Middle East area as a whole. 
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242 FO 141/1438, no 1133 18 Nov 1951 
[Securing Egyptian co-operation]: minute by Sir R Stevenson on 
liaising with the Americans to produce a co-operative Egypt 

[Stevenson is commenting here on a memorandum by R G Searightl which pointed to 
the importance of the Egyptian belief that the occupation of Egypt must first be 
terminated if the crisis was to be resolved. Searight believed that social discontent was the 
root of the problem, and that because of this and a desire to sweep away the pasha regime, 
anti-British propaganda had fallen on fertile soil. He also argued that the problems in 
Iran were connected to the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company having failed to provide benefits 
to the common man. There was therefore a need to provide Egypt with economic 
assistance if a defence agreement was to be secured, even if corruption was inevitable in 
the administration of the funds. In short the military issues could not be solved in a 
purely military context and there was a need to get support from the Egyptian people by 
providing them with tangible benefits.] 

There is no doubt that from a long term point of view the only way to secure the co
operation of the Egyptian people is to see that they get a better deal than they are 
getting now. Indeed this, I take it, was the basis of Lord Cromer's policy; and it 
succeeded, by and large, up to the point where the whole world structure was 
disrupted by the 1914-1918 war. 

We cannot now put the clock back but there is much to be said for the basic idea 
which is in fact that underlying the American Point Four Programme. 

The difficulty of persuading the over-burdened British tax-payer that aid to Egypt 
is an acceptable additional load would I think frighten any British Government so 
much that they would shy away from it. Not so America, however. And if the United 
States Government were convinced that a policy of aid to Egypt would return 
dividends they would be able to produce the funds. 

Of course the cry would immediately arise from Salah el Din and the extremists 
that having failed to brow-beat we were trying to buy. This could be disregarded 
despite the grain of truth in it. 

In considering this policy the first thing the United States and British 
Governments have to decide is whether they are seeking for a method of scraping 
through the next few years or whether they want to lay more solid foundations for 
the future. If our aim is merely a short term modus vivendi we can I suppose attain it 
by a mixture of brute force, face-saving gestures and "to hell with the future" as Mr. 
Searight suggests in the attached memorandum.2 But that would only mean 
clamping the lid down again temporarily on the explosive mixture underneath. Such 
an aim is obviously unworthy of Western statesmanship. And, provided Britain were 
not faced with the prospect of a bill which she could not pay, I think that HMG would 
plump for the longer term aim of laying better foundations for the future. 

It is of course all very well to decide that we owe it to future generations to take 
the longer view. But we come immediately up against the difficulty of the very low
grade material through which we would have to work in Egypt as we would not be 
able to use Cromer's method of physically guiding the administration of the country. 
Our second difficulty would be the endemic distrust of Britain and her motives. This 
distrust is now beginning to be extended to the U.S.A. 

1 R G Searight, general manager of Shell Co of Egypt. 2 Not printed. 
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Faced with these difficulties our problem would be to persuade the British and 
American Governments that there is in fact some practical way of producing in the 
not too distant future a co-operative Egypt. 

It is on this problem that I would in the first place like to have the observations of 
my advisers- in fact I want Mr. Searight's memorandum taken a step further. When 
we have our own ideas a little clearer we must get together with the United States 
Embassy. The matter is urgent in the sense that our conduct in the present difficult 
situation and the methods we use to bring it to an end must depend on our longer 
term aims. 

243 FO 371190148, no 465 20 Nov 1951 
[Meeting with Ali Maher]: memorandum by M J Creswell on a conver
sation with Ali Maher about forming a new Egyptian government 

At his suggestion I was taken round last night to a conversation with Ali Maher 
Pasha. We were introduced by Mahmoud Ghazali Bey who, incidentally, was more 
outspoken than ever about the present Government and the Minister of the Interior 
in particular. When I told him that the shooting in Ismailia had been solely the fault 
of the Minister by giving raw police recruits instructions to open fire, he said he 
entirely agreed and that the Government must be got rid of as soon as possible. He 
added that we should now show strength and hit them as hard as we could; our 
interruption of oil supplies had had a great effect at the time, but now the ban had 
been lifted it had simply been forgotten, and the Government thought they had 
outwitted us over this. 

2. The purpose of the conversation was that Ali Maher wanted to know from me 
what H.M.G. would be able to offer a new Government which displaced the Wafd. He 
started off by referring to his newspaper interview given when he was in Paris, to his 
conversation with El-Mahdi Pasha1 and to the abrogation of the Treaty. He said the 
Government had done this in quite the wrong way; if as it seems they were 
committed to do it, they should have given us due notice and in the ensuing weeks 
done all they could to reach agreement on outstanding issues. (I said that of course 
this was precisely what the four-power proposals enabled them to do since these 
proposals contemplated our agreement to the supersession of the Treaty). He went 
on to say that he had read the Green Book published by the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs and that he had been impressed by the fact that Salah-el-Din Pasha had never 
started negotiating at all and had simply reiterated his extreme demands; no 
negotiations could ever be carried on like this . We found ourselves in considerable 
agreement about the personality and actions of the Minister of Foreign Affairs, and I 
took the opportunity to make the point that while the tone of the Assembly Meeting 
at Paris had been set by Mr. Eden in his new appeal to reasonableness and courtesy in 
dealing with international relations, an appeal which had much impressed the 
Assembly and had even had its effect on M. Vishinsky,2 Salah-el-Din had been so 

1 El Mahdi Pasha (1885-1959); posthumous son of the Mahdi; headed the religious order Mahdiyya and 
became patron of the Umma Party in the 1940s. 
2 Andrei Vishinsky, Soviet minister of foreign affairs 1949-1953 .. 
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lacking in political judgment as to [let] off the vituperative diatribe in the old style 
against us. 

3. Ali Maher quite agreed when I told him that the Ismailia incidents had been 
the direct outcome of ill-judged action by the Egyptian Government and, in 
particular, by giving orders to raw police recruits to open fire . He also agreed that 
other measures taken by the Government had been disastrous simply resulting in 
suffering to the workers who had been intimidated into giving up their employment, 
and in the standstill of all commerce through Port Said. He said that he himself had 
taken the attitude he had in the Senate because he felt that:-

(a) the Government had not thought out properly the effects of its action 
following abrogation; 
(b) the four-power proposals should be throughly examined and discussed. 

4. If a new Government came to power now what did I think we should be able to 
offer it? I replied that in the first place we would seek to go back to the situation 
existing on, say, 12th October, just before the presentation of the four-power 
proposals. We would hope for relaxation by the Egyptian Government of all measures 
taken against us, since the issuing of orders to the police to enable workers to go 
back to the Canal Zone, and the stopping of anti-British agitation in the press to 
enable us on our side to restore the kind of relationship which had existed 
harmoniously in the Canal Zone in the last few years. We could then start 
negotiating. 

5. Ali Maher said that it was all very well, but no politician could gain support on 
a policy of merely going back to the situation of yesterday; both to satisfy the public 
and his own conscience as a patriotic Egyptian he must offe r something more 
towards the national aspirations. I said the fact was that of the two aspirations, the 
action of the Wafd Government had resulted in the Sudan being now three-quarters 
lost to Egypt and the Canal Zone half lost. Surely it was enough for his patriotic 
conscience to save the situation and to prevent the aspirations going down the drain 
altogether; meanwhile, of course, he would have to put up some kind of facade to the 
public and we understood this. I added, however, that if he were to examine the four
power proposals closely (and I would send him a copy) he would see that there was 
much there which represented a considerable advance towards Egyptian aspirations 
in the matter of defence. He said that he had himself seen American Forces in France 
(at Chateau-Roux and Tours) and that they were there in their thousands, as guests 
on airfields and establishments which were nominally under French command, and 
could not something similar be done here? I replied, of course, that it was exactly 
what the four-power proposals had in mind, and that all Western countries were used 
to this procedure under which NATO forces were disposed not only in France, but 
also in Belgium and England. 

6. Ali Maher then produced the old suggestion that evacuation by us should 
precede negotiations for an agreement so that Egypt should feel herself quite free. I 
said that I thought anything of this kind must now be completely ruled out, chiefly 
owing to the crisis which the Wafd Government had brought about, and also because 
of British public opinion; he must remember the relationship between Abadan and 
the present situation here, and I simply did not see opinion at home accepting our 
total evacuation of a Middle Eastern country where we had important British 
interests. He then asked whether a considerable proportion, perhaps half, of our 
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troops could not be withdrawn at the outset, and I replied that that was precisely the 
sort of thing which could be discussed in the course of the negotiations, since the 
proposals visualised the withdrawal of all British Forces except those retained in 
Egypt under the Allied Command. I saw no reason why certain troops should not be 
withdrawn quite early on but this was clearly a matter of m ilitary detail which could 
only be worked out by the experts. He stuck to his point that some such gesture on 
our part would have a great effect here and make possible the task of the Government 
opening negotiations. 

5. Finally, I told Ali Maher that I thought the really important thing was that a 
successor Government to the Wafd should be extremely strong and have a firm hold 
on internal security. The Wafd had let themselves be blackmailed by their own 
extremist followers and had gradually drifted down the river on currents which they 
were unable to control. A new Government must have the courage which the Wafd 
had lacked and must know how to halt this process. They must also be prepared for 
considerable internal security difficulties with the Wafd in opposition. I also said that 
the most positive claim which a new Government could lay to public support would 
be in the field of social reform; since the real hatred of the Wafd came from internal 
causes and not international ones at all; he said he fully agreed with this but that all 
measures of social and economic reform must, by their very nature, be long-term 
and what was wanted now was some short-term advantages in the international field 
(into which channels public expectancy had been guided by the Wafd) before the 
longer-term tasks could really be begun. I think there is much truth in this 
contention. 

244 FO 14111438, no 1133 21 Nov 1951 
[Reform in Egypt]: minute by J WWall on the need for 
Anglo- American co-operation to influence the composition of a 
reformist administration 

[Wall was commenting on the same memorandum by Searight as that referred to by Sir R 
Stevenson (see 242) .] 

I think Mr. Searight's analysis and conclusions are sound. 
2. It has for some years been generally agreed that the essential prerequisite for 

those conditions in the M.E. which will allow us to pursue our defence interests at 
least unhampered is the raising of the standard of living of the masses, the 
establishment of a greater measure of social justice and widely shared prosperity, all 
of which in turn would, we hope, produce a generation of Middle Easterners that 
would be better informed, more responsible, honester, less violent, less unstable and 
less governed by its emotions than the present one. This idea, or hope, is behind the 
Point 4 plan, and, of course, it was behind the establishment of the Development 
Division of B.M.E.O. 

3. It is plain from the views a number of Egyptians have expressed to us (cf. a 
recent letter of Sir Cecil Campbell1 to H.E.) that the relation between Egypt's 

1 Sir Cecil Campbell, Irish head of the British Chamber of Commerce in Cairo and a close confidante of the 
embassy. 
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internal social and economic problem and the Anglo-Egyptian problem is being 
thought about. They naturally look at it from the other end, but I think we should 
find ourselves agreeing with a good many of the wiser Egyptians on the point that 
there can be no permanent and satisfactory solution of our defence problem without 
the establishment of good Government in Egypt. As regards the execution of any 
defence agreement this would seem to be obvious; although there is the other view 
that if we can only force some collection of politicians on Egypt who at our insistence 
will rule by the police and suppress the extremist press and sign their names on some 
Defence agreement we shall have got what we want. I suggest that a "short-term 
modus vivendi" of this nature is no settlement at all. Apart from it's [sic] being 
unworthy of Western statesmanship I doubt whether it answers even our immediate 
purpose: a knot is not much good if you have to keep tight hold of both ends all the 
time to keep it from coming undone. 

4. The sounder view, I think, is that reform, in its widest sense, of the M. E. and 
Egypt particularly, is essential to our interests. It may be as well not to ignore, 
however, the other consideration that an Egypt with a prosperous, educated 
peasantry and a capable and energetic class of artisans and urban bourgeois, might 
be even more determined on asserting its independence. If one can imagine Egypt 
becoming something like Holland before 1939 (which, ideally, it could become) 
one can imagine formidable difficulties about foreign troops remaining on her 
territory. But such a result of Point 4 policy, though logical and not impossible, is 
perhaps too far in the future for even our long-term view to take seriously into 
consideration. 

5. If we agree that Reform is what we want, the problem then is the method. 
Here the Americans must come in - as, indeed they have done. They have decided 
apparently that financial and technical assistance on a big enough scale will do the 
trick. I think our experience over a long period shows that the problem of method is 
more complicated than the Americans perhaps think. (Though they too have a rich 
experience of a similar sort of problem in Latin America). 

6. The crux is administration. The experience even of the few years of B.M.E.O.'s 
activity demonstrates that no technical assistance, advice and financial assistance 
does any good if the administration of the country is rotten and inept. (Searight 
makes this point, true, and his remedy seems to be to pour in enough to allow for the 
large wastage. i.e. even a leaky bucket will hold water if the tap runs fast enough.) 
The history of British imperialism in the East seems to show that we never found any 
other way of dealing with a corrupt and inefficient administration than by 
supplanting it or so stiffening it with British officials that it became virtually a 
British administration. We could not, in any case, ever afford the lavish method - and 
the British Empire was largely built by Scotsmen. 

7. We can no longer take over states whose inefficiency is prejudicial to our 
interests. As H.E. says, we cannot put the clock back. But Time's normal revolutions 
bring the hands of the clock back to the same place without our intervention. Egypt 
is slipping back into very much the same sort of mess from which Cromer tried to 
rescue it. When a country gets into such a mess there seem to be only two possible 
outcomes: either the foreign power that is both most concerned and most able to do 
so takes it in hand or there is a spontaneous revolution. We, I take it, have ceded 
place to the Americans as the country now most able to take Egypt in hand and 
perhaps it is true to say that we jointly with the Americans are the country most 
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concerned to see that Egypt is efficiently managed. As for the second possible 
outcome - we can now estimate the likely character of a spontaneous revolution 
here, and we believe that it would not result in an administration favourable to our 
interests. 

8. Intervention of some sort is the only answer, and as the Americans will have 
to foot most of the bill, they will have most of the say in defining the form of 
intervention. I think anything like direct control of Egyptian administration would 
be repugnant to the Americans. It's not their way, they would say. The only thing 
left is to work through an Egyptian administration but this at once brings us back to 
political intervention since we (i.e. the Anglo-Americans) must influence the 
composition of any administration that is going to make even the gesture of 
carrying out such development projects and social reforms as we see to be 
necessary. It has to be an administration not simply of honest men but also of men 
of vision and strong humanitarian principles, because 'development' by itself is not 
enough. There can be flourishing enterprises in a country and yet misery and 
dangerous discontent among the people- as in Persia. The task is to ensure that the 
benefits of development soak down right through the population, and that is really a 
task of "Welfare Government". (Or, if it comes to that, it is the theory of old 
fashioned liberalism.) 

9. We must work on the assumption - which I think is justified -that there are 
Egyptians of this sort. The difficulty is to get them into power. There are two ways to 
power: either at the head of a party machine (and the only existing one is the Wafd) 
or by appointment by the Palace. But the sort of Egyptians who are any good will 
pose certain conditions; and one will be that the Palace be cleaned up. A third 
consideration is that we must be able to offer such men both an inducement to take 
office and some guarantee that they will keep office. 

10. It seems to me therefore that the rough outlines of our discussion with the 
Americans might be somewhat as follows:-

(a) Agreement on the principle of Economic and Social Reform as our long term 
objective. 
(b) Consideration of the contribution the U.S. and we can make: i.e. the financing 
of the schemes that are going to produce the wealth that we want to see evenly 
distributed among the population. 
(c) Consideration of how to bring into existence an administration under which 
our help - whether money or personnel - can do its job and under which the 
benefits of development will be fairly distributed. This means a close study of 
personalities, of the inducements we can offer and of the mechanism by which we 
can influence the composition of an Egyptian government. I imagine that some 
consideration of propaganda in various forms would come in here. 
(d) Ways and means of clearing up the immediate difficulties that stand in the way 
of our getting our ideas across to the Egyptians i.e . the sort of short-term 
settlement of the present dispute which will create the most favourable 
atmosphere for beginning our long term policy in. 
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245 DEFE 4/49, COS 189(51) 6 21 Nov 1951 
'Measures to maintain our position in Egypt': COS Committee 
minutes on telegrams from the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East 

[Extract] 

The Committee considered three telegrams from the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle 
East, concerning various aspects of maintaining our position in Egypt. 

A. 560/CCL 
It was pointed out that if authority could be obtained to overfly Israel a very 
considerable saving in flying time would result. There was general agreement that 
this authority should be sought as a matter of urgency and that there seemed to be a 
good chance of obtaining it. 

The Committee:-

( I) Invited the Air Ministry to deal direct with the Commander-in-Chief, Middle 
East Air Forces, on this subject. 
(2) Invited the Foreign Office to take up, as a matter of urgency, the question of 
obtaining permission to overfly Israel; they should deal direct with the Air Ministry 
in this matter, keeping the Committee informed. 

B. 564/CCL 
Lord Fraser said that in his opinion the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, were 
somewhat pessimistic in their assessment of the risks which might arise from an 
operation against Alexandria based on direct naval action. 

Sir Arthur Sanders said that the possibility of masking the Coast Defence guns, 
should they prove hostile, by the use of smoke from aircraft had no doubt been 
considered. 

The Committee:-

(3) Took note of the telegram from the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East. 

C. 562/CCL 
Sir William Slim said that this telegram recommended that the flow of oil from Suez 
to the Delta should once more be made subject to intermittent restriction for short 
periods. In his opinion the Committee should strongly support this recommendation 
which was well within the policy towards Egypt which had been decided by H.M.G.; 
the decision in this matter would, however, have to be taken by Ministers. Ministers 
would no doubt wish to have the comments of H.M. Ambassador in Cairo on the 
proposal and would take into account the conclusions reached by the working party 
which had been considering the implications of economic sanctions by the United 
Kingdom against Egypt. He understood that the report of this working party would 
shortly be submitted to Ministers. He had seen an advance copy of this report which 
was obviously very heavily biased on the Treasury and Board of Trade aspect of the 
situation in Egypt; there seemed to be a distinct danger that this report, if considered 
by Ministers on its own, would successfully drive the political and defence aspects of 
the problem into the background. In his opinion the economic case against doing 
anything which might annoy the Egyptians - which was the main burden of the 
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report- was exaggerated; it was absurd to suppose that the Egyptians could harm us 
as much as we could harm them in an economic trial of strength. Apart from any 
other consideration, it was obvious that Egypt would not be able to stand up to the 
rigours of such a contest for any length of time. 

Continuing, Sir William Slim said that he had no wish to take action in Egypt which 
would cause a complete breakdown or riots in the Delta, with all the inconvenient con
sequences which would result. Nevertheless, he was convinced that we must do some
thing to make the present Egyptian Government suffer at least some physical 
inconvenience- at present they were merely suffering mentally to some slight extent 
through knowing what we could do if we were so minded. Helmstedt methods, such 
as the intermittent interruption of oil supplies, were a simple and effective means of 
causing the requisite degree of inconvenience. As things now stood we had lost the 
initiative in Egypt and no one was doing anything to hurt the Egyptians; a most 
unpleasant similarity was developing between the present situation in Egypt and the 
fiasco which had occurred in Persia and for the same reason- our loss of the initia
tive. It had been his hope that we should at least have learnt something from our pre
vious mistakes. He drew the Committee's attention to the fact that we had now been 
forced to withdraw married families from Ismailia; the similarity to the first stages at 
Abadan was only too obvious not only to ourselves but also to the Egyptians who were 
now no doubt drawing the conclusion that this was the normal first stage in a pattern 
of events leading to complete withdrawal. 

Lord Fraser said that if we were to resume the intermittent interruption of oil sup
plies to the Delta this should not be put over to the Egyptians (at present at least) either 
as a threat or as reprisals, but rather on the basis that their own ill behaviour and 
obstruction had made it impossible for us administratively to ensure a continuous and 
smooth flow of traffic. Further obstruction would inevitably increase our inability to 
do so and must in due course result in longer and more severe interruptions. 

In discussion there was general agreement with the views expressed by the First 
Sea Lord and by the Chief of the Imperial General Staff. It was further pointed out 
that our anxiety about not causing riots was perhaps rather exaggerated; the 
Egyptian Government had recently shown that they were well able to control these if 
they wished. If riots did occur as a result of slight interference with oil supplies it 
might reasonably be assumed that the Egyptian Government had deliberately not 
taken adequate steps to prevent them and were using this as a weapon for playing on 
our fears . It seemed probable that if the Egyptians were told quite clearly that, should 
serious rioting occur threatening the lives of British subjects, we should be 
compelled to move into the Delta, riots would not in fact be allowed to develop .... 

246 FO 14111438, no 1133 27 Nov-6 Dec 1951 
[Social and economic reform in Egypt]: minutes by J H Wardle-Smith 
and M J Creswell on the need for a benevolent autocracy and US 
assistance 

Very briefly the foregoing minutes agree that in the long term the proper approach 
for a settlement of our difficulties and to cope with the upsurge of nationalism in 
Egypt and the Middle East in general is through a programme of social reform, but 
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the principal difficulty is to find suitable governments to put to proper use the brains 
and the money to be provided by H.M.G. and the U.S.A. I agree, and consider that the 
greatest difficulty will be to set up clean civil services to administer the schemes. 

Egypt is only just beginning to become socially conscious but it is happening 
rapidly and it must be our endeavour to see that their revolution follows our pattern 
rather than that, for instance, of the French. I believe that this country needs not so 
much democracy but a benevolent autocracy, if such a thing is possible, and that in 
future we should, by the rationing of funds and insistence upon proper taxation 
systems, endeavour to guide future Egyptian governments towards the more 
necessary and urgent reforms. There are men in this country, such as Ahmed 
Hussein Pasha, 1 who know what is wanted and are prepared to work for it, but there 
appears to be no Leader at the moment of sufficient honesty and political strength 
who can be trusted to take the middle course between extreme autocracy and 
extreme socialism. Therefore we shall in the first place have to work with a leader 
I from the ruling classes and see to it that his advisers are of the Ahmed H ussein 

'X' variety. What we must put an end to is our backing, solely for our own ends,2 of 

I 
Governments with whom we can have no real sympathy and any future 
Government which may show a tendency to revert to extortion. 
Although it may appear to be stupid to say that "we must see to it that, etc., etc.," 

in these days, nevertheless I believe, once friendship and goodwill are restored and 
we have made some gesture, as for instance, rearmament of Egyptian forces , that our 
advice would readily, or at least fairly readily, be taken. 

The Americans of course will have to come in with us to provide the money and I 
do not think there is any doubt that they will do so. In fact the difficulty may well be 
to restrain them from considering the problem as wholly theirs. 

J.H.W-S. 
27.11.51 

The preceding Minutes are full of interest. At one point, in reading them, I was quite 
carried away and forgot for a moment that they applied to Egypt at all. It is indeed a 
far cry from present day Egypt to the Utopia which is there contemplated. 

2. I would draw attention to Mr. Wardle-Smith's remark at 'X' above. If one thing 
stands out a mile it is that a real programme of social and economic reform cannot 
be launched under the present Wafdist Government. 

3. I agree that it would be an excellent thing if we could get down with the 
Americans to the preparation of a joint paper on this subject. No doubt the writers of 
the preceding Minutes will be able to take part in that discussion. Although the 
present moment is not in many ways the most suitable, I am nevertheless in favour 
of pressing on with this task at once if only to show the Americans:-

( a) that we are not completely Blimpish and reactionary about Egypt 
(b) that a change of Government is equally essential for long-term Egyptian 
interests as for short-term Western ones. 

1 Ahmed Hussein, minister of social affairs fired in July 1951 as a result of falling foul of party patronage. 
2 Emphasis in original. 
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It is also desirable, as Mr. Wardle-Smith points out, to make it clear that we are as 
much or more concerned in this as they are. (Incidentally, one can hardly agree with 
Mr. Wall's remark in para. 73 that we have "ceded place to the Americans as the 
country now most able to take Egypt in hand.")4 

3 See 244. 

M.J.C. 
6.12.51 

4 At this point Sir R Stevenson noted in the margin: 'I think it was from a purely financial point of view 
that he meant his remark to be taken.' 

24 7 FO 371190148, no 467 1 Dec 195P 
[Anglo- American intelligence assessment of the situation in Egypt]: 
inward telegram no 1115 from Sir R Stevenson to FO giving a 
summary of the report 

Summary text as follows:-
[Begins] Internal political reasons caused the Egyptian Government to hasten 

their abrogation of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty and the Sudan Condominium 
Agreements. 

2. The Egyptian Government assumed that the effect of abrogation and its 
consequent measures would be to cause the British Government to capitulate as in 
Persia. 

3. The Egyptian Government's method of implementing the policy of abrogation 
is a combination of administrative obstruction, intimidation and incitement to 
terrorism. Continuation of this incitement will produce a situation highly prejudicial 
to an eventual reasonable settlement. 

4. The Egyptian Government's organised intimidation of labour has been more 
successful than expected and has resulted in the military base being no longer 
operative. 

5. It would be difficult to exaggerate the degree of emotional popular support for 
abrogation. This brought the Wafd a very great even if temporary increment of 
prestige. 

6. Political opposition has been temporarily silenced but the realisation is 
growing that the Government have failed in their initial purpose of forcing 
"evacuation" and "unity". 

7. The army will do its best to continue to avoid involvement. It would probably 
side with the Palace against the Wafd if there were an open rupture . 

8. The army and the police together could maintain public order in Cairo and 
Alexandria but could not cope with a simultaneous insurrectionary movement in the 
provinces. This is unlikely at present unless governmental control were seriously 
weakened e.g., by the spread of "guerrilla" warfare; but general discontent with 
social conditions is increasing and sooner or later will lead to an explosion unless 
these conditions are improved. 

1 The telegram was received on 2 Dec. 
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9. The Wafd's main strength apart from being the best organised and richest of 
the present political parties is that any alternative Government would apparently still 
have to be able to promise a bigger and quicker success in the attainment of the 
national aspirations . Opposition leaders are thus generally reluctant to assume 
responsibility. Moreover the Wafd's nuisance value in opposition would be 
considerable. 

10. The Wafd's greatest weakness is the uncertainty of the success of their policy 
of abrogation. Failure to achieve solid results in this direction will greatly increase 
the weight of all their other sins of omission and commission and they may not be 
able to withstand the pressure. 

11. The King would like to get rid of the Wafd but will apparently take no risks 
unless he is convinced that the only alternative would be disaster. [Ends] 

248 CAB 129/48, C(51 )35, annex 3 Dec 1951 
[Implications of economic sanctions]: conclusions and 
recommendations of the official working party on Egypt circulated to 
the Cabinet by Mr Eden 

1. An official Working Party has considered the implications of economic 
sanctions by the United Kingdom against Egypt and vice versa . Its conclusions and 
recommendations are as follows:-

Conclusions 

Advantages of Anglo-Egyptian trade 
2. The economies of the United Kingdom and Egypt are largely complementary. 

The maintenance of good relations is therefore of great mutual advantage and the 
results of a breach could be extremely grave for both sides. At present, the United 
Kingdom secures-

(a) supplies of sterling cotton essential for the export trade, particularly dollar 
markets, and for the maintenance of employment. The type of cotton produced in 
Egypt is unobtainable elsewhere, except in the Sudan, where the size of the crop 
cannot be relied on (*paragraphs 11 and 12); 
(b) a ready market both in the short and long terms for a wide range of exports, 
including a fair proportion of consumer goods, which it is important to preserve 
from German and Japanese competition (paragraphs 9 and 10); 
(c) the advantages resulting from Egypt's wide use of sterling (paragraph 29). 

Egypt secures: -

(a) the right, which is of immense value to her, to use sterling freely in her trade 
with most other countries (paragraph 28); 
(b) the right to pay sterling for a quantity of dollar oil (paragraph 8 (iii) (b)); 
(c) an assured market for about a quarter of her cotton exports, which she would 
find it difficult, though perhaps not impossible, to place elsewhere (paragraph 26 (i)); 

*Paragraph references are to the Working Party's memorandum printed below. 
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(d) assurance of the regular release of the sterling balances she acquired during 
the war (paragraph 8 (iii) (a)). 

Principal sanctions on either side 
3. The crucial economic sanctions which might be imposed are (a) on the 

Egyptian side, the denial of cotton to the United Kingdom, and (b) on the United 
Kingdom side, the denial of oil (which is the quickest operating and most widely 
felt of the sanctions at our disposal) and severe restrictions on Egypt's use of 
sterling. Neither side can therefore expect with impunity to introduce extreme 
measures. 

4. The Egyptians could at present take serious action against the Sudan in the 
financ ial field , but the risks which they themselves would run of losing influence in 
the Sudan and of retaliation by His Majesty's Government in consequence would 
probably be sufficient to deter them from doing so (paragraphs 15-18). 

5. It is unlikely that the Egyptians will use overt interference in the 
administration of the Suez Canal Company as a weapon against His Majesty's 
Government. Non-co-operation is already causing interruption to traffic which could 
lead to serious economic difficulties both for the United Kingdom and other 
countries (paragraphs 19-25). 

Effects of sanctions 
6. The loss of cotton from, and exports to, Egypt would cause considerable 

damage to the United Kingdom's economy. As for the Egyptian economy, it would be 
thrown into hopeless confusion if extreme economic sanctions were imposed for 
more than a short period. It is not, therefore, in our interest to impose such 
sanctions unless we can rely upon them to produce quick and satisfactory political 
results . Injudiciously applied, they may only serve to strengthen the position of the 
present Egyptian Government (paragraph 3) and so have precisely the opposite 
effect. 

7. Imposition of the sanctions would also entail wider consequences, mainly of 
long-term significance:-

(a) While His Majesty's Government have previously found it necessary to employ 
economic measures for defensive purposes only, as in the case of Persia, they have 
not yet used this weapon for punitive purposes. To do so would represent an 
important departure in policy. 
(b) The efficacy of our financial sanctions against Egypt would be much increased 
if they included measures which interfered with Indian t rade with Egypt. But such 
action would undoubtedly have an adverse effect on Anglo-Indian relations of 
considerable long-term significance. This consideration also applies, though in a 
smaller degree, to Egyptian trade with other countries. 

Recommendations 

8. It is therefore recommended:-

(a) that, before any economic sanctions are applied to Egypt, the decision to do 
so should be reviewed by His Majesty's Government in the light of the above 
facts ; 
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(b) that, until then, we should avoid any action, whether in the Canal Zone, 
the remainder of Egypt, or the Sudan, which might be sufficient to provoke 
the Egyptians on their side to begin economic sanctions. Such action includes 
the imposition of oil sanctions, on which Ministers may wish to discuss exist
ing instructions (paragraph 27 (a)) with the Chiefs of Staff in the light of this 
report. 

Memorandum by the official working party 

I.-Purpose of the paper 
1. To consider the implications of economic sanctions by the United Kingdom 

against Egypt and vice versa. 

H.-Present political situation and His Majesty's Government's attitude towards: (A) 
Egypt and the Canal; (B) The Sudan 

(A) Egypt and the Canal 
2. His Majesty's Government's ultimate policy in Egypt is to reach an agreement 

with an Egyptian Government which will enable us to keep in Egypt an operative 
base to serve the Middle East Command. It seems unlikely that the present 
Government can ever retrace its steps so far as to be in a position to reach a 
reasonable settlement with us. The aim is, therefore, to work for a change of 
Government, or at least for changes in the present Government. 

3. Meanwhile, the initiative must not be lost to the Egyptians. This means that 
we must firmly maintain the position of our forces in the Canal Zone, and leave the 
Egyptians in no doubt of our determination to do so. At the present time, however, 
drastic action against the Egyptians which goes beyond this purpose may only serve 
to defeat it, by consolidating Egyptian opinion behind the Government and by 
alienating friendly countries, especially the United States. 

4. For these reasons, apart from economic or financial considerations, it is the 
present intention to avoid any action which might lead to widespread disturbances in 
the Delta towns and eventually force us to reoccupy the Delta. It is necessary, 
however, to be prepared from time to time to take such measures as may (a) cause 
the Egyptians to refrain from giving us trouble (by making them acutely aware of 
what we could do if were so minded), and (b) discredit the Egyptian Government in 
the eyes of the people. Moreover, it may even be necessary to consider the use of 
sanctions at the right moment, to push over the Egyptian Government. We should 
avoid any action likely to alienate either the King, on whom we must count to use his 
influence to bring about a Government disposed to seek a settlement with us, or the 
Egyptian armed forces. 

(B) The Sudan 
5. His Majesty's Government's basic policy in the Sudan is to build up a strong 

and stable system of government, and ultimately to transfer power to a Government 
friendly to this country. Until this can be done His Majesty's Government must 
maintain their controlling interest in the Sudan, which is derived from the 
Condominium Agreement of 1899. Since we must retain Sudanese goodwill, and 
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since this will only be possible if the programme of self-government is considerably 
accelerated, it seems likely that it will be necessary to bring into force , before the end 
of 1952, a Constitution according a very large measure of self-government to the 
country. Arrangements for working out this Constitution are in hand. 

6. Once the Sudan has achieved full self-government, it is the policy of His 
Majesty's Government that they should be free to decide their future status, i.e., 
whether or not they should be associated in some way with Egypt or the British 
Commonwealth. 

7. In pursuance of this policy the Governor-General has declared his intention to 
accelerate the advance of the Sudan towards self-government, and reaffirmed the 
right of the Sudanese people ultimately to determine their future status. His 
Majesty's Government have in recent statements indicated their support for the 
Governor-General's declaration. 

IlL-Existing financial and trade arrangements 
8. Financial. - Our existing financial arrangements with Egypt are:-

(i) A Sterling Payments Agreement expiring on 31st December, 1951, and subject 
to renewal by agreement, providing that trade between Egypt and the sterling area 
shall be carried on in sterling. 
(ii) An arrangement under which Egypt became a member of the Transferable 
Account Area, i.e., one of the countries who with our agreement and subject to 
certain obligations conduct trade in sterling. Under an Exchange of Letters 
attached to the Sterling Payments Agreement Egypt has been given assurances 
that we will facilitate the widest possible use of her sterling. The value to her of 
membership of the Transferable Account Area is shown by the volume of her 
t ransactions in the area which amount to at least £100 million a year. 
(iii) A Sterling Releases Agreement, which was signed on 1st July, 1951, in 
accordance with the general policy of making arrangements for the controlled 
release, over a period of years, of the sterling balances which had been blocked 
after the war. The main provisions of the Agreement were:-

(a) the release in 1951 of the sum of £25 million against which the United 
Kingdom made available £14 million worth of United States dollars, followed by 
the release of £10-15 million in each of the 9 years 1952 to 1960. 
(b) an arrangement under which Egypt pays in sterling for supplies of 
petroleum products up to a total of £11 million a year, whether from British or 
American Companies, in each of the 10 years 1951 to 1960. This is a purely 
financial arrangement and does not guarantee to Egypt any physical supplies of 
oil. 

9. Trade.-United Kingdom trade with Egypt is based on mutual requirements, 
the United Kingdom purchasing large quantities of Egyptian cotton from each crop 
and Egypt purchasing annually capital and consumer goods of United Kingdom 
manufacture for the needs of her expanding economy. We have no trade agreement 
with Egypt and no import licensing restrictions are placed by Egypt on the entry of 
goods from the sterling and transferable account areas. We buy Egyptian cotton in 
the open market in competition with other consumers: but apart from cotton we 
purchase very little except onions. 
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10. In the export field the United Kingdom has long-established trade 
connections with the Egyptian market, but since the war the ultra-nationalistic 
character of successive Egyptian Governments has made the position of British firms 
established in Egypt very difficult. The pattern of our export trade with Egypt (other 
than oil) is fairly evenly distributed over the whole range of British manufactures, 
machinery, vehicles and woollen goods being the largest items. United Kingdom 
exporters have close links with Egypt since they supply about 20 per cent. of Egypt's 
total imports . Payments so far have presented little difficulty and shipping facilities 
are reasonably good. United Kingdom exports to Egypt have steadily expanded since 
the war from £22 million in 1947 to £42 .5 million in 1950. It should be noted that 
under present circumstances some tightening of the Export Credit Guarantee 
Department's terms for cover for Egypt may be necessary in the near future. 
Although any decision made by the advisory council of the Department to refuse or 
curtail credit for Egypt would stem from commercial considerations, the impression 
might be gained in Egypt that such restrictions were a fo rm of sanctions. This, 
however, seems unavoidable. 

IV. Importance to United Kingdom of Egyptian cotton 
11. The United Kingdom is Egypt's best customer for cotton, buying about 25 

per cent. of each year's exports. Since payments are made in sterling, and Egyptian 
cotton is of high quality (the only other source of supply of comparable grades being 
the Sudan) the volume of our purchases has been maintained in spite of the high 
prices which have ruled in Egypt's cotton market since 1948. About one-third (i.e., 
some 140,000 tons) of the United Kingdom's total import programme (480,000 tons) 
of raw cotton comes from Egypt and the Sudan. There is very little scope for the 
rep lacement of these cottons which are medium and long staple growths used for the 
fine cloths which form the bulk of our exports to the United States. If, indeed, 
supplies from both Egypt and the Sudan were to be cut off completely there would, 
after a period, be unemployment in Lancashire, particularly in the Bolton area. The 
Egyptian cottons which make up nearly two-thirds of Lancashire's normal 
consumption of "Egyptian" types are just beginning to come on to the market, and 
the Raw Cotton Commission's stocks of Egyptian cotton are therefore at their lowest 
point for the year (although in fact they are rather above the normal level for this 
point in the season). On the other hand, the Sudanese crop for 1951, which was an 
abnormally good one, has just finished moving and the Raw Cotton Commission is 
therefore holding relatively heavy stocks of Sudanese growths. 

12. If the import of Egyptian cotton were suddenly to cease the Raw Cotton 
Commission's stocks, except of certain types needed by the hosiery industry, would 
probably suffice to meet the industry's requirements until the end of the year (1951) . 
Provided supplies were still forthcoming from the 1952 Sudan crop it should be pos
sible to keep the industry running without further purchases of Egyptian cotton for a 
further three to six months, i.e. , till the middle of 1952. Towards the end of this period 
(i.e. , in the second quarter of 1952) there would certainly be loss of quality and to some 
extent of quantity of output. ThereJ.fter unemployment would be unavoidab le, its 
extent depending on the size of the next Sudanese crop (at present expected to be low) 
and the proportion of it which the Raw Cotton Commission were able to secure. 

13. The sterling area requirements of Egyptian cotton are small, with, however, 
the significant exception of India, which takes about 16 per cent. of the crop. 
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V. Forecast of sterling area balance of payments with Egypt, 1951- 52 
14. An attempt has been made in the Appendix1 to forecast the balance of 

payments of the sterling area with Egypt in the period July 1951 to June 1952 on the 
assumption that trade proceeds normally. On the more dubious items the balance 
has perhaps been tipped in our favour. This would suggest a small identified sterling 
area deficit (about £1 million) with Egypt in the second half of 1951, followed by 
small surplus (about £3-£4 million) in the first half of 1952. Taking account of 
advance payments, it is expected that about £21 million United Kingdom payments 
for cotton will have been made by the end of December, leaving £14 million in the 
first half of next year. Total Egyptian sterling balances at 30th June, 1951, were £287 
million (£242 million at 30th September) and are expected to be about £250 million 
at the end of this year and to fall to some £230 million by 30th June, 1952. The 
principal factors expected to cause this large fall notwithstanding the small identified 
sterling area surplus on current account for 1951-52 are the sale of some £17 
million of dollars to Egypt in the second half of this year for sterling and net 
Egyptian transfers to third countries forecast in 1951-52 at £40 million. 

VI. Sudanese-Egyptian financial problems 
15. There are certain financial problems affecting the Sudan which may well 

have an important influence on the relations of the Sudan and of His Majesty's 
Government with Egypt. 

16. The two most important points are: -

(a) The Sudan uses Egyptian currency, of which some £E.16 million is believed to 
be in circulation at the present time. 
(b) The Sudanese sterling balances are held in a London Account of the National 
Bank of Egypt which appears at the moment to be in a position to transfer to 
Egyptian Account some £29 million of the Sudanese total sterling holdings (most 
of the remainder being in the form of securities) without the prior knowledge of 
the Bank of England, or, indeed, the Sudan Government. So unwarranted and 
fraudulent a step would normally be unthinkable. It is just conceivable, however, 
that the National Bank of Egypt which, having recently been nationalised, is now 
subject to overriding political control, might be compelled to effect the transfer. 
The position would then be that the Sudan would be entitled to hold about £E. 29 
million in Egyptian currency instead of the equivalent amount of transferable 
sterling in London. 

17. Ways and means of frustrating any Egyptian intentions in this field are 
already under urgent consideration with the Sudan Government. The Sudan would 
prefer to do no more than arrange, as a precautionary measure, for a gradual 
changeover of their balances from the National Bank of Egypt to a British Bank; but 
as a reply to drastic action by Egypt there are further measures which could be 
taken-e.g., the temporary exclusion of the Sudan from the transferable account 
area. It seems unlikely, however, that the Egyptian Government would wish to 
interfere with the Sudanese sterling balances at the present time since such a 
step-

1 Not printed. 
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(i) might well provoke retaliatory financial measures by His Majesty's 
Government; 
(ii) would lead to Sudanese loss of confidence in Egypt as the custodian of their 
resources and might even lead to the introduction of a new, non-Egyptian 
currency in the Sudan; 
(iii) might provoke the Sudan Government to interfere with Egypt's supply of Nile 
water. 

18. From the Sudan's point of view a change of currency has for some time been 
desirable on the general ground that they should not remain dependent on a 
currency over the management of which they have no control. The replacement of 
Egyptian currency would, however, be so important a move that it is unlikely to be 
taken except on political grounds. In considering such a measure the United 
Kingdom and Sudan Governments will need to bear in mind:-

(a) The possible refusal of the Egyptians to redeem the disused currency and the 
consequent need to provide cover for the new currency. 
(b) The dangers of taking any such step before it has ensured the safety of its 
sterling resources. 
(c) The improbability that the Egyptians would wish, for political reasons, to 
restrict the supplies of Egyptian currency to the Sudan. 
(d) The impossibility of introducing a new currency, even in the form of a note 
issue only, for nine months at least. 

Having regard to all the circumstances, it would seem unlikely that either the 
Sudan or Egypt would wish to make any move in the near future which would 
provoke major action by the other side or by His Majesty's Government in the 
financial sphere. 

VII. Suez Canal Company and shipping in the Canal 
19. The Suez Canal Company, although administered from Paris, is registered in 

Egypt. As the chief users of the Canal we are vitally concerned with its administration 
and therefore with the future of the present company and the problem of a successor 
organisation. Nationalisation of the company would be intolerable as it would mean 
submitting the administration of the Canal to Egyptian politics. There is not at the 
moment, however, any indication that the Egyptian Government have in mind to 
take any action aimed at the status of the company: they do not appear to have any 
idea of denying that the Canal is an international waterway and that the first duty of 
the Canal Company is to keep it open. 

20. They have, so far, made no attempt to issue direct instructions to the 
company. They might eventually instruct the company to withhold all assistance 
from British shipping attempting to pass through the Canal-customs facilities have 
already been withheld from ships carrying War Department cargo. It is true that if 
the company ignored any such instructions this might prejudice their position in 
Egypt in the future; but up to the present the company have taken the line that it is 
their function to keep traffic moving without discrimination as to flag. In any case, in 
the unlikely event of the company feeling bound to accede, at least temporarily, to 
the Egyptian demands, the Royal Navy could handle the British ships. 

21. It is not considered likely that Egyptians will endeavour to embarrass the 
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United Kingdom by insisting on special arrangements for payments of Canal dues by 
United Kingdom shipping. To dollar-invoice the United Kingdom alone would be 
discriminatory and contrary to the terms of the Concession: and the Egyptians are no 
more likely to try to compel a policy of universal dollar-invoicing than to close the 
Canal, since the interests of so many nations would be involved. 

22 . But the Egyptian Government can exercise and are exercising a far more 
effective sanction than any direct instructions to the company, by encouraging the 
withdrawal of Egyptian labour working for the British in any way, including the 
servicing of British ships. Intimidation has been used to stimulate the patriotism of 
the Egyptian worker and the Egyptian Government have also made it clear that if the 
company appealed for help in the event of insufficient labour to run the Canal they 
would get no response. In fact, the running of the Canal has already been seriously 
disorganised by strikes and withdrawal of intimidated labour. The Royal Navy have 
been forced to assist in the berthing of ships, of all nationalities, and to organise 
transit of the Canal by convoys, one each way on alternate days. The lines have been 
obliged to cease accepting cargo for discharge at Canal ports as there is so little 
surety of labour to handle it and all War Department cargo has to be handled by the 
Services. For the same reasons ships can no longer be sure of getting stores, water or 
bunkers. 

23. So far the resultant shipping delays have not been too serious, being, on the 
whole, not more than 24 hours; but increasing labour troubles could easily lead to 
delays of the utmost seriousness. 

24. They would be particularly grave in the case of tankers. Nearly three-quarters 
of the north bound cargo in the Suez Canal is petroleum and most of it is crude oil 
for European refineries . These refineries now supply the bulk of Western Europe's 
requirements for inland consumption, and are dependent as to some eighty per cent. 
of their capacity on crude oil from the Middle East. They are, moreover, at present 
being stretched beyond their rated capacity to fill the gap created by the loss of 
Abadan. If tanker traffic in the Canal were seriously slowed down, not only would 
supplies of petroleum products to European markets be disorganised, but the 
balance of payments might also be affected. While present delays in clearing the 
Canal are not yet causing dislocation at refineries, they may well do so if they become 
worse . If the present tanker traffic had to be diverted for any extended period, an 
additional 240 15,000-ton tankers, equivalent to 15- 20 per cent. of the world tanker 
fleet, would be required . Under present conditions when world tanker tonnage is 
fully employed there is no possibility of obtaining the bulk of the 240 tankers 
required and such small proportion as could be chartered could only be obtained at 
very high dollar rates. 

25. In adopting the policy they have done over Egyptian labour in the Canal Zone 
the Egyptian Government have in fact put into operation an economic sanction. The 
exertions of the Services, and a certain influx of labour from Cyprus, for the moment 
are keeping shipping moving. But there is a very real possibility that continuing 
withdrawal of Egyptian labour, combined with terrorist activities against shipping 
companies' staffs and their families or the withdrawal of residents' permits from 
European employees, may make it necessary, if shipping is not to be brought to a 
standstill, to take over the whole administration of the Canal as a military operation, 
and to set up an emergency organisation to assist the Navy in handling the 
transmitting of ships of all flags. 
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VIII. Action open to Egypt 
26. So far the Egyptians have confined themselves mainly to measures (e.g., non

co-operation) directed against His Majesty's Armed Forces in Egypt. But there have 
lately been threats of official measures in a wider field (e.g., the dismissal of British 
technicians) and of "spontaneous" unofficial moves, which might well be just as 
important (e.g., the public boycotting of British goods) . Should the position 
deteriorate further the following measures would be open to the Egyptian 
Government as overt means of bringing pressure to bear on the United Kingdom:-

(i) Egypt might refuse to allow the export of cotton to the United Kingdom 
(see paragraph IV above), or refuse to allow its sale to us except for United 
States dollars. Such a measure would have repercussions for Egypt herself, i.e., 
in falling cotton prices and consequent public discontent and, perhaps, in 
adding to the existing strain on the Egyptian Treasury, which might be called 
upon to buy up the crop. The problem facing Egypt of finding other markets 
for about one-quarter of her cotton exports would however probably not be 
insurmountable, as it is likely that there would be a sufficient demand from 
Europe and India. Prices would however fall and there would be a considerable 
loss to the Egyptian balance of payments. If the United Kingdom retaliated by 
imposing financial restrictions and thereby prevented Egypt from receiving 
sterling in payment for her exports Egypt would be driven to dispose of her 
cotton as best she could, perhaps on a barter basis. In view of the demand for 
non-dollar cotton she would probably be successful in the long run, but she 
would certainly encounter great difficulties in effecting a complete change
over from sterling to barter. Particular difficulty would for instance arise in 
the case of India, which takes about £20 million worth of cotton and exports 
only some £6 million of goods. An important long-term effect of an interrup
tion in Egypt's cotton trade is that she might increase cereal production in 
order to make herself self-sufficient in food supply at the expense of her cotton 
acreage. 
(ii) Egypt might institute a boycott on United Kingdom goods. We allocated 
some 2,500 tons of tinplate and 37,000 tons of coal to Egypt in 1951, but apart 
from these Egypt receives no special consideration as a market for United 
Kingdom goods, but the market is favoured by exporters and the loss of it would 
be a serious blow to our export drive. Any interference with normal trade would 
allow continental and Japanese competition full play and make it difficult for us 
to recover our pre-dominant place in the market. It would in addition produce a 
serious inbalance in our balance of payments with Egypt. 
(iii) Egypt might cancel residence visas for United Kingdom commercial pe rson
nel. There is a fairly large British commercial community in the country and its 
disappearance would be serious for our established trade. In particular British ship
ping organisations in the Canal ports would be paralysed if residence visas were 
withdrawn, forcing shipping companies' European staffs to leave the country. 
(iv) The Egyptians might take discriminatory action against United Kingdom 
interests in Egypt (e.g., Anglo-Egyptian Oilfields Ltd. , and British financial 
institutions and commercial houses). Such action might take a number of 
forms, and in view of the extent of British investment in Egypt might be most 
serious in both the short and longer terms. 
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IX. Action open to the United Kingdom 

Oil and trade 

27.-(a) The military authorities have already for a period partially enforced the 
physical sanction of the denial of oil, but this sanction has been lifted since 6th 
November when their authority to apply it was temporarily rescinded. This 
particular sanction would fall on all sections of the population and particularly on 
the poorer classes who would thus be deprived of Kerosene, their essential fuel. If 
the sanction included aviation spirit, the effect would also fall on international air 
services staging through Cairo, unless means could be found of maintaining 
exceptionally the supply of aviation spirit to the air ports. Twenty-three foreign air 
lines would be affected and revenues of the order of £2 million per annum would 
be lost to British aviation. 
(b) We could refuse to allow British companies to sell oil to Egypt. This would 
deprive the Egyptians of possibly two-thirds of their requirements of oil, and even 
if they were prepared to spend dollars to fill the gap, it is not certain that American 
companies would have sufficient oil available. It must, however, be borne in mind 
in this connexion that the Egyptians might make the position of the 
Anglo- Egyptian Oilfields Ltd. (the Shell subsidiary, which is already experiencing 
great difficulties at the hands of the Egyptian Government) quite intolerable if we 
were to interfere with oil supplies. The British investment in the Egyptian oil 
industry amounts to some £35-40 million. There is a danger that oil sanctions 
may provoke Egypt to nationalise those valuable assets . 
(c) We could prevent the export to Egypt of scarce goods (e.g., steel, tinplate and 
coal), or even place a general embargo on exports: but the first course would 
damage the Egyptian economy only slightly, and the second would probably cause 
more harm to us than to Egypt. 

Financial 
28. Apart from the withholding of oil supplies His Majesty's Government's 

biggest weapons are financial. We might take any of, or a combination of, the 
following steps:-

(a) The suspension of the Sterling Releases Agreement, which the Egyptians value 
highly, both because of the releases themselves and the petroleum products 
article. 
(b) The removal of Egypt from the Transferable Account Area, which would 
involve a breach of the undertakings attached to the Sterling Payments 
Agreement. These undertakings, however, will expire on 31st December, 1951, 
unless renewed by agreement between ourselves and the Egyptians. This would 
leave her free to trade in sterling with the sterling area, but would mean that 
sterling transfers to and from other countries would become subject to the 
permission of the Bank of England. 
(c) If we then refused to allow Egypt to use sterling in making payments either to 
or from third countries it would create grave difficulties for her. She would have to 
fall back on barter, or renegotiate all her Payments Agreements in order to find an 
acceptable means of settlement other than sterling. The measure of the difficulties 
in which Egypt would find herself is shown by the fact that in 1950 inward 



276 VIOLENT CONFLICT IN EGYPT [249) 

transfers amounted to £38 million and outward transfers to £67 million. In 1951 
the difference may reach £40 million. 
(d) We might make a Statutory Order, the effect of which would be to subject all 
Egyptian payments, including payments to and from the sterling area, to Bank of 
England permission. By withholding permission for certain payments, to or from 
the sterl ing area, we could intensify the difficulties for Egypt outlined above. 
(e) We might take the extreme step of blocking Egypt's No. 1 Accounts (her "free" 
sterling), which would prevent Egypt from making or receiving any payments in 
sterl ing whatsoever. 

29. The imposition of any of these sanctions would provoke counter measures on 
the Egyptian side. It must be borne in mind that these measures could have harmful 
effects on ourselves and other purchasers of Egyptian cotton, and in particular might 
have a deleterious effect (a) on our relations with India, (b) on the standing of 
sterling as an international currency. Moreover, once we had taken these steps Egypt 
might never again be a willing holder or user of sterling, and difficulties over our 
purchases of cotton might well be perpetuated. Finally, a ban on transfers of sterling 
from third countries to Egypt might have a serious direct effect on the United 
Kingdom balance of payments with E.P.U., while a ban on transfers from Egypt could 
affect all United Kingdom exports by, for example, depriving Chile of an important 
proportion of her sterling earnings. 

X. Political effects in Egypt 
30. The impact of such financial and economic measures as His Majesty's 

Government may take against Egypt will, with the important exception of oil 
sanctions, at first fall mainly upon the upper and middle classes. These people are for 
the most part more concerned with their own pockets than with feelings of 
patriotism; and would probably exert considerable political pressure in favour of a 
settlement with His Majesty's Government if they thought that sanctions of this kind 
would otherwise be imposed. Once they had been imposed, however, it would not be 
long before the country was thrown into a state of considerable economic 
disorganisation, which would cause appreciable unemployment, and so affect the 
poor more directly. The Egyptian Government would cash in on the resulting 
discontent and would probably on balance be strengthened in power. The imposition 
of oil sanctions, which have a direct effect upon all sections of the population, would 
produce a similar result in a very short time. Only complete economic disintegration 
of the country would then be likely to bring about the downfall of the Government. 

249 FO 371/90148, no 467 3-5 Dec 1951 
[American views on the situation in Egypt] : minutes by RC 
Mackworth-Young, DV Bendall and R Allen 1 [Extract] 

... 3. We know that the State Department are strongly opposed to our taking 
drastic action against Egypt. We must therefore expect their thoughts to run 
somewhat as follows : "There is no military or political advantage in a continuation of 

1 These minutes were written in response to Stevenson's tel of 1 Dec, see 247. 
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the present state of affairs in Egypt, and there is little prospect that they will change 
for the better. The Egypt base must therefore be written off, and arrangements made 
for the defence of the Eastern Mediterranean without it. Meanwhile the British can 
best serve our common interests by withdrawing from Egypt as gracefully as they 
can, and thereby make it possible to get the Arab states to co-operate in the defence 
of the area." 

4. Unless, therefore, there is soon a favourable turn of events in Egypt, this 
document may prove to be the starting point of an important schism between the 
foreign policies of the US and ourselves. 

R. C.M-Y. 
3. 12.51 

I think it wrong to let pass unchallenged the statement in para 4 that the Base is no 
longer operative. It is certainly in difficulties at the moment, but these difficulties 
should largely disappear if the drive to recruit labour from elsewhere is successful. 
Moreover in war-time the political inhibitions against recruiting Italians, Greeks etc 
would largely disappear. 

2. The other point which strikes me is in paragraph 9. We have hoped, in vain, in 
the past that faced with our obvious determination not to get out, the Egyptian 
Government would make the best of a bad job and set about "selling" our various offers 
to their own people as the achievement of national aspirations in spirit, if not in sub
stance. We have done everything we can to help them with face -saving devices but we 
have never had the slightest response. After all that has gone by, I frankly cannot see 
that any 'popular' and parliamentary Egyptian Government can now abandon the 
national aspirations as its ideal, if it is not to be shouted down by its opponents. It may 
be that the Egyptian public will in time lose interest in the national aspirations as being 
impracticable, but this would be a historical novelty and must, I think, be discounted. 

3. All this, if correct, points to the fact that the only sort of Government with 
which we can hope to get an accommodation is a frankly authoritarian government 
which is strong enough to sit on nationalism, to pack or if necessary do without a 
Parliament altogether, and control the press. It would have to be both ruthless and 
efficient. The question is where to find a man with the courage, force of personality 
and sagacity to run such a Government. King Farouk is clearly not he, although he 
might be happy enough to back up a suitable candidate. We need another Mustafa 
Kemal , to secularise and Westernise his country and direct the political energies of 
the people away from the British towards the reconstruction of their own economy 
and social structure. Even so Egyptians are not Turks, and men like Mustafa Kemal 
cannot be ordered a la carte! 

D.V.B. 
4.12.51 

The outlook is not encouraging. We must try and gradually condition the Americans 
to accept additional toughness against the Egyptians. 

Para 4 is badly worded. The COS spoke about this recently, and I said I was sure 
that what was meant was simply that, under present conditions, it would not operate 
as a fully effective base in war. 

R.A. 
5.12.51 
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250 FO 371/90150, no 483 4 Dec 1951 
[Measures for breaking the deadlock]: letter from Sir R Stevenson to 
R J Bowker on a possible approach to King Farouk 

[At the beginning of Dec the ambassador was keen to use concessions on the Sudan as a 
way of ending the Anglo-Egyptian confrontation, including acknowledgement of the 
legality of Egyptian sovereignty over the Sudan (FO 371/90149, no 473, Khartoum tel 
195, 3 Dec 1951). The Egyptian position may have softened as a result of the Iraqis 
deciding not to support an Arab statement giving Egypt full backing, preferring instead to 
try and mediate a solution (FO 371/91230, no 363, Paris tel 699, 29 Nov 1951).] 

Buoyed up by some signs that the Egyptian Government were attempting to lower 
the present tension, I was just about to send you a telegram suggesting a possible 
method of breaking the deadlock. As a result however of yesterday's incidents at Suez 
we seem to be back again where we were ten days ago. It is to be hoped that General 
Erskine will be able to deal with the Suez situation on the same lines as he used in 
dealing with that created in Ismailia on the 17th and 18th of last month. If so this 
may only be a temporary setback. 

2. It is interesting in connexion with the Government's attitude that despite 
Salah el Din's negative attitude towards Nuri Pasha's paper mentioned in Paris 
telegram No. 699 Saving of November 29th, the acting Minister for Foreign Affairs 
and others have been effusive in their reception of the Iraqi Minister on his return 
here. It may be that they see in Nuri's initiative a way of saving the Government's 
future and their own political careers. 

3. The fact is that Egypt has got herself into an unholy mess and cannot get out 
of it without our help. It is to our advantage in both the short and the long run that 
we should make some gesture to break the present deadlock if they [sic] show signs 
of coming some way to meet us (and they must give solid indications of a change of 
heart) . It is therefore necessary to make up our minds what our attitude will be when 
the time comes. 

4. I think it important that the first signs of better developments in 
Anglo-Egyptian relations should, on our side, be expressed direct to the King. I hope 
therefore that it will be possible for you to authorise me to approach him, in due 
course, on the basis of the proposals in regards to the Sudan contained in my letter 
to you of 24th November. 

5. It is a fact, however, that the defence question looms at the moment very 
much larger than that of the Sudan. "Evacuation" has become an issue on which 
opinion in this country is as solid as it can be about anything, even among our 
friends and well-wishers who are convinced that until it can be regarded as having 
taken place there can be no real hope of regeneration for Egypt. We can no longer 
ignore this fact. What complicates the situation even further is that successive 
Egyptian Governments since 1946 have inveighed against "joint defence" which 
Nahas Pasha is on recent record as saying "is worse than colonialism". It may 
perhaps be possible to expect some improvement of this attitude on the basis of Nuri 
Pasha's proposals; but at least we know that the principle of regional defence is 
acceptable to Egypt as demonstrated by the Arab League Collective Security Pact. 

6. As a means of breaking the deadlock when the time comes we might 
contemplate seeking Egyptian agreement to a joint Anglo-Egyptian statement on the 
following lines:-
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(a) The Egyptian Government reaffirm their acceptance of the principle of 
regional defence of the Middle East in accordance with Article 52 of the Charter of 
the United Nations. 
(b) His Majesty's Government reaffirm that their policy in regard to Egyptian 
participation in the regional defence of the Middle East is based on the 
strengthening of the Egyptian armed forces and the withdrawal of British troops 
from Egyptian soil. 
(c) In the light of the foregoing reaffirmations of policy and in the light of the 
explanations contained in the Four Power declaration made in Paris on lOth 
November, 1 the Egyptian Government accept as a basis of negotiation the 
proposals put forward by the Governments of the United States, France, Great 
Britain and Turkey which aim at the supersession of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 
1936 by a regional defence arrangement. 

(N.B. It may be that (b) above will appear to be going rather far but I am sure that 
some rather journalistic presentation of the matter is necessary if we are to capture 
Egyptian imagination. And in fact our policy as set forth in the Four Power proposals 
themselves and underlined in the statement made in Paris on lOth November- see 
in particular paragraph 10 of Paris telegram No. 503 to Foreign Office- is one of the 
transfer of responsibility to Middle Eastern states. The point that we want to get 
across is that we do not intend to sit in the Canal Zone forever and we cannot get it 
across unless we say it in words of three letters). 

7. In putting forward a suggestion of this sort we would, of course, make it clear 
that we could only go ahead with such negotiations if the Egyptian Government had 
first created a favourable atmosphere by agreeing at any rate to the tacit suspension 
of all administrative measures consequent on abrogation taken against the British 
forces in Egypt (while presumably maintaining their attitude about the abrogation 
itself) . On their side His Majesty's Government would agree to the simultaneous 
cancellation of the counter-measures taken by the British forces and undertake that 
as soon as the status quo in the Canal Zone had been re-established the withdrawal of 
British forces should begin regardless of progress made in the negotiations . (In fact 
of course this would only apply to the reinforcements which have been brought in 
since abrogation). 

8. I am in the meanwhile awaiting a reply to my telegram No. 1084 and in view of 
the recrudescence of trouble in the Canal Zone you may think it desirable to instruct 
me to make the preliminary approach suggested to King Farouk. In this general 
connexion I am convinced of the undesirability of our trying to push the King 
further and faster than he will go. If therefore the King prefers to keep the Wafd in 
power for a further period, that is his affair. It only affects us in the long run as 
unless serious steps are taken in the fairly near future to improve social conditions in 
this country an internal revolutionary situation seems inevitable and this would 
obviously not suit us. But one Egyptian Government is, as we know to our cost, as 
bad as another from the point of view of Anglo- Egyptian relations. The only 
exception we should make to this rule of non-intervention is to insist that Salah el 
Din should be eliminated from any Government with which we negotiate. 

I am sending a copy of this letter to Cecil Rapp at Fay id. 

1 The date should be 8 Nov, see 241. 
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251 FO 371190148, no 466 5-6 Dec 1951 
[Formation of an alternative government]: minutes by R Alien and 
R J Bowker on the nature of the proposals to be put to King Farouk 

1. I think that all these conversations, i.e., that on 19th November with Ali Maher1 

(reported in JE1051/465), those on November 21st with Sirry, on November 24th 
with Abdel Hadi and on November 25th with Hilali, are worth reading. In general it 
must be admitted that these conversations follow the usual trend of such 
conversations, and that the normal ingredients are to be found there, namely, 
wishful thinking, flattery , misinformation, and a tendency to expect that we should 
make the first move. Even Hilali is not exempt from these defects, except for the last
mentioned one. He certainly looks like the outsider most fancied to win the 
Successor Government Stakes, but I fear that he is still an outsider. It is indeed still 
uncertain whether any of the runners will get to the starting gate . 

2. The value of these conversations therefore lies chiefly I think in the indication 
which they give of the state of mind of persons in official circles in Egypt today. 
There are no doubt a number of Egyptians who would like to form an alternative 
Government to the present · one, if they thought they had a hope of surviving. 
Unfortunately they do not really think that there is such a hope at the moment, and 
they do not wish to take a risk. The question is whether there is anything we can do 
to stimulate any of them, and if so when we should do it. If the right moment comes, 
I think we shall have to instruct the Ambassador to put forward , probably to the 
King, a proposal on the following lines:-

( a) restoration of the status quo ante as regards the Canal Zone; 
(b) tacit acceptance by us of the fact that the 1936 Treaty is dead; 
(c) agreement to reopen discussions on the basis of the Four-Power Proposals for 
a Middle East Command, modified to fit in with later thinking (we might even 
consider asking the Americans to take the lead in such discussions with the 
Egyptians); 
(d) agreement by us in principle to withdraw our combat troops from the Canal 
Zone within the shortest possible period;2 and , on the assumption that agreement 
will be reached on the Middle East Command 
(e) civilianisation of the base and its transfer to the Middle East Command; 
(f) all R.A.F. remaining in Egypt to be placed under the Middle East Command. 

3. Admittedly this does not go very far3 to meeting the Egyptians and is only 
likely to be acceptable to them if they are in a mood approximating to that required 
for unconditional surrender, especially as it seems to me virtually impossible to 
make any concession over the Sudan. I am sure that the time is therefore not yet ripe 
to put forward any such proposals, and we must maintain a totally unyielding front 
as far as the Egyptian Government are concerned, while at the same time avoiding so 

1 See 243. 2 In the margin opposite point (d) Eden noted: 'Where to?' 
3 In the margin opposite the first line of paragraph 3 Eden noted: 'It seems to me to go further than we 
can.' 
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far as possible any encouragement to them to seek martyrdom by taking measures 
against them which they could represent as gratuitously oppressive.4 

R.A. 
5.12.51 

Mr. Creswell's accounts of his talks are interesting and I agree generally with Mr. 
Alien's comments. 

Experience unfortunately shows that the extremely reasonable views often 
expressed by Egyptian politicians in private conversation seldom contain any reliable 
indication of future developments. 

R.J .B. 
6.12.51 

4 In the margin opposite the last sentence of the final paragraph Eden noted: 'I agree. This I am sure is the 
right way.' 

252 CAB 129/48, C(51)40 6 Dec 1951 
'Egypt': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden on actions to be taken in 
Egypt. Annex 

[The recommendations in Eden's memorandum were approved by the Cabinet on 7 Dec 
when it was also agreed to ask the American government to demand the withdrawal of 
Egyptian students from military courses in the US (CAB 128/23, CC 15(51)3).] 

An urgent decision is required in connection with Egypt. I do not want to burden my 
colleagues unnecessarily with a recital of the events which have led up to this but I 
attach a brief summary for reference as an Annex to this paper. 

Possibilities open to us 
2. I would list these possibilities briefly as follows :-

( a) Economic sanctions 

(i) Trade . Egypt requires sterling from us and we import cotton from Egypt. A 
recent interdepartmental paper (now circulated to the Cabinet as C. (51) 35) 1 

concludes that the loss of cotton from and exports to Egypt would cause 
considerable damage to the United Kingdom's economy. As for the Egyptian 
economy, it would be thrown into hopeless confusion if extreme economic 
sanctions were imposed for more than a short period. 
(ii) Restrictions on oil traffic from Suez to Cairo . We can block both road and 
rail transport of fuel oil from the refinery at Suez to the Delta towns. This would 
bring bakeries, sewage plants and other machinery to a stand-still. We can also 
cut off the flow of kerosene, on which the population of the Delta depends for 
cooking, through the pipeline from Suez to Cairo. If we blocked the flow of fuel 
oil or kerosene or both to the Delta, there is no doubt that we should cause a 
rapid and complete dislocation of the Egyptian economy. 

1 See 248. 
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(b) Separation of the Canal Zone from the rest of Egypt. We could either 
gradually or immediately take steps which would result in our taking over 
responsibility for the administration of the Canal Zone including the towns of Port 
Said, Ismailia and Suez. 
(c) Cutting of communications to the Egyptian forces in the Gaza area . We could 
stop all supplies passing through the Canal Zone to the Egyptian forces in Gaza, 
thus making their position untenable. 

3. Despite their obvious disadvantages, we might in certain circumstances have 
to adopt one of these courses, or a combination of some of them, in order to bring 
pressure to bear upon the Egyptian Government, or to secure our own position. In 
the last resort, also, we might be obliged to despatch forces to Cairo and Alexandria 
in order to dominate those towns . We should only do this if it were necessary to 
protect British lives there. In addition to the fact that each of these measures may 
involve us in a physical commitment of unforeseeable size, they would all have to be 
justified in relation to the circumstances existing at the time in Egypt, if we are to 
retain the support of world opinion. 

Views of H.M. ambassador at Cairo and Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East 
4. We have recently called for joint recommendations from the Ambassador at 

Cairo and the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East. These are contained in telegrams 
Nos. 572/CCL and 573/CCL. Cairo telegram No. 1084 is also relevant. The 
recommendations in short are that, if the situation in the Canal Zone has not 
improved within ten days, we should (a) tighten our military control in the Canal 
Zone and (b) apply economic sanctions if other measures fail. Since then we have 
received from the Commanders-in-Chief their telegram No. 578/CCL, which points 
out that, owing to the deterioration in the situation in the Canal Zone, the 
Commanders-in-Chief might have to ask for immediate approval of the additional 
powers for tightening up our military control in the Canal area. These powers in 
effect amount to powers to detain indefinitely, try, punish (and if necessary execute) 
Egyptian terrorists in the Canal area. 

The problem 
5. The question is whether we should authorise the Commanders-in-Chief to 

assume these powers, bearing in mind the fact that to do so will almost certainly lead 
eventually to the establishment by us of full Military Government over the Canal 
Zone area. 

6. The Chiefs of Staff have pointed out in a recent paper (C.O.S. (51) 681) that 
the administrative implications of imposing Military Government on the area would 
be "almost intolerable". These implications may be summarised as follows:-

(a) We might have to provide food for the greater part of the population in the 
Canal Zone, about 400,000 in number. 
(b) It would take six weeks to stockpile and ship this food to Egypt. 
(c) We should have to find a number of British specialist personnel, e.g. police and 
technicians for public utilities (I am advised that legislation would be needed for 
the partial mobilisation necessary to provide them). 
(d) We might have to occupy a point or points on the Sweet Water Canal on the 
edge of the Delta. 
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7. It is fair to say that the Ambassador has expressed doubt whether the Egyptian 
Government would in fact cut off food supplies from the Canal area, but he does 
recommend stockpiling in this country against the possibility that we might have to 
feed the inhabitants of the Canal Zone. The Commanders-in-Chief have also 
recommended that we should make it clear to the Egyptian Government in advance 
that we should cut their communications with their armed forces at Gaza if they 
failed to provide food for the population. Nevertheless we cannot be certain that this 
threat would be effective. If we now embark upon a course of action which may lead 
to Military Government in the Zone, we must plan upon the assumption that we may 
be compelled to take the steps set out in paragraph 6 above. 

8. As regards the economic sanctions which the Ambassador and Commanders
in-Chief have recommended, my colleagues will have noted from the paper on eco
nomic sanctions already referred to (C. (51) 35), that it is stated therein that 'it is not 
in our interest to impose such sanctions unless we can rely upon them to produce 
quick and satisfactory political results' . A substantial interference with the flow of oil 
would be likely to produce such serious disturbances in the Delta that we should be 
obliged to intervene for the protection of British lives and to send forces to Cairo and 
Alexandria. Other economic sanctions however are not so likely to be rapid in their 
effect, and should not be employed for the reasons given in the paper referred to. 

Conclusion 
9. In my judgment the situation is not yet ripe for forcing the fall of the Egyptian 

Government. I consider it unlikely, on the information available to me, that King 
Farouk would at present be prepared to intervene on our behalf to the extent of 
changing his Government. This estimate is reinforced by the virtual impossibility of 
our making any concession to him over the Sudan. Moreover, there do not at present 
appear to be any alternatives to the existing Government. We should thus be faced 
with a political impasse. 

10. Furthermore, I think it would be premature now to commit ourselves to a 
policy which might entail the sealing off of the Canal Zone for an indefinite period. 
While, therefore, I would be prepared to authorise the Commanders-in-Chief to 
detain Egyptian terrorists for an indefinite period if necessary (despite the dubious 
legality of such action), I do not consider that the situation warrants our authorising 
them to set up courts for the trial and punishment of such terrorists. I feel that we 
must do our utmost to avoid a situation which obliges us to establish Military 
Government in the Canal Zone. 

Recommendations 
11. I recommend that: -

(a) We should authorise the Commanders-in-Chief to keep Egyptian terrorists in 
detention for an indefinite period, if in their judgment the situation in the Canal 
Zone demands this. 
(b) In view of the probable implications of the assumption by Proclamation of 
powers to try and punish terrorists, the Commanders-in-Chief should be informed 
that we cannot at present authorise them to assume such powers. 
(c) Since we may nevertheless find ourselves obliged, contrary to our present 
policy, to take steps in the comparatively near future which may lead to the 
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establishment of Military Government, my colleagues should consider whether we 
should not urgently put in hand preparations to enable the necessary 
administrative measures to be taken in case Military Government has to be set up. 
(d) k; soon as these preparations are well in hand, and on the assumption that the 
situation in the Canal Zone has not improved, I should instruct H.M. Ambassador 
at Cairo to convey a stern warning to the King and a threat that we may feel 
obliged in the near future to take much more drastic measures than we have done 
hitherto. 
(e) We should instruct the Ambassador and Commanders-in-Chief that we are not 
prepared at present to authorise the imposition of economic sanctions. In 
particular we should not increase the present restrictions on oil movement from 
Suez to Cairo. 
(f) We must do our utmost to secure continued support for our policy from our 
friends, especially the Americans, and understanding of any measures we may have 
to take for the protection of our forces in the Canal Zone. 
(g) We should maintain so far as possible our good relations with the Egyptian 
armed forces and with King Farouk himself. 
(h) We should keep the situation constantly under review. 

Annex to 252 

Present situation 
On 15th October last the Egyptian Parliament voted legislation purporting to 
abrogate the 1936 Treaty of Alliance with Egypt, and the Condominium Agreements 
relating to the Sudan. They also rejected the Four-Power proposals for setting up a 
Middle East Command which had been presented to them by ourselves, the United 
States, France and Turkey. On 6th November we informed the Egyptian Government 
that we did not recognise the abrogation of the Treaty or Agreements and that we 
intended fully to maintain our rights under those instruments. In addition we stated 
that we held the Egyptian Government responsible for any breach of the peace and 
any damage to life or property which might result from their purported abrogation of 
these instruments. We have therefore maintained our position in the Canal Zone, 
and have reinforced our troops there by the equivalent of four Brigade Groups. We 
could if necessary move in a further Brigade from Tripoli and one Brigade from 
Cyprus. 

2. These reinforcements have been made necessary by the deterioration in the 
situation in the Canal Zone which has taken place since the Egyptian abrogation of 
the Treaty. The first thing that happened was an outbreak of rioting in Ismailia on 
15th and 16th October directed against us, which required the intervention of British 
troops owing to the failure of the Egyptian police to act. This was followed by a series 
of incidents. The second thing was the withdrawal of the Egyptian labour force 
employed by us in the Canal Zone. This was effected by intimidation, in which the 
Egyptian police not only connived but took an active part. As a result about 90 per 
cent of the previous labour force of approximately 60,000 has ceased to work for us. 
Thirdly, there has been outbreak of terrorist activities throughout the Canal Zone 
directed against the British forces and involving sabotage and the murder of British 
troops. This is not at present upon such a scale as to cause serious dislocation of our 
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activities, but is growing and is likely to have an increasingly adverse effect upon the 
morale of the troops. The Egyptian police have not only failed entirely to suppress it 
but have connived at it, and on 17th and 18th November they provoked a series of 
incidents in Ismailia of such gravity that the G.O.C. British Troops was obliged to 
arrange for the Egyptian police to be disarmed and confined to barracks while the 
responsibility for the maintenance of order was temporarily taken over by British 
troops in that town. Since then British families have had to be evacuated. Further 
serious incidents have recently taken place at Suez. Meanwhile the working of the 
Suez Canal itself has been impeded by the withholding of facilities by the Egyptians, 
the withdrawal of labour, and strikes of Egyptian technicians. Although the Suez 
Canal Company's services are still operating, British forces have had to take over to a 
considerable extent the operation of the facilities necessary for the passage of ships of 
all nations through the Canal. Throughout this period the Egyptian Government, 
under cover of the imposition of strict censorship, have conducted a campaign of the 
grossest mis-representation of the facts and accusations against the conduct of our 
forces in the Canal Zone. On 22nd October we were compelled to impose restrictions 
on the movement of oil between Suez and Cairo. Although these restrictions were 
removed because of the risk of chaos in the Delta, we have recently authorised their 
partial resumption as an intermittent measure. 

3. While our relations with the Egyptian Government are therefore extremely 
bad, we know that King Farouk is uneasy about the deadlock which has been created 
and dissatisfied with his Government. Indeed, we had a message from the Egyptian 
Prime Minister which indicated that he himself was not confident about the position 
of the Government and was uncertain about the eventual outcome of the situation 
which he himself has so recklessly provoked. Moreover, our relations with the 
Egyptian armed forces remain correct, and they have at no time intervened in the 
dispute . No doubt they are fully aware of their precarious situation, since we can at 
any time cut the lines of communication to the main part of the Egyptian Army in 
the Gaza area. Meanwhile there have been many indications that the other Arab 
states are annoyed at the Egyptian rejection of the Four-Power proposals without 
consulting them, and reluctant to follow the Egyptian lead in this matter. This rift in 
the Arab League must of course be causing the Egyptian Government considerable 
anxiety. 

4. The economic position of Egypt is deteriorating, since her ports , with the 
exception of Alexandria, are now virtually closed and many cargoes are being diverted 
elsewhere. This means a serious loss in Customs revenue, on which the Egyptian 
Government largely depend. The Embassy in Cairo have recently estimated that this 
loss may already amount to as much as 15- 20 per cent of the total revenue of the 
Egyptian Government. Meanwhile, there has been no general boycott of British 
goods in Egypt and trade relations between the two countries continue on something 
like a normal basis. We have however ceased the export of arms to Egypt. 

5. In order to complete this brief review the question of the Sudan should be 
mentioned. King Farouk has been proclaimed King of the Sudan as well as of Egypt 
and the Egyptian Parliament has laid down the outlines of a future Constitution for 
the Sudan, which gives control of foreign affairs, defence and finance to the Egyptian 
Government and makes the future Sudanese Ministers responsible to the King of 
Egypt. The Egyptians have always insisted upon linking the solution of the future of 
the Sudan to the problem of British forces in the Canal Zone, and the King himself 
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takes a personal interest in this question since his prestige as "King of the Sudan" is 
involved. We for our part have always insisted that the Sudanese must be free in due 
course to determine their future status for themselves. 

253 FO 371190150, no 486 10 Dec 1951 
[Effects of the tense situation in Egypt]: inward telegram no 1167 
from Sir R Stevenson to FO on possible developments 

Your telegram No. 1625: Anglo Egyptian relations. 
Following are my views on possible developments. 
The effect of the present tense situation is cumulative both in its strain on the 

social and administrative structure of Egypt and in creating ineradicable bitterness 
in Anglo- Egyptian relations. 

2. If nothing is done to break the deadlock a point will sooner or later be reached 
where cooperation with Egypt will become impossible and in any circumstances and 
in any foreseeable time. In fact we will have lost Egypt with incalculable effects on 
our strategic and economic position in the world. 

3. It is impossible to say when that point will be reached but it cannot be very far 
off, and each successive incident in the Canal Zone increases the risk of its 
immediate precipitation, either by some ill-considered action on the part of the 
Egyptian Government (such as the severance of diplomatic relations with Britain) or 
as a result of the failure by the Egyptian Government to maintain public order in the 
country. We are not dealing with a responsible government or a politically evolved 
country. Time is thus not (repeat not) on our side. 

4. The abrogation of the 1936 Treaty is an accomplished fact so far as the 
Egyptian people are concerned, and no Egyptian Government will be able to go back 
on that or even (publicly) on the consequent administrative measures taken against 
the British forces in the Canal Zone. 

5. Neither this nor any alternative Egyptian Government can get the country out 
of the present impasse without our help, and we must face the necessity of giving 
that help [gp undec] what the Egyptian Government has done. 

6. "Evacuation" has already become a truly national sentiment and is fast 
becoming a national movement. There is no doubt of this. It looms much larger than 
the Sudan at the moment, but it remains true that no government either present or 
future, could accept a settlement on [gp undec] defence without a simultaneous 
settlement on the Sudan. 

254 FO 14111438, no 66 16 Dec 1951 
[Future policy in Egypt]: inward telegram no 582 from British 
Defence Co-ordination Committee, Middle East to COS disagreeing 
with Sir R Stevenson's ideas 

1. In view of the fact that we were so recently instructed (COS(ME)598) to 
submit joint recommendations on future policy political, economic and military to 
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His Majesty's Ambassador and did so 572/CCL we feel bound to comment on Cairo 
telegrams Nos. 1167 1-1168 and 1182 which propose a different policy. 

2. We draw attention to the definition of our object as agreed then between us 
572/CCL paragraph 0. So far as we can discern the object of these new proposals it is 
quick agreement at any cost. We cannot subscribe to such an object. 

3. Apart from our own military strength the success of our strategic plans for 
defence of the Middle East is dependant [sic] on the retention of our Canal Zone base 
and the cooperation of other nations including the Arab States. 

4. We do not agree that our base in the Canal Zone is rendered useless by 
Egyptian hostility. It would of course gravely hamper us and make the base much 
more difficult to defend but it would remain more useful than no base at all which is 
the situation to which these proposals would lead us . 

5. These proposals would entail a disastrous and world wide losses [sic] of our 
prestige. The Arab States would lose all confidence in our leadership and our treaties 
with Iraq and Jordan would be placed in jeopardy. This would be the greater pity in 
view of the fact that the first signs of increased confidence in us have already become 
visible as the result of our firmness . 

6. No mention is made in these Cairo telegrams of the over-riding necessity of 
considering our relations with Egypt in the eo-text [sic] of our responsibility to 
Commonwealth countries and the Atlantic Pact Powers. The penultimate sentence of 
paragraph 3 of Cairo telegram No. 1167 admits the present Egyptian Government is 
irresponsible and the country not politically evolved. Yet the Ambassador's proposals 
advocate the withdrawal from this part of the world of the only responsible power 
namely ourselves and would involve handing over to an irresponsible Egypt custody 
of the Suez Canal and of the solar plexus of Middle East Defence. 

7. Even if agreement with Egypt can only be had through these proposals and 
even if this means that we shall never have a properly functioning base in Egypt 
again with all the consequences which that implies for our plans for defending the 
Middle East we should not set these considerations against the consequences to our 
position as a nation which acceptance of these proposals would involve. 

8. It is not our business to judge the economic effect of a prolongation of the 
present deadlock but we are surprised to hear that it would have incalculable effect 
on our world position. We thought that we would do more harm to Egypt if we chose 
than she to us. 

9. If we withdrew our reinforcements in anticipation of agreement we should 
endanger our security to such an extent that we could not accept responsibility for it. 

10. In general terms our ideas regarding a solution remain as follows:-

(a) No satisfactory solution can be found that is not based on Egypt's acceptance 
of proposals on the lines of those put forward by the Four Powers and the full 
recognition of the need for an effective base. 
(b) Subject to this the evacuation of British forces as such is agreed in principle 
and as embodied in the Four Power proposals which clearly implied a reduction in 
the number of British services and the placing of those that remain under 
international and even possibly Egyptian command. 

1 See 253. 



288 VIOLE NT CONFLICT IN EGYPT [255) 

(c) If the principles in (a) and (b) above were accepted the rate of evacuation of 
our forces should not be difficult to determine and could be rapid . 
(d) Until such time as Egypt accepts the principles of joint defence and is prepared 
to implement it we must maintain our position in the Canal Zone intact accepting 
as inevitable any risks inherent in the internal political situation in Egypt. 
(e) We can reasonably ask for a closer association with the problems of those 
other powers whose vital interests are likewise affected. 

11. We should like to see an early settlement but we do not believe that there is 
any need at all to indulge in defeatism just because we cannot get it. On the contrary 
we agree heartily with the statement made by the Prime Minister. "Everyone would 
like to see a speedy and friendly settlement but there are some problems in which 
time is a potent factor. We certainly propose to use it with patience as well as with 
firmness. " 

255 FO 371190150, no 502 16 Dec 1951 
[Approach to King Farouk]: outward telegram no 1686 from Mr Eden 
to Sir R Stevenson in response to the ambassador's proposals 

Your telegrams Nos. 1167,1 1168, 1182 and 1205 [of lOth, 12th, and 14th December] . 
I have been giving careful thought to your recommendations and to all possible 

lines of approach to the Egyptian Government. Subject to anything which may 
emerge from my interview with Salah el Din (and I confess I am not hopeful about 
this), I agree that our next approach should be to the King, and I am inclined to 
think it should be made by you direct and not through an intermediary ." 

2. The difficulty is to find anything new to say. We are fully committed to the 
Four-Power proposals, and any deviation from them would have to be cleared with 
the Americans, the French and the Turks. Moreover, these proposals were most 
carefully worked out, and were expressly designed to allow maximum flexibility, once 
they had been accepted as a basis for discussion by the Egyptian Government. 
Unfortunately no responsible Egyptian has yet said, either in public or in private, so 
far as I am aware, that he would be prepared to accept this basis. On the contrary, the 
position of the Egyptian Government at any rate is that we must first agree to 
evacuate the Canal Zone within a year and recognise the unity of Egypt and the 
Sudan, before they will even consider discussing the Middle East Command. Leaving 
aside the Sudan, over which I am not (repeat not) prepared to go further than our 
offer of 13th October,2 I could not (as at present advised) agree to withdraw base 
personnel within any time limit. Nor could we fix a time limit for the combatant 
troops without cutting across the Four-Power proposals. And even if such a time 

1 See 253. 
2 The British proposals of 13 Oct on the future of the Sudan were designed to accompany the MEC 
proposals although the British did not accept that the issues were interdependent. They took the form of 
(a) an in ternational commission to res ide in th e Sudan and watch over the constitutional development of 
the country and tender advice to the eo-domini, (b) a joint statement of principles relating to co-operation 
over the Nil e waters and the aim of Sudan attaining self-government and choosing its relationship with 
Egypt, (c) an international guarantee of the Nil e waters agreements, (d) the es tablishment of a Nil e Waters 
Development Authority, and (e) an agreed date for Sudanese self-government. 
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limit could be fixed, we should be throwing away in advance our main bargaining 
counter. Further, there are considerable practical difficulties. We cannot just agree 
to withdraw our troops without making some alternative arrangements for them. 

3. Apart from all these difficulties, there is the question of the timing of any 
approach to the Egyptians. I am not altogether convinced that the present is a 
suitable moment for an approach (especially in view of your telegram No. 1213), but 
I appreciate what you say about the likelihood of the situation growing worse. I am 
therefore prepared, subject to your views, and assuming that nothing emerges from 
my interview with Salah el Din, to authorise you to approach the King on the lines of 
my immediately following telegram.3 

4. You should not however see the King until you receive a report of my 
interview with Egyptian Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

3 The following telegram no 1687 requested the ambassador to suggest to Farouk that first he should 
replace his present government. Secondly, the new government should call a halt to the campaign against 
British forces. Thirdly, they should sit down and discuss the four-power proposals for a Middle East 
Command and try to reach agreement on the parts concerning the future of British forces and 
installations and the defence of Egypt. In return, Britain would agree t6 announce at a given date, say one 
month after the formation of the new government, that it would begin to withdraw its forces provided the 
situation in the Canal Zone was stabilised and labour returning. The speed would depend on the progress 
of the negotiations with the Egyptian government. Stevenson was also asked to add that Eden was aware 
this would call for courage, ruthlessness and a sense of responsibility on the part of the new government 
but the only alternative was a decline in Anglo-Egyptian affairs ending in a complete rupture (FO 
371/90150, no 502, Cairo tel1687, 16 Dec 1951). 

256 WO 216/459 17Dec1951 
'Strategic priorities': memorandum by Field Marshal Sir W Slim on 
winning the Cold War as the first defence priority 

1. The first interest of H.M.G. and the chief aim of its policy is to prevent major 
war. Its second to win that war should it come. 

2. Such a conflict can begin either through local situations getting out of hand 
and drifting into global war or by the deliberate decision of the Soviet Government. 
At present the former is the more likely. 

3. The first priority in our defence preparations should, therefore, be those 
measures which:-

( a) Maintain and improve our position in the Cold War, and, 
(b) Make clear to Russia that an attack on the West could and would be 
successfully met. 

The second priority should be those measures which, should war come, will enable 
us to win it. Luckily, while there must be conflict between these two priorities many 
of the more important needs of the second are included in the first. 

4. Of the measures to win the Cold War which should have first priority are:-

(a) The maintenance of adequate forces in overseas theatres, Asia and Africa, tc 
hold back actively aggressive communism and to preserve stability for economic 
development. All Services are concerned in this but the heaviest burden of thr 
Cold War falls on the Army and is largely one of manpower. The allotment of 
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manpower to the Army must be enough to enable it to meet these increasing 
demands of the Cold War. 
(b) The formation of a small strategic Army Reserve as a 'fire brigade' to meet 
unexpected calls of which there have recently been several. This is again largely a 
question of the Army and manpower. 
(c) An increase in R.A.F. Transport Command or in availability of civil air 
transport for trooping. This would save manpower and increase the value of a 
strategic reserve. 
(d) The imparting of more vigour to our propaganda offensive against Communism. 

5. The measures to make clear to the Russians that aggression would not 
necessarily be successful include:-

(a) Air defence of the U.K. i.e. 

(i) Fighter Command. 
(ii) Radar chain. 
(iii) Anti-Aircraft Command. 

(b) The fulfilment of our accepted commitments to N.A.T.O. 
(c) The provision of anti-submarine and anti-mine protection on an increased scale. 

6. The second priority, i.e. measures required to win the war should it come 
should include:-

(a) Reserves of men, equipment and supplies for S(a), (b) and (c) above. 
(b) Requirements to hold Middle East and secure certain oilfields. 
(c) Safeguarding of British requirements in the Mediterranean. 

7. The effect of these considerations are, on the broadest lines, that:-

(a) The Royal Navy should have a priority for equipment and industrial manpower 
required for anti-submarine and mine forces. 
(b) The R.A.F. a similar priority for the air defence of Great Britain, and 
(c) The Army a priority for military manpower to provide the needs of the Cold 
War and deterrent forces. 

257 DEFE 5/35, COS(51)755, annex 18 Dec 1951 
'Defence of the Middle East Dec 1951-Dec 1954': COS Committee 
memorandum. Appendices1 [Extract] 

[The adoption of the Inner Ring came after the new government's recognition of Britain's 
economic difficulties and despite the fact that the shortfall in forces required to defend 
the inner ring was two divisions and 500 aircraft at 0+4 months and five divisions and 
750 aircraft at 0+9 months .] 

1 Three appendices were attached to this memo. Appendix "A" is reproduced here in full. An extract from Appendix 
"B" is reproduced. Appendix "B" included four annexures which are not reproduced here (1 - Naval forces 
required for the Inner Ring strategy; 2- Summary of land and air forces required- existing threat; 3- Summary 
of land and air forces required- alternative threat; 4- Provisional assessment of naval, land and air forces avail
able during 1952). Appendix "C" consists of maps showing defence positions, of which only one (showing the 
Outer and Inner Rings, the Lebanon- Jordan and the Ramallah positions) is reproduced in this volume. 
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The present Theatre plan for the defence of the Middle East is plan CELERY, which is 
based on the deployment figures given in plan BINNACLE:2 both of these plans are 
now out-of-date. There is also a planning study3 and a review, both related to the 
Long Term. None of these plans or papers have taken into account the possibility of 
an alternative threat to the Middle East due to Russian occupation of Persia in peace. 

2. In preparing our report at Appendix A, in which we have considered the new 
factors referred to above, our aim has been to select an allied strategy suitable for the 
defence of the Middle East up to December 1954 and to assess the forces required for 
the implementation of that strategy. We believe that the selection of the Inner Ring 
with the defence of some of the oil in isolation, is a logical choice after considering 
the forces required, and weighing up the political, strategic and tactical factors. For 
this reason, and also because it is impossible to forecast with accuracy the forces 
likely to be available throughout the whole of the period under review, we have 
accepted the principle that-although we may be short of some forces, particularly 
in 1952-the Inner Ring must be the basis of the allied strategy. 

3. If the effect of setting up the allied command organisation in the Middle East 
is so to strengthen the defences of Turkey that she is able to resist the Russian threat 
and retain a firm hold of Turkey in Asia before the end of the period, the strategy will 
clearly have to be reviewed. 

4. Although the future of the Egypt base is yet to be determined, we have 
assumed that a base in Egypt will be available for the support of allied forces during 
the period under review. 

Conclusions 
5. We have concluded that:-

(a) Of the four possible strategies that might be adopted for the defence of the 
Middle East, the Inner Ring represents the only acceptable allied strategy that we 
are likely to be able to implement during the period under review. The reasons for 
this conclusion are as follows:-

(i) The Outer Ring, although suitable politically and strategically, is 
impracticable during the period under review, as the necessary forces can 
neither be made available in war nor deployed as necessary in peace time. 
Further, the bases and logistic backing for the forces required cannot be 
provided. 
(ii) The Ramallah Line, although requiring the fewest forces, is completely 
unsuitable in other respects, and has been rejected by the Chiefs of Staff as a 
suitable position on which to plan the defence of the Middle East. 
(iii) Of the remaining two strategies, the Inner Ring is preferable to the 
Lebanon-Jordan Line. The former is the only effective means of securing the 
Southern flank of Turkey and the Turkey- Levant communications. 
(iv) The Inner Ring requires, in the long run, fewer land forces to implement 
than does the Lebanon-Jordan Line since the former takes into account Turkish 
forces holding the threat from the north. 

2 On plans Celery and Binnacle, see note 4 below. 3 See 177. 
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(b) As the Inner Ring does not include the defence of any of the Middle East oil, 
the defence in isolation of the Bahrein oil area, which has now been shown to be 
an important requirement in war, should be accepted as an integral part of our 
Inner Ring strategy. 
(c) Since the Inner Ring concept, coupled with the defence in isolation of the 
Bahrein oil area, represents the only acceptable allied strategy, the only major 
problem in its implementation is-as is the case in in the European theatre-the 
provision of adequate forces. During 1952, for example, we may have only 
sufficient forces for the defence of the Inner Ring itself and we shall be unable to 
meet the commitments of defending the oil area and re-inforcing Turkish forces. 
(d) The extent to which we can, at any given time, implement fully the Inner Ring 
strategy and the defence of the oil area, can only be determined by taking into 
account the forces shown to be available in the then current Short Term plan, as 
these availabilities will vary from year to year. We consider, however, that our 
difficulties in implementing the selected strategy might be eased by the following 
considerations:-

(i) Although it has not been possible to assess the effects of attacks against the 
Russian lines-of-communication, it is very probable that these attacks
together with the administrative problems confronting the enemy-would 
reduce the threat to below its maximum logistic limit. 
(ii) If an allied command organisation is set up in the Middle East, there would 
be a better chance of obtaining the necessary forces than at present, as 
S.A.C.M.E. could represent his case at international level. Furthermore, it might 
be possible to develop the military potential of the Middle East countries to a 
greater extent under an allied organisation. 
(iii) For as long a period as Turkey is able to contain the Russian offensive, the 
requirement in the Levant sector is only for relatively small forces to ensure 
that the enemy is deterred from the limited offensive from the east. 

Appendix "A" to 257: The defence of the Middle East during the period December 
1951 to December 1954 

Introduction 

Importance of the Middle East 
1. After the defence of Europe and the United Kingdom and the control of vital 

sea communications the third pillar of our strategy is a firm hold in the Middle East 
and the development of Egypt as an offensive base. 

The aim of this paper 
2. The aim of this paper is to recommend a strategy for the defence of the Middle 

East during the period December 1951 to December 1954, taking into account the 
following factors that have arisen since our last review:-

( a) The emphasis on the importance of the Middle East oil. 
(b) The effect on the Russian threat to the Levant if Azerbaijan and/or Persia were 
occupied by Russia before the outbreak of war. 
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If the effect of setting up the allied command organisation in the Middle East is so 
to strengthen the defences of Turkey that she is able to resist the Russian threat and 
retain a firm hold of Turkey in Asia before the end of the period, the strategy will 
clearly have to be reviewed. 

The Russian threat 

Basis of assessment 
3. The Russian threats to the Middle East presented below are based almost 

entirely on logistic factors, principally the availability of transport and the capacities 
of the available roads and railways- and do not take into account delays or 
reductions that might be achieved by "strategic demolitions, air interdiction or the 
effect of special operations". 

The threat to Turkey 
4. The Russians could mount an offensive with 32 divisions and 1,000 tactical 

aircraft, and 450 naval aircraft might be used. It is probable that the occupation of 
Turkey could be completed within five or six months, unless she received a greater 
amount of assistance than at present appears likely to be made available to her. 

The threat to Persia and Iraq 
5. Simultaneously with the attack on Turkey, and starting from the present 

Russo-Persian frontier with nine to ten divisions, six divisions, supported by 400 
aircraft, could occupy the Euphrates valley and overrun the Persian and Iraqi 
oilfields and refineries by D + 60 days. 

6. The two threats. There are two possible threats to the Levant:-

(a) The existing threat. This would consist of operations launched from Russia's 
present boundaries and through Turkey, Persia and Iraq. 
(b) The alternative threat. This would consist of operations launched from the 
boundaries of Azerbaijan and/or Persia if Russia had been in control of those 
countries before the outbreak of war. 

7. The existing threat. From bases in Iraq, the Russians could launch an 
offensive of 3 divisions supported by 135 aircraft against the Levant by about D + 100 
days. This offensive would only take place if opposition were negligible but a 
reconnaissance in force would be likely even earlier. If the Levant were occupied by 
allied forces, the Russians would be likely to postpone major operations until Turkey 
was overrun and a combined offensive from Turkey and Iraq could be launched 
against the Levant by about D + 210 days. This combined offensive would amount to 
8 divisions and 360 aircraft by D + 7 months, increasing to 10 divisions and 450 
aircraft from D + 9 months onwards. 

8. The alternative threat 

(a) If Russia has been in control of Azerbaijan and/or Persia before war, and has 
not made the necessary logistic preparations for a major offensive, the threat will 
be as given in the previous paragraph, except that the initial threat of 3 divisions 
and 135 aircraft would be in a position to attack the Levant- if there was little 
opposition- by D + 30 days instead of D + 100 days. 
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(b) If, on the other hand, Russia has been in occupation of Azerbaijan and/or 
Persia for more than a year, and-having decided not to attack through Turkey
has made the necessary logistic preparations for a major offensive from Persia, the 
threat to the Levant could be as follows:-

(i) By D + 30 days, 3 divisions and 135 aircraft. 
(ii) By D + 70 days, 8 divisions and 360 aircraft. 

(c) A major offensive from Persia is unlikely to develop , however, for the following 
reasons:-

(i) The Soviet leaders would not be prepared to take the risk of by-passing 
Turkey, more particularly when Turkey becomes a member of N.A.T.O. 
(ii) The Russians would not undertake the tremendous task of making logistic 
preparations in Persia if they intend to attack through Turkey. 

9. Summary of the threat to the Levant 

(a) Provided adequate allied forces are deployed in the Levant, no major Russian 
threat is likely to develop against that area unless Turkey was overrun. Assuming 
Turkey is overrun the threat from all sources could amount to 8 divisions and 360 
aircraft by D + 7 months increasing to 10 divisions and 450 aircraft by D + 9 months . 
(b) The occupation of Persia and/or Azerbaijan by the Russ ians before war would 
not be likely to affect the threat as described, provided all ied forces are deployed in 
the Levant immediately on the outbreak of war. 

The threat to the Ras Tanura- Bahrein- Qatar- Dhahran area 
10. The campaigns through Persia and Iraq referred to above could place in 

enemy hands the oil fields in those territories. Once the enemy has consolidated in 
Iraq, a threat could develop to the Ras Tanura-Bahrein- Qatar-Dhahran oil area. This 
threat is likely to be as follows:-

(a) Land forces, which-for logistic reasons-are unlikely to exceed brigade 
group strength, could reach the area at about D + 120 days under the existing 
threat, and D + 60 days under the alternative threat. 
(b) An airborne operation against the oil area cannot be completely ruled out but 
is unlikely because of the difficulty of linking up with ground forces and the fact 
that we would have fighter defence in the area. 
(c) The Russians would be able to mount a limited bombing and mining offensive 
against the oil area and the Straits of Hormuz and m ight be able to base a small 
number of aircraft at Bandar Abbas in order to attack shipping. 
(d) There will be no naval threat in the Persian Gulf, nor is there likely to be a 
submarine threat although one or two might be operated for limited periods. 

The overall naval threat in the Mediterranean 
11. Surface forces . At the outbreak of war it is unlikely that there will be any 

significant surface threat to our convoys in the Mediterranean. Should, however, the 
Russians gain possession of the Dardanelles and the northern shores of the 
Mediterranean, they might well be able to operate in Mediterranean waters some 
units of the Black Sea Fleet, which consists of 9 cruisers, 28 destroyers, and 
numerous fast coastal craft. 
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12. The submarine threat. In the period under review, the estimated effective 
strength of the Black Sea fleet submarines is 12 ocean patrol type (of which 5 would 
be medium range) and 30 coastal. It is improbable that more than 6 ocean patrol 
submarines would be in operational areas at any one time in the Mediterranean 
before Russian bases are established there. Coastal submarines could not operate 
effectively outside the Black Sea until Mediterranean bases exist. Once the Russians 
have established bases on the northern shores of the Mediterranean, however, they 
would receive more information on our shipping movements and would be likely to 
concentrate all available submarines against suitable convoy targets . 

13. The mining threat. Mines could be laid either from the air or by the use of 
submarines. The mining threat from submarines is unlikely to be serious, as in 
general submarines can be more profitably employed in their normal roles. The air 
mining threat may be more serious, as it has been appreciated that 145 T.U.2 . aircraft 
capable of carrying mines, will be allocated to the Turkish campaign. Unless these 
aircraft can be based in Turkey, there will be no mining threat to the Canal area. 
Long range aircraft are unlikely to be used for mining operations. 

The amphibious threat 
14. It is estimated that the Soviet leaders will not undertake an amphibious 

operation in the eastern Mediterranean during the period under review. 

The overall air threat to the Middle East 
15. General. The Russian air forces in the Middle East are likely to be organised 

into air regiments primarily for the support of the land forces. These regiments 
contain light bombers that may be used in an independent role, but these aircraft are 
much more likely to be tied to the land battle. It is expected that the Russians will 
have approximately 280 light bombers for the whole of the Middle East campaign, 
but the threat represented by this force is-to some extent- limited by range 
considerations. The T.U.2. has a maximum radius-of-action of 500 miles: the Type 
27, which is likely to have replaced the T.U.2 . by 1952/1953, can operate with a 
radius-of-action of 1000 miles, but only if the minimum bomb load is carried. While 
it is considered most unlikely that the Russians will use their long range air force 
against the Middle East, they are in a position to do so from their present bases if 
they should so wish. 

16. Air threat to Mediterranean sea communications. At the outbreak of war the 
threat is likely to be limited to attack by short range aircraft, based in Albania and 
Bulgaria, upon sea communications in the area Corsica-Sicily-Crete. The successful 
conclusion of Russian campaigns in Western Europe, Italy, Greece and Turkey will 
enable the Mediterranean to be covered and the threat will then become:-

(a) Up to 190 light bombers, minelaying aircraft and torpedo bombers of the Naval 
Air Force. 
(b) Possibly, up to 250 ground attack and 250 light bombers of the Tactical Air 
Force for occasional use. 

17. The air threat to the Egypt base and the Canal. The air threat to the Egypt 
Base and the Canal is likely to be as follows:-

(a) The long-range air force. The Russians would be able to use the T.U.4. 
medium bombers of this force , from their existing bases, if they wished to do so. 
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We consider, however, that they are unlikely to divert these aircraft from their 
main air offensive against Western Europe. In this connection, it should be noted 
that the strength of the L.R.A.F. is now considered to be 550 T.U.4 aircraft, and not 
800 as previously appreciated. 
(b) Light bombers. Type 27 jet tactical light bombers could be used from bases in 
Turkey or even further north, but only if it should become possible for the 
Russians to divert any from the main role of supporting their land forces, and only 
if they are prepared to operate these aircraft without fighter escort. 

Effect of demolition and air interdiction on the Russian threat 
18. In assessing the land and air threats to the Middle East we have, as stated 

earlier, not made allowance for the effect of demolition and air interdiction. It is 
clear that the supporting lines-of-communication for a Russian advance against the 
Levant, must, possibly apart from limited supply by air, be confined to a single 
railway and two roads from the north; and a single railway, two roads and some fair 
weather desert tracks from the east. Thus, the enemy's lines-of-communications 
should be long and difficult. The principal characteristics are as follows:-

(a) From the east. Initially the lines-of-communication must traverse the passes 
in the Zagros mountains, where demolition and-to a lesser extent-air attack, 
could reduce the capacity of the enemy's supply line for temporary periods. 
Forward from the Tigris the L. of C. would have to traverse some 500 miles of 
desert via a railway and two roads and some fair weather desert tracks where there 
is virtually no natural cover against air attack. In places such as the lava belt, 
transport would have great difficulty in leaving the principal road from the east. 
(b) From the north. Communications from the north are more favourable, but are 
still vulnerable. Demolitions could be effective in the Taurus Mountain passes, and 
air attacks on the single railway to the south should be able to impose considerable 
delays and reductions in the enemy's flow of supplies. Furthermore, both of the 
only roads to the south could be kept under air attack, and, of these, the coastal 
road could be subjected to naval bombardment. 

19. Despite the strong probability that an appreciable reduction in the enemy 
threats could be effected as the result of demolition and air attack, we consider that it 
is impossible to assess with any accuracy the degree of reduction. We must therefore 
plan on the maximum threat that the enemy can logistically bring to bear. 

The selection of the best strategy for the defence of the Middle East 

Major factors 
20. We consider that the following major factors must be taken into account 

when selecting a suitable strategy:-

(a) The setting up of an Allied Command Organisation. If an allied command 
organisation is set up, it is clear that for strategic and political reasons we must 
attempt to defend the largest area of the Middle East that the allied resources will 
permit: 
(b) Oil. It has recently been shown that if the Ras Tanura-Bahrein- Qatar
Dhahran area could be secured in war, the overall deficiency in crude oil available 
to the allies would be considerably reduced, provided adequate safeguards can be 
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made against sabotage and labour troubles. It follows that the defence of this area 
should if possible, be an integral part of our Middle East strategy. 
(c) The influence ofTurkey. Turkey's resistance to attack is an essential factor in 
our Middle East strategy. She has a standing army of some 20 divisions, equivalent 
to some 10 Russian divisions, all of which should have been re-equipped by the end 
of 1951, and a small navy and air force . Provided the Russian offensive in the north 
could be contained, the enemy could only attack the Levant with limited forces from 
the east. It is therefore clear that any strategy selected must not only associate 
Turkey fully with the defence of the Middle East as a whole, but must also ensure 
the security of the communications from Turkey to the allied forces further south. 
(d) The Middle East base. In Egypt is situated the only base from which we could 
support major operations for the defence of the Middle East. The selected strategy 
must therefore permit sufficient defence in depth to ensure the security of the 
base, particularly from attack by Russian short-range aircraft. 
(e) Topography. In selecting a strategy, the main topographical features to be 
taken into account are:-

(i) An outer perimeter, consisting of the Taurus and Zagros mountains. 
(ii) An inner perimeter, comprising a portion of the Taurus Mountains, the 
Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon mountains. 

(c) [sic] Separating the two ranges of mountains, there is a flat and waterless 
desert covering most of Iraq, Syria and Arabia. 

Thus if advantage is to be gained from natural obstacles, the outer or inner ring of 
mountains must be the basis of any defensive positions. 

Possible strategies 
21. We now examine four possible strategies in the light of the requirements 

listed above and the forces required for the implementation of each strategy. 
22. The Outer Ring. This strategy (see attached map)4 meets all the 

requirements, but has the following disadvantages:-

(a) It has been appreciated that the defence of the Outer Ring would require 8 
divisions and 900 aircraft by D+30, rising to 15 divisions and 1350 aircraft by D + 6 
months. This estimate excludes the forces required for the Turkish sector of the 
Outer Ring. We do not foresee any possibility, during the period under review, of 
being able to provide, equip or maintain forces of such magnitude, even if we take 
into account the scale of assistance we might obtain from Israel, Pakistan and India. 
(b) In order to be able to meet the enemy threat in time, we should need to station 
considerable forces in Iraq in peace. This would necessitate the establishment, also 
in peace, of a forward base at Basra and wide-spread administrative installations in 
Iraq. 
(c) It may be that, by the time war occurs, the Russians would have occupied 
Persia, in which case we could not defend the Outer Ring. 
(d) Although the Outer Ring is readily defensible from a tactical point of view, it 
represents the basis of a defensive strategy in that it limits mobility for offensive 
land operations and would also impose on the allies very great logistic problems. 

4 See map reproduced in this volume. 
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23. The Inner Ring. The Inner Ring (see attached map) :-

(a) Meets all the requirements listed in paragraph 20 above, except that:-

(i) It does not provide for the defence of the Middle East oil. This could be 
mitigated to some extent by defending in isolation a proportion of the oil 
resources. 
(ii) It would not meet the requirements of an allied organisation by ensuring 
the defence of all the Middle East states. It would, however, ensure the defence 
of the majority. 

(b) Requires far fewer forces than the Outer Ring strategy (see Appendix B) even 
when the defence of the oil area in isolation is included. 
(c) Imposes long and vulnerab le lines-of-communication on the enemy, while 
keeping comparatively short those of the allies. 
(d) Provides opportunity for mobile offensive operations, based on the inner ring 
of mountains and extending outwards into the Syrian desert and maintaining 
contact with the Turks. 
(e) Could be adopted whether or not the Russians have gained control of Persia 
before war. 

24. The Lebanon- Jordan line . This position, which is virtually the southern 
sector of the Inner Ring:-

(a) Fails to meet the requirements listed in paragraph 20 above in the following 
respects:-

(i) It does not provide for the defence of the Middle East oil, although a 
proportion of the oil resources could be defended in isolation. 
(ii) It does not provide for the vitally important close association with Turkey; it 
does not ensure the security of the communications between Turkey and the 
allies; and it fails to protect Turkey's southern flank. 
(iii) It defends less of the Middle East than the Inner Ring strategy would do. 

(b) Although a shorter defence line, it requires a quicker and, in the long run, a 
larger allied army build-up in the Levant than the Inner Ring strategy, in order to 
compensate for the loss of Turkish support that would have been available in the 
north if the latter strategy were adopted. 

25. The Ramallah line. Not only does this strategy (see attached map) meet none 
of the requirements listed in paragraph 20 above, but previously it has not been 
accepted by the Chiefs of Staff as a suitable position on which to plan the defence of 
the Middle East; it was then considered imperative that a more forward position be 
held. This strategy would, however, require fewer forces than any of the other 
strategies under examination. 

Summary 
26. It follows from the foregoing that the Outer Ring is unacceptable during the 

period under review because of the impossibility of providing in time the very 
considerable forces required, and that the Ramallah Line is equally unacceptable for 
political, strategic and tactical reasons. Of the remaining possible strategies, namely 
the Inner Ring and the Lebanon-Jordan line, the former is far more suitable 
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strategically and politically, in the long run requires fewer allied forces in the Levant 
than the Lebanon-Jordan line, and would be of direct assistance to Turkey. We 
therefore consider that, whatever forces can be made available during the period 
under review, the Inner Ring- coupled if possible with the defence of a proportion of 
the oil areas in isolation- represents the only satisfactory strategy for the defence of 
the Middle East. 

The implementation of the selected strategy 

The feasability [sic] of the Inner Ring strategy 
27. In Appendix B we have shown that the Inner Ring strategy, including the 

defence of the oil, would be feasible provided the forces shown as required in that 
appendix could be found. In the latter connection, we have also shown in the 
appendix that any inability to meet fully the land and air force requirements may not 
be as serious as first appearances would suggest because the logistically assessed 
Russian threat may well be reduced by administrative difficulties and the effect of our 
operations, particularly by our air forces . The problem therefore becomes one of 
trying to find sufficient forces for the implementation of a selected allied strategy
rather on the lines of SACEUR's position in Europe in relation to holding the Rhine. 

The provision of forces 
28. Whether or not an allied command organisation is set up in the Middle East, 

forces for the defence of the theatre are likely to be confined to those contributed by 
some members of the Commonwealth- Turkey, Israel, Jordan and the other Arab 
States. Excluding the old Commonwealth countries and Turkey, the only countries 
that have a considerable potential are Israel, India and Pakistan; but their 
contributions, if any, are likely to be limited, in the immediate future, by political 
complications and equipment difficulties . 

29 . In considering the provision of forces , we must recognise that, unless the co
operation of the Arab States and Israel with one another and the Supreme Allied 
Command is secured, a considerable internal security commitment may arise. 

30. As Turkish forces would be required for the defence of Turkey, the successful 
defence of the rest of the Middle East will depend upon the size of United Kingdom 
and Commonwealth contributions for some time to come. These contributions 
cannot be pre-determined exactly because they will depend on supplies of equipment 
and competing demands for forces in other theatres . The question of whether the 
whole of the allied strategy, including the defence of the oil, can be implemented at 
any given time during the period under review; or whether shortage of forces would 
dictate the defence of the Inner Ring alone; can only be determined by relating the 
United Kingdom and Commonwealth forces shown to be available in the then 
current Short Term plan to the force requirements as given in this paper. 

31. As Plan CINDERELLA5 has not yet been approved, we attach a provisional 
appendix (attached as Annexure 4) giving a broad indication of the forces likely to be 
available for the Middle East during 1952. As can be seen from this appendix we do 

5 Plan 'Cinderella' was the global war emergency plan drawn up to supersede plan 'Binnacle ', which 
replaced plan 'Galloper' after the 1949 change in US strategy. Plan 'Celery' was the emergency war plan for 
the defence of the Middle East which superseded plan 'Sandown'. 
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not expect to have sufficient naval, land or air forces to permit more than the defence 
of the Inner Ring alone. We shall therefore not be able to defend a proportion of the 
oil areas in isolation. Nor shall we be able to fulfil what we consider a probable 
commitment of bolstering up the Turks at 0+6 months (See Appendix B). 

32. We consider that, if an allied command organisation is set up in the Middle 
East, the whole question of the provision of forces can be viewed in a different light. 
Not only might it be easier to build up and make use of indigenous forces, but 
S.A.C.M.E. would be able to represent his requirements on an international level. For 
example, whereas the United States has hitherto stated that the Middle East is a 
Commonwealth responsibility and that she would be unable to contribute forces to 
the theatre for the first two years of war, S.A.C.M.E. would be in a position to request 
United States assistance at least for the defence of the oil area on the gounds that her 
interests there represent about 32 million tons a year in contrast to the United 
Kingdom's 3~ million tons a year. 

Summary 
33. The Inner Ring and the defence of some of the oil in isolation is feasible and 

should be regarded as the minimum that is acceptable for an allied strategy in the 
Middle East during the period under review. The principal problem is as in Europe, 
the provision of adequate forces, and it may prove difficult to implement the allied 
strategy to the full during the next year. We consider, however, that the following 
factors should ease our difficulties throughout the period under review:-

( a) The setting up of an allied command organisation should facilitate the task of 
obtaining the necessary forces. 
(b) Administrative difficulties and the effects of our operations, particularly by our 
air forces, may well reduce the logistically assessed Russian threat. 

Conclusions 
34. We conclude that:-

(a) Of the four possible strategies that might be adopted for the Defence of the 
Middle East, the Inner Ring represents the only acceptable allied Strategy that we 
are likely to be able to implement during the period under review. The reasons for 
this conclusion are as follows:-

(i) The Outer Ring, although suitable politically and strategically, is impractica
ble during the period under review as the necessary forces can neither be made 
available in war nor deployed as necessary in peacetime. Further, the basis and 
logistic backing for the forces required cannot be provided. 
(ii) The Ramallah Line, although requiring the fewest forces, is completely 
unsuitable in all other aspects, and has been rejected by the Chiefs of Staff as a 
suitable position on which to plan the defence of the Middle East. 
(iii) Of the remaining two strategies, the Inner Ring is preferable to the 
Lebanon-Jordan Line. The former is the only strategic means of securing the 
Southern flank of Turkey and the Turkey-Levant communications. 
(iv) The Inner Ring requires, in the long run, fewer land forces to implement 
than does the Lebanon-Jordan line, since the former takes into account Turkish 
forces holding the threat from the north. 
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(b) As the Inner Ring does not include the defence of any of the Middle East oil, 
the defence in isolation of the Bahrain oil area-which has now been shown to be 
an important requirement in war-should be accepted as an integral part of our 
Inner Ring Strategy. 
(c) Since the Inner Ring concept, coupled with the defence in isolation of the 
Bahrein oil area, represents the only acceptable allied strategy, the only major 
problem in its implementation is-as is the case in the European theatre-the 
provision of adequate forces. During 1952, for example, we may have only 
sufficient forces for the defence of the Inner Ring itself and we shall be unable to 
meet the commitments of defending the oil area and reinforcing Turkish forces. 
(d) The extent to which we can, at any given time, implement fully the Inner Ring 
strategy and the defence of the oil area, can only be determined by taking into 
account the forces shown to be available in the then current Short Term plan, as 
these availabilities will vary from year to year. We consider, however, that our 
difficulties in implementing the selected strategy might be eased by the following 
consideration:-

(i) Although it has not been possible to assess the effects of attacks against the 
Russian lines-of-communication, it is very probable that these attacks
together with the administrative problems confronting the enemy-would 
reduce the threat to below its maximum logistic limit. 
(ii) If an allied command organisation is set-up in the Middle East, there would 
be a better chance of obtaining the necessary forces than at present, as 
S.A.C.M.E. could represent his case at international level. Furthermore, it might 
be possible to develop the military potential of the Middle East countries to a 
greater extent under an allied organisation. 
(iii) For as long a period as Turkey is able to contain the Russian offensive, the 
requirement in the Levant sector is only for relatively small forces to ensure 
that the enemy is deterred from the limited offensive from the east. 

Appendix "B" to 257: The implementation of the Inner Ring strategy 

General 
1. We examine below the implementation of the Inner Ring Strategy, which 

includes the defence of the Bahrein oil area in isolation. 

The land campaign 
2. The Inner Ring consists of positions with natural defences in the north and 

south, with an intervening portion of more open territory which is suitable for the 
employment of armoured forces. The main enemy threat from the east, which is 
unlikely to materialise against the Levant during the first six months if allied forces 
are deployed early as a deterrent, is canalised along the following approaches:-

(a) In the south, the Baghdad- Amman pipe-line road. 
(b) In the north, the Mosul-Aleppo railway. 
(c) Across the central sector, two caravan routes terminating at Aleppo and Horns. 

3. Unless the enemy forces from the north are able to secure the Turkey--Levant 
communications at about D+6 months, relatively small allied forces should be able 
to contain the enemy threat from the east indefinitely. For planning purposes, 
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however, we should assume that it would have been necessary to go to the assistance 
of the Turkish forces in order to ensure that the northern sector of the Inner Ring 
could be held. In general terms, a possible deployment plan for the allied land forces 
might therefore be as follows:-

( a) A mobile force of approximately two brigades deployed at least as far to the east 
as the Euphrates and, if possible, the Tigris, to operate in a covering role, and to 
check the enemy reconnaissance forces. 
(b) An armoured division in the north, to counter a possible enemy thrust of 
approximately a division along the Mosul- Aleppo railway, thus protecting the 
Turkey-Levant communications. 
(c) An infantry division supported by an armoured brigade in the south, to 
counter an enemy thrust of approximately two divisions along the pipe-line road 
through Jordan, which is the only good road from the east. 
(d) A further infantry division in the centre, to cover the caravan routes to Horns 
and Aleppo against an enemy thrust of approximately one division. 
(e) It will be one of SACME's tasks to persuade the Turks to withdraw while they 
are still in a position to do so, to a bridgehead covering Iskanderun and Mersin. 
Not only will the adoption of such strategy assist the maintenance of Turkish 
forces, but the successful defence of the Middle East as a whole will depend on the 
ability of Turkish forces to hold, if necessary, the northern bastion of the Inner 
Ring which is based on part of the Taurus mountains. Turkish forces may have 
been driven out of most of Turkey by D+6 months in which case they will require 
re-organisation. The provision of allied support in Turkey itself at this critical 
period may well be a decisive factor in keeping alive the Turkish will to resist. The 
two main vulnerable points in the northern bastion will be at the Cilician Gates 
(Uiukisla) and at Malatya. Two infantry divisions would be required at the Cilician 
Gates at D+6 months and a further division at Malatya at D+ 7 months. 

4. In considering the extent to which the land campaigns could be carried out 
with forces that may be limited during the early part of the period under review, it 
must be borne in mind that the Russian threat has been assessed at its maximum 
logistic limit. It is reasonable to assume that in the event, this threat might be 
reduced by the administrative difficulties confronting the enemy and the effects of air 
interdiction and other allied operations. Further, a detailed examination of the 
terrain over which the land campaign would be fought, shows that, except in the 
Aleppo area, it would be very difficult for enemy forces to advance from the east, 
except along a limited number of roads and tracks. 

The air campaign 
5. In considering the roles and composition of the air forces required to 

implement an Inner Ring strategy, the following factors must be taken into 
account: -

(a) However the enemy threats m'l.terialise, the Russian land forces will be forced 
to operate along very extended and canalised lines-of-communication. They would 
provide excellent targets for allied tactical air forces. 
(b) In order to ensure the most effective deployment of the available land forces, 
there will be a requirement for a wide coverage by air reconnaissance aircraft. 
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(c) The Turkish air force is relatively ineffective and, by the time Turkish land 
forces are pushed back to the northern sector of the Inner Ring, may have virtually 
ceased to exist. Some allied air forces will therefo re be required for the land battle 
in the Turkish sector of the Inner Ring. 
(d) Although some ground attack aircraft will be required for operations with our 
land forces, these aircraft would be ideally suited for the task of keeping the enemy 
supply-lines under constant attack, in particular, the single-track railways, leaving 
the light bombers free to range further inland to attack selected communication 
targets and enemy airfields . 
(e) A number of high performance fighters of latest type would be required to 
maintain air superiority over the battle area, since the enemy would be likely to 
employ some fighters of the MIG 15 type. 

6. Although the detailed employment of the tactical air forces necessary to 
support an Inner Ring strategy will have to be related to the course of the land 
campaign, it is clear that the principal concentrations of aircraft- excluding those 
for static air defence- will be required in the following areas:-

(a) In the north- the Aleppo area, to support the mobile formations and to keep 
the Mosul-Aleppo railway under attack. 
(b) In the south-Palestine and Amman, to ensure the security of our own 
communications and to keep the pipe-line road under attack. 
(c) In the centre- the Horns area, to support the ground forces and keep under 
attack the line-of-communication along the south caravan route. 
(d) In the east- at Habbaniya, for as long as the course of the enemy land 
campaign permits, so as to allow light bombers to penetrate the maximum 
distance along the enemy's main lines-of-communication. 
(e) In southern Turkey- to support the land battle in this area. 

7. It is clear that, however this general disposition may have to be varied to suit 
the general course of the land campaign, airfields in northern Syria are an essential 
requirement if our air resources are to be effectively deployed over the whole of the 
campaign area. This is an additional factor in the importance of the Inner Ring 
Strategy as opposed to the Lebanon-Jordan line strategy, since only the former 
would effectively secure the northern airfields. 

8. As there is likely to be a shortage of allied air forces, particularly during 1952, 
it must be remembered that it has not been possible to take into account the 
following intangible factors when assessing the ai r force requirements: -

(a) The threat has been presented as the maximum that the enemy would be 
logistically capable of producing. In the event, there would undoubtedly be some 
reduction caused by our attacks on his airfie lds and supply lines and this might be 
reduced still further by the enemy's lack of experience in operating air forces 
under desert conditions. 
(b) Although it is considered unlikely that the Russian long-range air force would 
participate in a Middle East campaign, allowance has been made for the possibility 
of some raids by these aircraft. 
(c) The open nature of much of the terrain in the likely theatre of operations, 
thereby permitting the effective dispersal of our forces and their equipment, might 



304 VIOLENT CONFLICT IN EGYPT [257] 

allow-in the event-the acceptance of a less favourable air situation than has 
been considered as necessary in this paper. 
(d) Some indirect assistance may be received from carrier-borne operations in the 
eastern Mediterranean and from strategic air operations against targets in South 
Russia. 
(e) If any improvement in the size and fighting efficiency of the Egyptian and 
Israeli air forces is effected before the outbreak of war, it should prove possible to 
make some reduction in the allied air forces allocated to the air defence roles in 
those areas. 

The naval aspect 
9. The successful implementation of the Inner Ring strategy will require the 

maintenance of the main Mediterranean lines of communication, at least for the first 
six months of war while the main army build-up takes place and before the enemy 
can operate from bases in the Mediterranean. Subsequently it may be necessary to 
route convoys for the Middle East round Africa and, in this event, convoys in Levant 
waters may have to be more strongly escorted. 

10. Apart from the protection of the main convoys through the Mediterranean, 
the theatre tasks for naval forces to implement the Inner Ring strategy would be:-

(a) To maintain local sea communications in the Levant waters, the Red Sea and 
the Persian Gulf. 
(b) To support the land operations by sea and naval air action as required. 

The defence of the Bahrein oil area 
11. General. We have stated earlier that the defence of this area is an important 

requirement and should, if possible, form an integral part of our Middle East 
strategy. Its defence, however, can only be carried out in isolation and there are two 
essential requirements:-

(a) A land force sufficient to counter the Russian land threat, which is logistically 
limited to about a brigade group, and possible enemy airborne operations. 
(b) Sufficient naval and air forces to ensure security against air attack, the safe 
transportation of the oil, and the maintenance of our land forces in the Bahrein area. 

12. Land defence. The Ras Tanura-Bahrein-Qatar-Dhahran area is considerable, 
and-in view of the fact that airborne operations cannot be ruled out-forces would 
be required throughout the oil area. 

13. Air defence of the oil area. Refineries would present easily identifiable targets 
and would be very vulnerable to air attack, but it is doubtful whether air action could 
materially interfere with the production of crude oil. There would be a requirement 
for fighter and ground-attack forces to be deployed in this area and their roles would 
be as follows:-

(a) To counter the enemy border threat against our oil installations and shipping 
in harbour. It is impossible to assess the size of the enemy air threat, but it should 
be noted that the Russians would have only 280 light bombers for the whole of the 
Middle East campaign and it is unlikely that more than a small proportion of these 
would be used against an oil target so far to the south-east of the main battle area. 
Furthermore, it is unlikely that any enemy long-range bombers will be available. 
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(b) To give support to our ground forces and to attack enemy airfields in the 
Bandar Abbas area. 

14. Protection of shipping. All shipping used for the transportation of the oil and 
for the supply of our forces must pass through the Straits of Hormuz. While it has 
previously been considered that, in order to pass convoys through the Straits without 
undue loss, it would be necessary to secure the northern shore, this whole question 
is now under re-examination. 

15. Forces required. The estimate of forces required for the defence of the whole 
area as shown in the Annexures, excludes, therefore, any forces that might be 
required for Bandar Abbas . .. . 

258 DEFE 5/35, COS(51 )759, annex 18 Dec 1951 
'Middle East strategy' : brief by the COS Committee for Mr Churchill 
on the importance of the Middle East 

1. The Middle East is defined as comprising Persia, Turkey, the Arab States 
(Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Syria, the Lebanon, Saudi Arabia and the Yemen) Israel, Libya, 
Cyprus and the Persian Gulf Sheikhdoms. 

2. The Middle East is important to the Western Powers because: -

(a) Bastion against communism. To retain the countries of the Middle East 
within the Western orbit is a vital cold war measure. Were we to evacuate in peace 
not only would such action be a very severe blow to our position as a great power, 
but it would in addition create a vacuum in the area. The Russians are the one 
power in a position to fill this vacuum. This would inevitably lead to Communist 
regimes in all Arab States eventually extending from the Eastern Atlantic to the 
Indian Sub-continent; 
(b) The defence of Africa . Once the Russians had secured the bridgehead to the 
African Continent they could use the Middle East as a base from which to launch 
campaigns:-

(i) to the West, which would outflank the Allied position in Europe, and which 
would threaten Allied Sea Communications in the Mediterranean and Atlantic; 
(ii) to the East, against Sea Communications in the Indian Ocean; and 
(iii) to the South, against Allied territories in Africa. 

(c) Communications. The Middle East and North Africa still form an important 
link in our sea communications including the Suez Canal and our air 
communications particularly our strategic air routes to South-East Asia and the 
Far East; 
(d) Oil. The security of at least a proportion of the Middle East oil may well be 
essential in war; 
(e) Offensive base. The Middle East provides valuable bases for the air offensive 
against Russia and her associates; 
(f) Turkey. Turkey has a valuable military contribution to make against the 
common enemy. Unless the Middle East, and in particular the Levant, were 
defended, Turkey would be isolated from her allies . 
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Our plans for the defence of the Middle East 

Threat to the Middle East 

[258) 

3. It has been appreciated that at the outbreak of war Russia will attack Turkey 
simultaneously from the North and East. Unless deterred by the early appearance of 
Allied forces in the Levant, she will also outflank Turkey along the latter's southern 
border and reach the Eastern Mediterranean. In addition, Russian forces would 
attack the Middle East oil areas. 

Strategic aims 
4. Our strategic aims are:-

(a) To defend as much of the Middle East as our resources will permit; 
(b) To secure a proportion of the Middle East oil. 

The strategy to be adopted 
5. To meet our strategic aims, it would be necessary to deploy forces in two main 

areas:-

(a) The Levant. In order to defend the largest possible area of the Middle East, and 
to maintain a ground link with Turkey, we propose to deploy our land and tactical 
air forces as far to the North and East as possible. We shall operate mobile forces 
well into the Syrian and Iraq deserts,' holding an inner bastion based on the Anti
Lebanon Mountains and the Jordan Valley. We also propose to guard the essential 
land link with Turkey by the use of armoured and mobile forces in Northern Syria, 
thus securing Turkey's southern flank. Our plans also provide for some assistance 
to Turkish forces if they are pressed back to the Taurus Mountains; 
(c) The Saudi Arabian-Bahrain oil area. In order to secure a proportion of the 
Middle East oil, it would be necessary to deploy land and air forces in the Dhahran 
area, and provide sufficient naval and air forces to fight our conveys into and out of 
the Persian Gulf. Forces for these tasks are not likely to be available during 1952 
from U.K. or Commonwealth resources. 

Adequacy of forces 
6. At Appendix1 we show the 

(a) Peacetime Garrisons . 
(b) Planned reinforcements in event of war. 
(c) Forces required to implement our strategy. 
(d) Deficiencies. 

7. This Appendix shows that there will be a very considerable deficiency of forces. 
The whole of Turkey's military strength will be engaged in defending her own 
territory against the main weight of the Russian offensive. If the main burden for the 
defence of the rest of the Middle East is to remain, as at present, a Commonwealth 
task, we shall have barely sufficient forces for the defence of the Levant. We shall 
therefore be unable to provide for the defence of the Saudi Arabian-Bahrain oil areas 
with the forces at present likely to be available. 

1 Not printed. 
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The necessity for a main base in Egypt 
8. An essential strategic area in the Middle East is Egypt, as it is the only country 

in that theatre possessing the essential air bases, ports, internal communications, 
water supplies, industrial potential and manpower necessary in war for the 
maintenance of a main base. For the base to be fully functioning in war, it must be 
maintained in peace and we consider that the Egyptians would be totally incapable of 
maintaining it. 

The United States' attitude towards the Middle East 

Previous policy 
9. Until1949, the United States was planning to contribute some three divisions 

and 350 tactical aircraft to the defence of the Middle East. After that year, she 
adopted a "centre strategy" and allocated to North-West Africa the forces previously 
earmarked for the Middle East; these forces were intended for the holding of a 
bridgehead or bridgeheads in Europe. Until early in 1950, the United States still 
intended to deploy a brigade group and 75 fighters to Dhahran in the Persian Gulf. 

Present policy 
10. To-day the United States considers that the defence of this theatre is a 

Commonwealth responsibility, and is not prepared to contribute land or air forces. 
In spite of this, the following points indicate that the United States regards the 

Middle East as of considerable importance:-

(a) Economic and military aid. In addition to re-equipping, re-organizing and 
t raining the armed forces of Greece, Turkey and Persia, she has allocated some 150 
mill ion dollars for economic assistance and military grants in aid to Israel and the 
Arab States; 
(b) Political and economic stability . The declared policy of the United States is 
that the aid programme "is primarily a political weapon designed to strengthen 
the several Arab States and Israel, to improve their political and economic stability 
and to increase their will and ability to resist penetration by the Soviet Union"; 
(c) Oil. The United States has considerable oil concessions in the Pers ian Gulf; 
(d) Military operating requirements. The United States has listed operating 
requirements in the Middle East. These, which are for her overall strategic aims 
and not for Middle East defence, include the use of air bases in the Middle East and 
the location of land force headquarters and training areas in Libya; 
(e) The Allied command organisation. The United States has strongly supported 
the setting-up of an Allied command organization in the Middle East. 

11. United States participation in Middle East defence. Although recognising the 
importance of the Middle East, the United States considers that the defence of this 
theatre is a Commonwealth responsibility. The United States will not at present 
commit themselves to contribute land and air forces during the first two years of a 
war. There will, however, be some of her naval forces with naval aviation operating in 
the Mediterranean, which together with American Strategic air operations against 
South Russia may contribute to the defence of the Middle East. 

12. United Kingdom and United States co-ordination . During recent months 
there has been increasing evidence of the urgent need for co-ordinating United 
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Kingdom and United States policy in the Middle East. This applies particularly to the 
negotiation of military operating requirements and supply of arms to Middle East 
countries. Action is being taken to resolve these difficulties. 

Object of discussions with the Americans 
13. We should, in discussion with the United States, seek assurance that she will 

increase her interest in the Middle East, and in particular:-

(a) agree with us a combined politico-military policy for the Middle East including 
the co-ordination of our joint military requirements; 
(b) agree to commit forces to the Middle East in war which will allow us to 
increase the effectiveness of our defence of the area. To get the United States to 
agree to deploy forces to Dhahran for the defence of the Saudi Arabian- Bahrein oil 
areas would be a valuable contribution; 
(c) accept high positions on the staff of the proposed Allied Middle East 
Command; 
(d) Co-ordinate with us air operations affecting the Middle East. 

259 FO 371190151, no 530 20 Dec 1951 
[Moving combatant troops to Gaza]: letter from Colonel R Balfour1 to 
R Alien outlining the views of the COS 

[Moving troops from the Canal Zone to Gaza had been considered in 1950 and one reason 
for the rejection of the idea was Israeli objections. In the wake of Gen Robertson's visit to 
Israel in early 1951 Eden believed Israeli objections would be less strong and therefore 
wanted the COS to re-examine the possibility (PREM 11/92, minute by Eden, 23 Nov 
1951).] 

The Chiefs of Staff have considered your letter JE.l0511449G dated 5th December 
about the possibility of moving our combatant troops from the Canal Zone to the 
Gaza Strip and have instructed me to inform you of their views as set out below. 

2. The Chiefs of Staff confirm their previous views that in itself it is a perfectly 
practicable, though highly inconvenient and expensive, proposition to move our 
combatant forces from the Canal Zone to the Gaza Strip, subject to the following 
essential provisos: -

(a) real security of tenure; 
(b) Egyptian agreement to the retention of our administrative base in the Canal 
Zone and to a reasonably acceptable solution of the Air Defence problem; 
(c) the grant by Egypt of full facilities for the efficient movement of men and 
materials from Port Said to Gaza. We should acquire inter alia exemption from 
customs duties, favourable transport rates on the Egyptian State Railways, the 
right to reserve for our own use a proportion of the port capacity at Port Said and 
the right to station British personnel in uniform in or near the port. 

1 Secretary, COS Committee. 
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(d) the grant by Israel of similar facilities for the institution of an alternative L of 
C through Haifa. 
(e) the removal of the vast majority of the refugees presently inhabiting the Gaza' 
area. 

3. The Chiefs of Staff also confirm that to some slight degree there would be 
strategic advantage to us in such a move in that:-

(a) a proportion of our forces would be stationed in peace closer to the area in 
which they are most likely to be required in the early stages of war. 
(b) British forces in the Gaza area might have a steadying effect on 
Egyptian/Israeli stations. 
(c) Direct contact would be opened up in peace time with the Israeli forces . 

4. The administrative objections to this project have already been set out in 
detail and have in no way diminished, but the Chiefs of Staff feel that they should 
draw particular attention to the following points:-

(a) Gaza offers no port facilities and our forces would therefore depend on two 
alternative L's of C (via Port Said and Haifa) over neither of which should we have 
full control and both of which are none too sound from a purely physical point of 
view. 
(b) The provision of permanent accommodation with a reasonable scale of 
amenities for a Brigade Group at Gaza might cost up to £20m. and would take a 
minimum of 4 years before it could begin to be occupied. 
If the troops were to be pitchforked into the desert on a basis of tents, absolute 
minimum amenities and with no married families, the move might be possible 
in 12-18 months. They would have to live under these conditions for several 
years while the permanent accommodation was being built and it is hard to 
imagine anything more likely to cause a deterioration of morale and general 
discontent. 
(c) One, and probably two, airfields would have to be provided. 

5. After considering all the various factors , the Chiefs of Staff consider that any 
possible advantages to be obtained from moving our combatant troops from the 
Canal Zone to the Gaza strip are more than counterbalanced by the administrative 
difficulties. They have therefore concluded that should they be forced to remove 
combatant troops from the Canal Zone it would be preferable to move them to Libya 
rather than to Gaza. In Libya the L of C is at least sound, and a certain scale of 
amenities and administrative installations already exist. The provision of permanent 
accommodation with a satisfactory scale of amenities and suitable arrangements for 
married families however remains a problem which would take some years and very 
heavy expenditure to solve; for this reason the Chiefs of Staff are only less opposed to 
an early and hasty move of combatant troops from the Canal Zone to Libya than to 
the Gaza project. Should an early move of combatant troops from the Canal Zone to 
Libya however become necessary on the basis of tented accommodation with a bare 
minimum of amenities and of facilities, this could be carried out in a matter of a few 
months. 
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260 FO 371/90151, no 524 22 Dec 1951 
[Approach to King Farouk]: outward telegram no 1726 from Mr Eden 
to Sir R Stevenson on beginning talks 

I agree that you seek an early opportunity to speak to King Farouk on the lines of my 
telegram No. 1687.1 

2. In doing so, you should draw attention to the gravity of the situation in the 
Canal Zone and to the evidence which you have of collusion by the Egyptian Police 
in terrorist activities. You should point out that, unless the situation improves 
substantially, we shall be driven into more drastic measures which will be as dis
tasteful to us as they should be to the King and which may well damage the 
prospects of settlement beyond repair. You should, however, avoid giving the 
impression that by such measures we expect to force the issue and thus to take on 
our shoulders the responsibility-which rests with the King himself-for getting 
rid of the present regime. You should also avoid any discussion of what these mea
sures might be . 

3. I should prefer that you do not yourself refer to Ali Maher. His alliance with 
Andraos Pasha suggests a personal intrigue and we have no real evidence that the 
King is backing him seriously. Even a passing reference to his name might be taken 
as a hint that we were in favour of Ali Maher succeeding Nahas, when in fact we 
should regard him very much as a pis aller. I consider it therefore safer not to 
attempt to guide the King's hand in this matter, at least until he himself has shown 
some initiative. Our general attitude is that we would welcome any government 
capable of controlling the terrorists and willing to discuss the four-Power proposals 
with us. 

4. It is essential that the King should understand what the two alternatives 
are. Either the situation will continue to deteriorate, with new elements of dan
ger for him as much as for us in the arming of the populace, or we can make a 
real endeavour now to start talking. It is the latter that I want to bring about. 
But if our talks are to have any chance of success, incidents in the zone must 
first stop. I am not asking for any announcement on the subject, only the deed. 
Once that happens I am prepared to open discussions on the four-Power propos
als either in Cairo or in London. My proposal is, therefore, that we should jointly 
examine the four-Power proposals without asking the Egyptians to accept them 
in principle in advance. Equally we would not be committed in advance, for 
instance with regard to the extent and speed of the withdrawal of troops. But 
this is just one of the topics which, with others, could be discussed within the 
framework of the four-Power plan. What we hope for is a government that will 
do this with us . 

1 See 255. note 2. 
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261 FO 371/90151, no 528 22 Dec 1951 
[Actions in Egypt]: inward telegram no 1260 from Sir R Stevenson to 
R J Bowker on measures to deal with the situation in the Canal Zone 

Personal for Bowker. 
Following are extracts from letter written to you on 19th December but delayed by 

diversion of King's Messenger and by delay on only alternative route. 
[Begins] . 
In paragraph 4 of 572 C.C.L. we expressed the view that the most likely 

developments in the future were either:-

(a) Continuation in power of the present Wafd Government leading to a further 
deterioration in the Canal Zone, which would compel us progressively to assume 
control in the area, the logical result of which is the separation of the Canal Zone 
from the rest of Egypt; or 
(b) The replacement of the present Government by one prepared to restore the 
status quo and negotiate a satisfactory Middle East defence settlement. If we are 
opposed to any step in the direction of the severance of the Canal Zone we must 
surely be forced to seek for the overthrow of the Wafd Government with every 
means in our power, as indeed the Commanders-in-Chief recommended as long 
ago as 30th October' in their 539 C.C.L. If this is so, then may I suggest that we are 
perhaps not doing all we might in order to force a crisis?2 Looking at the matter 
from a different angle, are we not in danger of putting ourselves in a dilemma if 
both the two possible lines of counter-action against the Egyptians are barred to 
us and if we go on passively allowing things to deteriorate in the Canal Zone? 
These two lines are:-

(a) Economic sanctions against the Egyptians, particularly oil sanctions; 
(b) Action in the Canal Zone in the direction of the assumption of firmer 
control by the British Military authorities. As you know I have always been 
opposed to (a) and have been in favour of (b) yet I now understand that this is 
contrary to the Secretary of State's policy. What then are we left with? Is it really 
the intention that we should remain passive in the face of Egyptian actions in 
which the Egyptian police take a full and inglorious part as exemplified by the 
incidents in Ismailia and at Suez? If this is the case, I know that the 
Commanders-in-Chief have the most serious misgivings about the position of 
our troops in the long run and they have from the very first given expression to 
these misgivings (539 C.C.L.). Could you therefore let me know a little more 
about your current thinking in the Foreign Office?3 

1 The date should be 27 Oct, see 231. 
2 At the top of the document and over the preceding text Eden had written: 'I find it increasingly difficult 
to know what Stevenson really wants. (b) would not force a cris is . Yet he says he wants this. Has he ever 
told us so? ... Meanwhile what is he doing about seeing the king? I am troubled by the confusion of 
Stevenson's mind.' 
3 At the bottom of the document and referring to the last 5 sentences, Eden had written: 'Only because it 
will inevitably lead to our taking over the whole country? Cannot Stevenson see this? Dept must really 
attempt a clear definition of how we see events. All this must be done before I leave for W'ton. Unhappi ly I 
agree with Lord Salisbury that Stevenson's telegrams are "muddled".' 
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262 FO 14111456, no 6 5 Jan 1952 
[Anti-British feeling in Egypt]: letter from Sir J Bowker to Sir R 
Stevenson. Minutes by M J Creswell, J W Wall, J H Wardle-Smith, 
J de C Hamilton and Sir R Stevenson 

[On 2 Jan the Cabinet Egypt Committee met for the first time to review the question of 
setting up a military government in the Canal Zone and to consider the measures that 
would be required.] 

Many thanks for your letter 104112/387/Sl G of the 19th December, which has now at 
last arrived. Meanwhile I note from your telegram No. 2 that you have received a 
copy of our brief for the Washington expedition, of which copies have already been 
sent to Rapp. The brief on the Sudan, which we could not get ready for the bag on 
Saturday, has now also been sent to you. One of the last things which the Secretary 
of State did before his departure was to approve personally the Egyptian brief, so that 
you may take it that it represents pretty well our latest thinking. It is true that 
discussions with General Robertson took place after that brief was drafted, and we 
have still to give further consideration to the General 's views, but the brief was 
actually approved by the Secretary of State after he had talked to the General. As 
regards the Sudan, you may care to note, for your own personal information, that the 
brief as originally drafted went rather further in the direction of a United Nations 
Commission to enquire into the possibilities of a plebiscite than the Secretary of 
State was prepared to accept. The final version which was sent to you was somewhat 
modified to take account of his views. Even so, however, it should not be assumed 
that the Secretary of State is at present prepared to budge from our proposals of the 
13th October in respect of the Sudan; whether he will modify his attitude at all in the 
light of discussions in Washington remains of course to be seen, but he is in general 
very firmly opposed to any concession of any kind to the Egyptians over the Sudan, 
and indeed feels , I think, that the right solution would be Dominion status for the 
Sudan within the British Commonwealth, and that we should not meanwhile do 
anything to weaken the chances of bringing this about. 

2. I think that perhaps we may have been a little remiss in keeping you fully 
informed of the position as we see it here, but I am sure you will understand that pol
icy crystallises more or less slowly; at any rate it is only when occasion arises , e.g. a 
discussion in the Cabinet, or the despatch of instructions to you such as were con
tained in our telegrams Nos. 16861 and 1687, or the drafting of a brief such as that for 
this Washington visit, that an opportunity arises of putting down the skeleton of our 
policy and securing an expression of ministerial opinion upon it. I would like now if I 
can to try and fill in a little more background round the outlines which you already 
have. 

3. It is of course not altogether easy for us here to appreciate the atmosphere in 
Egypt at present, but we do have the impression that the strength of anti-British 
feeling is so great as to be very worrying. A number of factors may have contributed 
to this, such as the wave of nationalism sweeping over the Middle East, happenings 
in Persia, the selfish and unscrupulous policy of the Wafd Government, the inertia of 

1 See 255. 
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I 
the King, the unbridled propaganda campaign against us, and of course the 
measures which we have had to take for our self-protection in the Canal Zone. 

'X' What we find more difficult to estimate is the permanency of this anti-British 
feeling. Suppose there were an Egyptian Government pledged to reach a 

I 
reasonable settlement with us, to institute much-needed reforms and house
cleaning in Egypt, and to join with the Western powers in a military association. 

Suppose further that this government were determined to implement its policy by 
every possible means, for example, the ruthless suppression of terrorism and 
gangsterism, and the publication of the truth in the Egyptian press. What would be 
the chances of survival of such a government? And if it did survive, with the backing 
of the King and the Army, for say a couple of months, how far would hatred of the 
British in fact decline? I realise that these are hypothetical questions, and that in any 
case the answers must depend to some extent on the kind of settlement which we 
were prepared to offer the Egyptians. The reason I ask the questions is to try and 
indicate that, unless the answers to them are purely negative, we think that we must 
still proceed on the assumption that there is a chance of our securing such a 
government and reaching agreement with it. 

4. The chance may not be a very big one but the alternatives are too uncom
fortable for us to accept them without a struggle. The alternatives seem to us to be 
either the sealing off of the Canal Zone or the bringing of chaos into Egypt by eco
nomic sanctions (under which I include the shutting off of oil); or both, since the 
former might well lead to the latter. We realise that every step which we are taking 
in the Canal Zone brings us a stage nearer military government there . Whether the 
sealing off of the Zone comes before military government, or vice versa, does not in 
our view make very much difference, since we feel that either will in the end lead to 
the other. It is true that General Robertson seems to think that the administrative 
objections are less strong than we had imagined; I am not sure that he is right 
about this, since I doubt whether it would be possible to set up what would in fact 
amount to military government in the Canal Zone without incurring serious 
administrative responsibilities. Whatever one may say in theory, in practice we 
could not simply decline to accept any responsibility for the good government of 
the whole Zone including the towns. We could not have people gradually starving 
to death, disease rampant, and a complete breakdown of law and order. But quite 
apart from this the political objections seem powerful to us. In the first place it 
seems likely that the Egyptians would retaliate upon British and possibly other for
eign nationals living in the Delta. In the second place, we should have embarked 
upon a course, the end of which there is no foreseeing. It may well be that once the 
Canal Zone is sealed off, we shall find ourselves obliged to detach it permanently 
from Egypt. 

5. You will see therefore why we are reluctant to embark on this line of policy. 
We do recognise and have for some time recognised that we may find ourselves 
obliged to adopt the solution of sealing off the Zone, because we must, as necessity 

I 
arises, take the essential measures for the protection of British troops in the Zone. 
But we do not wish to go further than we are obliged and we are by no means 

'Y' convinced that the sealing off of the Canal Zone would bring about such a crisis 
that the Wafd Government would necessarily fall. It might do, but our feeling is 

I 
that this is to some extent at any rate a question of timing. We have to judge the 
situation in Egypt, and not only in Egypt but also in relation to the outside world, 
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so as to try and make sure that if we are obliged to assume firm control of the Zone 
(whether this be by the establishment of military government or something short of 
it) there is at any rate a good chance that the government will thereby be toppled 
over and replaced by one that is prepared to do a deal. On this again we should 
welcome your advice when you feel able to give it. 

6. There remains the question of economic sanctions. We are still opposed to 
this for reasons which are I think well known to you. Nevertheless you may be 
interested, again for your own personal information, to know that there was a very 
long and at times heated discussion in the Cabinet about the Sterling Balances 
Agreements.2 It was only with the greatest difficulty that the decision was obtained 
that the £5 million should be paid under the Sterling Releases Agreement. I am not 
sure that it is fair to deduce from this that there has been a hardening of opinion as 
regards economic sanctions in general, but I mention it to show you that the "treat 
'em rough" school of thought is a powerful one. 

7. In short, therefore, our line is as follows: we want an Egyptian Government 
with whom we can discuss on the basis of the four-Power proposals; we are not 
prepared to make concessions in advance to secure such a government such as a 
promise, even conditional, to withdraw completely; we shall take whatever measures 
are really necessary to protect the position of our troops in the Canal Zone but we are 
reluctant to go the whole hog and establish military government there; we do not at 
present favour economic sanctions, but we are not prepared to be gentle with the 
Egyptians, even if toughness costs us something. It may be that this policy will not 
succeed; but we can only go on trying it until it has been proved to be unsuccessful. 

Minutes on 262 

I suggest that the Minutes on this jacket should concern themselves with the Canal 
Zone question (dealt with also in the brief at 104112/401/51G) and that the Minutes 
on the Sudan aspect, including para. 1 of this letter, should be submitted on the 
"Sudan Brief" which is entered separately. 

2. The following points seem to arise on Mr. Bowker's letter:-

(1) We are asked in para. 3 and again at the end of para. 5 about the prospects of 
an alternative government and the permanency, or otherwise, of anti-British 
feeling in Egypt. These are very difficult questions to answer as they are 
hypothetical and to some extent a matter of individual opinion. I would, myself, be 
prepared to risk the following answers: -

(a) That the anti-British feeling is not permanent and could quickly subside once 
the initial crisis on the substitution of another government for the Wafd had suc
cessfully been overcome and once it was clear that the successor government was 
pledged to the programme mentioned at X in Mr. Bowker's letter. 
(b) There would, however, be a major crisis attending the change of 
government in which those circles who have vested interests in anti-British 
agitation would see their prospects threatened and make an all-out attempt to 
cause chaos. 

2 CAB 128/23, CC 20(51)8, 28 Dec 1951. 
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(c) That at this point proper leadership by the King will be essential if the storm 
is to be weathered. There is the gravest doubt whether H.M. is capable of such 
leadership and hitherto the Wafd have been able to intimidate him into 
inactivity whenever they detected any tendency to action on his part (the latest 
evidence of this is the damping-down of Hafez Mifi's views on the need for an 
immediate change). 
(d) Once a new government had been established on the lines suggested its 
chances of survival would be good. The answer to this question is, of course, the 
converse of the answer to the previous question- how such a government could 
be established. The more difficult it proves to get into power and the more 
drastic the measures required for that purpose, the greater the chances of its 
survival. (If we are thinking in terms of 12-18 months; in the longer term one 
cannot be so sure). 

I put up these ideas as a cock-shy in the hope that they may form the basis of a 
reply for the Foreign Office. 
(2) Establishment of military control in the Canal Zone is dealt with in para. 4 and 
on this the following points arise:-

(a) I think the Foreign Office over-estimate the responsibility we would have to 
accept for the good government of the Zone including the towns. There is 
practically no effective government at the moment as we have seen from the 
state of affairs in Ismailia and Suez (though Port Said may be a little better), and 
I cannot see that by accepting responsibility we would, in fact, have a more 
complete breakdown of law and order than at present exists, nor why people 
should "gradually starve to death" and disease be rampant. The military and 
police manpower commitment and the need of logistic support e.g. food 
supplies, would of course be very great. 
(b) Retaliation on the civil population of the Delta is, I am afraid, a possibility. It 
would be minimised if it became quite clear that we would immediately 
intervene militarily in Cairo and Alexandria if this was to take place, and if the 
Egyptians saw the first signs of active preparations to this end. 
(c) "The course the end of which there is no foreseeing." The end is clearly 
foreseen when Mr. Bowker talks about detaching the Canal Zone permanently 
from Egypt. I am not sure that such a prospect should appal us quite to the 
extent suggested. 

(3) The general line taken is that we should not go further than we are forced to 
and that we should avoid bringing about a major crisis by sealing off the Canal 
Zone or by other means. This may be the very way of making sure of the greatest 
possible trouble in the long run. A sharp crisis now (or better still a sharp crisis at 
the end of November, 1951, when our reinforcements had just arrived) might have 
a better chance of denouement, in a showdown resulting in a change of 
government here, than if we ward off the crisis over a period of months so that, 
when it ultimately comes, the Egyptians are better prepared to meet us and have 
strengthened their own determination to resist us by various military preparations 
and a whipping-up of public opinion (such measures on their part, though 
ineffective militarily may, nevertheless, have a psychological effect in making it 
less likely that they will immediately give way) . 
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It is not clear how the "timing" is to be arranged to make sure of the crisis 
resulting in a Wafd collapse - see Y in para. 5. Presumably by this, further delay is 
meant. Yet time may not be on our side in this. 

I. Permanence of anti-British feeling 

M.J.C. 
9.1.52 

As H.M.M. says, the assessment of anti-British feeling among Egyptians must be 
largely a matter of individual opinion. Mine is as follows:-

1. There will always be some anti-British feeling so long as we pursue any 
activity in Egypt that can be represented by someone as an infringement of Egypt's 
rights. There has been anti-British feeling ever since our first intervention: it has 
fluctuated and has been at times politically negligible - but always someone, 
somewhere in the country, has been antagonistic. I don't suppose any Egyptian hates 
the British because they are British - anyone in the Embassy can I think testify to 
very cordial personal relations with all sorts of Egyptians - but there is, and in my 
opinion always will be, a deep-rooted antipathy to foreign interference; and, equally 
important, for h istorical, religious and racial reasons, the Egyptian is prone to 
believe that the foreigner always is interfering in Egyptian affairs. 'Why is the 
foreigner here if not to exploit us, interfere with us, get something out of us in some 
way?' - that seems to me to be a question that is at the back of very many Egyptian 
minds, even 'enlightened' ones. Historically, perhaps the feel ing can be explained by 
the fact that, left to himself, the Egyptian Muslim has always proved incompetent in 
affairs and he has seen, over and over again, either the foreign Muslim - Fatimite, 
Mameluke or Turk- or the native or neighbouring Christian acquire control of the 
country by his superior intelligence or military power. One has only to look at the 
King's entourage today to see that the pattern in that quarter has not changed very 
much in essentials from mediaeval days when so often the foreigner and the 
Christian wielded back-stairs power through their greater cleverness (and through 
women, who were frequently foreign or Christian). The native Muslim always 
resented the presence of foreigners and/or Christians in power, and his awareness 
that he was not clever enough to do without them only increased his resentment. 

This has never prevented the growth of quite strong affection for individual 
foreigners; but you will hear a person who has been sincerely praising some former 
British official whom he knew personally, in the next breath ascribe all Egypt's 
sorrows to British rule . 

I cannot think, therefore, that supposing we obtain some agreement on the lines 
of the Four Power proposals there will be lacking politicians-out of-office, would-be
party-leaders, journalists and demagogues of many sorts and sizes, to assert that the 
agreement is a fraud, that we are still in occupation and still interfering in Egypt's 
internal affairs; and it will still be possible for a demagogue to rouse some of the 
rabble with anti-British oratory. 

2. Anti-imperialism is a movement that has, comparatively, just begun its course 
in Africa and Asia: it is exciting, stimulating and provides a mystique - or a myth -to 
fill the spiritual vacuum which the general attenuation (in spite of some particular 
attempts at revival) of the force of Islam has left. Even if the matter were one in isola
tion between Britain and the Arab countries alone, I do not think the appeal of anti
imperialism would soon or easily fade . But there are, of course, some powerful external 
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stimulators of the feeling (or high priests with an interest in propagation of the myth): 
Russia, obviously, and, perhaps less obviously, the United Nations. Membership of 
U.N.O. has given so many semi-civilized and garrulous nations an illusion of their 
importance that was not possible in the days of "power-politics" . The intoxication has 
worked quickest perhaps among the Arabs and Egyptians, but one has only to attend 
a few sessions of, say, the Fourth Committee, to see how the heady brew is working 
among the smaller backward nations as a whole: they feel that U.N.O. gives them a 
power never enjoyed before, they are eager to use it and, inevitably, it is turned against 
the old great powers who could keep them in subjection in the bad old days . They mean 
to drub the old imperialists, particularly Britain and France. (I have had all this 
expressed to me with great frankness by Arab delegates at U.N.O.). S.W. Africa and 
Morocco and Tunis are examples of this conscious campaign. 

Also, of course, many Egyptians in their naivete, genuinely believe that the United 
Nations Charter could, if it would, defend them. They think it is the 'imperialism' of 
the great powers that makes the Charter ineffective and it is in their nature to go on 
re-iterating principles and refuse to take practical measures to cope with things as 
they are. Hence they would far rather denounce war than put up with the 
unpleasantness of preparing against it. 

I would add these two factors, therefore, to the argument for a continuance of 
anti-British feeling in Egypt under any regime: communist stimulation, and an 
excellent field of display and encouragement in U.N.O. 

3. Nevertheless, the effectiveness of anti-British feeling and its spread or 
otherwise beyond the 'hard core' depends very largely, in this country, on the quality 
of the government. The crux of the matter is in the sentences of para. 3 of Bowker's 
letter beginning with 'Suppose . . .' I can imagine an Egyptian Government coming 
to power and announcing such pledges and intentions but, looking at the material 
that actually exists from which to form a Government, I simply cannot imagine any 
Egyptian Government that would be capable of carrying out such a programme. The 
Government Mr. Bowker describes is not an Egyptian Government at all: Egyptians 
just are not made like that. 

Broadly speaking, two sorts of Government are possible: party government or 
dictatorship by the King, by the King's nominee or perhaps by an army leader. 

No party government has yet taken office in Egypt except on a programme of 
settling the old argument with Britain in Egypt's favour. That, in fact, is pretty well 
all that an Egyptian understands by a political programme; the rest-social, 
administrative and economic reforms- are merely conventional trimmings which 
only a very few unprofessional politicians take seriously. 

This being so, any party Government's survival depends on the way it handles 
Anglo- Egyptian relations. If we suppose a party government capable of handling 
Anglo-Egyptian relations in the way described by Mr. Bowker, then I would say such 
a government would survive. But my belief is that we shall never get an Egyptian 
party government capable of doing that: it is demanding qualities of firmness, 
consistency, foresight and administrative capacity that just do not exist in that 
degree in any of the Egyptian party leaders. Moreover party government must always 
be influenced by "popular" demands, and there will always be, on the one hand, 
vested interests obstructing reform and on the other, intransigent anti-British 
groups, or groups exciting and exploiting anti-British feeling, to which the 
government will have to make concessions. 
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Nor do I think the chances of a dictatorship in Egypt are particularly rosy-again 
it presupposes qualities in the King or the Army leaders that are not there. The one 
possibility, and it seems a remote one to me, is dictatorship by a party-communist 
or Ikhwan. That might reform Egypt, but it would reform us out of it. 

I agree that our best hopes lie in a change to another party Government backed by 
the King and the Army, but we should not expect the new Government to be very 
much better than this one. We may hope for the negotiation of a settlement on 
something like the 4-Power proposals but we should not expect that settlement to be 
put across very effectively to the Egyptian people. We should not expect it to be 
immune from attack: we could only hope that, with surveillance and stiffening on 
our part, the attacks would be fended off. What we should not do is to assume that 
once we have reached an agreement we can safely leave an Egyptian Government to 
carry out their part efficiently and faithfully: it will be like any other job in this 
country-you must constantly be watching and intervening to see that the work is 
carried out properly-and constantly having to parry and overcome both attempts to 
elude surveillance and resentment of it. 

I I. Establishment of military government in the Canal Zone 
The assumption is that the operation of ousting the Wafd and installing a 
Government willing to negotiate will be less "uncomfortable" (Mr. Bowker's word) 
for us than the alternatives, i.e. sealing off the Canal Zone or applying economic 
sanctions. This may well be so, but we seem to be getting to a position where a 
change of government can be precipitated only by one, or both of these 
uncomfortable alternatives. 

But perhaps the firmer the control we have of the Canal Zone, the better we shall 
be placed to meet any troubles that a change of Government may give rise to, 
whether that change is precipitated by our action or whether the Wafd falls of its 
own rottenness. And in any case, control of part of the territory gives us more to 
bargain with. As I see it, the longer the Wafd stay in office the more the security sit
uation will degenerate and therefore, the more necessary it is for us to take mea
sures for our own security. That is an argument that should be appreciated by the 
opposition and the King: continuance of Wafd Government may lose Egypt a slice of 
her territory. 

I think, conversely, that the establishment of British military government in the 
Zone might bring the Wafd down, but perhaps only if it were done suddenly and 
dramatically: I think they could weather piece-meal measures. 3 

I hesitate to give any opinion about the difficulties of running the Canal Zone. But 
did anyone ever expect the maintenance of our position in Egypt to be an easy 
matter? It seemed difficult enough to Cromer and his successors. If we want the 
easiest way out the Egyptians have shown it us often enough - Evacuation! I submit 
that if we are prepared to defend the Empire or share in the defence of Western 
Europe we must accept the commitment to defend our defence - including the 
defence of our base against the unfriendly natives if need be. And complete control is 
logical there. But in this matter the situation in the outside world is equally 
important with that in Egypt. If we are to assume control of the Zone I think it 

3 M J Creswell sidelined this sentence and commented in the margin: 'The piecemeal method is what is 
now proposed'. 
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essential that America, France and Turkey should be associated with us. And, of 
course, the longer things drag on, the more risk there is of the Americans losing 
patience. 

One other important consideration remains: will such measures as we may have to 
take in the Canal Zone not leave so great a legacy of hostility that any agreement 
subsequently reached will be in danger of falling before popular indignation? 

My view is, first, that any agreement with Egypt that does not contain practical 
provisions whereby we can ensure its execution is worthless; second, it is going to be 
harder in any case to rub along with the Egyptians in the future than it has been in 
the past. All that has already happened- abrogation, liberation squads, terrorist 
activity etc., makes it easier for similar things to happen in the future. I do not see 
that we can ever maintain our position in this country except by having, and 
manifestly having, sufficient force here to counter any attempts to get us out. Our 
"occupation"- in whatever way we dress it up- will never be liked, but the majority 
of Egyptians, like everybody else, will, most of the time, put up with things they don't 
like if there is no alternative. 

J.W.W. 
11.1.52 

There is very little I can add to the minutes written by Mr. Wall and Mr. 
Cumberbatch,4 with both of which I agree. 

2. With regard to the permanence of anti-British feeling, I would, however, like 
to say that I do not consider we are likely to return, during the next ten or more 
years, even to the tolerant feeling towards us which existed before the Wafd came 
into power a little more than 2 years ago. I believe that the Communist effort in this 
country, which came forcibly to our notice in February and March, 1951, has created 
a new element in Egypt by unifying the various sections of discontent which existed 
individually before into a national force. As far as I know, there has never been before 
in Egypt a reasonably united and thoroughly dissatisfied mass of people, with the 
means to express publicly their feelings . 

3. I believe this development is of very considerable importance and that it will 
continue to gain strength with practice, provided, of course, the driving force in the 
form of money and ideas continues to flow from outside. This development will 
continue to be given a nationalist appearance and will thus be directly contrary to 
our interests. These interests have been built up principally owing to our special 
position in this country and with it will, I fear, in the course of time disappear. I do 
not mean that all commercial, cultural or advisory relations with Egypt will cease, 
but we shall have a good deal more competition and suffer the prejudice, which 
always follows, against one who has been forced from a privileged position. 

4. With regard to a change of government, I believe that there is a good chance 
that a succeeding government could "get away with" a deal with us, if it had the 
backing of the Palace, the Army and the Police and was prepared to act in a forceful 
manner. I am becoming more and more convinced that force is the only thing the 
Egyptians understand, and that they will , through their conceit and ignorance, 
consider any conciliation or hesitancy as weakness, which will only lead to a 
situation such as we have got now. 

4 Cumberbatch's minute is not printed. 
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5. There are, I believe, only two forces who can remove the Wafd - either the 
Palace or ourselves, and I submit that if the Palace does not move very soon (i.e. after 
we have been able to submit any new proposals which may come out of the 
Washington talks) then, if we want to save what remains of British interests in this 
country (and that includes commerce) , we shall have to move, initially, presumably, 
by military government in the Canal Zone. If Mr. Churchill has been successful in 
Washington, we may even get American co-operation to go further than this but I see 
no point in speculating any further at this stage. 

J.H.W-S. 
19.1.52 

I agree entirely with Mr. Wall 's minute. I would only perhaps suggest adding at the 
end of penultimate paragraph of Section 2 - "Even if they suffered a complete defeat 
and a new set of rulers were installed in Egypt, such a result would be accepted- for 
a time - with oriental fatalism as the will of Allah - and the will of Allah is a more 
comfortable and less exhausting process than long term preparations for war with or 
without uncomfortable allies". 

There is force in many of the points made by Mr. Wardle-Smith- I am afraid in 
questions of this sort there is no alternative to force, if we deem it necessary to stay 
in the M.E. for strategic and other reasons. We will ultimately stay on no other 
terms. It may be that alone this is impossible-but with the reasonable backing of 
the U.S. and France with Turkey and the Jews (maybe) in closer association, we 
should have sufficient power to hold our position. The assertion of power will not 
make these people love us, but they will respect and fear us, and surely all 
international politics are power politics; in spite of U.N.O., U.N.E.S.C.O. and All That. 

J.de C.H. 
22 .1.52 

I am most grateful to all concerned for these thoughtful minutes and particularly to 
Mr. Wall for his excellent production. Could a draft reply to Sir J Bowker be 
concocted. 

R.S. 
23.1.52 

263 FO 371196920, no 77 23 Jan 1952 
'Egypt': minute by Sir P Dixon on Britain's difficulties in Egypt 

Thinking over our difficulties in Egypt, it seems to me that the essential difficulty 
arises from the very obvious fact that we lack power. The Egyptians know this, and 
that accounts for their intransigence. 

On a strictly realistic view we ought to recognise that our lack of power must limit 
what we can do, and should lead us to a policy of surrender or near surrender 
imposed by necessity. 

But the basic and fundamental aim of British policy is to build up our lost power. 
Once we despair of doing so, we shall never attain this aim. Power, of course, is not to 
be measured in terms alone of money and troops: a third ingredient is prestige, or in 
other words what the rest of the world thinks of us. 
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Here the dilemma arises. We are not physically strong enough to carry out policies 
needed if we are to retain our position in the world; if we show weakness our position 
in the world diminishes with repercussions on our world wide position. 

The broad conclusion I am driven to is therefore that we ought to make every 
conceivable effort to avoid a policy of surrender or near surrender. Ideally we should 
persuade the Americans of the disaster which such a policy would entail for us and 
for them, and seek their backing, moral, financial and, if possible, military, in 
carrying out a strong policy in Egypt. 

264 CAB 128/24, CC 8(52) 1 28 Jan 1952 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the latest developments in the 
Egyptian situation [Extract] 

[On Jan 25 an already deteriorating situation in Egypt reached crisis point as a result of 
events in Ismailia where British forces were attempting to disarm the auxiliary police who 
had been implicated in terrorist activities in the Canal Zone. Acting on the advice of a 
commissioner in the Kenyan police, brought in specially to counter Egyptian terrorism, 
the British, not expecting any serious resistance, attempted to remove the police from 
their barracks and expel them from the Canal Zone. The assault met fierce resistance 
despite the presence of Centurion tanks. When the dust settled there were 43 Egyptians 
dead and 73 wounded. In response riots in Cairo the following day saw the burning of 750 
buildings in the expatriate quarter and the loss of 26 lives.1 A new political era had 
dawned but the Cabinet came to no conclusions and simply took note of Eden's 
statement. The military situation had now also changed because the Americans insisted 
that Greece and Turkey should become part of Admiral Carney's NATO Southern 
Mediterranean command with no links between any NATO command and the proposed 
MEC. The Americans were also adamant that the MEC should only be set up after Greece 
and Turkey had been admitted to NATO. As a result Slessor believed that by forming the 
MEC Britain would gain nothing as neither Turkey nor the US would become involved 
with the defence of the Middle East. Slim agreed and pointed out that as there would be 
no troops other than British ones available for the proposed command it should simply 
become a planning organisation (DEFE 4/51 , COS 8(52)5, 15 Jan 1952; DEFE 4/51, COS 
9(52)4, 18 Jan 1952).] 

The Foreign Secretary informed the Cabinet of the latest developments in the 
Egyptian situation. As the Cabinet had been informed on 25th January, the two parts 
of Operation Rodeo2 had been put at forty-eight hours' notice on account of the 
dangers arising from the operation to disarm the Auxiliary Police in Ismailia. He had, 
however, been informed on 26th January that the British military authorities were of 
the opinion that the attitude of the Egyptian Army made it necessary to consider 
afresh the nature of these operations and the circumstances in which they should be 
launched. When plans had been made for British forces to move to Cairo for the 
protection of British and other residents there, it had been assumed that the 

1 M Mason ' "The Decisive Volley": the battle for Ismailia and the decline of British influence in Egypt, Jan
July 1952,' Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History, 19 (1991) pp 45-64. 
2 Operation Rodeo was the military plan to seize the Nile Delta area if the situation deteriorated to the 
extent that the lives of the British community in Egypt were threatened and their evacuation required. 
Essentially it involved the occupation of Alexandria (Rodeo Flail) and the occupation of Cairo (Roder> 
Bernard ). 
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Egyptian Army would not be hostile. In the last few days, however, fanaticism had 
grown in Egypt and it was probable that the Egyptian Army would fight if Operation 
Rodeo were launched. In view of the disposition of Egyptian forces, this change made 
our position in the Canal Zone, if we had to launch operations against Cairo, one of 
some anxiety . It would, moreover, take longer for British forces to reach Cairo than 
had been expected, and during that period British residents would be in acute 
danger, more particularly as the Egyptian forces now maintaining order in Cairo 
might move out to resist our advance, leaving disorder in the city uncontrolled. As 
regards the operation in Alexandria, the Commanders-in-Chief were now of the 
opinion that this, if carried out, should be changed in nature and should become an 
evacuation under military supervision of British residents there. When this had been 
completed we should leave Alexandria, the main forces employed being used to 
reinforce our position in the Canal Zone and to facilitate possible operations against 
Cairo. 

Fortunately it had not been necessary during the past week-end to decide whether 
in the changed circumstances to carry out either of the two parts of Operation 
Rodeo. For the time being the Egyptian Army had restored order in Cairo. Steps had 
been taken through United States channels to make it plain to the King of Egypt that 
if the Egyptians severed relations with us or ordered a large-scale expulsion of British 
subjects- and particularly in the latter event-we should have no option but to 
impose severe economic sanctions. In the meantime the King had changed his 
Government and it was not known what the attitude of the new Government3 would 
be. They might be willing to negotiate or they might continue with the proposals to 
sever relations, and to expel British subjects, known to have been before the previous 
Cabinet. But the Foreign Secretary had sent a message to His Majesty's Ambassador 
in Cairo (Foreign Office telegram No. 209) which the Cabinet saw and endorsed. This 
telegram authorised the Ambassador to reaffirm our readiness to undertake 
discussions on the basis of the Four-Power proposals (if the Egyptian Government 
called a halt to terrorist activities and refrained from further anti-British measures) 
and to work towards arrangements which, within the framework of the Four-Power 
proposals, would lead to the gradual assumption of responsibility by the Egyptian 
armed forces for the defence of the Canal Zone. 

The Chief of the Imperial General Staff pointed out that, if further military 
activities had to be undertaken in Egypt, there would almost certainly be a demand 
for further troops from this country. We had no further troops which could be sent, 
since the whole of the strategic reserve normally retained in the United Kingdom had 
already been despatched to Egypt. Our lack of such a reserve might encourage 
disturbances in other parts of the world to which we should be unable to despatch 
forces. The Chief of the Imperial General Staff felt that this was a position which 
could not be accepted; in his view, the only solution was to embody Territorial 
infantry divisions , possibly in rotation, in order to have some strategic reserve 
available in this country .... 

3 The new government with Ali Maher as prime minister and minister of state for foreign affairs was 
formed on 28 Jan. 
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265 FO 371196923, no 129 7 Feb 1952 
[Anti-British feeling in Egypt ]: letter (reply) from Sir R Stevenson to 
Sir J Bowker on the new Egyptian government 

Thank you for your secret and personal letter of 5th January1 which contained a very 
welcome account of the background to our policy. This has to a considerable extent 
been overtaken by recent events but I had given it careful thought and some of the 
comments which I was on the point of making are as valid as ever. 

2. The first concerned the permanence of anti-British feeling in Egypt. There has 
been anti-British feeling ever since our first intervention, for while it has fluctuated 
and while at times it has been politically negligible there have always been some 
people, somewhere in the country, who were antagonistic. You mentioned a number 
of factors which have contributed to the present particularly virulent outbreak and 
some at least of these are of more than temporary importance. I would add to them 
four others; the deep-rooted antipathy to foreign interference whether real or 
imagined, which historical, religious and racial causes have produced perhaps even 
more strongly in Egypt than in other Middle East countries; the mystique provided 
by "anti-imperialism" to fill the spiritual vacuum left by the decline of Islam; direct 
communist stimulation; and, as a factor of decided if less obvious importance, the 
intoxication of membership of the United Nations Organisation. These are more or 
less permanent factors and we must expect them to produce permanent anti-British 
feeling. This feeling can be eradicated completely only if we relinquish completely 
our position in Egypt and in particular the military position which it has been our 
first object to maintain. 

3. It is true that the effectiveness of anti-British feeling and whether or not it 
spreads outwards from the "hard core" depends largely on the quality of the 
government. My second point would, therefore, have been that, if a government 
could be formed with the qualifications mentioned in your third paragraph, I should 
expect it to survive and to make anti-British feeling less effective. This is still my 
view, but in the light of subsequent events the question is now rather whether Ali 
Maher Pasha's Government will approach the ideal which you describe, whether he 
will remain in power and whether he will succeed in reducing anti-British feel ing. 

4. As was inevitable he has already fallen short of the ideal. He is not "pledged to 
reach a reasonable agreement with us"; in fact, after his speeches in Parliament on 
the 29th January, he is pledged not to reach an agreement with us except with the 
approval of the National Front which he proposed to set up . On the same day he 
committed himself to following the foreign policy of the Wafd. The commitments 
need not be taken too seriously and he is no doubt capable of finding some way out of 
them, but the more often these catchwords are repeated the more certainly they 
eventually produce a public position from which even an Egyptian politician may 
find it difficult to retreat. 

5. Whatever he may have said, I believe, however, that Ali Maher genuinely 
wishes to reach an agreement with me. He seems determined to make a success of 
what may well be his last term of office, and he is sensible enough to realise that the 
way to success lies in a settlement of Anglo-Egyptian relations. He can, after the 

1 See 262. 
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shock of recent events, probably expect far more popular support for an agreement 
than would have been possible at any time during the last four months and indeed at 
any time during the last year. The general sense of the press is now that negotiations 
at least are inevitable although the result depends on what we have to offer. So long 
as Ali Maher wishes to reach an agreement he will clearly in the interests of his own 
policy do what he can to tone down anti-British feeling. The virulence of the 
propaganda campaign against us has already diminished considerably, because of the 
ban on Canal Zone "news", and although the reverse gear is slower than the forward 
this cannot be without some effect. If foreign affairs could be isolated I should 
therefore put our chances of an agreement-the Sudan apart-as fair to middling, 
but foreign affairs in Egypt are, of course, inseparable from internal affairs and 
everything will depend on Ali Maher's handling of the latter. 

6. He has the great advantage of following a discredited Government with, 
comparatively speaking, an able and honest team of Ministers. He must have the 
support, at least for the present, of everyone who does not want anarchy and he has 
probably already gained some immediate general popularity by measures to reduce 
the cost of living, some appearance of ministerial austerity and a general impression 
of energy. But this is only a beginning. It is easy to lop off some of the price increases 
arbitrarily imposed by the Wafd and impossible not to appear more honest and 
efficient than they were, but an attack on the fundamental causes of social unrest is 
quite a different matter. At the same time Ali Maher has to reorganize a demoralised 
police force and restore confidence in a corrupted civil service. He has to deal with an 
overwhelming Wafdist majority in Parliament and the Wafd party organisation which 
is almost certainly prepared for a second round. He has to do all this before 
memories of the 26th January fade, which in this country they may do rapidly, and 
he must at all times keep on the right side of the King who, although he may have 
had a salutary shock, will probably remain the same indolent animal as before. 

7. If left to himself I should expect Ali Maher to do well enough and to remain in 
power for some time, but I think that he will stand or fall by his handling of the Wafd. 
If despite everything they are allowed to retain their spoils he will have shown that he 
is still playing the game by the old rules, and he will make it almost certain that they 
will soon revive to attack him and to obstruct any agreement with us. He has a 
perfect opportunity of stamping on them both because the Illegal Gains Law is on the 
Statute Book and because the enquiry into the events of 26th January can hardly fail 
to show that Wafdist ministers were at the least culpably negligent. But as a typical 
Egyptian politician he is likely to continue to show disinclination for drastic action 
which will increase the number of his political enemies. Perhaps the most probable 
development therefore is a typical compromise leaving the Wafd unpunished but 
blackmailed into temporary good behaviour. 

8. I apologize for so many "ifs", but I can only sum up my predictions in the 
following manner. If Ali Maher stamps on the Wafd then he has a good chance of 
remaining in power for long enough to make an agreement possible. (I am, of course, 
assuming as I think we can, that he commits no out-standing administrative 
blunders). If he compromises with the Wafd then the consequences are uncertain to 
the point where no prediction is yet worth making. If he allows them complete 
liberty to prepare for a second round then the chances are very much against his 
survival and still more against an agreement. To mention only one obstacle, the 
Wafdist majority in Parliament is most unlikely of its own accord to ratify any 
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agreement; it must at the least be threatened or bribed into submission and may 
have to be dissolved. (For our purposes submission would probably be better than 
dissolution as giving slightly more hope of permanence to any agreement which we 
reached). 

9. Ali Maher is no fool and probably realises this; I certainly do not propose to 
leave him in any doubt of it. But the danger is that he will be too clever for his own 
good and will rely on political manoeuvre when the right course is to grasp the net
tle. If he does and the Wafd revive then we may well find ourselves back where we 
were before the 26th January and in one respect in an even worse position since our 
one way out, a change of government, brings diminishing returns each time it hap
pens. I need not yet consider this depressing prospect in detail, but I should like to 
emphasize a point to which we may have given too little importance namely that 
one consequence of a return to the situation of a month ago would be the almost 
total disappearance of our commercial interests in Egypt. It is useless for us alone to 
attempt to maintain a military base or bear the main brunt thereof if we lose the 
financial strength necessary to enable us to maintain it, and our trade with Egypt is 
a not unimportant part of that strength. I cannot yet pre-judge my recommenda
tions which will be made as the situation develops, but it seems to me at present 
that an early agreement with Ali Maher's Government is essential and not merely 
desirable . 

266 T 225/318 10 Feb 1952 
[Financial implications of Britain's position in Egypt] : minute by 
M T FleW [Extract] 

... 2. There are, I suppose, four possibilities:-

(a) Complete evacuation of the Middle East. From the strictest balance of 
payments point of view this presumably is the cheapest solution in the short run, 
but I do not believe that it is a starter in present circumstances. And the amount of 
the ultimate saving would depend on a number of completely unpredictable 
factors not the least of which would be our capacity to survive at all as a world 
power if we gave up the Middle East. 
(b) To stay on in Egypt as welcome guests. While we may be able to save the base 
personnel, I do not believe that there is any possibility of this so long as our 
fighting forces are in the Canal Zone. 
(c) To stay on as unwelcome guests. This would involve heavy expenditure on 
maintaning [sic] the Canal Zone as a beleaguered city. It would probably involve 
responsibility for the maintenance and feeding of the Egyptian population in the 
Zone; and of all the solutions this is the most likely to involve us in economic 
warfare with Egypt. 
(d) To evacuate over the longest possible period the minimum forces necessary to 
secure sufficient Egyptian goodwill to save us from the consequences set out 
under (c). 

1 Treasury under-secretary. 
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This is effect is the solution that we are recommending. 
3. My impression is that if this approach is successful the immediate impact on 

our balance of payments is not likely to be very large. The accommodation provided 
for the t roops will be of the scantiest and the amount of timber etc. required in the 
first year should be comparatively small. A very large proportion of the cost would 
probably consist of wages etc. paid to local labour which, in the fist [sic] instance at 
any rate, will be largely represented by an increase in Libyan and Cypriot sterling 
balances. This does not, of course, mean that as t ime goes on the British economy 
will not have to bear the whole cost of redeployment. 

267 CAB 129/49, C(52)32 11 Feb 1952 
'Negotiations with Egypt on defence and the Sudan': Cabinet 
memorandum by Mr Eden. Annex 1 

[Officials in the US embassy in Cairo not only agreed with their British counterparts that 
the time was now right for the conclusion of an agreement, but believed that time was 
short if any progress was to be made . By the end of January Eden was under pressure 
from the Americans to resume talks the success of which had been deemed in Cairo to 
depend on concessions over Farouk's title. However the events of Jan 26 convinced Eden 
that Farouk's position was now weakened to the extent that Britain no longer needed to 
make such a concession. On the other hand the embassy reported Farouk was being 
advised that the Americans were ready to bring pressure to bear on the British (FO 
14111456, no 32, Cairo tel 300, 3 Feb 1952) . At the same time there was a view in the 
embassy that there could be no cleaning up of the corruption in the Wafd nor any 
possibility of Ali Maher remaining in power unless the Anglo- Egyptian question was 
settled favourably with a British evacuation (FO 141/1453, no 10, record of talk between 
W Murray Graham and Abdel Hadi, 7 Feb 1952).] 

We have now to consider upon what basis we should try to secure the resumption of 
negotiations with Egypt. 

Recommendations 
2. I recommend that the Cabinet should approve the following procedure:-

(a) We should resume negotiations with the present Egyptian Government. 
(b) These negotiations should be upon a bi-lateral Anglo-Egyptian basis, at any 
rate to start with; at some later stage, depending upon the course of the 
negotiations, it will probably be necessary to widen the basis of the discussions and 
to bring Egypt into a conference of representatives of the Powers sponsoring the 
setting up of the Middle East Command, namely, in addition to ourselves, the 
United States, France, Turkey, Australia, South Africa and New Zealand. 
(c) We should attempt to secure an agreement regulating our defence problems 
with Egypt, which would fit into the framework of the four- Power proposals of 
13th October, 1951, but we should not insist upon the Egyptian Government 
committing themselves to an acceptance of those proposals in advance of a 
resumption of the negotiations. 
(d) We should be prepared, if necessary, to agree that British mobile land forces 
should be withdrawn from the Canal Zone within one year, but this agreement 
should be conditional upon a settlement satisfactory to us of the other outstanding 
points, such as the future of the base, the creation of a joint air defence 
organisation, and Egyptian participation in the proposed Middle East Command 
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carrying with it the grant of full facilities to allied forces in time of war or 
imminent menace of war. 
(e) As regards the Sudan, we should not agree to recognise King Farouk's claim to 
the title of "King of Egypt and the Sudan," or to any change in the status of the 
Sudan, before the Sudanese have been consulted; and we should try to persuade 
the Egyptians themselves to discuss this particular question with the Sudanese, as 
well as other matters relating to the future of the Sudan, at as early a date as 
possible. If the Egyptian Government were prepared to send, for instance, the 
Egyptian Prime Minister to the Sudan for such discussions, I should tell the 
Egyptians that I myself should be willing to go to the Sudan for this purpose also 
at the same time. 

Background 
3. Egypt has consistently maintained her demands that British troops shall be 

evacuated from the Canal Zone and that we shall recognise the unity of the Nile 
Valley under the Egyptian Crown, by which, of course, she means the unity of Egypt 
and the Sudan. Our own attitude has been, and still is, that we do not recognise the 
unilateral abrogation by the late Egyptian Government of the 1936 Treaty and the 
Condominium Agreements relating to the Sudan, and that we intend to maintain our 
position in the Canal Zone under that Treaty until such time as we are able to revise 
the treaty by agreement with Egypt or to reach a freely negotiated agreement with 
Egypt which will replace it. If we do not reach agreement with Egypt, we can, and 
shall, maintain our forces in the Canal Zone and ensure that the Sudan continues to 
make orderly progress towards self-government and eventually self-determination. 

4. At the same time we have to take into account the rising tide of nationalism in 
the Middle East, the events of the past few months, and the fact that in 1956 our Treaty 
with Egypt can be revised at the request of either of the parties and that it is unlikely 
that the neutral authority to whom we s.hould have recourse in the event of disagree
ment between ourselves and Egypt would decide in favour of a continuance of the 
Treaty on anything like its present terms. The replacement of the Wafd Government 
by the present Government, consequent upon the riots in Cairo on 26th January, and 
the improvement which has already taken place in the situation in the Canal Zone, 
give us an opportunity to resume negotiations which the former Government had bro
ken off. The present Government is not in every respect satisfactory from our point of 
view, and it remains to be seen whether it will be able to command sufficient support 
in the country to maintain its position. But the risk that it might be unable to give 
effect to an agreement with us is one which we have to take, since if we cannot reach 
agreement now, the best to which we can look forward is a recrudescence of anti
British activities in Egypt, the virtual liquidation of our commercial interests there, 
and renewed attacks on our position in the Canal Zone on such a scale that our base 
there would once again be rendered inoperative as a war-time base. 

5. Our main strategic interest in Egypt is the maintenance of the base which 
supplies all our forces in the Middle East in peace-time and which would serve the 
Allied armies defending the Middle East in time of war. Without this base, the 
defence of the Middle East might become impossible, and we are advised that Egypt 
is the only suitable location for such a base owing to such considerations as 
geography, the existence of adequate communications, airfields and other 
installations, and the presence of industrial potential and a labour force . 
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6. In peace-time, the presence of British forces and the British base in the Canal 
Zone is a stabilising factor in Middle East politics and contributes more than 
anything else to British influence and prestige throughout the Middle East, the 
Eastern Mediterranean and North Africa. It is also a guarantee of the freedom of 
shipping under the flags of all nations to pass through the Suez Canal, in accordance 
with the terms of the Suez Canal Convention of 1888. 

7. The four-Power proposals, which were made to the Egyptian Government on 
13th October, 1951, jointly by ourselves, the United States, France and Turkey, were 
designed to take account so far as possible of these interests as well as of the new 
situation in the Middle East, but they purposely left many important matters 
affecting Anglo-Egyptian relations open for negotiation with the Egyptian 
Government. Since we are fully committed to these proposals, any arrangements 
which we ourselves make with Egypt must be in accordance with the principle 
underlying them, namely, the substitution of an Allied Middle East Command (in 
which the four Powers should participate together with Australia, South Africa and 
New Zealand and Egypt and with which other Middle Eastern States should be 
associated) for a purely British base and headquarters in the Canal Zone. The four
Power proposals did not, however, provide for the stationing of any specific Allied 
land forces upon Egyptian soil in peace-time. They do provide that "such British 
forces as are not allocated to the Allied Middle East Command by agreement between 
the Egyptian Government and the Governments of the other countries also 
participating as founder members in the Allied Middle East Command organisation" 
shall be withdrawn from Egypt, on the understanding that the present British base in 
Egypt would "become an Allied base within the Allied Middle East Command with 
full Egyptian participation in the running of this base in peace and war" and that 
"the strength of the Allied forces of the participating nations to be stationed in Egypt 
in peace-time would be determined between the participating nations, including 
Egypt." They also provide for the setting up of an air defence organisation, including 
both Egyptian and Allied forces, with joint responsibility to the Egyptian 
Government and to the Allied Middle East Command. These proposals were rejected 
out of hand by the then Egyptian Government, and there is no doubt that it would 
still be difficult, if not impossible, to secure their acceptance by any Egyptian 
Government in advance of detailed negotiations. Moreover, it is now plain that any 
agreement with Egypt is in fact bound to include a provision for the withdrawal of 
British land forces as a condition of acceptance of the principle of participation by 
Egypt in the proposed Middle East Command. 

8. I have therefore worked out a line of approach to the Egyptians (see Annex I to 
this memorandum) which is intended to provide for a resumption of discussions 
with the Egyptian Government upon the basis of a "neutral" agenda. Within the 
framework of this Agenda we should be able to develop our thesis regarding the need 
for a Middle East Command and for Egyptian participation in it; dependent upon 
Egyptian acceptance in principle of this thesis, we should then work out what 
arrangements are necessary as between ourselves and the Egyptians for an Allied 
base and air defence organisation in Egypt, as well as for other matters which need to 
be covered. The Chiefs of Staff have agreed that the withdrawal of British mobile land 
forces should be possible within one year, provided that arrangements can be made 
for their alternative accommodation in other areas and that funds can be provided to 
give them at least a minimum scale of accommodation and amenities. While all our 
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arrangements must be brought within the corners of the four-Power proposals, I 
consider negotiations should first be opened upon an Anglo- Egyptian basis, and only 
broadened subsequently when questions affecting the organisation of the proposed 
new Middle East Command come up. At this stage we would hope, on the assumption 
that our own negotiations with Egypt are on the way to being successful, that the 
latter might be willing to participate in a conference of all the Powers sponsoring the 
establishment of the Middle East Command. 

9. A complicating factor in our negotiations with Egypt is the future of the 
Sudan. At the same time as it purported to abrogate the 1936 Treaty last October, the 
then Egyptian Government introduced legislation altering the title of King Farouk to 
"King of Egypt and the Sudan" and laying down the outlines of a Constitution for the 
Sudan. This was done without any consultation with the Sudanese, and aroused 
intense resentment in the Sudan. It would, however, be very difficult, if not 
impossible, for any Egyptian Government to revoke this legislation, and the question 
of King Farouk's title is a matter which concerns his personal prestige. As a 
consequence it raises difficulties for us, since the King is the principal stabilising 
element in the country and the person upon whom we must rely to influence his 
Government towards a favourable defence settlement. 

10. We have been repeatedly advised, in the most categorical terms, by Her 
Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo that we cannot hope for an agreement on defence 
without a solution of the problem of the King's title and that there is indeed little 
hope of our even being able to start defence talks without giving some assurance to 
the Egyptian Prime Minister that we are actively seeking such a solution. This is also 
the firm opinion of the United States and French Ambassadors in Cairo. This view 
has been consistently held by our Embassy in Cairo and repeated to us at intervals 
throughout the whole period of our efforts to reach agreement with the Egyptians. 
On the other hand it is the considered and reiterated opinion of the Governor
General of the Sudan that recognition by us of King Farouk's claim would provoke 
widespread disturbances in the Sudan which the Government might not be able to 
control. It is in any event out of the question that we should go back upon our 
pledges to the Sudanese that there shall be no change in their status without prior 
consultation and that they shall eventually be free to determine their own future. 

11. Our first difficulty is to arrange for a proper consultation with the Sudanese, 
in the absence of any fully representative institutions in the Sudan, and this 
consultation must take place in the near future if it is to help us towards a solution of 
the defence problem. Moreover, it must be such that the Egyptians will not be able to 
dismiss it as a mere put-up job. I have therefore come to the conclusion that it might 
be worth trying to transfer to the Egyptians themselves some of the onus of 
consulting the Sudanese and attempting to persuade them to agree to some form of 
recognition of King Farouk's claim to the title of "King of the Sudan." At Annex II1 is 
the proposal which I should like to put to the Egyptian Prime Minister. This might 
possibly suffice to enable us to renew negotiations on defence, and if its reception by 
the Egyptian Government were favourable, it might be suggested to them that they 
should send the Prime Minister himself to the Sudan to discuss matters with the 
Sudanese. In certain circumstances I myself might be prepared to go there at the 

1 Not printed. 
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same time. Indeed, if the Egyptian Prime Minister were inclined to take a realistic 
view of the matter, it might also be desirable to suggest to him that consultations 
with the Sudanese should be broadened to include the whole question of the future 
relations between Egypt and the Sudan. These ideas are admittedly somewhat 
tentative at present, but I should be grateful if my colleagues would approve them in 
principle, subject to any comments which I may receive from Her Majesty's Embassy 
at Cairo or the Governor-General of the Sudan. 

Annex I to 267: Negotiations on defence 

Below is an outline, in stages, of our approach to the Egyptian Government. 
Obviously the stages may not be rigidly adhered to in the event, but it has seemed 
convenient to set them out in this way for the sake of clarity. (Her Majesty's 
Ambassador in Cairo has already been instructed to discuss Stages I, 11, and Ill with 
the Egyptian Prime Minister.) The draft "Statement of Intent" is not a document 
which we would show to the Egyptians at any stage, but it is meant merely as a guide 
for ourselves, in order to indicate the kind of result which we should hope might 
emerge from the negotiations. 

These negotiations might therefore follow a course somewhat on the following 
lines:-

Stage I 
Agreement with the Egyptian Government to resume discussions on defence. 

Stage I! 
The formulation of an agreed Agenda for these discussions along the following 
lines: -

1. The conception of and need for an Allied Middle East Command: Egypt's 
participation in such a Command. 
2. The need for an Allied military base to support such a Command, and its 
possible organisation, e.g., control of base, technical and administrative personnel 
needed for maintenance of national equipment, arrangements for maintenance of 
base installations, airfields, &c. 
3. Defence of the Allied Base, including allocation of responsibilities: -

(a) Land defence. 
(b) Air defence. 
(c) Local protection. 

4. Future of British land and air forces in Egypt. 
5. Training and equipment of Egyptian armed forces to undertake new 
responsibilities . 
6. Facilities for allied personnel and military equipment remaining in Egypt, 
including personal and fiscal privileges. 
7. Facilities for the use of airfields by allied military aircraft in transit. 
8. Facilities for movement and stationing of forces and war material in Egypt in 
the event of war. 
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9. Supersession of the 1936 Treaty. 
(NOTE.-This Agenda has been drafted so far as possible on "neutral" lines in 
order to try to avoid pre-judging any of the issues which we have to settle with the 
Egyptians.) 

Stage I!! 
Issue of a joint Communique recording the decision to resume discussions. This 
might be on the following lines:-

Her Majesty's Government and the Egyptian Government have agreed to resume 
discussions with a view to reaching a defence settlement. Her Majesty's 
Government have agreed, on the assurance of the Egyptian Government that they 
will take such steps as are appropriate and open to them to ensure the return of 
normal conditions in the Canal Zone area, to start a withdrawal of forces from that 
area as soon as conditions make this practicable. It is the sincere desire of Her 
Majesty's Government to reach an agreement with the Egyptian Government for 
arrangements for the adequate defence of the Canal Zone. Both Governments 
recognise and agree that the successful defence of the Middle East depends on the 
collaboration of all the States concerned, in time of peace as in time of war. At the 
same time, they recognise that such collaboration can only be successful if it is 
freely given in a spirit of partnership, and is compatible with the national dignity 
of all parties. 

Stage IV 
The actual resumption of negotiations, which should so far as possible be kept secret, 
on the basis of the agreed Agenda. We should endeavour as a result of these 
discussions to draw up an Agreed Minute containing a common Statement of Intent 
on the following lines:-

1. Her Majesty's Government agree to the withdrawal from Egypt within twelve 
months of all mobile fighting units of the British land forces in Egypt. 

(Note. - We should probably not offer withdrawal within this period at the 
outset of negotiations, but we should almost certainly have to accept such a period 
if we are to reach agreement.) 
2. Her Majesty's Government will turn over to the Egyptian Government the 
present military base installations on the Suez Canal. The Egyptian Government 
agree that these shall forthwith be made available free of cost to the Allied Middle 
East Command. 
3. The Egyptian armed forces shall assume the task of providing for the security 
from land and air attack, and for the local safeguarding, of the Allied military base 
and the Suez Canal. The Egyptian Government for their part agree:-

(a) that the overall direction of the air defences should be vested in the Allied 
Middle East Command, operating through an Allied Air Defence Organisation. 
(b) to permit the stationing in Egypt of such Allied air forces and air defence 
personnel as may be considered by the Supreme Allied Commander Middle East 
in agreement with the Egyptian military authorities to be necessary to 
supplement the Egyptian air forces available. 

4. There will thus remain in Egypt of the British land forces only such technical 
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and administrative personnel as are required to maintain at a state of operational 
readiness British military equipment held in the Allied military base. These 
personnel will so far as possible be replaced by British civilian technicians and 
wherever practicable by Egyptian personnel trained in the handling of British 
stores and equipment. Of the British air and air-defence forces only such will 
remain as are allocated by the Supreme Allied Commander Middle East to the 
Allied Air Defence Organisation mentioned above. These too will be replaced by 
Egyptian units and personnel progressively as sufficient of the latter can be trained 
and equipped to the requisite standard. 
5. Her Majesty's Government undertake, in common with such other 
participating members of the Middle East Command as are in a position to do so, 
to facilitate the training and equipment of the Egyptian armed forces to assume 
the responsibilities referred to above. 
6. As soon as satisfactory arrangements have been concluded between the Allied 
Command and Egyptian military authorities regarding the organisation of the 
base and its defences, Her Majesty's Government will agree to regard the 1936 
Treaty as superseded and will be glad to enter into a new Treaty of Alliance with 
Egypt in keeping with the spirit which has animated the nations of the free world 
to join together in voluntary defensive co-operation. 
7. In consideration of the above and in recognition of the over-riding need to 
consolidate the defences of the Middle East, the Egyptian Government agree to 
participate in the Allied Middle East Command on a footing of equality with the 
founder members . 
8. The Egyptian Government agree that in the event of war or imminent menace 
of war Egypt will grant the forces of the Allied Middle East Command all the 
necessary facilities and assistance. Meanwhile she agrees to grant the customary 
personal and fiscal facilities to such Allied military personnel and war material as 
require to be located in Egypt in time of peace. 
[9. The Egyptian Government agree to the location of the Allied Supreme 
Commander's Headquarters on Egyptian territory.]2 

10. The two Governments agree to pursue as a matter of urgency and in 
consultation with the other Powers concerned further discussions on military and 
political levels to give effect to the foregoing. 

Stage V 
Publication of the Agreed Minute and simultaneous announcement of Egyptian 
adherence to the Allied Middle East Command. 

Stage VI 
Further discussions between Egypt and the other Powers sponsoring the setting up 
of the Middle East Command on the structure of this Command and all the 
arrangements incidental to its establishment. These discussions might also include 
the negotiation by the Supreme Allied Commander, Middle East, of the necessary 
arrangements with the Egyptian Government in connexion with the maintenance of 
the Allied base in Egypt, detailed questions of organisation and immunities for Allied 
forces in Egypt, and other relevant matters . 

2 Parentheses in original. 
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268 T 225/318 13 Feb 1952 
'Negotiations with Egypt on defence and the Sudan': minutes by G P 
Humphreys-Davies1 and Sir L Rowan2 on the budgetary and balance of 
payments implications 

This paper3 proposes the resumption of defence discussions with Egypt on the basis of 
an Allied Middle East Command and the maintenance of the Canal Zone base as at pre
sent but under new management. The only mention of finance is the casual mention 
in paragraph 8 of "funds for a minimum scale of accommodation and amenities". 

2. We have no up-to-date estimate of the cost of redeploying the troops from the 
Canal Zone. Last summer a Working Party estimated the capital expenditure in 
reproviding accommodation in Libya, Cyprus, Malta, etc., together with additional 
accommodation for civilians in Egypt (but not reproviding the base)4 at £59 m. net. 
We know that the Army already have plans for a cantonment in Cyprus costing 
£15 m.-£16m. and for similar works in Cyrenaica costing about £20 m. Even if the 
scale of accommodation is restricted to the "minimum" mentioned in the paper -
and to judge from the Press (cutting attached) the War Office have no such 
intentions in Cyprus at least - we cannot hope to escape capital costs of at least 
£50 m., and probably something more like £70 m.-£80 m. 

3. Even if spread over a number of years this is not merely a heavy call on our 
Budget but very serious from the balance of payments aspect. Most of the expenditure 
admittedly would be in the sterling area, but this only means that the call on the U.K. 
economy is not quite so immediate as if we had to spend gold or dollars straight away. 

4. The other balance of payments point is that we shall have to release some 
sterling (not necessarily the full £10 m. demanded, but enough to prevent Egypt 
from defaulting on her sterling obligations and imposing import controls against us) 
as soon as we have got to Stage I of the programme set out in Annex I. It would 
certainly not improve the chances of a political settlement to force Egypt into firing 
the first shot in an economic war. 

5. The conclusion, in short, is that in any direction the budgetary and balance of 
payments outlook is very bleak. Either we stay in Egypt by force and avoid heavy 
capital expenditure but at the cost (very probably) of an economic war and military 
government: or we redeploy and have to find, say, £70-80 m. additional on the 
Budget and balance of payments. 

G.P.H-D. 
13.2.52 

This varies in a very direct form whether we can afford our present foreign policy; 
and it is surprising that the F.O. paper doesn't even glance at the balance of 
payments aspects which should be before Ministers when they consider these 
matters. 

L.T.R. 
13.2.52 

1 Treasury under-secretary. 2 Second secretary, Treasury. 
3 C(52) 32. See 267. 
4 At this point Sir J Crombie noted in the margin: 'The present base is to be turned over to the Egyptians' 
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269 FO 141/1456, no 48 13 Feb 1952 
[Policy towards Egypt and the defence of the Middle East ]: 
memorandum by J de C Hamilton on a new approach to the problems 

Various publicists and responsible papers have been urging H.M.G. to settle the 
troubles of the Middle East on broad and imaginative lines. 

2. I have been pondering whether in fact there may not be some truth in the 
allegations that we are still thinking in terms of the past, and that by sticking to the 
old tram-lines we are not getting ourselves into a more and more insoluble impasse. 

3. My feeling about this is reinforced by the evidence, which is becoming more 
and more apparent, that we will have now and in the future to deal with an Egypt 
which is rapidly and disastrously heading towards financial bankruptcy, 
administrative chaos and possibly civil war. This would be entirely in accordance 
with the rhythm of Egyptian history over the last three thousand years. 

4. Our planning of Eastern Mediterranean and Middle East defence has in the 
past rested on the assumption that Egypt would remain a moderately stable and 
reasonably friendly state. I doubt whether either of these assumptions are valid 
today.1 Unless therefore we are willing and have a clear mandate from and support 
from the U.S.A. and France etc} to put the Egyptian house in order again3-and, 
with the lack of understanding of the basic problems so far shown by the former, it is 
doubtful whether we could get this-I submit we ought to be thinking in more 
realistic terms and consider the possible alternatives open to us of securing the 
Levant bastion against Russia. I am not unmindful of the danger that such a bastion 
can be turned through Persia; but that is another question and I have never believed 
we could do much to prevent that from bases in the Eastern Mediterranean. 

5. The Egyptian problem, it would seem, can only be settled in two ways-one by 
direct or indirect government of the country by an outside power; alternatively by 
allowing her to stew in her own juice, whilst making certain that no powers hostile 
to us can control he r as a base, offensive to us . 

6. I believe this can be done. It will mean the gradual transfer of our base to a point 
at which we can cooperate with the Jewish army and develop a backdoor, e.g. Akaba. 

7. We could openly and with French support back up and take under our wings 
again the Lebanese who are terrified of their Moslem neighbours. We can develop our 
land lines to the interior of Turkey. In addition we have Greece and Cyprus as 
strategic points etc. 

8. I believe that a defence system of this sort which would isolate Egypt- who, if 
left alone would rapidly revert to a fifth rate state- would be a more secure bas is of 
defence than this perpetual running after a broken reed on which to lean and with 
which to cooperate. 

9. At the same time we might boldly come out at U. N.O. or elsewhere for the 
internationalisation of the Suez Canal.4 

1 Sir R Stevenson sidelined this passage and noted in the margin: 'I fully agree.' 
2 Emphasis in original. 
3 Sir R Stevenson sidelined this passage and noted in the margin: 'Even if we got the necessary support we 
could not do it because we can't spare the men. ' 
4 Sir R Stevenson sidelined this passage and noted in the margin: 'Not at UNO as we must keep the Soviet 
out.' 
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10. Having already sold the pass in the Sudan we could tell the Egyptians that 
they are welcome to make their own arrangements with the Sudan leaders- and 
good luck to them.5 

11. I have a feeling that if we boldly declared that, failing international and 
especially U.S.A. support to check the Egyptian "degringolade", we are proposing a 
scheme of ignoring her as an ally whilst isolating her as a potential enemy-we 
might so "put the wind up" both the Egyptians- the King in particular,-and U.S.A. 
and France- that a more realistic approach might be forthcoming for the settlement 
of our problems- of which at present we seem to take all the responsibility and incur 
all the odium. 

5 Sir R Stevenson sidelined this passage and noted in the margin: 'Do not let us mention this-partly 
because it would wreck the whole thing in the eyes of HMG but mostly because I don't agree with it. A 
Sudan with "Dominion" status vis a vis Egypt can make an agreement wi th us which would prevent her 
from completely swallowed up [sic].' Hamilton noted: 'By this I mean abdicating the government of the 
Sudan to the Sudanese.' 

270 CAB 128/24, CC 17(52)4 14 Feb 1952 
'Egypt and the Sudan': Cabinet conclusions on the resumption of 
negotiations with Egypt on defence questions 

The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign Secretary (C. (52) 32)1 

recommending the resumption of negotiations with Egypt on defence questions and 
on the Sudan. 

The Foreign Secretary said that, if we could reach an agreement with the Egyptian 
Government involving their participation in the Middle East Command and the grant 
of full facilities to allied forces in time of war or of threat of war in the Canal Zone, we 
might be able to arrange, not only to retain in Egypt the technicians needed for the 
maintenance of the base, but also to maintain indefinitely a small combatant force in 
the Canal Zone. It might be necessary, however, to contemplate basing the major 
part of our forces elsewhere in the Middle East, perhaps at Gaza or in Jo rdan. He 
sought authority to embark on the first three stages of the negotiations set out in 
Annex I to C. (52) 32, involving agreement to resume discussions, the formulation of 
an agreed agenda and the issue of a joint communique. 

In the discussion the following points were made:-
(a) The British base in the Canal Zone was the largest military base in the world 
and included costly accommodation, maintenance facilities and stores. A 
substantial transfer of the base to another part of the Middle East would be 
extremely costly, and The Chancellor of the Exchequer asked that he should be 
kept in touch with this aspect of the negotiations. No accommodation or facilities 
at present existed in Gaza, where there were large numbers of Arab refugees who 
would have to be moved before we could transfer forces there. We should not 
commit ourselves to maintaining the Canal Zone base by the use of civilian staff 
only, since civilians would not accept present living conditions in the Zone. 

1 See 267. 
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(b) The Prime Minister saw serious objection to the suggestion that we should 
contemplate the removal of the British mobile land forces from the Canal Zone 
within a period of one year. Recent experience had demonstrated our power to 
maintain our position in Egypt, and he did not think we should relinquish it until 
our forces were replaced by adequate allied forces under a Middle East Command. 
He therefore suggested that we should make no immediate offer of withdrawal, but 
should keep this in reserve as a possible means of bringing pressure to bear on our 
Allies to induce them to share with us the responsibi lity of defending the 
international water-way. Even if satisfactory plans could be made for Four-Power 
defence of the area with Egyptian co-operation, it would probably be impracticable 
for us to leave the Zone within a year. 
In discussion it was pointed out that paragraph 2(cl) of C. (52) 32 did not 
contemplate that we should withdraw our troops from the Canal Zone unless a 
prior settlement satisfactory to us had been reached on all the other outstanding 
questions relating to the defence of the Middle East. 
(c) The Foreign Secretary said that, not only were we committed to the re
opening of discussions with the Egyptian Government, but we had at the present 
time a more favourable opportunity to resume negotiations than any that was 
likely to occur again. The present Government in Egypt might, if we delayed, be 
replaced by one much less well-disposed to us. 
The Cabinet:-

( I) Invited the Foreign Secretary to authorise Her Majesty's Ambassador in 
Egypt, if this became necessary, to embark on Stages I and 11 of the negotiations 
outlined in Annex I to C. (52) 32. 
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary, in the light of their discussion, to reconsider 
the wording of the draft communique set out in Stage Ill of that Annex; and 
agreed to resume on 18th February their discussion of the communique and of 
the remaining proposals in C. (52) 32. 

271 PREM 11/91 15 Feb 1952 
[Negotiations with Egypt]: minute by Mr Churchill to Mr Eden on not 
appearing eager to talk to the Egyptians 

Foreign Secretary 
I thought the C.I.G.S. was very effective when he spoke about striking while the iron 
was hot and negotiating from power. To my mind it is mainly a question of timing. If 
you show eagerness in dealing with people like these you may eas ily lose the moral 
advantage which has been gained by much daring and rough work. They are in a very 
difficult plight. They have been completely beaten off the Canal Zone and beaten in 
it. The international waterway is running as well as it ever did. A large part of Cairo 
has been burnt down. Five millions, I have heard it said, will be paid to the small 
shop-keepers alone. Cairo, one of the attractions of world tourism, has suffered a 
grievous blow of deep injury to her financial position. Egypt has almost lost its 
position among civilized states. We have remained meanwhile, firm, cool , resolute, 
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and immoveable. I am all in favour of turning these assets into a durable settlement, 
but do be careful that they are not cast away by the feeling that we must settle now. It 
is for them to press, and my belief is that if you do not show too much concern or 
desire you will get what you want without great trouble. If, on the other hand, you 
make what looks like a surrender to violence and evacuation of forces by threats and 
atrocities, it may cause deep resentment in that element of British public life whose 
regard sustains you, and also mockery from the Party that scuttled from Abadan. 
Some of the advisers of the late Government have had more experience of getting out 
of British possessions and rights than I have had. 

It would be an awful pity to lose the opportunity of a settlement, but it may be lost 
just as easily by going too fast as by going too slowly. 

272 CAB 129/49, C(52) 43, annexes 17 Feb 1952 
[Instructions to Cairo on the resumption of negotiations]: Cabinet 
memorandum by Mr Eden [Extract] 

[The instructions were drafted on the basis of the Cabinet discussion of C(52)32 (see 267) 
on 14 Feb (see 270).] 

Draft telegram to H.M. ambassador, Cairo 
My telegram No. 362 (of 14th February: Resumption of Negotiations). 

You may now discuss with the Egyptian Prime Minister the issue of a 
communique on the lines set out in paragraph 3 of this telegram. The communique 
should of course be issued by both Governments, but only when a definite agreement 
has been reached to resume negotiations on an agreed basis. Further instructions 
indicating our objectives in the defence negotiations and the limits to which I am at 
present prepared to go in respect of the Sudan follow by despatch. 

2. I realise of course that a statement on the lines of the suggested communique 
will not give the Egyptian Prime Minister what he wants, namely, acceptance by us of 
the principle of complete evacuation of the Canal Zone and recognition of King 
Farouk's title to the Sudan. I am not however prepared to concede the principle of 
evacuation in advance of a satisfactory agreement upon the other points of vital 
importance to us, such as the future of the base, the creation of a joint air defence 
organisation, and Egyptian participation in the proposed Middle East Command, 
carrying with it the grant of full facilities to Allied forces in time of war or imminent 
menace of war in accordance with the Four-Power proposals. Nor can I concede 
recognition of King Farouk's title; least of all before there has been a proper 
opportunity for the Sudanese to be consulted. At the same time I well understand the 
importance of making as generous a contribution as possible, both to enable the 
negotiations to be resumed in the right atmosphere and to strengthen the Egyptian 
Prime Minister's position in his own country. The text in the next paragraph of this 
telegram represents the limits to which I can go, and you should not depart from it 
without reference to me. 

3. Following is text of suggested communique. 

Begins. Her Majesty's Government and the Egyptian Government have agreed to 
resume discussions with a view to reaching a defence settlement (and an agreement 
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regarding the Sudan). Her Majesty's Government have agreed, on the assurance of 
the Egyptian Government that the latter will take such steps as are appropriate and 
open to it to ensure a return to normal conditions in the Canal Zone area, to start 
reducing Her Majesty's forces in that area as soon as conditions make this 
practicable. It is the sincere desire of Her Majesty's Government to reach an 
agreement with the Egyptian Government for arrangements for the adequate defence 
of the Canal Zone which will provide for a gradual assumption of responsibilities by 
the Egyptian armed forces. Both Governments recognise and agree that the 
successful defence of the Middle East is an international responsibility and depends 
on the collaboration of all the states concerned, in time of peace as in time of war. At 
the same time, they recognise that such collaboration can only be successful if it is 
freely given in a spirit of partnership and is compatible with the national dignity of 
all parties. Ends1 

Draft despatch to H.M. ambassador, Cairo 
After the frustration of repeated efforts to reach bilateral agreement with the 
Egyptian Government on the problems of defence and the future of the Sudan, H.M. 
Government decided in the course of 1951 that an attempt should be made to find a 
solution of the defence question through the medium of international co-operative 
defence arrangements in the Middle East. The Egyptian Government, however, 
rejected without discussion the far-reaching proposals for the reorganisation of 
Middle East defence which were put forward on 13th October, 1951, by the United 
Kingdom, United States, French and Turkish Governments. The Egyptian 
Government then proceeded to abrogate the 1936 Treaty and the 1899 
Condominium Agreements in respect of the Sudan, and made every effort to drive 
our forces out of the Suez Canal Zone by a combination of terrorism, intimidation, 
and administrative obstruction. In the face of H.M. Government's determination to 
stand on their rights under the 1936 Treaty and to take whatever measures were 
necessary to this end, the Egyptian Government failed in their purpose. Faced by 
similar intransigence on the part of the Egyptian Government in the case of the 
Sudan, H.M. Government proceeded with their plans to encourage the evolution of 
the country towards self-government. 

2. The events of the last four months have in no way altered H.M. Government's 
determination to fulfil their defensive responsibilities in the Middle East at whatever 
cost. Their attitude remains that they do not recognise the purported abrogation by 
the late Egyptian Government of the 1936 Treaty and the Condominium 
Agreements, and that they intend to maintain their position in the Canal Zone under 
that Treaty till such time as it has been possible to reach a fresh and freely negotiated 
agreement with Egypt to replace it. Failing such agreement with Egypt they must 
maintain British forces in the Canal Zone, and ensure that the Sudan continues to 
make orderly progress towards self-government and eventually self-determination. 
At the same time H.M. Government are fully conscious of the difficulties of 
maintaining not only British commercial and cultural interests in Egypt but also an 
operative base in the Canal Zone in the face of a hostile Egyptian Government and 
people. They do not underestimate the strategic as well as political importance of 

1 Compare this draft of the proposed communique with the draft put to the Cabinet in C(52)32, see 267. 
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Egyptian co-operation to the successful organisation of Middle East defence. They 
have also to take into account the rising tide of nationalism in the Middle East and 
the fact that in 1956 the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty may be revised at the request of 
either of the parties, and that it is unlikely that the neutral authority to whom we 
should have recourse in the event of disagreement between ourselves and Egypt 
would decide in favour of the continuance of the Treaty on anything like its present 
terms. 

3. The replacement of the Wafd Government by the present Government 
consequent upon the riots in Cairo on the 26th January, the indications which have 
been received that the latter are anxious to reach a settlement, and the improvement 
which has already taken place in the situation in the Canal Zone give us an 
opportunity to resume the negotiations which the Wafd Government had broken off. 
The present Egyptian Government are not in every respect satisfactory from H.M. 
Government's point of view and it remains to be seen whether they will be able to 
command sufficient support in the country to maintain their position. But the risk 
that they might be unable to give effect to a new agreement with H.M. Government is 
one which must be taken, since, if we cannot reach agreement now, we must look 
forward to a recrudescence of anti -British activities in Egypt, the virtual liquidation 
of British commercial interests there and renewed attacks on our position in the 
Canal Zone on such a scale that our base would once again be rendered inoperative 
as a war-time base. 

4. I have therefore worked out a line of approach to the Egyptian Government 
which is intended to provide for a resumption of discussions on the basis of a 
"neutral" agenda so designed as not to prejudge the main issues and to encourage 
objective discussion of our points of differences. Within the framework of this agenda 
we should be able to develop our thesis regarding the need for a Middle East 
Command and for Egyptian participation in it. Dependent on Egyptian acceptance in 
principle of this thesis, we should then hope that the way would be open to work out 
the necessary arrangements for an Allied base and air defence organisation in Egypt 
as well as for other matters which need to be covered. It is clear that all such 
arrangements must be brought within the four corners of the Four-Power proposals, 
which H.M. Government still regard as the most satisfactory foundation for the 
organisation of Middle East defence and the solution of Anglo-Egyptian differences. 

5. I consider, however, that negotiations might first be opened on an 
Anglo-Egyptian basis. Our object in these first contacts should be to prepare the way 
for a conference of all the Powers sponsoring the establishment of the Middle East 
Command. The stage at which this broadening out of the negotiations should take 
place cannot at this stage be foreseen, and can only be decided when the course and 
prospects of our preliminary discussions with the Egyptians can be assessed. 

6. Your Excellency was accordingly instructed in my telegrams Nos. 332 and 333 
of the 8th February and No. 362 of the 14th February to attempt to seek agreement 
with the Egyptian Government on the resumption of discussions on defence. You 
were also instructed to attempt the formulation with the Egyptian Government of 
the agreed Agenda to which I have referred above, which should be along the 
following lines .... 2 

2 The formulation of the proposed agenda was the same as the nine points listed under stage 11, annex I to 
C(52)32, see 267. 
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8 ... . In my view it is essential to their ultimate success that discussions should be 
conducted so far as possible in secret, so that the difficulties caused by indiscretions 
to the Press and bombastic public pronouncements by Egyptian statesmen should 
not hamper our efforts to the same extent as in the past. I consider that discussions 
would best be started in Cairo and as I have already indicated, I should be willing to 
come to Egypt personally at the appropriate stage if in your judgment this would 
contribute to their success. While it is clearly impossible to foresee how negotiations 
will develop or what adjustments or concessions may meet the political requirements 
of both Governments, the furthest that H.M. Government would be prepared at 
present to go, whether in direct negotiations with the Egyptians or in a wider 
conference, would be an agreement in principle along the following lines:-

(1) Subject to agreement on the points enumerated below, H.M. Government 
agree to the progressive withdrawal from Egypt of mobile fighting units of the 
British land forces in Egypt within a limited period to be determined and subject 
to conditions to be agreed. Only such British land forces would remain in Egypt as 
may be considered by the Supreme Allied Commander, Middle East, in agreement 
with the Egyptian military authorities to be necessary to supplement the Egyptian 
land forces available .... 3 

9. Your Excellency will note that in their main essentials the principles set out in 
paragraph 8 are in harmony with the Four-Power proposals. But you will note that 
they provide for a positive undertaking by H.M. Government to maintain no mobile 
fighting units of the British land forces in Egypt, except with the agreement of the 
Egyptian Government. They also contemplate that the base shall be manned in the 
main by civilians. These provisions should of course be treated as concessions which 
H.M. Government would be willing to make to secure agreement. You are aware of 
the difficulties and disadvantages involved in the withdrawal of British mobile land 
forces from Egypt. Much the same considerations apply to the replacement of 
military personnel by British civil technicians. It is true that this was already 
accepted in principle in H.M. Government's proposals of the 11th April last, but it is a 
measure which would present the greatest practical difficulties in execution, and you 
should endeavour at the outset to obtain consent to the retention of some military 
administrative personnel. ... 

3 Compare this paragraph with l in stage IV, annex I to C(52)32. Points (2)-(10) are the same as in stage IV 
of the annex, see 267. 

273 CAB 128/24, CC 18(52)5 18 Feb 1952 
'Egypt and the Sudan': Cabinet conclusions on the resumption of 
negotiations with Egypt 

The Cabinet considered a memorandum1 by the Foreign Secretary (C. (52) 43) 
covering draft instructions to Her Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo on the resumption 
of negotiations with Egypt. These instructions, which had been drawn up in the light 
of the Cabinet's discussion on 14th February,2 comprised (i) a draft telegram 

1 See 272. 2 See 270. 
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containing a revised text of the communique which might be issued jointly by the 
two Governments when agreement to resume negotiations had been reached; and (ii) 
a draft despatch setting out the results which we might hope to see emerge from the 
negotiations in respect both of defence and of the Sudan. 

The Cabinet considered first the text of the suggested communique. The discus
sions were there described as being held "with a view to reaching a defence settle
ment and an agreement regarding the Sudan." The Foreign Secretary said that he 
would prefer that the communique should mention only defence, because of the 
risk of creating the impression that the future of the Sudan was being settled with
out proper consultation with the Sudanese. If it proved necessary to make any ref
erence to the Sudanese problem, it might suffice to say that the discussions were 
being held "with a view to reaching a defence settlement and agreement on other 
outstanding issues." But Her Majesty's Ambassador should be asked to seek fresh 
instructions if a reference to defence alone was not acceptable to the Egyptian 
Government. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Agreed that Her Majesty's Ambassador should be instructed, if negotiations 
were resumed, to endeavour to obtain agreement on a joint communique which 
made no reference, direct or indirect, to the Sudan. 
(2) Subject to conclusion (1) above, approved the terms of the draft telegram in 
Annex A of C. (52) 43. 

A discussion followed on the draft despatch in Annex B to C. (52) 43, in the course 
of which the following points were made:-

(a) The line of approach to the Egyptian Government laid down in this draft was 
in its main essentials in harmony with the Four-Power proposals. It was intended 
to provide for the evacuation of British forces from the Canal Zone base only if it 
was agreed that the base should be made available to an Allied Middle East 
Command. 
(b) It was proposed that any agreement under which we relinquished possession 
of the Canal Zone base should apply only to the fixed installations, such as 
buildings, and not to movable equipment or stores. 
(c) The Prime Minister saw objection to the proposal in paragraph 8 (2) of the 
draft despatch, which involved handing over the base installations to the Egyptian 
Government as a preliminary to their being made available to the Allied Middle 
East Command. He thought that we should be in a position of dangerous 
weakness, after we had handed over the installations to the Egyptians, if the Four
Power arrangements did not come into operation at once. He would much prefer 
an arrangement by which our responsibility was transferred directly to the Middle 
East Command. It might indeed be best to insist on Four-Power negotiations at 
the outset and on an agreement by which Egypt would be associated on terms of 
equality with the other Powers in the Middle East Command as a prior condition 
of any arrangement affecting the Canal Zone base. 
(d) On the other hand it was pointed out that the purpose of the paragraph to 
which the Prime Minister had drawn attention, as of the rest of the despatch, was 
to link evacuation of British forces from the Canal Zone and the handing over of 
the military base to the Egyptian Government with satisfactory arrangements for 
the use of the base by Middle East Command. The reason for transferring the base 
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to the Egyptian Government in the first instance was that it was on Egyptian 
territory and none of the other Powers who would be concerned in a Middle East 
Command had at present any right to hold or use military property in Egypt. 

The Foreign Secretary said that his present proposals preserved our position at 
least as fully as the Four-Power proposals put to the Egyptian Government in the 
summer of 1951, under which no foreign forces were to be stationed in Egypt 
without the Egyptian Government's agreement. While it would be possible to refrain 
from entering into direct negotiations with the Egyptian Government and to insist 
instead on Five-Power talks, he must remind the Cabinet that the Egyptians seemed 
more likely to be willing to make a satisfactory settlement with us alone in the first 
place than with the Four Powers, and also that in Four-Power discussions with them 
we should be likely to find ourselves under dangerous pressure to make unwise 
concessions, particularly in relation to the Sudan. He thought it preferable to begin 
with direct talks between ourselves and the Egyptians and urged that these should 
begin at once; we should otherwise be open to the criticism of having missed a 
valuable opportunity and the position of the present well-disposed Egyptian 
Government would be seriously weakened. 

The Cabinet:-
(3) Agreed to resume consideration of C. (52) 43 at a further meeting later in the 
day. 

27 4 CAB 128/24, CC 19(52)2 18 Feb 1952 
'Egypt and the Sudan': Cabinet conclusions on the resumption of 
negotiations with Egypt 

The Cabinet resumed their discussion of the Foreign Secretary's memorandum (C. 
(52) 43) 1 covering draft instructions to Her Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo on the 
resumption of negotiations with Egypt. 

The Prime Minister said that he had been considering what changes could be made 
in the draft despatch set out in Annex B of C. (52) 43 in order to meet the points 
which he had raised in the Cabinet's discussion earlier in the day. He now suggested 
that subparagraphs (1)- (4) of paragraph 8 of the draft should be recast as follows:-

"(1) If agreement can be reached upon the establishment of an Allied Middle East 
Command, with Egypt's participation as a founde r member therein, only such 
British land forces would remain in Egypt as were considered by the Supreme 
Allied Commander, Middle East, in agreement with the Egyptian military 
authorities, to be necessary to sustain the Egyptian land forces available for the 
defence of Egypt and the maintenance of the international waterway of the Suez 
Canal. 
(2) Her Majesty's Government would welcome the opportunity of withdrawing 
other forces which the emergency has compelled them to move to the Canal Zone. 
(3) The Egyptian armed forces will assume the task of providing for the security 
from land and air attack, and for the local safeguarding, of the Allied military base 

1 See 272 . 
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and the Suez Canal. In this they will be aided by such forces as the Allied Middle 
East Command may consider necessary. The important military base installations 
on the Suez Canal will pass under the Allied Middle East Command, of which 
Egypt will be a founder member, provided that all stores and munitions, including 
machine tools, which have been provided at British expense will remain British 
property to be disposed of as circumstances may require in the common interest, 
Great Britain being credited with any contribution made at her expense. 
(4) The United Kingdom will retain in Egypt such technical and administrative 
personnel as are required to maintain at a state of operational readiness British 
military equipment held in the Allied military base. 
(5) The overall direction of the air defence will be vested in the Allied Middle East 
Command, operating through an Allied Air Defence Organisation. This shall be 
stationed in Egypt together with any necessary personnel, including troops for 
their defence, which may be considered by the Supreme Allied Commander, 
Middle East, in agreement with the Egyptian military authorities, to be necessary 
to supplement the Egyptian air forces and ground protection forces available." 

He also suggested that sub-paragraph (9) of paragraph 8, and the whole of 
paragraph 9, should be deleted. 

The Foreign Secretary said that, while he was content with the framework of 
the rearrangement proposed by the Prime Minister, he felt bound to warn the 
Cabinet that, if the negotiations were to succeed, it would be necessary to make 
certain further concessions to the Egyptians which had been included in his origi
nal draft despatch. In order to reach an agreement, he thought we should have to 
give a definite undertaking that, once an Allied Middle East Command was estab
lished, we would withdraw from Egypt, within a specified period, all British land 
forces which were not required by the Allied Commander. He also thought that we 
should have to give an assurance that British military technicians at the base in 
the Canal Zone would be progressively replaced by British civilians or by 
Egyptians, and a similar assurance that British air forces would eventually be 
replaced by Egyptians, as the latter became fully efficient. He therefore suggested 
the following amendments of the Prime Minister's revised text of this part of the 
despatch:-

(i) In the new sub-paragraph (1), after "therein" delete the words "only such 
British land forces would remain in Egypt as were" and insert: "Her Majesty's 
Government will progressively withdraw from Egypt, within a limited period to be 
determined, all British land forces save those which are ." 
(ii) In the new sub-paragraph (3), delete the words "In this they will be aided by 
such forces as the Allied Middle East Command may consider necessary. " 
(iii) At the end of the new sub-paragraph (4), add the following sentence: "These 
personnel will so far as possible be replaced by British civilian technicians and 
wherever practicable by Egyptian personnel trained in the handling of British 
stores and equipment." 
(iv) In the new sub-paragraph (5), for the second sentence substitute the 
following: "The Egyptian Government will permit the stationing in Egypt of such 
Allied air forces and ground protection forces as may be considered by the 
Supreme Allied Commander, Middle East, in agreement with the Egyptian military 
authorities, to be necessary to supplement the Egyptian air forces available. These 
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Allied forces will be replaced by Egyptian units and personnel progressively as 
sufficient of the latter can be trained and equipped to the requisite standard." 

In the discussion which followed the Foreign Secretary made it clear that it was 
not his intention that Her Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo should offer all these 
concessions at the outset of his negotiations. The purpose of this part of the draft 
despatch was to let the Ambassador know, for his guidance, how far the United 
Kingdom Government would be prepared to go in order to reach an agreement with 
the Egyptian Government. The Foreign Secretary thought it important that we 
should lose no time in reopening negotiations as soon as the Egyptians were ready to 
do so; for the present Government in Egypt were not in a strong political position 
and, if they fell, they were likely to be succeeded by Ministers who would be less 
disposed to reach a friendly agreement with us. Although he believed that the 
concessions which he had indicated would have to be made in the end, if an 
agreement was to be reached, he was content that Her Majesty's Ambassador should 
restrict himself in his opening conversations to proposing an agenda for the talks 
and the issue of a joint communique in the terms already approved by the Cabinet. 
He could then report the results of this initial conversation before going further. 

The Cabinet agreed that the Foreign Secretary should send to Her Majesty's 
Ambassador in Cairo a despatch in the terms of the draft in Annex B of C. (52) 43, 
subject to the amendments proposed by the Prime Minister. In this he should make 
it clear that paragraph 8 of the despatch represented the kind of agreement which we 
should like to make, and at which he should aim in his later discussions with the 
Egyptian Government. The Foreign Secretary should say, however, that the Cabinet 
recognised that some further concessions might have to be made to the Egyptians 
and would be prepared, if necessary, to make the concessions indicated in the 
amendments shown in paragraphs (i)-(iv) above. These, however, were being 
mentioned to the Ambassador at this stage for his guidance only, and they should not 
be communicated to the Egyptian Government without further authority from the 
Cabinet. The Ambassador should open the discussions by proposing an agenda for 
the talks (as set out in paragraph 6 of the draft despatch) and the issue of a joint 
communique in the terms approved by the Cabinet at their metting earlier in the 
day. He should report the results of this preliminary conversation and await further 
instructions before proceeding with his discussions. 

The Cabinet-
Invited the Foreign Secretary to instruct Her Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo in the 
sense indicated above. 

275 FO 14111456, no 56 20 Feb 1952 
[Multilateral talks on Middle East defence]: letter from Sir J Bowker 
to Sir R Stevenson on the problems presented by the proposed talks 

You will have seen from paragraph 3 of the draft record of the Secretary of State's 
conversation with Amr Pasha on the 19th February, enclosed under cover of our 
despatch No. 68, that the Secretary of State did not reject out of hand Amr's 
suggestion that, instead of confining negotiations to bilateral Anglo- Egyptian 
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discussions, we might at an early stage consider calling a conference between the 
founder members of the Allied Middle East Command and all the Arab States. Just 
before he left for Lisbon yesterday, the Secretary of State expressed the wish that you 
should know that he himself was inclined to think that there might indeed be 
something in this proposal. He is I think aware of the obvious difficulties such as the 
inevitable exclusion of Israel from such a conference and the difficulty of doing 
business with a tribe of Arab representatives but he feels that the difficulties of 
getting negotiations under way again are such that we should close no door in 
advance. If the idea of such a conference appealed to the Egyptians, as an alternative 
to bilateral Anglo-Egyptian conversations or conversations with the four Powers, we 
should have to do our best to organise such a conference and might perhaps be able 
to arrange for various sub-committees to deal with different aspects of the problem 
of defence of the Middle East. I think the Secretary of State would be glad to see any 
comments which you might like to make on the idea. 

2. I am bound to confess that our Departmental point of view would be that it 
would be over-optimistic to expect useful practical results to flow from such a 
conference. The conflicting interests of the various Arab countries, their mistrust not 
only of us and of the other sponsoring Powers, but also of each other, the Egyptian 
capacity for intrigue and the general ignorance, lack of realism, and infinite capacity 
for unbusinesslike and disorderly behaviour of Arab representatives, would make it 
unlikely that we should be able to solve our problems with the Egyptians, especially 
those of a somewhat technical nature, or our main problem of setting up an 
organization for Middle East defence. Nevertheless, if a general jamboree of this kind 
would cheer everybody up and prevent us from falling back into the old 
Anglo-Egyptian rut of unacceptable proposals met by flat refusals and accompanied 
by recriminations, I suppose that it might be worth looking into further. 

3. My own fear is that the result of bringing in the Arab States at an early stage 
might be to find ourselves under pressure from them to seek a solution of our 
defence problem by associating ourselves with the Arab League Collective Security 
Pact and giving the member States of that Pack the necessary arms to enable them to 
provide for their own defence. 

276 FO 14111456, no 48 22 Feb 1952 
[Middle East defence strategy]: minute by Sir R Stevenson on the 
need for a peacetime base in Egypt 

I must admit that I have never been very much impressed, myself, with the military 
argument in favour of the Canal Base if the idea is to try to hold the Iraq oil fields .1 

The communications northeastwards from the Canal consist of the one line of 
railway from Kantara, and I myself would have thought that the argument that 
Alexandretta has no back door would be offset by the back door of the Persian Gulf. 2 

If reinforcements are going to be brought to fight in this part of the world surely 
they would be taken direct to Basra to support Iraq and to Alexandretta to bolster up 

1 Emphasis throughout in original. 
2 Against this passage M J Creswell made the marginal comment: 'It depends if one is holding the "Outer" 
or the "Inner" Ring'. 
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the Turkish right flank. It would be absurd, if we are going to fight as far forward as 
that, to bring all our reinforcements through the bottleneck of Suez. But the latter 
would of course be invaluable later as a rear-ward base or in case of our having to fall 
back. All this is in favour of the Egyptian thesis of reactivating the base on the 
outbreak of war and not necessarily having it in existence in peacetime. If the 
foregoing is sound, there is perhaps some hope that the military authorities might be 
brought to regard the Canal Base as being necessary in the short term only pending 
the establishment of permanent facilities for bringing in reinforcements via 
Alexandretta and perhaps Haifa and Basra in the event of war subject to the right of 
reactivating the Canal Base as soon as war breaks out. The striking force at present 
on the Canal, or part of it, might, if the Turks agree, be held at Alexandretta. 
Alternatively it might go to the Gaza strip. 

I do not maintain that all this would be as convenient as having a permanent base 
in the Canal Zone under our control. But isn't there going to be a good deal of 
reorganisation and redeployment anyway as a result of turning the Canal Base into 
an Egyptian base with (perhaps civilian) technicians provided by us? 

277 FO 371/96923, no 142 25 Feb 1952 
[The Egyptian political situation]: despatch no 51 from 
Sir R Stevenson to Mr Eden on its implications for Middle Eastern 
defence strategy 

The gradual decay of public security and discipline, the evolution of the Egyptian 
political scene since the Wafd Government took office in January 1950, and in 
particular the accelerated rate of this trend since last summer culminating with the 
riots in Cairo and the break-down of Wafd policy on 26th January last, have made 
many observers with considerable knowledge of Egyptian history profoundly 
pessimistic for the future . Overlooking short-term fluctuations in the situation here, 
such observers tell me that all these things are symptoms of the progressive and 
rapid decline of Egypt to financial bankruptcy, administrative chaos and possible civil 
war. This would be entirely in accord with the rhythm of Egyptian history over the 
last three thousand years. 

2. There is, I am convinced, much truth in this depressing forecast. This is a 
suitable moment therefore to consider whether, in fact, we should not approach the 
problem of Egypt from an entirely fresh point of view. Hitherto our policy towards 
Egypt has derived principally from our defence planning for the Eastern 
Mediterranean and Middle East, which itself has rested on the assumption that Egypt 
would remain a moderately stable and reasonably friendly State. On this basis, our 
policy has been directed to reaching a defence agreement whereby Egypt would be 
the hub of our defensive system in this part of the world, and simultaneously to 
giving Egypt every support which it is within our power to give. Recent events, 
however, have made me doubt whether either of the assumptions above - moderate 
stability or reasonable friendliness - are valid today or are likely to apply in the 
future. 

3. No drastic remedy is in these times possible for such a state of affairs. 
Economic assistance alone, though it may do something to diminish the tension, 
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cannot be counted upon to tackle the roots of the trouble, which are social and 
psychological. Military intervention and the re-occupation of Egypt, in order thereby 
to set up a sounder system of administration than the Egyptians are themselves 
capable of maintaining-another Cromerian regime in fact-is ruled out for many 
reasons, both political and practical. We are, therefore, bound while exerting our 
diplomatic and economic influence to the full, to remain in the most unsatisfactory 
role of observers while the forces of decay, disruption and disorder gradually bring 
Egypt back to the subordinate and uninspiring role which she has played in this part 
of the world since the beginning of the Islamic era. 

4. I feel it necessary to warn you also that, in my view, we are now no longer 
justified in counting in any foreseeable circumstances on Egyptian agreement to a 
British re-occupation of the Delta, and the use of it as a base, in time of war 
though certain technical facilities, e.g. for the use of communications, might be 
arranged. I note from COS(ME) 644 addressed by the Chiefs-of-Staff to the 
B.D.C.C. (ME) that plans are now being made to cover both the case of Egyptian 
non-belligerent cooperation (the likelihood of which is as stated above very 
remote) and the case of Egyptian hostility to us in wartime. In my view the present 
state of Egyptian opinion is such that we would have to count, in the latter case, 
with strong resistance to an attempt to obtain by force the facilities we required in 
the Delta, and with a continuing commitment in troops to "keep Egypt down" on 
a scale which, I imagine, might well prove unacceptable in a major war, particu
larly at the outset. Egypt is now so full of unrest and riddled with agents and 
organisations of a nationalist or revolutionary (and in both cases anti-British) 
character that even after succeeding, by force of arms and against the resistance of 
the Egyptian regular forces, in re-establishing ourselves in the Delta, we should be 
faced with a very active and troublesome fifth column of enemy sympathisers. If 
therefore our strategic planning is to rest upon a firm and realistic foundation, the 
assumption should be that we shall be able, immediately on the outbreak of war, 
to move in from elsewhere and re-activate our base in the Canal Zone but not that 
we shall be able to move into the Delta itself and make full use of that as a base
at all events not without accepting the extremely heavy and lasting commitment of 
doing so by force. 

5. If for these reasons we are brought to the conclusion that our strategy can 
no longer be founded on Egypt, it will be of primary importance to deny Egypt to 
the influence of Powers potentially hostile to us. This will become the overriding 
object as far as our relations with Egypt are concerned and it is, I suggest, an 
object more easily within our reach than that of trying to build up Egypt again 
into the position she formerly held, while we are ourselves denied the chief 
weapon with which to do so. The Egyptian political problem, it would seem, can 
only in the last resort be settled in one of two ways-either by the direct or indi
rect government of the country by an outside power or by letting Egypt go her 
own way. No compromise between these two is possible, as developments since 
1936 have been making increasingly plain. Yet, under the second alternative, the 
limited objective of denying Egypt to hostile influences may perhaps be more prac
ticable than that of ensuring the conditions necessary for a defensive system based 
upon this country. 

6. It is not for me to venture an opinion on the details of strategic planning. But 
the line of thought developed above leads to two conclusions:-



348 VIOLENT CONFLICT IN EGYPT [278] 

(a) that the defence system of the Middle East should be centred in the area to the 
north-east of Egypt in which Israel and the Levant states would play important 
parts and the former would have a key position; this would suggest the gradual 
transfer of some of our combatant land forces to a site where they could cooperate 
with the Israeli army and develop a "backdoor" for lines of communication (as at 
Akaba); 
(b) that some further guarantee of Western control of the Suez Canal should be 
created, either by the internationalisation of the Zone or otherwise, to take the 
place of the 19th century concept which was workable solely on account of our 
own dominant position in Egypt itself. 

7. I submit, therefore, that the time has come for us to double-bank our present 
attempts to come to a satisfactory defence settlement with Egypt, by a specific and 
phased plan (on a Four Power basis) to base Middle East defence on firmer 
foundations than those of the Egyptian political scene, on which we can fall back in 
case of need. So far as Egypt is concerned, the purpose would be to deny her to 
enemy influence and to eliminate any risk of the Soviet bloc establishing a dominant 
position here; and at the same time to establish a new regime for the Suez Canal 
Zone. Any evidence that we were willing to fall back upon such an alternative plan 
and were indeed prepared to isolate Egypt as a potential enemy would also have the 
incidental advantage of stimulating the Egyptians themselves into adopting a more 
realistic attitude towards us. They are still convinced that they are indispensable to 
us-a fact which makes them blindly intransigent. A clear demonstration to the 
contrary might make them show more keeness in the settlement of our mutual 
problems-for which at present we seem to them to take all the responsibility and 
therefore to incur all the odium. 

278 FO 371196931, no 365 26 Feb 1952 
[Agreement with the Egyptians]: letter from R Allen to M J Creswell 
on the prospects of an agreement 

At the moment I can see no hope whatever of our reaching agreement with the 
Egyptians. We are not at present prepared to make the minimum concessions 
necessary to secure an agreement, and it seems impossible to make people here 
realise this fact and to understand the possible results of failure to reach an 
agreement. I do not altogether despair of being able to dispel the current 
complacency in respect of the defence problem, even buttressed as it is by the natural 
inertia of the military who, for reasons both good and less good, have no intention of 
leaving the Canal Zone if they can possibly help it (incidentally the British soldier 
seems willing to put up with a great deal of sniping and bomb-throwing for the sake 
of a few tennis-courts and amenities such as a place to have his pre-prandial drink). I 
have however little hope over the Sudan issue, because the Sudan lobby in this 
country is surprisingly well organised; sentiment is being screwed up to a high pitch 
and we are receiving daily a series of letters of the purest blimpishness. 

It does of course remain to be seen how far down the Egyptians are prepared to 
climb. Ali Maher, and even I suppose the King, must know quite well that if they do 
not reach an agreement with us, it may mean the deluge so far as they are concerned. 
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On the other hand, if they do not achieve something which can be dressed up to look 
like their national aspirations, it may equally be the end of them. On our side, it 
seems to me that if we push the Egyptians too far we might get an agreement which 
no Egyptian Government could get ratified; on the other hand if we hold out for our 
full requirements and do not get an agreement at all, there may be such an explosion 
in Egypt that we shall be buried in the ruins. 

The purpose of this letter is really to ask you whether, purely for my own guidance, 
you could do a little crystal-gazing. What I want to know is your assessment of what 
is most likely to happen if we fail to reach an agreement with the present Egyptian 
Government (e.g. will there be a revolution in Egypt and if so what will be its effect 
upon (i) our position in the Canal Zone and (ii) our other interests in Egypt, or shall 
we have a military dictatorship, or will the whole thing end-for the time being-not 
with a bang but a whimper, for instance with a futile conference of all the Middle 
Eastern states and the sponsoring powers of the Middle East Command?. 

279 FO 371196931, no 365 4 Mar 1952 
[Future developments in Egypt]: letter (reply) from M J Creswell to 
R Allen on the implications of a failure to reach an agreement 

[On 1 March Ali Maher resigned and the following day a new government was formed 
under Neguib al-Hilali. The embassy believed this was an improvement but remained 
convinced that any agreement remained dependent on Britain accepting, as a bare 
minimum, the principle of evacuation in return for the Egyptians accepting the principle 
of participation in the MEC (FO 371/96924, no 144, Cairo tel 473, 3 Mar 1952) . The issue 
of evacuation was now sufficiently important for a working party on redeployment in the 
Middle East to be formed.] 

Thank you for your personal letter of the 26th1 received on 1st March. 
Before having a shot at answering the questions in your last paragraph I would like 

to make two points:-

(a) On your paragraph 1. I think it is essential, if we are to get anywhere near a 
solution of the defence problem, that we should be prepared to accept the principle 
of evacuation at an early stage in negotiations; and that we should be prepared to 
remove both some of our combatant forces and the Commanders-in-Chief and 
their headquarters machinery, as soon as an agreement comes into force. On no 
other terms is a defence agreement within the bounds of possibility. 
(b) The points you make in your second paragraph are roughly in accord with our 
views here except to add that a short-term agreement which might not be ratified 
by the present Egyptian Parliament would be far better than no agreement at all. 
Incidentally, perhaps some of the "catastrophic" phraseology used in this 
paragraph goes rather further than what one would say in a cool intelligence 
appreciation; might it be in any way connected with your talks with Cecil 
Campbell?2 In any event I see no harm in such "catastrophic" expressions if they 
are to be used to persuade our political masters. 

2. I find it, of course, extremely difficult to give you a complete Child's Guide to 
the future of Egypt, but I would chance my arm at something on the following 

1 See 278. 2 See 244, note 1. 
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lines as an appreciation of what will happen if we fail altogether to reach an agree
ment either with Neguib el Hilali or with a successor, before, let us say, the end of 
1952. 

3. First of all, since the fall of the Wafd Government it has become likely that the 
immediate effect of a failure (when once things start going wrong) will be a military 
dictatorship rather than an immediate outbreak of revolution. But certain factors 
make one fear that such a dictatorship might be of very short duration, and once it 
fell it would quickly lead to chaos. The first of these factors is the unreliability of the 
King and the thought that it would not be very long before he and his family were 
seen rising in their helicopters from the Palace en route for some airfield where a 
comfortable long-distance aircraft would await them. A second factor is the potential 
for disorder-compounded of the fanaticism which the Wafd have been able to stir 
up, the King's unpopularity in the country and the large number of arms hidden in 
the universities and elsewhere. A third is the unreliability of certain elements in the 
Army and the extreme unreliability of the police. 

4. The effects of such a revolution (which is thus in the nature of a "worst case" 
but by no means an impossible one) on:-

(i) our position in the Canal Zone; 
(ii) our other interests in Egypt, 

would be, I would say, as follows:-
Our position in the Canal Zone would not in itself be severely affected, if we were 

prepared to cut if off from the rest of Egypt, the three towns and all, and run it as a 
separate territory. For this we might find it difficult to get enough international 
support; and we might have to rely very largely on imported labour (these things 
have been much discussed in the last few months and I need not expatiate). Our 
other interests-including the lives of the British community-would be an 
immediate and first priority target and we should have to be ready to sacrifice those 
interests and' remove the community. But since complete evacuation would be 
difficult and probably unacceptable and since some "Rodeo" operation would surely, 
in the end, have to be mounted, we should then find ourselves involved in a military 
commitment here in the Delta on a very big scale. This commitment could not, 
under the circumstances envisaged, be cut short or limited either in time or in 
numbers of troops (though some geographical limitation would have to be imposed) 
and we should surely be playing straight into the hands of the Kremlin by taking on 
such an "Imperialist" task, in peace time, with forces which we could not afford to 
spare from elsewhere and which, while tied up in the Delta would be of little use, if 
any, for Middle East defence in the wider sense. 

5. You may say that the above is vitiated by the words "when once things start 
going wrong" in paragraph 3 above, and that they may not go as wrong as that. But I 
do not believe that, if we fail altogether to reach agreement with Egypt, we can count 
on any simple anti-climax (such as a conference of Middle East States) without any 
further trouble here. What seems most likely at present (while the uncertainty about 
an agreement continues) is a series of "Palace" Governments relying uneasily on the 
King and the Army, while the underlying resentment and discontent in the country 
grows steadily greater, and the hands of the extremists become proportionately 
stronger in spite of repressive action against them. Sooner or later there would then 
follow either:-
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(i) a blow-up or a series of revolutionary outbreaks; 
(ii) an extreme Nationalist Government - possibly Ikhwan -which would take up 
the Wafd's terrorist cudgels at the point where the latter laid them down on 26th 
January. 

In either case British interests in the Delta would be for it in the end and in the latter 
case direct military action might be attempted-however foolishly- against our 
forces in the Canal Zone as well. The wholesale expulsion of British nationals from 
the Delta by an Ikhwan Government is also a possibility. And, of course, either of 
these two developments would probably be attended by such attacks against British 
civilians in the Delta as to entail a "Rodeo" operation with the consequences 
indicated in paragraph 4. The deterioration, leading to either of these two results (ie 
(i) or (ii) above) would of course be much accelerated if it becomes clear that no 
agreement with us is possible. 

6. We are therefore brought in a circle to the point I have made at (a) in the begin
ning of this letter. I hope I have not indulged in any too colourful or 'catastrophic' lan
guage. The Ambassador has seen this letter in draft and agrees with it. 

280 FO 371/96924, no 144 4 Mar 1952 
[Evacuation of Egypt]: minute by DV Bendall on the advantages and 
disadvantages of accepting the principle of evacuation [Extract] 

... HMA's suggestion that we should accept the principle of evacuation has the 
disadvantage that it deprives us of one of our most telling cards viz, that unless the 
Egyptians behave themselves we shall merely increase rather than alleviate the 
'burden of occupation'. It may also be turned against us in the future as evidence of 
our bad faith. In a word, it is always dangerous to admit to a principle which runs 
contrary to one's real intentions and interests. Nevertheless it may be worth telling a 
deliberate lie and leaving the consequences to be dealt with in their time-if by so 
doing we can gain a vital breathing space of 3 or 4 years before the Egyptians renew 
their agitation for our complete withdrawal. 

281 CAB 129/50, C(52)63 5 Mar 1952 
'Egypt: defence negotiations': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden 

My colleagues will recall that, when we discussed this question on 14th February 
(C.C. (52) 17th Conclusions, Minute 4),1 I pointed out in paragraph 4 of my 
memorandum C. (52) 322 that the then Egyptian Government was not in every 
respect satisfactory from our point of view and it remained to be seen whether it 
would be able to command sufficient support in the country to maintain its position. 
I considered nevertheless that we must take the risk that it might not be able to give 
effect to an agreement with us, in view of the serious consequences which failure to 
reach any agreement would entail. Since then that Government has been replaced by 
a Government under Neguib al Hilaly Pasha. This has been done on the orders of 

1 See 270. 2 See 267. 
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King Farouk, who was dissatisfied with the lack of determination shown by Aly 
Maher Pasha's Government in bringing to account the members of the former Wafd 
Government, who by their corrupt administration and anti-British policy were 
responsible for the Cairo riots of 26th January. Aly Maher was making efforts to 
conciliate the Wafd, and might therefore have proved difficult from our point of view 
in any negotiations. Moreover, he was personally unreliable, and anti-British 
intrigues had led to his internment during the war in 1942. It was for these reasons 
that, despite his tentative efforts to rehabilitate himself with us, I could not place 
great confidence in the successful outcome of negotiations with him, necessary as it 
then seemed that we should at least show willingness to resume negotiations. 

2. The new Government is in my view a considerable improvement on the 
Government of Aly Maher. In the first place, Neguib a! Hilaly is himself an honest 
man. He is pledged to attack the corruption which has always vitiated Egyptian 
political life and which became a notorious scandal under the Wafd. In effect he has 
been put in office by King Farouk with the first object of breaking the power of the 
Wafd by bringing their leaders to justice. Since he was himself expelled by the Wafd 
in November 1951, he may be expected to carry out this policy energetically. 
Moreover, the rest of his Government consists either of comparatively competent 
and honest officials, or of men who have been disillusioned by their experience of the 
Wafd. They seem to be about as good a Government as we can hope for in Egypt. 

3. If this Government can deal thoroughly with the members of the former Wafd 
Government party, exposing their corrupt practices and the bankruptcy of their anti
British policy, there is a good chance that they may discredit the Wafd for some time. 
There is of course a danger that the Wafd, whose strength should not be 
underestimated, may overthrow them, despite the support of King Farouk. If, 
however, the Government succeeds in its attack on the Wafd, there is a better hope 
that any agreement reached with us will be lasting. 

4. The Egyptian Parliament has now been prorogued. This is usually a prelude to 
dissolution and new elections. We may therefore reckon that we shall have a period 
of about two months within which to reach an agreement, before the Egyptian 
Government has to authorise new elections and submit its policy to the new 
Parliament. If, during this period, we can reach an agreement which appears to go 
some way towards meeting Egyptian aspirations, we may hope that the present 
Government may secure its ratification; if we do not reach such an agreement, we 
may expect a return to the turbulent conditions which rendered our base in the 
Canal Zone largely useless and which will probably lead next time to the destruction 
of all British commercial and cultural interests in Egypt and to incalculable results 
in the international field . 

5. I have therefore been considering whether we should not now allow rather 
more latitude to Her Majesty's Ambassador at Cairo than is permitted to him by his 
present instructions. That part of his instructions which is relevant to the future 
defence agreement with Egypt is contained in paragraphs 8 and 9 of my despatch No. 
65 to Cairo. In these instructions, which were drafted in the light of C.C. (52) 17th 
Conclusions, Minute 4, 18th Conclusions, Minute 5,3 and 19th Conclusions, Minute 
2,4 it was stated that it was impossible to foresee how negotiations would develop or 
what adjustments or concessions might meet the political requirements of both 

3 See 273. 4 See 274. 
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Governments, and that, since our proposed heads of agreement might not in fact 
suffice to secure an agreement, we might be prepared ultimately to go rather farther 
to meet what we expected the Egyptians to ask for. 

6. Her Majesty's Ambassador at Cairo has now commented on these instructions 
to the effect that the minimum which we should put forward, when the new Egyptian 
Government approach us with a request for a resumption of negotiations, should be 
acceptance by us of the principle of evacuation against acceptance by Egypt of 
participation in the Middle East defence organisation. There is no doubt that the new 
Egyptian Government, like every other Egyptian Government, could not possibly 
accept less than this, if it is to have any hope of surviving, and, since it seems that a 
deal with this Government may be our best, if not our last, chance of reaching an 
agreement, I consider that the instructions to Her Majesty's Ambassador at Cairo 
should now be amended on lines which will take account of two conditions essential 
for an agreement, namely, acceptance by us of the principle of evacuation, subject to 
satisfactory agreements on certain fundamental points, and to make a real effort to 
provide equipment for the Egyptian armed forces. 

Recommendations 
7. I therefore recommend that Her Majesty's Ambassador at Cairo should be 

instructed as follows:-

(a) He should aim at securing from the Egyptian Government an agreement in 
principle to participate in the Allied Middle East Command on the lines of his 
previous instructions. 
(b) In particular he should secure Egyptian agreement to:-

(i) the retention in Egypt by the United Kingdom of such technical and 
administrative personnel , under the command of the Allied Middle East 
Command, as are required to maintain at a state of operational readiness British 
military equipment held in the Allied military base; 
(ii) the establishment of an Allied air defence organisation in Egypt which shall 
include the personnel considered necessary by the Supreme Allied Commander, 
Middle East, in agreement with the Egyptian military authorities, to supplement 
Egyptian air forces and ground protection forces available . The overall direction 
of the air defence will be vested in the Allied Middle East Command. 

(c) In return for satisfactory arrangements on these lines, Her Majesty's 
Ambassador at Cairo would be authorised to inform the Egyptian Government that 
Her Majesty's Government would be prepared to withdraw progressively from 
Egypt, within a limited period to be determined, mobile fighting units of the 
British land forces . Such withdrawal would, of course, be subject to any future 
agreement which might be reached between the Supreme Allied Commander, 
Middle East, and the Egyptian military authorities regarding the retention in 
Egypt of forces placed under the Allied military command. 
(d) Her Majesty's Ambassador at Cairo should be authorised to inform the 
Egyptian Government that, if a satisfactory agreement with Egypt on defence can 
be reached, Her Majesty's Government would make a special effort to provide arms 
and equipment for Egyptian forces . He could inform the Egyptians that we would 
be prepared to apply to Egypt the same criteria as we at present apply in 
considering requests from fellow members of N.A.T.O. 
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(I am submitting separately for the consideration of my colleagues a proposal that we 
should agree that the Americans should now meet an Egyptian request for 22 
armoured cars and other motor transport to equip a force of gendarmerie in Egypt; if 
this proposal were approved, we could point to this as an earnest of our intentions.) 

282 PREM 11/91 9 Mar 1952 
[Evacuation of Egypt]: minute by Mr Churchill to Mr Eden on the 
inadvisability of early talks and of the acceptance of evacuation 

Foreign Secretary 
What exactly is the picture you make to yourself of the position if we evacuate our 
forces from the Canal Zone? What powers will remain to the Allied Military 
Commander if he has no fighting troops, and if the Egyptian Army has been more 
strongly armed by us? Who is to protect the international waterway of the Canal, the 
three hundred million pounds' worth of stores, etc., accumulated in the base, the 
British Air Force and airfields, and indeed his own Headquarters? Are all these to be 
entrusted to a rearmed and strengthened Egyptian Army which may at any time 
come under the control of a Wafd or other hostile Egyptian Government? Have we to 
contemplate the great cost of a move to Gaza or Jordan as part of the evacuation? Is 
this to take place before the taking over by the Four Powers together with the 
Egyptians, they being the fifth (or first) You say in paragraph 7, sub-section (c) :
"Such withdrawal (of British troops) would, of course, be subject to any future 
agreement which might be reached between the Supreme Allied Commander, Middle 
East, and the Egyptian military authorities ... "1 Is the S.A.e. to be instructed that he 
need not be responsible for the safeguarding of any of the interests and objects 
mentioned above, but is to entrust them to the Egyptian Army, of which his 
Command could only be nominal and exercised on sufferance? 

I am most anxious to see our forces in Egypt reduced, but before we place 
ourselves and the Canal and all our interests at the mercy of the Egyptians, we ought 
at least to have a Treaty comprising the Four Powers, and until that is done the 
S.A.C. ought not to be deprived of the necessary minimum of force in the Canal 
Zone. Neither ought we to commit ourselves without much more detailed 
examination to building the enormous new establishments which have been 
suggested as alternatives. 

By your firmness and the use of British strength at great expense, we have vastly 
improved our bargaining position, which, after all, was only to ask that the Treaty 
you made should be kept. Why then are we reduced to begging for leave, from a non
representative Government and a Parliament adjourned or dissolving, to give them 
all that Nahas Pasha ever asked? When you brought this matter up at the Cabinet on 
February 14,2 you indicated that the chance might be lost for ever if decision was not 
taken at once. A month has passed and things have got steadily better, and our 
relative strength has grown. Why then is there to be all this urgency of concluding an 
agreement which sacrifices our work of so many years and our power of discharging 

1 See 281. 2 See 270. 



[283) MAR 1952 355 

our international duty? An unfriendly Egyptian Government, once you have 
withdrawn your troops and have no force or power behind you, can repudiate any 
engagement entered into. I beg you to think of all this. 

I cannot think it a good policy to hasten to make an agreement with this fragile 
Palace Government which will deprive us of all means of securing the observance of 
the agreement if, as you apprehend, a hostile Government may soon come. I am sure 
there are forces in the Conservative Party which will be deeply stirred by our moral 
surrender and physical exodus. We must have the maintenance of the international 
waterway by the Four powers, plus Egypt, before we strip ourselves of power. 

283 PREM 11/91 10 Mar 1952 
[Agreement with Egypt]: minute by Mr Eden (reply) to Mr Churchill 
on the reasons why an agreement is necessary 

Prime Minister 
Your minute No. M.103/52 about Egyptl does not seem to me to take account of the 
fact that we shall be bound to get out of the Canal Zone anyway in 1956 in the absence 
of some new agreement. If we have to leave, this would mean withdrawing not only 
our troops but also the stores in our base and leaving the base installations behind. 
We have not been able to discover any alternative site for the base, although there are 
alternative places for our combatant troops. My purpose is therefore to make a new 
agreement while we can. This was the purpose of the Four-Power proposals of last 
October, leading to the establishment of an Allied Middle East Command. 

2. In making such an arrangement we have to take account of the true facts of the 
position. These are, first, that our lease is up in 1956; secondly, that our present Treaty 
does not give us what we need, since it does not provide for the existence of the great 
base which was created during the war and which is now our main interest; thirdly 
that the internal position in Egypt has become more precarious and dangerous. 

3. The Four-Power proposals do not specifically provide for the stationing of for
eign troops on Egyptian soil, and in fact it has always been recognised that there is no 
chance of securing Egyptian agreement at present to the stationing of land forces of 
other nations in Egypt in time of peace. Nor indeed is there likely to be any question 
of this, since neither the Americans, nor the French, nor the Turks, have shown the 
smallest indication that they would be willing to provide such forces for Egypt. The 
Four-Power proposals do provide the outline of a plan of cooperation and a Command 
organisation which could control those forces anywhere in the Middle East which 
were placed at its disposal. We propose that this organisation, which would include 
Egypt, and with which other Middle Eastern States would be associated, will be set up 
before the actual withdrawal of British combatant troops from Egypt is completed. 

4. The main Egyptian contribution to this scheme would be cooperation in the 
maintenance of the Middle East base. We hope that Egypt would agree that British 
technicians should be retained in it, while Egyptian troops would probably have to 
take over guard duties . This base would provide the means of sustaining all the forces 

1 See 282. 
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of ourselves and our Allies in the Middle East in time of war, and it is thus that we 
should hope to protect the Suez Canal. There would also have to be an Allied air 
defence organisation in Egypt, to protect the base. These arrangements should of 
course run on after 1956. 

5. I do not suggest that these arrangements are ideal, but I think that the time 
has now come when we have to make the best agreement we can with Egypt. The 
true alternatives are not between remaining as we are or making some other equally 
good or better arrangement, but between making the best arrangement that we can 
or finding ourselves involved in a commitment greater than we can bear. 

6. I am convinced that we shall not reach an agreement unless we are willing to 
agree to the principle of evacuation. The net result of the last five months has been to 
bring Egypt to the verge of anarchy. The present Egyptian Government is the best we 
can possibly hope for. Its position is precarious and its continuance in power depends 
on its ability to clip the wings of the Wafd. To do this, it needs some helpful move by 
us, and it needs it soon. Time, I am convinced, is not on our side. 

7. If we merely seek to hold the Canal Zone by force, we must expect sooner 
rather than later a revolution in Egypt. This will mean disturbances in the Delta on a 
far larger scale than on January 26th, with inevitable loss of many British lives and 
interests. We may be compelled to reoccupy the Delta towns, which will place upon 
us an administrative commitment which we cannot possibly afford in terms either of 
men or money. We must expect that all our commercial interests in Egypt will be 
lost. As for the base, our military authorities already admit, that, under the 
conditions prevail ing during the last five months, it would be useless from an 
operational point of view if war came, since our entire resources have been devoted 
to maintaining ourselves, and we have not had enough to spare to maintain the base. 
Moreover, we should have no troops for the defence of the Middle East, since they 
would all be required to hold the position in Egypt. 

8. In the circumstances foreseen, we could not expect continued support in the 
international field from our friends. The Americans are pressing us strongly to come 
to an agreement. It is therefore literally true to say that the consequences of a fa ilure 
to reach agreement with Egypt, or still more, failure even to put forward a reasonable 
offer to the Egyptians, are incalculable. There can be no doubt however that the 
damage to British interests and prestige would be immense. The plain fact is that we 
are no longer in a position to impose our will upon Egypt, regardless of the cost in 
men, money, and international goodwill both throughout the Middle East and the 
rest of the world. 

If I cannot impose my will, I must negotiate. This is the best govt. we have yet had 
with which to do so. 

284 CAB 129/50, C(52 )69 10 Mar 1952 
'Negotiations with Egypt on defence and the Sudan': Cabinet 
memorandam by Mr Eden. Annexes [Extract] 

With reference to my memorandum C. (52) 63,1 I have now received from H.M. 
Ambassador at Cairo a number of telegrams which confirm the view expressed in that 

1 See 281. 
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memorandum that we should make every effort to reach an agreement with the pre
sent Egyptian Government. That Government appears to be honest and reasonably well 
disposed towards us, but its position in the country is not a strong one. H.M. Ambassador 
at Cairo therefore considers that we must help it by agreeing to issue a joint statement 
about the basis of the negotiations at an early stage. I agree with his view. 

2. My colleagues will remember that, when we discussed this question 
previously, we approved the text of a draft communique which might be issued by 
ourselves and the Egyptian government on the resumption of negotiations (see 
paragraph 3 of Foreign Office telegram No. 78 Saving to Cairo of the 20th February). 
H.M. Ambassador at Cairo has now suggested, in his telegram No. 493 (Annex I), the 
text of an alternative joint statement. I would favour the acceptance of paragraphs 1, 
2 and 3 of his draft since I am convinced that it will be essential for us to make such a 
move for the reasons I have given. I am not personally afraid of such a statement of 
principle. Its application would be a matter of negotiation in which we could 
reasonably obtain some latitude. 

3. I do not however feel that I can recommend acceptance of paragraphs 4, 5 and 
6 of the Ambassador's draft as they stand. My own view is that we cannot agree 
specifically to even conditional recognition of King Farouk's claim to be King of the 
Sudan without to some extent prejudging the decision of the Sudanese. I would 
suggest therefore that, while retaining a reference to the right of the Sudanese to 
self-determination, the furthest we can go would be to state that, in our discussions 
with the Egyptian Government on the Sudan, the primary concern of both 
Governments will be the interests and wishes of the Sudanese people, together with a 
recognition of the fact that it is essential that the friendliest relations should link the 
two peoples of Egypt and the Sudan .. . . 

Annex I to 284: Telegram no 493 of 7 March 1952 from Sir R Stevenson 

Following is rough draft of a possible joint statement which I would hope we might 
agree to make provided we are satisfied that the Egyptian Government would 
immediately thereafter enter on negotiations with the other sponsoring Powers of 
the Middle East Command. I do not personally think we can hope to get away with 
anything less. 

(Begins): 
Her Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom and the Royal Egyptian 

Government have agreed to resume discussions for a general settlement on the 
following basis:-

(1) Both Governments recognise and agree that the successful defence of the 
Middle East is an international responsibility and depends on the collaboration of 
all the States concerned in time of peace as in time of war. At the same time they 
recognise that such collaboration can only be successful if it is freely given in a 
spirit of partnership and is compatible with the national dignity of all parties. 
(2) Therefore Her Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom accept the 
principle of the evacuation of British forces from Egyptian soil, and the Royal 
Egyptian Government agree to participate fully with the Governments of other 
interested Powers in a collective defence organisation for the Middle East in 
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations. 
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(3) The methods of giving effect to the foregoing agreement (and in particular the 
contribution of Egypt to the defence of the Middle East and the speed of 
withdrawal of British forces) will be elaborated by discussion with the other 
interested Powers on the basis of an agreed agenda. 
(4) Her Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom agree to recognise the title 
of His Majesty King Farouk as King of Egypt and the Sudan subject to the 
acceptance of that title by the elected representatives of the Sudanese people. 
(5) The Royal Egyptian Government recognise the inalienable rights of the 
Sudanese people to full self-determination. 
(6) The Royal Egyptian Government and Her Majesty's Government in the United 
Kingdom will cooperate in arranging first for the consultation at the earliest 
possible moment of the elected representatives of the Sudanese people on the 
question of the title of His Majesty King Farouk, and secondly for the subsequent 
exercise by the Sudanese people of their right of self-determination.2 

2 In view of the comments in para 3 of his memo, Eden submitted, as a second annex, a revised version of 
the joint statement which retained paras (l)-(3) in Stevenson's telegram but which replaced paras (4)-(6) 
with the following:-

(4) Both Governments recognise the inalienable rights of the Sudanese people to full self
determination. 
(5) Both Governments therefore agree that in their discussions on the Sudan their primary concern 
will be the interests and wishes of the Sudanese, while recognising that it is essential that the friendliest 
relations should link the two peoples of Egypt and the Sudan. 

285 CAB 128/24, CC 29(52)7 12 Mar 1952 
'Egypt and the Sudan': Cabinet conclusions on a statement regarding 
the opening of negotiations 

The Cabinet had before them three memoranda by the Foreign Secretary (C. (52) 63 ,1 

692 and 70) on the negotiations with Egypt on defence and the Sudan. The Foreign 
Secretary proposed that H.M. Ambassador at Cairo should be instructed, on lines set 
out in detail in paragraph 7 of C. (52) 63, to open discussions with the Egyptian 
Government. He should also be authorised to arrange at an appropriate stage the issue 
of a joint public statement with the Egyptian Government on the lines of a redraft of 
Annex II to C. (52) 69, which the Foreign Secretary circulated at the meeting. 

Discussion turned mainly on the terms of paragraph (2) of this proposed joint 
statement. It was feared that the public reference to the evacuation of British forces 
was insufficiently linked with the agreement of the Egyptian Government to 
participate in a collective defence organisation of the Middle East, and committed us 
further than was wise towards a Government which was by no means strongly based. 
It would therefore be preferable that this paragraph should be amended so as to read: 
"Therefore Her Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom accept the principle of 
the progressive withdrawal of British combatant troops from Egyptian soil upon the 
footing that the Royal Egyptian Government agree to participate fully with the 

1 See 281. 2 See 284. 
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Governments of other interested Powers in a collective defence organisation for the 
Middle East in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations." 

It was also agreed that paragraph (5) of the draft joint statement should be 
amended so as to read: "Both Governments recognise the rights of the Sudanese 
people to self-determination." 

H.M. Ambassador might be authorised, when opening the negotiations, to inform 
the Egyptian Government that as soon as talks were effectively in progress Her 
Majesty's Government would, as an entirely separate matter, consider withdrawing 
some of the reinforcements which they had recently sent to Egypt. The Minister of 
Defence undertook to examine this question with the Chiefs of Staff and to 
communicate to the Foreign Secretary a form of words which could be used by H.M. 
Ambassador. 

The Cabinet: -
(1) Invited the Foreign Secretary (i) to instruct H.M. Ambassador in Cairo on the 
lines of paragraph 7 of C. (52) 63; (ii) to inform H.M. Ambassador in Cairo of the 
terms of the joint statement, amended in the light of their discussion, which they 
would be willing to issue with the Egyptian Government at the appropriate stage. 
(2) Invited the Chancellor of the Exchequer to continue for the time being to 
withhold the sum of £10 million which was due to be made available to the 
Egyptians under the Sterling Releases Agreement in the year 1952. 

286 FO 371196926, no 194 12 Mar 1952 
[Future developments in Egypt]: letter from Sir T Rapp to 
Sir R Stevenson 

[On Mar 12 the Defence Committee heard a statement from Field-Marshal Slim that in 
order to hold the Middle East in war a base in Egypt was necessary. At the same time the 
base could only operate effectively with Egyptian co-operation and it might therefore be 
necessary, Slim believed, to withdraw combat forces from the Canal Zone in order to gain 
that co-operation. It would be better for Britain to go to places to which it had a legal 
right, which Slim saw as Cyprus for the air force and Gaza for the army. Churchill 
however said he had no wish to evacuate the Canal Zone although it would be prudent to 
consider alternatives (CAB 131/12, D 1(52)5, 12 Mar 1952).] 

Your despatch No. 51 of February 25th1 on possible developments in Egypt is 
thought-provoking and raises issues that must be faced. I should like to make a few 
comments in the hope that they may be helpful. 

2. The gloomy picture you paint of the internal situation in Egypt seems only too 
lifelike and it is clearly prudent that we should prepare for the likelihood of having to 
make defence arrangements for the Middle East without the support from Egypt on 
which we have hitherto counted. I fully agree that there is nothing we can do to cure 
Egypt's ills by economic aid or re-occupation, but neither am I convinced that we can 
stand on one side and watch Egypt stew in its own juice whilst denying it to the 
influence of hostile or potentially hostile powers. 

3. I have moreover doubts about the statement in paragraph 4 that if our 
strategic planning is to rest upon a firm and realistic foundation the assumption 

1 See 277. 
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should be that we shall be able immediately on the outbreak of war to move in from 
elsewhere. If we cannot confidently count on Egypt granting us full or partial 
facilities in the Delta in time of war because of 

(a) the hostility of national sentiment towards us, and 
(b) Egypt's unwillingness to be drawn into war, 

then, it seems to me, we are hardly justified in thinking that we can move back into 
the Canal Zone in force and reactivate our base. One result of recent events is that 
the Canal Zone is now recognised in a way that it never was previously as being an 
integral part of Egypt and as essential to its economic and national existence. The 
lesson of oil sanctions has been lost on no one. Granting that the Egyptians regard 
the Zone and the Delta as an inseparable whole, and granting the possibility of a 
resurgence of something approaching Egypt's present mood, there is no guarantee 
that any paper agreement to allow us to return in time of war (possibly made with a 
Government enjoying little popular support) would be honoured. It is more likely 
that we could expect passive opposition and denial of facilities, including a labour 
boycott, encouraged by Soviet propaganda threatening atomic bombing. If in fact, we 
needed the Canal Zone in time of war, and were not already established there, we 
might virtually have to take it by superior force and then it would be of little use to 
us as a base. 

4. The suggestion in paragraph 5 that if we can no longer base our strategy on a 
friendly Egypt we must at all events deny Egypt to the influence of powers potentially 
hostile to us, and that this should become our overriding objective so far as our 
relations are concerned, seems to require further examination. I do not myself think 
that this is possible as our withdrawal from the Egyptian scene would create a 
vacuum which it would be impossible to maintain against external pressure. Soviet 
influence, already greatly on the increase through propaganda and subversive 
activities, is now being reinforced by barter deals on a large scale which means the 
creation of important trade relations between Soviet Russia and Egypt. Egypt 
moreover, with its crumbling administrative system and its precarious economy, is 
in no position to maintain its independence against a determined and ruthless major 
power. Should we succumb to any American suggestion that the Middle East could 
best be defended by withdrawal of our forces from Egypt and basing them on Turkey, 
it would mean that they would remain impotently static whilst the Middle East was 
infiltrated politically and economically by Soviet Russia. Allied troops in Turkey 
would therefore fulfil little purpose beyond assuring the integrity of Turkey itself and 
Soviet Russia would thus achieve their [sic] real objective without the use of military 
force . 

5. Similarly, I feel that the conclusions in paragraph 6 cannot be accepted 
without considerable qualification. As regards (a) , this seems impracticable so long 
as the Arab/Israel complex exists and until the Levant states and Iraq are more closely 
associated politically and economically. I understand too that the proposal for a base 
in the Levant states has always been rejected as being much too far forward from a 
military point of view. Although I strongly support in principle conclusion (b) , this 
postulates the agreement of at least the Western powers which is by no means in 
sight. Furthermore, effective occupation of the Canal Zone, except for the sake of the 
Zone itself, means that the Allied powers must maintain a predominant position in 
Egypt as a whole. It would be impossible fo r the Canal Zone to serve as a base for the 
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defence of the Middle East were Egypt to remain hostile, whether or not Egypt were 
dominated by an unfriendly power. 

6. It also seems to me that to give the impression that we were intending to 
establish a new regime for the Canal Zone might not stimulate the realistic attitude 
the Embassy suggests; it might on the other hand further increase anti-western 
fanaticism as logical considerations and the realisation of geographical and defence 
needs play no part with the Egyptians. 

7. Our dilemma, if Egypt fails to listen to reason, seems incapable of any 
compromise solution. Either we shall have to abandon our base in Egypt with little 
hope of return and in the certainty that other powers will take our place in Egypt's 
economic and political life, or we shall have to stay where we are by agreement with 
our allies and with their material support, and exercise a more definite influence over 
Egypt's internal politics, short, however, of physical intervention. We must as a first 
step make the Americans more Middle East conscious and realistic in their outlook. 
They must show a determination to remain in the Middle East equal to our own. We 
must then see to it that successive Egyptian Governments are reasonably well 
disposed towards us and we must be prepared to make it worth-while to be our 
friends. That we shall have friends, even in Egypt, if we show that we intend to 
maintain a position of predominance I do not doubt. There is much truth in the Arab 
proverb: "The hand you can't crush you kiss" . 

8. I am sending a copy of this letter to Bowker. 

287 FO 371/96925, no 183 14 Mar 1952 
[Economic and political implications of isolating Egypt ]: despatch no 
73 from Sir R Stevenson to Mr Eden 

In my top secret despatch No. 51 of 25 February, 1 I put forward certain suggestions 
for an alternative basis for our defence policy in the Middle East, leading to the 
conclusion that our political objective should also change. I suggested that we 
should concentrate on isolating Egypt and denying her to the influence of powers 
potentially hostile to us, rather than continue trying to build her up into the position 
she formerly held,- that of a country playing a dominant role in Middle Eastern 
affairs with the necessary stability to enable us to base our plans solely upon the use 
of the whole of the Delta, in time of war, as the centre of our defensive system in this 
theatre. In the present despatch I propose to examine the economic and political 
implications of such a policy, and the limitations which economic and political 
factors will impose upon it, if we are not to prejudice the attainment of even the 
modified objective referred to above. 

2. From the economic point of view, our belief that Egypt is now on the 
downward path to economic and administrative chaos might lead us to have no 
further interest in this country, to encourage British business enterprise to move 
elsewhere on a large scale, and to invest our resources in other fields . Such a policy, 
however, would undoubtedly accelerate the decay of Egypt and assist the forces of 
revolution. The corruption and selfishness of the Pasha class, who at present provide 

1 See 277. 
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the Governments of Egypt, coupled with the multiplication of the young educated 
effendi class, for whom there is little place in the country's social system, already 
provide an ideal breeding ground for the extremist forces of anarchy and disruption. 
This factor and the policy of the late Wafd Government towards the various extremist 
organisations, have resulted in the emergence of these forces as a strong element in 
Egypt today. We may presume that the communists are considering ways and means 
of making use of the instrument so conveniently created for them, and have already 
penetrated the various extremist organisations. Progressive economic decline must 
lead to further strengthening of these extremist elements and thus ultimately to the 
establishment by the Soviet bloc of a dominant position in Egypt. 

3. Opportunities for Soviet penetration are not lacking. There has been a 
genuine increase of overt interest by the USSR in Egypt. The enclosed 
memorandum2 prepared by the Commercial Secretariat of this Embassy shows the 
development of trade relations between Egypt and the USSR in the recent years. The 
USSR have gained a footing in this country and with the increase in Soviet trade goes 
increased overt and covert propaganda, the spread of communism and more 
opportunities (for example, in the number of ships calling at Alexandria) for the 
infiltration of agitators. 

4. If therefore we are to pursue a policy of denying Egypt to our potential 
enemies, we must actively combat such a spread of Soviet influence, and must 
prevent for as long as possible the country lapsing into economic chaos, which 
incidentally would also have extremely serious consequences on the economy of the 
United Kingdom. To this end we must continue to exert what economic influence we 
can. While a number of non-essential British residents might, from the point of view 
of their own security, be advised to leave,- our principal commercial institutions 
should remain and Egypt herself should be urged, and even assisted financially, to 
carry out projects which will help to develop the country, reduce unemployment and 
produce more food. It has long been evident, particularly to those engaged in British 
commercial activities here, that our ability to exert such influence will be greatly 
increased once the political atmosphere is no longer poisoned by the nationalist 
agitation against us, which arises very largely form the continued presence of British 
forces on Egyptian soil, misrepresented as it is by nationalist propaganda as being 
equivalent to the continuation of British occupation. To this extent the course I have 
urged, that of moving elsewhere in the Middle East the main centre of our defensive 
system, will not fail to pay dividends. 

5. To sum up, although we could use the threat of the complete abandonment of 
Egypt as a tactical move to make the Egyptian Government less intransigent, we 
cannot in fact afford to abandon Egypt to her fate even if the return for Western 
support, both financial and economic, is negligible in the long run. We have not the 
strength ourselves to give more than a token support on these lines at present and it 
seems therefore that our object should be to encourage the USA to do so. Indeed our 
best hope of assisting in the development of this country will probably lie in close 
Anglo-American cooperation in this field . A policy of influence through planned 
economic and technical assistance rather than through the means on which we have 
hitherto chiefly relied may be expected to appeal particularly to the United States 
Government and it should find a rapid response. 

2 Not printed. 
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288 FO 371196928, no 261 24 Mar 1952 
[Evacuation of Egypt]: minute by Mr Churchill to Mr Eden opposing 
evacuation and an immediate agreement with Hilali 

[By mid-March the FO were aware that the Egyptians required a unilateral British dec
laration on evacuation and the unity of Egypt and the Sudan under a common crown 
before any official talks could resume (FO 141/1457, no 75, Cairo tel 542, 16 Mar 1952). 
On 20 March Slim reiterated his belief in the need to accept the evacuation of combat 
troops because of (a) Egyptian nationalism (b) the effects of the retreat from Abadan (c) 
the necessity for an Egyptian base in war (d) the inability to operate the base in war or 
peace without considerable Egyptian co-operation that could only be obtained by the 
nominal evacuation of British troops from Egypt (FO 371/96972, no 13, note by Field 
Marshal Sir W Slim, 20 Mar 1952) . The embassy realised that it would be impossible to 
agree on a public declaration defining the terms on which negotiations would resume; 
it was therefore a question of trying to agree on common ground through informal dis
cussions. The ambassador was convinced that for political reasons Hilali could not go 
back to the four-power proposals rejected by the Wafd and would only resume talks on 
the basis of Stansgate's commitment to the withdrawal of British land, sea and air 
forces (FO 14111457, no 84, Cairo embassy memorandum, 22 Mar 1952) . At the same 
time he saw the favourable opportunity presented by Hilali's regime, which imposed 
censorship to prevent anti-British feeling being whipped up by the Egyptian press and 
was prepared to postpone the planned elections that were likely to produce a Wafd vic
tory. Stevenson pointed out that no Egyptian government would resume talks on terms 
more favourable than those of Hilali's and that it was urgent to start talks on the terms 
being offered. If not then there would be elections and the return of the Wafd or a 
palace dictatorship, both of which were deemed likely to lead to the kind of situation 
facing the British at the beginning of the year (FO 371/96926, no 191, Cairo tel 584, 22 
Mar 1952). There was also pressure to resume talks from the Americans and one official 
in the FO referred to the head of the Near Eastern Division in the State Department as 
an exponent of co-operation with Egypt at all costs (FO 371/96925, no 177, minute by 
D V Bendall, 22 Mar 1952) . Significantly the British ambassador in Cairo now 
supported the American line of recognising Farouk's title in return for Egyptian 
acceptance of Sudanese self-determination (FO 371/96926, no 191, Cairo tel 584, 22 
Mar 1952) .] 

Foreign Secretary 
1. The announcement of an Egyptian General Election raises all the most 

important issues open thereabouts. Hilaly will no doubt try to beat the Wafd by 
declaring that King Farouk and his Government appeal to the electors on the two 
main principles that we evacuate Egypt and make Farouk King of the Sudan. There is 
therefore no difference in principle between him and the Wafd. He will be asking for 
exactly the same as Nahas attempted by violence to procure. He does not however 
wish to be drawn into violence, and both he and Farouk and all the forces that they 
can control are profoundly alarmed at the danger of anarchy and bloodshed in Cairo 
and Alexandria. 

2. The shock that the recent outrages in Cairo gave to Egyptian society and to 
the status of Egypt as a civilised country are the dominant factors in their minds. 
They must greatly fear a Wafd success. 

3. We for our part would prefer a Farouk-Hilaly victory at the poll. The question 
arises, should we therefore give up all we have been fighting for in order to help them 
to win their election. The difference between the two contending parties means to us 
giving way quietly and politely if Farouk wins, or, having to face a renewal of the 
violence which we suffered and repelled at the hands of Nahas. 



364 VIOLENT CONFLICT IN EGYPT [289] 

4. Personally I do not see, if the worst comes to the worst, why we should fear this 
second alternative. We should only be back where we were when we took Office; but 
the Egyptians, whether Farouk or Nahas predominates, will be suffering every 
increasing pressure and it may well be that out of their strife and resulting weakness 
Farouk will be forced to come to terms with us, and take all necessary measures to 
preserve order. 

5. I do not think that we should in any case give up the Treaty rights which we 
possess and which we have the power to enforce, before the Election takes place. We 
should stay where we are in the Canal Zone and await events with composure and 
resolution. There are barely six weeks before the election and it would not be 
possible, even if it were advisable to reach an agreement with Farouk to enable him 
to win the Election. If we have to pay as the price all that we have been and are 
contending for, we do not risk much by waiting to see what happens. 

289 FO 371196928, no 261 27 Mar 1952 
[Agreement with Egypt]: minute by Mr Eden (reply) to Mr Churchill 
on the advantages and disadvantages of an agreement 

[One point not brought out by Eden was the view of the BDCC that if British troops were 
withdrawn in anticipation of an agreement the position would be gravely prejudiced if 
they were then called upon to deal with troubles arising from a breakdown of the talks 
(FO 141/1467, no 21, Cairo tel 651, 26 Mar 1952).] 

Prime Minister 
Thank you for your minute about Egypt (M 168/52).1 Here are my thoughts. 

If we reach agreement with Egypt on terms acceptable to us and them, then:-

(1) there is a good chance the Egyptian Government will survive and friendly 
relations develop; 
(2) it will enable us to withdraw most of our forces instead of having to keep more 
than 70,000 men in the Canal Zone to deal with the Egyptians; 
(3) it will have a helpful influence on the whole of the Middle East, including 
Persia. 

If we cannot reach agreement, the results we must expect are:-

(1) the present Egyptian Government will fall and be replaced by a Wafd or other 
extremist government; 
(2) we shall revert to the situation of January last; 
(3) valuable British assets will be in the gravest danger; 
(4) there will be increased difficulties for all British interests throughout the 
Middle East; 
(5) there will be no Middle East defence plan and we shall suffer increasing 
embarrassment with the United States; 
(6) we must be ready to face constant conflict to maintain our position and calls 
to occupy Cairo and Alexandria to save British lives. 

1 See 288 . 
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290 FO 371/96927, no 233 31 Mar 1952 
'Egypt': FO draft Cabinet brief for Mr Eden on starting negotiations 
with the Egyptians 

[As the FO considered what to put to the Cabinet as the basis for a private agreement on 
the resumption of talks as opposed to a public statement, Sir R Stevenson reported that 
Hilali was demanding recognition of Farouk's title as King of the Sudan as a precondition 
for the resumption of talks (FO 371/96927, no 216, Cairo tel 630, 29 Mar 1952).] 

On 12th March, the Cabinet agreed that Hilaly Pasha's Government almost 
certainly represented our last chance of reaching a negotiated settlement and 
decided to give H.M. Ambassador in Cairo rather greater latitude in his instruc
tions, particularly in regard to the withdrawal of British forces . They also approved 
the joint statement (see Cabinet Conclusions (52)29).1 Since then H.M. Ambassador 
has had various important skirmishes with the Egyptian Prime Minister and 
Foreign Minister. 

2. The main conclusions to be drawn from these meetings are:-

(a) Hilaly is not willing to start negotiating in earnest until he considers that 
there is a satisfactory basis for negotiations i.e. a formula representing a highest 
common factor of agreement. 
(b) Hilaly feels his own position in Egypt to be so insecure that he cannot take the 
risk of embarking on negotiation without obtaining from H.M.G. some formula 
with which he could justify himself ex post facto in the eyes of the Egyptian 
people. 
(c) Hilaly is probably sincere in his desire to reach agreement and it seems more 
than ever certain that if we cannot do a deal with him, we shall be unlikely to do 
better with any other Egyptian leader. 
(d) Hilaly has come some way to meet us as regards the necessity for a base 
manned by British technicians in the Canal Zone, and may be open to persuasion 
about an Allied Air Defence organisation and Egyptian participation in Middle East 
defence arrangements. As regards the Sudan, he does not question the right of the 
Sudanese to self-determination and would be willing, under conditions, to 
suspend the Wafd Government's legislation including their constitution for the 
Sudan (but not that concerning the King's title). At the same time, these are 
essentially Hilaly's personal views, and while he is willing to commit himself to 
them, he makes it clear that they cannot be put across to Egyptian public opinion 
unless the latter is given at least the appearance of satisfaction of the "national 
aspirations". 
(e) There can be no return to the Four Power proposals, in name at least, since 
these are discredited and suspect to the Egyptian people. The Egyptian public is 
not interested in Middle East defence but only in their own local (i.e. 
Anglo-Egyptian) problem. 

3. If we are to get negotiations started at all, we must find a formula. The 
consequences of a failure to resume negotiations (see below) would probably be such 
that it seems worth taking considerable risks to get them going. The proposed 

1 See 285. 
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formula, which represents the results of a fortnight's manoeuvring in which both 
sides have made concessions, is not perfect from our point of view, but it gives us a 
let-out in the event that Egypt refuses to agree to adequate "alternative 
arrangements" for defence of the Canal Zone. It would moreover be a major 
achievement to get the Egyptian Government to commit themselves to self
determination for the Sudan. 

4. If we fail to resume negotiations we foresee two possible developments:-

( a) Hilaly will hold more or less free elections resulting in the return to power of 
the Wafd or some other extremist Government (in this case the King and the 
Pashas may well scuttle) or 
(b) the King will intervene and institute a veiled dictatorship. We do not think 
that he could hold the position for long. 

In either case the situation would deteriorate to and beyond the point it reached at 
the beginning of this year. 

5. If the situation again deteriorates, we must expect the following probable 
consequences:-

Civil 

(a) The liquidation of British investments in Egypt. 
(b) Expulsion of the British community, and the murder of some at any rate. 
(c) Loss of major export market (worth £40-50 million a year) . 
(d) Potential loss of essential cotton supplies with repercussions in Lancashire. 

Military 

(a) A continuing commitment to hold the Canal Zone as an armed camp at vast 
expense of money and manpower. 
(b) Resultant immobilisation of our strategic reserves. 
(c) Continuing lack of labour. 
(d) The necessity for reoccupying Egypt in case of war, thus absorbing at least two 
divisions vitally required for forward operations in the Levant. 
(e) Continuing internal security commitment as above. 

6. While a return to chaos is likely to be disastrous to King Farouk and the 
Pashas, the reoccupation of the Delta would entail on us an administrative 
commitment which we could not for any length of time undertake; yet we should 
have to embark on it to save British lives, and once embarked it would be difficult if 
not impossible to turn back. Moreover, our commitment in respect of the Canal Zone 
alone might rapidly outgrow our strength; we cannot afford to maintain a military 
government there, yet this might be forced upon us. This commitment also, 
whatever might be the case in the Delta, would last indefinitely. 

7. It is dangerous, therefore, to assume that we are bargaining from strength 
since the consequences of a failure of negotiations would be well nigh as disastrous 
to ourselves as it would be to King F arouk and the Egyptian Government. The latter 
moreover would probably rather accept the possibility of trouble later, arising from a 
breach with us, than risk their necks now for an unpopular agreement with us. 
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291 CAB 129/50, C(52)98 31 Mar 1952 
'Anglo-Egyptian negotiations': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden on 
the formula for resuming negotiations 

I hope that we may be able to reach agreement with the Egyptian Government on the 
following formula to serve as a basis for the resumption of negotiations. It is not 
intended that this should be published, at any rate at present. Its purpose is to ensure 
that the negotiations begin on a basis acceptable to us both. We do not yet know 
whether the Egyptians will accept the underlined passage.1 

"Her Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom and the Royal Egyptian 
Government have decided to enter into negotiations in order to settle the 
differences between the two countries on the basis of the withdrawal of 
British forces and the substitution of alternative arrangements for the 
defence of Egypt to those at present subsisting. 

The two Governments would enter into conversations for the purpose of 
working out the ways and means of giving effect to the foregoing 
paragraph. 

The two Governments agree to discuss the question of the Sudan on the 
following basis:-

Both Governments agree that the Sudanese shall have the right freely to 
decide their future status. The Egyptian Government having declared that 
His Majesty King Farouk holds the title of King of Egypt and the Sudan, 
Her Majesty's Government reaffirm that they would not oppose the unity of 
Egypt and the Sudan under the Egyptian crown if such were the freely 
expressed desire of the Sudanese people." 

2. In add ition to the foregoing, it is suggested that we should record, either in a 
letter or by a recorded statement in the minutes of the first meeting, our 
understanding that as regards defence, we are resuming negotiations on the basis 
that the Egyptian Government are in fact prepared to accept the military 
consequences involved in their determined intention to defend the Canal Zone, and 
thus to play their part in the defence of the Middle East. 

3. The Egyptians may also wish to place on record in the same fashion some 
gloss upon the third paragraph of the formula (see above) to the effect that their 
willingness to accept the right of the Sudanese to choose their own status is with
out prejudice to the right of the King of Egypt to the title of King of the Sudan dur
ing the interim period. It might be possible for us to agree to something on these 
lines as a statement of the Egyptian point of view, if the Egyptian Government 
insisted. 

1 Printed in itali cs here. 
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292 FO 14111457, no 145 31 Mar 1952 
[The Egyptian situation] : letter from Mr Acheson1 to Mr Eden. Annex. 
Minutes by A A Duff, RA Burroughs, J W Wall and J H Wardle-Smith 

[Pressure was now mounting on Eden for concessions on the Sudan in order to get a base 
agreement, even though there was still no acceptable formula for the latter. In Cairo 
there was growing annoyance at the stance taken in London. The ambassador informed 
the FO that whereas in the past pledges to the Sudanese had been given that there would 
be no change in their status without consultation, this had now come to mean that 
Britain would not agree to anything the Sudanese did not like (FO 371/96927, no 228, 
Cairo tel 646, 31 Mar 1952). The CIGS also wrote urging recognition of Farouk's title (FO 
371/96927, no 13, note by Field-Marshal Sir W Slim, 1 Apr 1952), and the COS agreed on 
the importance of avoiding an initial formula which the Egyptians would not accept and 
on preventing a breakdown on the evacuation of British forces as opposed to one on 
Egyptian participation in a MEC (DEFE 4/53, COS 47(52)2, 1 Apr 1952) .] 

I am greatly disturbed by the situation in Egypt and by the fact that such a short time 
remains before elections in which to reach a settlement. Our information leads us to 
believe that as each day passes without definite progress towards resolving 
outstanding issues the eventual survival of the present Government is placed 
increasingly in jeopardy. I fear that unless the situation is changed substantially in 
the immediate future, opportunity for negotiations with moderate elements will have 
been lost and achievement of Western objectives with respect to Egypt thrown into 
grave doubt. 

I am fully aware of the problems which you are facing in connection with the 
Egyptian situation, but I know from our talks in London and Lisbon that we are in 
accord that it is essential to move forward as quickly as possible in seeking a solution. 

As we here see it, the problem falls into two main parts: the first part involves 
analysis of the necessity for and feasibility of various courses of action in order to 
determine what the terms of settlement would have to be if agreement is to be 
reached and an appraisal of the risks which may be involved in those terms. The 
second part relates to the means of getting negotiations started without delay and the 
tactics to be employed in pursuing those negotiations. 

There is attached our analysis and appraisal of the situation. It is the result of long 
and careful study and I should be most interested to know whether it is in accord 
with your own views. Whether or not repeat not we are agreed on all details of this 
analysis and appraisal I feel sure that we are agreed on the necessity of dealing 
immediately with the second part of the problem since, for the reasons stated above, 
unless negotiations are started soon there will be none repeat none at all. 

The first thing that seems to be needed is an opening play which will convince 
Egypt, as we are convinced, that the United Kingdom seriously desires to discuss all 
outstanding issues with a view to their early solution. We understand that wording of 
the joint statement which Sir Ralph Stevenson has recently been authorised to 
negotiate has been rejected by the Egyptians as a means of starting negotiations. It 
seems to us that to have the desired effect any statement would have to be more 
forthcoming, particularly with respect to the Sudan. As an alternative to a statement, 
the thought has occurred to me that it might be possible to suggest agreement on an 
agenda which on one hand will cover the elements desired by the Egyptians, but 

1 US secretary of state, 1949- 1953. 
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which on the other does not repeat not give away the United Kingdom's position. 
Such an agenda could be made public jointly in a simple statement to the effect the 
two Governments have agreed to begin immediate negotiations on the points listed 
with common resolve to reach agreement as quickly as possible. Perhaps the agenda 
including the points listed below might accomplish the purpose. 

1. Arrangements for the assumption by Egypt of responsibility for the Canal Zone 
Base in the interest of its defence and the protection of the Suez Canal. 
2. Arrangements for the provision of assistance to Egypt in fulfilling such 
responsibility . 
3. Arrangements for the withdrawal of British forces from the Canal Zone, 
including the question of timing. 
4. The role of Egypt in the defence of the Middle East. 
5. British recognition of the title King of the Sudan and Egyptian recognition of 
the right of the Sudanese people to full, free and prompt self-determination. 

With respect to item 4 of proposed agenda, it would be desirable to attempt to 
secure agreement with Egypt on the stationing of some non-Egyptian forces , other 
than technicians , in the Canal Zone Base and it is assumed that efforts will be made 
to negotiate toward this end. However, we feel that this question should not repeat 
not be pressed to the point where the negotiations might break down. 

We believe that it would be helpful if the United Kingdom would at the time of 
discussion of an agreed agenda or a declaration inform the Egyptians that British 
forces over and above the treaty limit would be withdrawn as soon as possible, 
starting immediately. This would seem possible in view of the considerably improved 
security conditions in the Canal Zone. 

The immediate thing should be to come to grips with the main points on the 
agenda as quickly as possible and make the concessions which the United Kingdom is 
prepared to make in such a way that they achieve the maximum results in promoting 
the possibilities of a settlement. It seems to me that there are certain minima which 
have now emerged as inescapable for any Egyptian Government and that with any 
successor Government the price which is being asked would increase. 

I hope that the views that I have expressed in this message will be of assistance to 
you. I should be most interested in having your comments on these views as well as 
your ideas as to how it might be possible to move forward at the earliest possible 
moment. 

Annex to 292 

A. Analysis and appraisal 
1. Western objectives with respect to Egyptian area: -

a. Free and unimpeded use of the Suez Canal at all times; 
b. Maintenance of strategic facilities in peacetime in such condition that they 
could be effectively and speedily used in event of imminent threat to the security 
of the Middle East; 
c. Voluntary association of Egypt with the West in preparing to defend and in 
defending the Middle East against outside aggression. 
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2. The extreme sensitivity of the ME area as a whole to the Anglo-Egyptian 
problem is a factor which must be borne in mind in endeavouring to achieve a 
settlement. A solution of the Anglo-Egyptian problem could be the key to the 
solution of outstanding issues between the West and other ME countries, particularly 
re the MEC. 

3. In spite of all actions which have been taken since October 1951 to maintain a 
fully operative base in the Canal Zone in face of Egyptian hostility and non
cooperation, the base has operated at progressively reduced efficiency because of lack 
of labour, supplies, water, communications, etc. It is understood that British military 
authorities have concluded that the base cannot be a satisfactory operative base with 
[?without] minimum Egyptian cooperation and assistance which is now lacking, or 
without prohibitive costs in man power and money. 

4. Since maintenance of the present position would not only result in continued 
Egyptian hostility and non-cooperation with adverse effect on operating capacity of 
base, but would also use up large numbers of British troops, it would seem that this 
as a continuing course of action will not achieve our objectives. 

5. Since Egyptian armed forces do not presently possess the capacity to maintain 
the base, it would be necessary to reach agreement with Egypt on retaining foreign 
technicians at the base to maintain it and to train Egyptians. Under such conditions 
and provided the Egyptians are willing to cooperate, the base could be maintained as 
a fully operative base. It seems probable that the Egyptians would agree to the 
retention of several thousand foreign technicians. 

6. It would be desirable to retain at least some non-Egyptian forces in the Canal 
Zone base against the contingency of aggression in the ME and as a deterrent to any 
action in Egypt which might endanger the maintenance of the base, the free transit 
of the Canal or Western interests in general. 

7. While it may be possible at some future time to secure Egyptian agreement to 
the presence of non-Egyptian fo rces in the base during peacetime, it appears 
doubtful that Egypt will agree to a settlement on this basis at the present time, either 
under MEC or otherwise. 

8. Even if Egyptian agreement were secured at some future time to the stationing 
of non-Egyptian forces in the base in peacetime the principles of MEC of November 
10, 1951 would complicate the use of such forces against possible irresponsible 
Egyptian action with respect to the base, the Canal or Western interests in general. 

9. A settlement which does not provide for the stationing of non-Egyptian forces, 
except technicians, at the base will involve certain risks. Although it may not be 
necessary on strictly military grounds that non-Egyptian forces be stationed at the 
base during peacetime, the position of Western Powers will be difficult, if after the 
conclusion of a settlement and the transfer of responsibility for the base to Egypt, the 
Egyptians should act irresponsibly with respect to the base, the Canal or Western 
interests in general. 

10. Such risks could be minimized by obtaining from Egypt satisfactory 
recognitions in appropriate form of its responsibilities with respect to the base as a 
position of vital importance to the West in the defence of the ME and with respect to 
the Suez Canal as a free international waterway. (While the problem of Israel is 
implicit in the latter point, it should not be made a specific part of discussion and it 
would be hoped that the restrictions with regard to Israel would disappear in the 
framework of the general agreement.) In addition, Egypt's participation in or 
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association with arrangements for the Middle East Command (MEC) would provide a 
further safeguard. If Egypt should fail to meet the responsibilities it assumes, 
international action against Egypt, possibly involving the use of force, might become 
necessary. While such action would present problems with respect to world opinion, 
it could be undertaken with less difficulty if a proper foundation had been laid in 
terms of express recognition of the common interests involved. 

11. It is possible, though not probable, that Egypt would refuse to participate or 
associate itself with MEC even if it were agreed that non-Egyptian forces would not 
be stationed at the base. Egypt's participation in or association with MEC is more 
likely if the West accedes to the absence of non-Egyptian forces. 

12. Egypt insists on recognition by the West of King of Egypt's title as King of 
the Sudan. It is our understanding that in the UK the Egyptian claim is not contested 
so much for its substantial validity as for what it means in the context of UK 
undertakings to the people of the Sudan. However, Egypt apparently is will ing to 
agree to self-determination by JFIW Sudanese. The important point therefore is the 
concurrent recognition by Egypt of the right of the Sudanese to full and prompt self
determination. 

13. It is recognised that Egyptian intentions with respect to the degree of its [sic] 
participation in the administration of the Sudan during period between recognition 
of the title and self-determination are in doubt. However, firm insistence on 
arrangements which will avoid disruption of the general pattern of the 
administration in the Sudan, present plans for self-government, and the absence of 
any definite Egyptian programme for the Sudan should serve to minimize the risks 
involved in recognition, provided the period prior to self-determination is not long. 

14. Since it is important that a settlement with Egypt be reached as soon as 
possible, especially in view of Egyptian elections now [sic] for May 18, and since the 
new Sudanese Cabinet and Parliament will not be established until some time during 
the summer, time will not permit consultation with the Sudanese through the 
means suggested recently by the UK. 

15. It is believed that other adequate means exist to discuss the question of the 
title with the Sudanese if such discussions are considered essential to honour UK 
promises and minimize public disturbances in the Sudan. Such means might be rapid 
and informal discussions with members of the legislative assembly and other political 
leaders in Khartoum. Provided the necessary instructions are given to the Sudan admin
istration, it should prove possible to explain adequately to the Sudanese the symbolic 
nature of the title and the fact that its recognition would be conditioned on agreement 
by Egypt to the exercise by the Sudanese of full, free and prompt self-determination. 

16. While disturbances in the Sudan are possible following recognition of the 
title, it is within the power of the Sudan Government to minimize the possibility and 
to deal effectively with them should they occur. 

17. In order to allay suspicions and fears amongst the interested parties it may be 
necessary to establish an international commission, including neutral members, to 
guide the Sudanese towards self-determination and to provide an international 
guarantee of a Nile Waters agreement. 

B. Conclusions 
1. Since our objectives are the free and unimpeded use of the Suez Canal at all 

time, the maintenance of strategic facilities in Egypt in fully operative condition, and 
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achievement of voluntary Egyptian association in ME defence, since it appears 
impossible to attain our objectives without minimum Egyptian cooperation and 
assistance and since it is improbable that such cooperation and assistance can be 
obtained without agreement on the withdrawal of non-Egyptian forces from the 
Canal Zone base, it is likely that it will be necessary to come to a settlement with 
Egyptians which would not involve the continued presence of non-Egyptian forces 
(other than technicians) in Egypt in peacetime. At the same time such a settlement 
would have to assure the maintenance of the base in fully operative condition and 
provide for the clear assumption by Egypt of certain responsibilities. 

2. The Sudan problem is a complicating factor in achieving a settlement of the 
base issue, but a solution of the Sudan problem involving recognition of the title 
King of the Sudan and self-determination for the Sudanese is essential to settlement 
of the base question. 

Minutes on 292 

I think we quite agree with Mr. Acheson's remarks as to the need for speed. Also with 
the point that nothing will be achieved unless we are more forthcoming on the 
Sudan. But his proposal for an agenda, to be published as unagreed points for 
discussion, would carry us nowhere since it would not give the Egyptians the 
headlines they desire. (As an agenda it is not bad except that it throws away from the 
beginning any chance of maintaining non-Egyptian forces in Egypt; it is probably 
preferable to the more detailed agenda we had in mind- see 1043/l/52G). 

2. The suggestion that we should declare the immediate withdrawal of all British 
forces over and above the Treaty limit is too precise and does not go far enough. It 
would be preferable to announce (even by implication as in the statement at present 
under consideration) the withdrawal of all British forces and let it be known that the 
withdrawal was beginning; but we should avoid reference to a limited withdrawal or 
to the Treaty. 

3. The Analysis and Appraisal assumes that we are unlikely to be able to arrange 
for the withdrawing British forces to be replaced by other non-Egyptian forces. It 
correctly appreciates (paragraphs 8 and 9) the dangers inherent in accepting this, but 
rather naively assumes that the allies could rest content with Egyptian assurances 
about their responsibilities and that, in the event of an Egyptian failure to carry out 
these responsibilities, they could move in by force. 

4. The paragraphs on the Sudan are sound-see particularly the remark that 
"provided the necessary instructions are given to the Sudan Administration, it 
should prove possible to explain adequately to the Sudanese the symbolic nature of 
the title". 

5. As a whole I think the paper goes too far in concluding that it is necessary to 
decide now to come to a settlement which would not involve the continued presence 
of non-Egyptian forces in Egypt in peacetime. Certainly Hilali 's present attitude gives 
one to suppose that he is not going to have anything to do with Middle East defence 
or with the stationing of foreign troops on Egyptian soil. But our immediate object 
must surely be to reach a settlement in vague terms (giving the Egyptians the 
headlines they want but not committing us to giving up the Egyptian base), in order 
to stop the rot here and gain a breathing space in which we would hope to discuss 
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Middle East defence in less haste and with more reason on the Egyptian side. During 
these discussions the withdrawal of the British forces would, I take it, be proceeding; 
but we should have to be prepared to stop it at any moment if the Egyptians were 
being too intransigent over playing their part in Middle East defence. 

A.A.D 
2.4.52 

H.M.G.'s reluctance to recognition [sic] of the symbolic title of the King of Egypt is, I 
suggest, not because they feel that they will be dishonouring pledges made to the 
Sudanese, but because of the existence of a strong Sudan lobby in the U.K. which 
they fear has secured Opposition agreement to fight bitterly even conditional 
recognition of the King's title . The only escape from this dilemma is consent by the 
Sudanese through preliminary consultations. 

2. I do not believe in the practicability of inviting Sudanese to the conference 
table and the only way in which consultations can be carried out seems to me to be a 
visit by the Secretary of State to Khartoum to obtain the private concurrence of at 
least the majority of the polital [sic] leaders. I do not pretend that this will be an easy 
task, but I see no alternative. I do not think that instructions to the Sudan 
Administration to explain the symbolic nature of the title to the Sudanese would be 
any good since I am convinced that they themselves do not properly understand what 
is at stake. I cannot envisage their being able to suggest to the Sudanese leaders that 
recognition of the symbolic title of the King of Egypt (in return for adequate 
safeguards, self-determination, etc.) would be an act of statesmanship which is the 
only hope of securing not only their own future but that of the Moslem and Western 
worlds. 

R.A.B. 
3.4.52 

This brief seems to me to have been written on the assumption that Egyptians and 
Sudanese are all of American descent, tho' paras 9 and 10 do stray towards a 
comprehension of the realities. 

Its conclusions amount to saying that Agreement with Egypt is possible only if we 
accept Evacuation and Unity, tho' we may tack Technicians onto the former and Self
Determination onto the latter. 

The Brief is definite enough about the things without which we can't get an 
Agreement, but the implied corollary that if we do grant these things we shall get a 
satisfactory Agreement is to my mind an assumption made by someone who's very 
remote from the streets of Cairo. 

If this is a true measure of American anxiety that we should make an Agreement 
(almost any Agreement) it is a useful warning to us. The answer to it ought to be that 
no agreement is better than a bad one, and we should stress those "certain risks" in 
para. 9. The weakness at the heart of the whole matter is expressed by the first 
sentence of para. 10 of the Brief, but the last sentence of the same para. suggests that 
the Americans may have seen that the cure is to be looked for in the disease itself: I 
hope I am right in reading that to mean that when the Egyptians tear the next Treaty 
up the Americans will do what we ought to have done (but couldn't) when they tore 
the 1936 Treaty up: i.e. hit 'em. (I read the words "international action" to mean 
"mostly American" in e.g. the Korean sense) . 
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Assuming that we must display some anxiety to reach an Agreement quickly, the 
idea of an agenda is I think preferable to a statement of principles, though if the 
Egyptians publish anything about agreement on an agenda they will publish it in 
the form of a British agreement to their principles, converting what we understand 
as subjects for debate into admissions of Egyptian rights on our part, and sliding over 
No. 4 and the second part of No. 5. The Americans treat No. 4 rather airily, but I 
should have thought more ought to be made of it and more emphasis given to it in 
any public statement. 

J.W.W. 
4.4.52 

Although we are informed that this paper is intended to be helpful, I cannot find any
thing in it worthy of that adjective. The second part, particularly with regard to defence, 
appears to be based on a good deal of bad information which I suppose has emanated 
from the American Embassy here. For instance, I wonder why they think that the 
Egyptians would agree to the retention of"several thousand" foreign technicians? This 
is no doubt what we should want but I do not anticipate it will be easy to get. 

2. The paragraphs with regard to the retention of non-Egyptian forces in Egypt 
are all very woolly and do not come to any conclusion. Furthermore, they completely 
disregard the necessity for air defence which is bound to necessitate the presence of 
non-Egyptian forces (maybe disguised) in Egypt in peace time. 

3. The paragraphs concerning Egyptian participation in M.E.C . do not appear to 
take into consideration Hilali's feelings on this matter, and maybe the Americans do 
not know what they are. 

4. As for the Sudan, the remarks are no more than one would expect from 
Washington, i.e. recognise and be done with it. 

J.H.W-S. 
4.4.52 

293 CAB 128/24, CC 35(52)10 1 Apr 1952 
'Egypt and the Sudan': Cabinet conclusions on the resumption of 
negotiations with Egypt 

The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign Secretary (C. (52) 9W 
reporting the stage which had been reached in the attempt to resume negotiations 
with the Egyptian Government on defence and the Sudan. 

The Foreign Secretary said that the Egyptian elections had been postponed and 
the Government had come some way to meet the conditions which we had 
prescribed for the resumption of negotiations. There were now some indications that 
the Egyptians were anxious to find a basis for a settlement, and H.M. Ambassador had 
suggested that he might return to London for consultations. The Foreign Secretary 
did not wish him to return unless there was a reasonable prospect that negotiations 
would be opened in the near future. The memorandum which had been circulated to 
the Cabinet set out a formula which, subject to some doubt about the concluding 

1 See 291. 
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phrase in paragraph 1, the Egyptians were now prepared to accept as a basis for the 
resumption of negotiations. 

The Cabinet's discussion turned largely on the proposal, in paragraph 2 of C. (52) 
98, that this formula should be accompanied by a statement, which we should place 
on record either in a letter or in the minutes of the first meeting, that it was our 
understanding that, as regards defence, the negotiations would be resumed on the 
basis that "the Egyptian Government were now prepared to accept the military 
consequences involved in their determined intention to defend the Canal Zone and 
thus to play their part in the defence of the Middle East." The Minister of Defence 
thought that the wording of this paragraph was not sufficiently precise to commit 
the Egyptians to full participation in an Allied Middle East Command. The Egyptians 
might take it to mean that, if they undertook themselves to defend the Canal Zone, 
this would relieve them of all responsibility for playing any further part in an Allied 
scheme for the defence of the Middle East. He therefore proposed that a further 
sentence should be added to make it clear that this commitment would involve active 
association with their Allies in the defence of the Middle East and the provision of the 
necessary facilities in Egypt. The Foreign Secretary said that he was prepared to 
delete the word "thus" from the formula in paragraph 2 of C. (52) 98: this would go 
some little way to meet the view put forward by the Minister of Defence: but he had 
grave doubts whether the Egyptians would be willing to accept the additional words 
which the Minister had suggested. The Prime Minister said that he would himself 
prefer that no statement on the lines of this paragraph should be placed on record at 
the outset of the negotiations; but the Foreign Secretary explained that the purpose 
of doing so was to draw the Egyptians into some form of commitment to associate 
themselves with a Middle East Command on the lines of the Four-Power proposals. 

In further discussion the Prime Minister expressed his reluctance to accept ariy 
agreement which involved withdrawing British troops from Egypt until the security 
of the Suez Canal and the British base was assured by the establishment of an 
international system backed by sufficient force. The Foreign Secretary, on the other 
hand, said that under the Four-Power proposals for an Allied Middle East Command, 
which was the only international system which had so far been suggested, none of 
the other Powers concerned would station forces on Egyptian territory in time of 
peace; and he was satisfied that no Egyptian Government would conclude an 
agreement which provided for land forces of the United Kingdom or any other 
foreign Power to be stationed in Egypt in peace. The Allied Middle East Command 
was no more than a command structure which, in peace, would be backed in the 
main by Egyptian land forces and British air forces and base technicians; but this, in 
his view, would afford a substantial safeguard, since the Egyptians were most 
unlikely to encroach upon base installations which were maintained under the 
control of an Allied Command. 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that on economic grounds it was 
undesirable to risk any open breach with the Egyptian Government at the present 
time. Egypt's financial position was now so precarious that it would shortly become 
necessary to make some new arrangement to make further sterling resources 
available to her. 

The Cabinet -
Agreed to resume their discussion of C. (52) 98 at their next meeting on 3rd April. 
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294 CAB 128/24, CC 37(52)6 4 Apr 1952 
'Egypt and the Sudan': Cabinet conclusions on the resumption of 
negotiations with Egypt 

[The FO had now learned that Hilali was insisting on Stansgate's formula of the 
evacuation of land, sea and air forces (FO 371/96927, no 229, Cairo tel 651, 1 Apr 1952). 
The FO had replied that this was unacceptable because Britain needed to retain air forces 
in order to establish a joint air defence organisation (FO 371/96927, no 229, FO tel 625, 2 
Apr 1952).] 

The Cabinet resumed their discussion of the Foreign Secretary's memorandum (C. 
(52) 9W on the formula to be used as a basis for resuming negotiations with the 
Egyptian Government. 

The Foreign Secretary said that since the Cabinet's previous discussion on 1st 
April the prospects of securing a resumption of the negotiations had not improved. 
He saw only two possible means of preventing the deadlock from continuing. One 
was to summon to London, for discussions, both Her Majesty's Ambassador at Cairo 
and the Governor-General of the Sudan. The other was for him to go himself to Cairo 
and Khartoum for consultations. 

The Prime Minister said that, of these alternatives, he would greatly prefer the 
first. For himself, however, he was not persuaded that we had much to gain by 
pressing for the resumption of negotiations on the basis suggested. In his view the 
first need was to demonstrate to the Egyptian Government and people that we were 
not to be turned out of the Canal Zone by force or by threats. The show of force 
which we had recently made had produced good results; and he believed that still 
further advantages might be secured by making it clear that we were not in any 
hurry to abandon our rights under the existing Treaty. Our second objective should 
be to convince the United States Government that effective international 
arrangements would have to be made for safeguarding the security of the Suez Canal 
after the expiration of the present Treaty. It should be made clear to the Americans 
that we were not prepared to go on carrying this burden alone, and that they would 
have to take their share in fulfilling this international obligation. In this lay the best 
hope of persuading Egypt to join in an international organisation which would serve, 
not merely to protect the Canal, but to safeguard the security of the Middle East. 

The Foreign Secretary said that it was his aim to guide the negotiations along 
lines which would draw the Egyptian Government into accepting a commitment to 
enter into international arrangements for the defence of the Middle East and, at the 
appropriate stage, to seek to enlarge the discussions by associating with them the 
Governments of the United States, France and Turkey. It was, however, clear that 
the Egyptian Government would not enter at the outset into multilateral 
negotiations with the four Powers; and it was for this reason that he proposed to start 
the discussions on a bilateral basis. The formula set out in C. (52) 98 was designed 
solely for the purpose of getting the negotiations started. The Cabinet should, 
however, understand that no agreement would be concluded unless the Egyptians 
could be persuaded in the discussions to accept some sort of share in an 
international organisation for the defence of the Middle East. 

After further discussion the Prime Minister indicated that he would be prepared to 

1 See 291. 
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agree that an attempt should be made to resume the negotiations with the Egyptian 
Government on the basis of the formula set out in paragraph 1 of C. (52) 98, if the 
Foreign Secretary would withdraw his suggestion for a unilateral declaration of our 
aims in the terms set out in paragraph 2 of that memorandum. The Foreign 
Secretary said that it had been his objective, in putting forward the suggestion in 
paragraph 2, to make plain our intention that Egypt should associate herself with an 
international organisation for the defence of the Middle East. He was, however, 
content to withdraw that suggestion, if the Prime Minister so desired. 

The Cabinet-
Authorised the Foreign Secretary to seek to reopen negotiations with the Egyptian 
Government on the basis of the formula set out in paragraph 1 of C. (52) 98, on the 
understandings (i) that no unilateral declaration by the United Kingdom 
Government would be made in the terms of paragraph 2 of C. (52) 98, and (ii) that 
we should, if necessary, be ready to accept an Egyptian statement regarding the 
Sudan on the lines indicated in paragraph 3 of C. (52) 98. 

295 FO 371/96929, no 288 6 Apr 1952 
[Proposed agreement with Egypt]: minute by Mr Churchill to Mr 
Eden on his concern about evacuation 

Foreign Secretary 
About Egypt. There are three additional points that I should like you to consider. 

1. There is no question of our reducing our total military forces in the next few 
years, and the difference between the cost of maintaining the troops in Egypt as 
compared with in Europe or England is not great. I am having it worked out. 

2. We are asked to confide all to a Treaty to be made by a Government which may 
easily be turned out at the elections. The Treaty which you made with Nahas was 
"unilaterally" repudiated by him six months ago. What guarantee is there that when 
we have moved all our forces from their present positions, which hitherto have stood 
the test of violence, there will not be another "unilateral" repudiation? 

3. What troubles me deeply and what I really cannot understand is that we are 
giving everything into Egypt's power and have nothing in return, nor any means of 
securing the fulfilment of any understanding. 

296 CAB 129/51, C(52)122 8 Apr 1952 
'Anglo-Egyptian negotiations': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden on 
the resumption of negotiations with Egypt 

[As the COS and the Cabinet were considering the terms for the resumption of 
negotiations, the ambassador in Cairo was discussing a formula with the Egyptian foreign 
minister, Hassouna Pasha. An agreed text was produced for the base that differed from the 
draft that was about to be put to the Cabinet only in so much as it included 'in order that 
Egypt may fulfil her determination to defend this area' (FO 371/96928, no 251, Cairo tel 
676, 7 Apr 1952) . The Cabinet discussed this paper on 9 Apr and once again Churchill 
raised objections to the wording. He continued to insist on the deletion of paragraph 2 on 
the grounds that at the outset of talks designed to achieve five power co-operation in the 
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defence of the Middle East it would be unwise to appear to accept that Egypt should 
assume sole responsibility for the defence of the Suez Canal (CAB 128/24, CC 40(52)1, 9 
Apr 1952). Meanwhile on 8 Apr the COS, unaware of the latest developments in Cairo, 
were discussing the situation in the light of Cairo tel 651 (see 294 link passage) and 
agreed that Stansgate's wording of 'land, sea and air forces' was now unacceptable (DEFE 
4/53, COS 50(52)5, 8 Apr 1952). In the event this did assume significance because Hilali 
objected to the formula agreed by Houssana and continued to insist on Stansgate's phrase 
(FO 371/96928, no 262, Cairo tel 690, 9 Apr 1952). The Cabinet approved the text subject 
to the deletion of the words following 'Egyptian forces' in para (ii) of the draft as desired 
by the prime minister (CAB 128/24, CC 40(52)1, 9 Apr 1952).] 

With reference to my memorandum C. (52) 981 Her Majesty's Ambassador at Cairo 
has now reported that he has agreed the following text on a personal basis and ad 
referendum with the Egyptian Foreign Minister: 

"(i) Her Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom and the Royal Egyptian 
Government have decided to enter into negotiations in order to settle the 
differences between the two countries on the basis of the withdrawal of British 
Forces and the substitution of alternative arrangements for the defence of Egypt to 
those at present subsisting. 
(ii) The two Governments will enter into conversations for the purpose of working 
out the ways and means of this withdrawal and of discussing their respective 
points of view in regard to the defence of the Canal Zone and the arming of 
Egyptian Forces in order that Egypt may fulfil her determined intention to defend 
this area. 
(iii) The two Governments agree to discuss the question of the Sudan on the 
following basis:-

The Egyptian Government having declared that His Majesty King Farouk 
holds the title of King of Egypt and the Sudan, Her Majesty's Government re
affirm that they will accept the unity of Egypt and the Sudan under the 
Egyptian Crown or any other status for the Sudan resulting from the exercise 
of the right of the Sudanese people freely to decide their future status, which 
right is recognised and accepted by both Governments." 

2. The first paragraph is identical with that which has already been agreed by the 
Cabinet. The second paragraph is rather longer than the text already accepted, but 
the new text seems on the whole to be acceptable. Although it makes no reference to 
the defence of the Middle East, it takes account of our needs, since the phrase 
"discussing their respective points of views in regard to the defence of the Canal 
Zone" etc., provides an opening for developing further our views on the Egyptian 
contribution to the defence of the Middle East as a whole, e.g. the base on Egyptian 
soil, and the joint air defence organisation. 

3. The third paragraph, on the Sudan, is an improvement upon any other text 
that the Egyptians have been prepared to accept up to now, and indeed on the text 
approved by the Cabinet. The phrase "or any others status for the Sudan resulting 
from the exercise of the right of the Sudanese people freely to decide their future 
status" makes the formula a comprehensive one which would not exclude any 
possible decision of the Sudanese people on the future status of their country. 

1 See 291. 
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4. I recommend that this text be approved without change. Our purpose at this 
stage is merely to secure a form of words which does not commit us to anything 
unacceptable or exclude discussion of something essential. The Egyptian Prime 
Minister has undertaken that this text shall be published only at a later stage and by 
mutual agreement with us. A decision on this text must be taken as a matter of 
urgency, because the Egyptian Prime Minister must know by 9th April, if he is to be 
in a position to postpone the elections in Egypt. It is important that the Egyptian 
elections should be postponed if we are to resume negotiations, and the Egyptian 
Prime Minister has promised to postpone them, probably until the autumn, if a basis 
for negotiations can be agreed. 

5. I therefore request that the Cabinet authorise me to agree to this text subject 
to an undertaking by the Egyptian Prime Minister to postpone the elections. 

297 PREM 11/91 10 Apr 1952 
[Expenditure in the Canal Zone]: minute by Field Marshal Lord 
Alexander of Tunis to Mr Churchill on the costs of maintaining 
British forces in Egypt [Extract] 

Prime Minister 
In your minute No. M. 198/52 of 6th April, you asked me to let you know broadly how 
much more it costs to keep our existing garrison in the Canal Zone than it would to 
keep them in Europe or in England. You also asked for a short description of the 
stores held in Egypt. 

2. Leaving out of account the temporary reinforcements now stationed in Egypt, 
the extra costs of maintenance are as follows:-

£m. p.a. 
(a) Above Costs in Germany .. .. .. . ........ 1.75 
(b) Above Costs in England .. ... ... ... ... . 7.0 

3. From the balance of payments point of view, evacuation of the forces from 
Egypt would save a certain amount of Egyptian currency, but stationing them in 
Germany would add to the serious problem that we are likely to have to face before 
long over the local Deutsche mark costs of our troops there. 

4. There is not enough accommodation for the Canal Zone garrison either in the 
United Kingdom or Germany. It would cost about £15m. to provide temporary 
accommodation, and about £SOm. to provide permanent accommodation in either 
place, and it would be extremely difficult to get the work done in any reasonable 
period. 

5. As you know, the Chiefs of Staff are now considering alternative locations for 
our forces in the Middle East, and a paper should be ready for the Defence Committee 
shortly after Easter. ... 
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298 FO 141/1467, no 39 15 Apr 1952 
[Middle East defence]: note by P Campbell of a meeting with Group 
Captain Gazarine 1 on Middle East defence 

Following H.E's. instructions that Service Attaches [sic] should try to persuade 
members of the Egyptian Armed Forces to think in practical terms about Middle East 
defence, I had an interview on 12th April with Group Captain Gazarine at the 
Commander-in-Chiefs Office. 

2. I began by asking Gazarine for his own view, as an Air Force officer, on Middle 
East Defence. He at once produced the old story. Firstly, the R.E.A.F. should be built 
up to strength as quickly as possible, with British assistance. The R.A. F. should 
withdraw immediately from the Canal Zone (this was a principle which he could not 
even argue), and if possible establish itself at nearby bases such as Cyprus, handing 
over Canal Zone air bases to the R.E.A.F. As soon as evacuation was a fact, the 
Egyptians would have no objection to the entry into Egypt of as many R.A.F. 
advisors, instructors, and technical supervisors as necessary, provided these were all 
purely advisors, and there was no R.A.F. "force" in the country. If a major war broke 
out, the R.A.F. would at once be invited to come back to Egypt, and would fight in 
alliance with the R.E.A.F. against the common enemy. 

3. I explained the obvious flaws in this picture, which hardly need repeating. I 
pointed out in particular that even if we accepted the idea that the R.E.A.F. would 
eventually be strong enough to take the first shock unaided, it would take a long time 
to build them up to this degree, and in the meantime there would be a gap in air 
defence. Gazarine could give no logical answer to this. He said first that this must be 
accepted, and that in fact we must accept some sort of compromise if we were ever to 
reach any agreement with the Egyptians. Then he tried to maintain that there would 
be hardly any gap, and that the R.E.A.F. could be built up to the required degree in a 
year. He supported this with a great deal of nonsense about the South Korean army 
being turned into a first class army in a year, that China had become a first class 
military power in a year, etc. What he really meant, I think, was that the clamour for 
British evacuation must be satisfied, and that no practical argument against it could 
be allowed to weigh. We had in fact come back to the political question, and the 
practical air force aspect was simply thrown overboard. 

4. I sounded him out gingerly about the possibility of seconding squadrons of 
R.A.F. personnel to the Egyptian Air Force, with aircraft which would bear Egyptian 
markings and be to all outward intent, Egyptian. He was not in the least tempted by 
this idea, and brushed it aside as a deception which would deceive nobody. 

5. During our conversation he gave some strange views. He said that if a major 
war broke out in the Middle East whilst the dispute between Britain and Egypt was 
still unsolved, the Egyptians would refuse flatly to cooperate with us. He said he 
hoped that the "wise" policy of complete neutrality would prevail, and that the 
extremists would not turn it into a policy of sabotaging the British effort. I asked him 
whether he had thought of the possibility of the war moving in the wrong way at 

1 P Campbell, air attache, Cairo. Group Captain Gazarine, senior airman in joint office of C-in-C, Egyptian 
armed forces. 
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first, and this neutral Egypt being overrun. He said they would far rather be overrun 
by Russia than do anything which looked like giving way in their old dispute with 
Britain. He agreed fully that this attitude might be quite incomprehensible to us, but 
that it was nevertheless the firm Egyptian attitude. He added that 15 million 
Egyptians lived on the edge of misery anyhow, and could not possibly be any worse 
off if they were overrun by the Russians . He very nearly said "we are a miserable 
people and our wish to get rid of you is an obsession, but there are the facts and you 
must face them." He then passed on to a sketch of Middle East strategy as seen by 
himself, in which he disposed the R.A.F. in a forward arc running through Persia, 
Iraq and Syria, freely lodging the R.A.F. in other sovereign territories without any 
suggestion that these countries might have the same objection to 'foreign 
occupation' as Egypt. 

6. All this of course only expresses the view of Gazarine, but I think he genuinely 
holds it, and that he undoubtedly reflects the official Headquarters view. I shall try to 
discuss the same subjects with other senior R.E.A.F. officers and see whether they 
react in the same way. 

299 FO 371196926, no 194 16 Apr 1952 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: minute by DV Bendall on the 
consequences if the negotiations fail 

If present negotiations fail we are faced with a choice of two evils . Either: -

(a) we keep all that we want in the Canal Zone, and prepare to stand siege by a 
hostile Egypt, or 
(b) we yield to Egyptian demands for evacuation, leave our base virtually in their 
hands and bank on their co-operation in war. 

2. The consequences of course (a) are that we may well have to subdue Egypt 
by force of arms at the outbreak of war and to hold her down during its duration to 
the detriment of our military effort elsewhere. In the meanwhile, we should have to 
face all the difficulties arising from the denial of Egyptian labour and civil co
operation. 

3. The immediate consequences of course (b) are that our base would be at best 
in a state of suspended animation, if not progressive decay, and that the time 
required for its reactivation on outbreak of war might cost us vital delay in the 
deployment of our forces in the Levant. 

4. Both courses are hazardous: course (a) because without Egyptian labour our 
base may become more of a liability than an asset, and because we may in the process 
forfeit the military co-operation in peace and war of the Arab States as a whole; 
course (b) because Egypt's internal situation may collapse under the weight of its 
own corruption and, having accepted serious military disadvantages to secure it, we 
may find ourselves denied co-operation even in war. An unenviable choice. If political 
considerations predominate, there is no doubt which we should follow. But now that 
military preparedness is all-important it is up to the Chiefs of Staff to make up their 
minds. 
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300 FO 371196928, no 279 16 Apr 1952 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations] : inward telegram no 729 from 
Sir R Stevenson to FO on the efforts to resume talks 

[On 13 April Hilali postponed the planned elections thereby creating more time in which 
to reach an agreement. Sir R Stevenson was now proposing another formula for the 
resumption of talks on the evacuation of the base and the creation of a Middle East 
defence organisation. He suggested that the two governments agree to enter talks 'in 
order to settle the differences between the two countries on the basis of the withdrawal of 
British land, sea and air forces and the study of the necessary measures to be taken as a 
result of this withdrawal. The two governments will enter into conversations for the 
purpose of discussing the defence of the Canal Zone and the arming of Egyptian forces in 
order that Egypt may fulfil her determined intention to ensure the defence of the area' 
(FO 371/96928, no 274, Cairo tel 719, 14 Apr 1952). The FO found it impossible to accept 
Stevenson's draft, even though it had been endorsed by the Egyptians, because of the 
phrase 'withdrawal of land, sea and air forces' and Eden informed Stevenson he could not 
ask the Cabinet to consider it (FO 371/96929, no 283, FO tel 709, 18 Apr 1952) . Instead it 
was proposed that talks should be started 'in order to settle the differences between the 
two countries on the basis of the withdrawal of British forces and the study of the 
necessary measures to be taken as a result. Conversations between the two governments 
will cover the ways and means of giving effect to these arrangements, and will include the 
questi on of the defence of the Canal Zone and the arming of Egyptian forces in order that 
Egypt may fulfil! her determined intention to ensure the defence of the area' (FO 
14111457, no 7, FO tel 684, 15 Apr 1952) .] 

Your telegrams Nos. 683 and 684: Resumption of Negotiations. 
I wished to avoid overloading my telegram No. 719 with details of my 

conversations during Easter weekend otherwise I would have made it clear that it 
was only with the very greatest difficulty that Amr Pasha and the Chief of the Royal 
Cabinet persuaded the Prime Minister to reconsider his decision to stand on his 
original text (my telegram No. 581) . Amr in fact informed me that the Prime 
Minister could not (repeat not) after this be brought to consider any further 
amendments of the defence formula. I suggest therefore that a very early opportunity 
should be taken of discussing the matter with Amr who should have arrived in 
London today. I propose meanwhile to suspend action on your telegrams under 
reference. 

2. I am myself convinced that the result of returning to the charge with the 
Prime Minister on the lines suggested will be that he will stick his toes in and may 
well feel himself compelled after these long drawn out efforts to make a statement to 
the effect that he has been unable to find a basis of negotiation with us . The fact is, 
that he is at present in too weak a position to take the risk of entering negotiations 
which may break down without having proof that he did so on the basis of Egypt's 
national aspirations. He is moreover for one reason and another full of suspicion of 
our good faith . I think that on assuming power he honestly did believe that we were 
ready to make a unilateral public declaration accepting the principles of 
"evacuation" and "unity" as a prelude to negotiation. His disappointment on finding 
that this was not so was very great. His suspicions were immediately aroused and 
were subsequently confirmed by developments at Khartoum. 

3. I should emphasise the fact that the present situation here is very different 
from that of last spring when it was just possible, though not easy, to spin out 
negotiations with the Wafd Government. We now seem to have reached a deadlock 
from which there is no exit except by means of some show of confidence on our part 
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in Egypt's desire to reach an agreement. It was for this reason that I urged you to 
accept the unsatisfactory, but on the whole anodyne, formula contained in my 
telegram No. 719. So long as our hands are not tied in negotiation is it not at least 
arguable that the wording of the formula is of secondary importance? In my view this 
is so even at the risk of our being accused later on of having "broken" another 
"promise" to Egypt. 

4. I agree that the formula contained in your telegram No. 684 is better in every 
way from our point of view. I know that we hope to be able to maintain air forces in 
Egypt under joint air defence arrangement and I am sure that it is Hilali Pasha's 
intention to invite us to do so as part of a satisfactory agreement, but I am equally 
certain that no Egyptian Government could agree to issue such an invitation except 
on the basis of the progressive withdrawal of our air units as and when Egyptian 
squadrons are equipped and trained to a reasonable standard. These are however 
matters that can only be cleared up in the negotiations themselves and meanwhile 
our hands do not seem to be tied by acceptance of the phrase "British land, sea and 
air forces" any more than they would be by the phrase "British forces" . Incidentally I 
understand that in the Arabic translation either phrase would of grammatical 
necessity be preceded by the definite article. The omission of the word "all" is 
therefore not a real concession but a gesture by Hilali purporting to show that he 
contemplates the possible retention of some forces. 

5. Acceptance in one form or another of the principles of "evacuation" and 
"unity" is and will remain the sole possible basis of negotiation with this or any 
future Egyptian Government. The results of failure to find even a basis of negotiation 
may well be very grave. Should not therefore our object be to render the form of 
acceptance as anodyne as possible from the point of view of the negotiations 
themselves? The results of a breakdown of negotiations would also be grave. But 
would not our position then be stronger than if we had failed to agree even to start 
them? See my immediately following telegram. 

301 FO 14111467, no 103 30 Apr 1952 
[Anglo- Egyptian negotiations]: minute by J W Wall on their 
relationship to Egyptian politics 

[The attempts to find an agreed basis for negotiations took a new turn when Amr 
informed the British, following Sir R Stevenson's return to London, that their demands 
on the defence formula would be met if there was agreement on a formula for the talks on 
the Sudan; this confirmed what Afifi had told the ambassador before his departure from 
Cairo (FO 371/96929, no 296, minute by Sir R Stevenson, 21 Apr 1952). On 29 April Eden 
informed the Cabinet that it seemed difficult to find a formula on the Sudan which would 
be acceptable to both sides. A new draft had been prepared for Sir R Stevenson to return 
to Cairo with but Eden had little hope it would prove acceptable to the Egyptians. He 
therefore told the Cabinet that if nothing came of this latest attempt then Britain would 
have to try and find some form of modus vivendi by which the existing position in Egypt 
could be retained for the time being (CAB 128/24, CC 47(52)5, 29 Apr 1952) .] 

1. Hilali 's chances of forming a sort of National Union for negotiations do not seem 
to me to be very rosy at present. He does'nt, in fact, seem to be trying very hard to 
form one. 

On the one hand he has affronted and rather frightened the Wafd, and on the other 
he does not seem to have gone out of his way to woo the Saadists and the Liberals. He 
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gives the impression that he intends to conduct the negotiations alone as an 
independent. But of course, there is the possibility that he thinks he can lead a 
purged Wafd. 1 Some Wafdists seem to have this idea too, though I don't notice much 
agreement about who should be purged out of the Wafd: some say Serag el Din and 
Abdul Fattah Hassan; others say Salah el Din and Ibrahim Farag. I don't feel much 
confidence in the reformed Wafd idea. That some Wafdists may split off is probable: 
the man in power can always attract some followers. But why should the Wafd purge 
itself. 

The Wafd may be run by crooks but it is none the less representative of Egyptians 
for that. It seems to me that your Sea-Green Incorruptible is going to be a lonely 
figure in this country for a long time yet. When it's a choice between the dry bread of 
virtue and the halawa2 of, shall we say, little accommodations among friends , most 
Egyptians, without being downright crooks, will choose the latter. 

My impression is that any man who professes austerity and honesty and declares a 
policy of disinfecting Egyptian public life will have to do it for some time by himself. 
At present I think the Wafd are perturbed by Hilali's intentions in domestic affairs 
and if they support him in Anglo-Egyptian negotiations they are giving away the 
card by which they may later win the game and get back to power. Their obvious line 
surely is to wait and see what Hilali signs and then denounce it and raise a storm of 
patriotic protest. 

If this is the situation, it would seem to follow that Hilali must spike the Wafd's 
guns before they can fire by bringing off an agreement that leaves even the most 
extreme "patriot" with nothing left to agitate for. He is, in fact, in just the same 
position as every Egyptian negotiator has been in: his stand is determined for him by 
what he knows the mob can be made to clamour for. 

Anything signed with Hilali, then, that is not a complete surrender to all Egypt's 
claims will be at the mercy of the more "patriotic party". But I suppose we have 
already resigned ourselves to the fact that any agreement with Egypt must be a 
makeshift whose lease of life will be very precarious. 

2. Tactics 
The procedure of beginning with a declaration seems to me to be rather an Egyptian 
way of doing things than an English one. The Oriental habit is to solve problems by 
talking about principles and leaving the practical application to look after itself; our 
way has always been to do what seemed necessary and leave the historians to work 
out the principles. (Our fundamental assumption no doubt being that if we do what 
serves our country and is not manifestly unjust to the other party we can't be far 
wrong in principle.) 

In discussions of principles, formulae, and drafts of statements for the Eastern 
mob, we are getting too far from the three-dimensional realities of our requirements . 
If we are sure in our own minds that the interests of Britain demand an adequate 
defence of the M.E. then we should be negotiating about the actual concrete means 
for creating that defence, not about the forms of words in which our negotiations 
should be presented to the Egyptian public. 

1 Sir R Stevenson sidelined this passage and noted in the margin: 'He offered to show Amr Pasha a list of 
Wafdists and Saadists and others who would flock to his support once he had his two lumps of sugar.' 
2 Sweet meat. 
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Hi lali, or any other ruler of Egypt, has two alternatives if we adopt a "take it or 
leave it" attitude: (1) he can be true to the "one-crop" tradition of Egyptian politics 
and say: "No agreement with Britain, then no government," and resign; or (2) he can 
re-adjust his ideas and recognize the truth that it is possible to rule this country 
while a British base exists in it, accept what we are prepared to give and apply himself 
to putting the agreement across to the Egyptians. 

I am not, of course, very hopeful of Hilali, or any other Egyptian being at once 
realist enough and strong enough to follow the second alternative. The chances of 
his throwing up the sponge are perhaps at best even. 

If we are to adopt the attitude suggested we must be prepared to take a number of 
risks and to face several possible consequences:-

(!) A succession of weak unstable governments cantering one after the other into 
chaos: with every chance of a violent insurrection of the extremists and the 
oppressed. 
(2) Our own re-occupation of the Delta in consequence of this, or, if not 
occupation, direct action against the Cairo Government. 
(3) Alternatively, the risk of sitting firm in the Canal Zone while we let the Delta 
go to Hell (taking our commercial interests with it): sitting, that is, on a not fully 
operative base while international war threatens. 

These are risks the Egyptians have hitherto believed we dare not take. They have 
relied on their belief that the collapse of Egypt (into 'communism') would hurt us 
more than them3 and on a conviction that the fear of Egypt lapsing into chaos and 
communism will impel the U.S.A. to insist that we make concessions. 

(Each Egyptian Government is, in fact, exploiting its own weakness. That is a 
familiar paradox that doesn't make our task any easier: the weaker an Egyptian 
Government is the more it can get out of us if we go on the assumption that we can't 
afford to let Egypt collapse. It is also true, of course, that the weaker a government is 
internally, vis-a-vis the Palace, the more extreme it has to be in its demands on us, 
because extreme nationalism has become the best weapon against the Palace. If the 
Wafd had felt absolutely secure in the saddle and had been assured that their hold on 
power was permanent they might not have been so extreme and unyielding. 

However, all that has happened in the past makes it now impossible for a weak 
Government (and all Governments will be weak) to demand less than the Wafd have 
done.) 

I feel that, in spite of the floods of words that have rolled between us, there is 
something yet to be done in the way of convincing the Egyptians about our position. 

They do not, and never will, accept our technical reasons for wanting a base run in 
a particular way in Egypt; but we may give them something of a jolt towards realism 
if we say that our thesis is: Base first, Agreement second. We, after all, are there and 
we can go on being there as long as we choose. It is not we who are asking for some 
form of words to enable us to stay in the Canal Zone. We have talked about an 
agreement because we have no wish that our dispositions for our own defence should 
make life more difficult than need be for other people, but an agreement is not 

3 M J Creswell marked this point and noted in the margin: 'I think we can do quite a lot to undermine this 
comfortable belief.' 
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essential to our purpose and we have no intention of signing one that prejudices our 
ability to make our essential dispositions for defence. 

When, at this stage, Hilali objects that our insistence on these dispositions makes 
it impossible for him or any one else to govern this country and consequently to 
provide that assistance which is believed to be one of our essential requirements, we 
should have to make it clear (1) that we believe his argument is merely an excuse for 
administrative ineptitude, and (2) that Egyptian co-operation is not an essential: it is 
a help, but we can, if need be, manage without it, and (3) while we are indifferent to 
non-cooperation we shall react very sharply and promptly to any future fit of active 
hostility on the Egyptians' part,4 holding the Government itself immediately 
responsible for any attack on our positions or the lives of our subjects and taking 
action directly against the Government. (Too many Egyptians, I fear, feel that the 
Wafd did after all get away with some daring twisting of our tail without being bitten 
and too many of the half-baked are telling themselves that they did after all burn 
British property and murder British subjects without drawing any British retribution 
on themselves.) 

If it sinks in that we mean what we say by a "take it or leave it" offer, we can show 
that there is a maximum and minimum offer-or one least favourable and one most 
favourable to Egypt: the most favourable, of course, being Egypt's full participation 
in a M.E. Command, whereby she might obtain an admission of the demise of the 
1936 Treaty, the withdrawal of our combattant troops, participation in the running 
of the base, all the glory of guarding the base, and a generous supply of arms. 

An approach like this would have to be made to Hilali himself, and to the King, 
direct: we should have to get over the chevaux-de-frise of declarations on which they 
are now holding us up, and I think we can do that by saying bluntly that the 
declarations they want are really not our concern. They want a statement, we want a 
base (which, any way, we've got) so why should we fuss? 

Only if they take our offer of a share in M.E. Command should we show much 
interest about the drafting of a statement; and the agreement that expresses Egypt's 
acceptance of that offer should be essentially an expression of Egypt's desire to 
participate in M.E. defence and of her willingness to undertake the obligations that 
follow from that. 

These, it seems to me, are alternative tactics. I would not put their chances of 
succeeding very high because we are dealing with weak people and weak people
particularly perhaps Orientals-have a habit of perversely preferring No Bread to the 
Half-Loaf. But we ourselves have only three choices:-

(1) To stay where we are with no Agreement. 
(2) To obtain an Agreement which will be thoroughly unreliable on the Egyptian 
side but which will not commit us to abandoning those essential positions which 
we can manage with when the successor Egyptian Government tears the 
Agreement up. 
(3) To give up the attempt to defend the Middle East. 

4 Sir R Stevenson noted in the margin against this passage 'We can say (2) and (3) in a fierce tone of voice 
but without much inner conviction, I fear.' 
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302 FO 371/96929, no 315 1 May 1952 
[Negotiations with Egypt]: memorandum by R Allen on the measures 
needed to resume negotiations 

The Egyptian Ambassador yesterday told me that he was convinced that the only 
chance of our inducing the Egyptians either to accept our formula or to begin 
negotiations with us over the Sudan without a formula lay in our being able to make 
them believe that the ultimate result of their refusal to do either of these things, and 
of a consequent failure to reopen negotiations at all, would be the reoccupation of 
Cairo by British forces. This was the only thing they were really scared of. It was the 
belief that we were on the point of moving our troops into Cairo and Alexandria on 
January 26th that had in fact led to the dismissal of the Wafd Government by the 
King. (He, Amr Pasha, had himself despatched the letter of dismissal from the King 
to Nahas at a moment when the King and his advisers in the Palace were convinced 
that we were on the point of moving; subsequently, after talking to Mr. Caffery, they 
came to the conclusion that after all we were not on the point of marching in and 
they changed their minds about dismissing Nahas. By then however the letter had 
already been despatched and it was too late to reverse the decision.) 

2. The second point to drive home was that we were not prepared in the last 
resort to rescue the King and to keep him on his Throne. So long as the King himself 
thought that he was indispensable to us and that we would be prepared to put down 
any revolution in Egypt in order to keep him on his Throne, he would go on playing 
about and would never face unpalatable decisions such as the abandonment of his 
claim to the title over the Sudan. 

3. I think that Amr Pasha's advice about the psychological processes of his 
countrymen is valuable. He admits that the Egyptians are incurably childish and 
irresponsible. They will not face the logical consequences of their actions if these are 
unpleasant. This was certainly exemplified by the behaviour of the Wafd Government 
who del iberately went out of their way to commit suicide by encouraging those 
lawless elements in the population which were bound in the end to bring about their 
own overthrow and might well have destroyed the regime and with it the Pashas who 
constituted the Wafd Government. Amr Pasha says that he fears that the King's 
irresponsibility is likely to be increased during the next few days by the report which 
Andraos Pasha is submitting to him on his interview with the Minister of State. In 
this report, Andraos, after a great deal of self-inflation, says that he "laid fairly and 
squarely on us (i .e. the British) the responsibility for the consequences of failure to 
reach agreement with Egypt" (these consequences being, among other things, an 
appeal by the Egyptian Prime Minister to the country and the holding of elections in 
which the Wafd would inevitably be returned to power) . It seems almost incredible 
that the Egyptians should find in this verbiage an excuse for not taking our proposals 
seriously, but I think Amr Pasha is quite likely right about the way their minds will 
work. 

4. I have therefore been considering whether there is ,any way in which we could 
bring home to the Egyptians, and in particular to the King, the facts that if there is 
trouble in Egypt we shall not hesitate to get rough with the Egyptians and that any 
action which we do take will be for the protection of our own interests and will not be 
designed to interfere with Egyptian affairs so as to benefit King Farouk. It seems 



388 VIOLENT CONFLICT IN EGYPT [303] 

unlikely that we should be able to persuade Mr. Caffery to put these ideas across 
effectively, but it might be possible for Sir R. Stevenson to do something through 
Hafez Afifi. It might also be possible for us to support any representations which the 
Ambassador makes by some such actions as the following:-

(a) We might let it be known that we were considering warning the British 
community to wind up their affairs and leave Cairo; if necessary the Ambassador 
should at the right moment call a meeting of the British Community Advisory 
Council and convey this warning to them. 
(b) We might let it be known that we are making arrangements to evacuate all 
British families from the Canal Zone. 
(c) We might cancel (temporarily at any rate) the plans for the summer leave in 
Cyprus for British troops. 
(d) We might bring forward the forces for Operation RODEO to a state of 48 
hours' readiness which will involve various shipping movements. 

If we were able to take some such measures as these (and possibly others) we could 
ensure that the Egyptians would get to know about them and would realise that we 
mean business. 

5. I attach a draft telegram1 to Cairo and Sir T. Rapp at Fayid asking for their 
comments. 

1 Not printed . 

303 CAB 128/24, CC 49(52)1 6 May 1952 
'Allied command in the Mediterranean': Cabinet conclusions on talks 
with Admiral Fechteler 

The Cabinet were informed of the course of the discussions which the Chiefs of Staff 
had been holding with Admiral Fechteler, the United States Chief of Naval 
Operations, regarding the nature of the Allied Naval Command to be established in 
the Mediterranean. Admiral Fechteler accepted the need for an Allied Naval 
Commander-in-Chief who would be responsible for all naval operations in the 
Mediterranean (including operations by carrier-borne aircraft) but he considered 
that this officer should be responsible to Admiral Carney, the Commander-in-Chief 
of the southern sector of the Supreme Allied Command in Europe. He was concerned 
solely with the command structure under the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, 
and was unwilling to take into account the needs of the Middle East, since it was 
outside the area of N.A.T.O. The British Chiefs of Staff had strongly resisted this 
proposal, which would put the lines of communication to the Middle East under the 
control of an officer concerned primarily with support for the land battle in Europe. 
In their view it should be the duty of the Allied Naval Commander-in-Chief in the 
Mediterranean to support both the campaign in Europe and any campaign in the 
Middle East; and on that account he should be responsible directly to the Standing 
Group, who alone could reconcile the needs of these two theatres . 

The Minister of Defence said that, although he had not taken part in these 
discussions, he had taken a separate opportunity to impress upon Admiral Fechteler 
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the need to find a solution which would be acceptable to British public opinion. The 
Royal Navy had controlled the Mediterranean for many years past; and the British 
people would not readily agree that an American Admiral should control the 
waterway to the East which contained the British bases and garrisons of Gibraltar, 
Malta, Tripoli and Cyprus, especially at a time when 70,000 British troops were 
actively engaged in the Suez Canal Zone. 

The Foreign Secretary said that he was disturbed at these indications that the 
United States military authorities regarded the Mediterranean only as a support area 
for the land battle in Europe and that they were also reluctant to contemplate 
support for any British military activities which were not directly under N.A.T.O. 
command. 

The Prime Minister said that this question must be considered against the 
background of the concession already made over the Naval Command in the Atlantic. 
He was quite unprepared to accept the views which had been put forward by Admiral 
Fechteler in these discussions; and he would, if necessary, address a personal 
communication on this subject to President Truman. Meanwhile, he asked that a 
written report on the conversations should be submitted for the information of the 
Cabinet. 

The Cabinet:-
Invited the Minister of Defence to circulate to the Cabinet a report on the 
discussions which the Chiefs of Staff had held with Admiral Fechteler regarding 
the Allied Command in the Mediterranean. 

304 CAB 129/32, C(52)159 12 May 1952 
'Command in the Mediterranean': Cabinet memorandum by 
Field Marshal Lord Alexander of Tunis 

[Between 19 and 24 May senior British and American military representatives discussed 
operational requirements in the Mediterranean. The British discovered that none of the 
American requirements related in any way to the defence of sea communications to Egypt 
and the Middle East (DEFE 5/40, COS(52)312, 13 June 1952). By the end of July no 
solution to the command arrangements in the Mediterranean was in sight. The interim 
solution appeared to be to maintain the two separate commands on an equal level and 
encourage co-operation between them DEFE 5/40, COS(52)395, 28 July 1952).] 

At the request of the Cabinet I have prepared this memorandum stating the problem 
to be solved and summarising the discussions which took place with Admiral 
Fechteler. The problem has been fully considered by the Chiefs of Staff and I am in 
agreement with the proposals they have formulated and which they expounded to 
Admiral Fechteler. 

2. What is required is a system of command in the Mediterranean which will take 
account of the situation likely to develop in that area, should war break out, and 
which will ensure that the various strategic interests are properly related to each 
other and dealt with. At Lisbon the system of command in the Mediterranean was 
looked at from the point of view of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (N.A.T.O.), 
and then deferred for further examination and report to the next meeting of the 
Council. The problem however has a much wider setting. 
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The British view 
3. Once war starts there will be no N.A.T.O. and non-N.A.T.O. theatres of 

operations, but the Western Allies will be fighting on a global basis. The Lines of 
Communication of two separate commands run through the Mediterranean. These 
commands are: 

(a) The Southern Flank of SACEUR's Command-a N.A.T.O. Command under 
C.-in-C. South. 
(b) The Middle East-at present a British Command outside N.A.T.O. in which 
British and not American forces and interests will predominate. 

4. In war, the naval command in the Mediterranean must be a unified Allied 
command, organised in such a way that the requirements of SHAPE's Southern 
Flank and of the Middle East will receive proper attention. There is not room in the 
Mediterranean for two separate naval commands, one looking after the requirements 
of SHAPE, and the other looking after the requirements of the Middle East. The naval 
and air forces of several nations engaged in submarine, anti-submarine, minelaying, 
minesweeping, convoy and offensive operations may be conflicting and all will need 
co-ordination. Account must also be taken of strategic and other air traffic. 

5. The Allied Naval Commander, in our view, must co-operate with and serve 
both the European and Middle East Commands, but, as their interests may from time 
to time clash, he must be given strategic guidance. This can only be done effectively 
by placing him directly under the authority which controls the global strategy of the 
war. This authority we must at present assume to be the Standing Group. It would be 
just as wrong to place the Allied Naval Commander under SACEUR's Commander-in
Chief, South, as it would be to put him under the Commander of the forces in the 
Middle East. 

6. We fully recognise that the United States Carrier and Amphibious Task Forces 
have been allocated to SHAPE by the President of the United States. Nevertheless, the 
co-ordination of their activities with other naval and air operations in the 
Mediterranean must be the responsibility of the Allied Naval Commander-in-Chief in 
the Mediterranean. 

7. These views were expressed fully and clearly to Admiral Fechteler. 

The United States view 
8. Admiral Fechteler's views seemed to be based on the idea that until an 

Allied Middle East Command is set up, the system of command in the 
Mediterranean should take no cognizance of the requirements of the Middle East. 
He repeatedly emphasised that his task was to set up a N.A.T.O. Command in the 
narrow sense. Thus, although he fully agreed that there should be an Allied Naval 
Commander-in-Chief in the Mediterranean, he considered that this Commander
in-Chief must be subordinate to Commander-in-Chief, South. In support of his 
view he argued: -

(a) that it was essential that Commander-in-Chief, South, should have control of 
all naval and air forces supporting his operations along the whole of the northern 
shore of the Mediterranean. This must include the control of his logistic support, 
i.e. of his lines of communication from Gibraltar; 
(b) that the President of the United States had specifically committed United 
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States naval forces to the Mediterranean for a N.A.T.O. task, namely the support of 
SACEUR's right flank; 
(c) that the French and Italian naval authorities had expressed their view strongly 
that their naval forces and the control of their own particular communications 
should be under the command of the Commander-in-Chief, South. 

9. Admiral Fechteler was asked how, under his proposed system, the important 
interests of the Middle East Command would be satisfied. He gave no satisfactory 
reply on this point. He merely indicated that he did not think a N.A.T.O. 
Commander-in-Chief should have responsibilities outside N.A.T.O. and he said that 
this view was held by several other N.A.T.O. powers, particularly the Scandinavians. 
He did, when pressed, agree that the N.A.T.O. Commander in the Mediterranean 
would in fact have to have some responsibility for convoys to the Middle East. 

10. It can be seen from the above summary that the real points of difference 
between ourselves and the Americans are:-

(a) Whether the Allied Naval Commander in the Mediterranean should be 
responsible to the Standing Group, or to SACEUR's Commander-in-Chief, South. 
(b) Whether, in the present state of planning, the system of command in the 
Mediterranean should take equal account of the requirements of the forces in 
Europe and the forces in the Middle East. We think it must. 

11. The question of the nationality of the Allied Naval Commander-in-Chief did 
not really arise at this stage in the discussions. The Chiefs of Staff founded their case 
on the merits of the system they proposed. Nevertheless it is our strong view that the 
command must be held by a British Admiral. 

12. Admiral Fechteler's object in coming to London was to have an exchange of 
views. There is no doubt that, as a result of the discussions, he now understands the 
British view, and he will report this to the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff. The 
next move must come from them. I consider that we should stand firm on this 
matter. I will report to the Cabinet any further developments that take place. In the 
meanwhile, no action will be taken in the Mediterranean or elsewhere to 
compromise the position. 

305 FO 14111462, no 12 12 May 1952 
[Policy towards Egypt]: letter from M J Creswell to R Allen. Annex: 
memorandum by Creswell, 'Operation "Jolt" ' 

Please see paragraph 4 of my letter (10411104/52G) of the 15th April suggesting the 
desirability of administering to Egyptian opinion a "jolt" towards realism. 

The attached Memorandum is an attempt to work out here how this could be done. 
Of the two lines (A) and (B) in paragraph 5, I must express a strong preference for (A) 
even if our policy is, in fact, to be that of (B). The psychological background here is 
such that it is very doubtful whether line (B) would do anything more than just 
exacerbate the situation and increase Egyptian hostility . The line suggested in (A) is a 
subtler one and might pay good dividends. Since, as pointed out in the 
Memorandum, (A) and (B) are not even mutually exclusive as propaganda lines , still 
less need we be discouraged from using publicity line (A) if our policy is (B). 
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Annex to 305 

This memorandum reviews what information action might be taken to administer a 
jolt to Egyptian thinking about a defence arrangement with us . The tactics which it 
advocates are equally applicable whether or not there is a rupture of talks in the 
immediate future. In the event of such a rupture, however, an additional publicity 
campaign would of course be necessary to justify our immediate conduct. 

2. Egyptian intransigence on the defence issue is founded on three convictions:-

(a) Egypt's cooperation is so necessary to the Western Powers for the defence of 
the Middle East that Egypt can dictate its own terms. 
(b) We dare not allow Egypt to collapse into "communism" since this would hurt 
us more than it would hurt the Egyptians. 
(c) The fear that Egypt would collapse into "communism" will compel the U.S. to 
insist on our making concessions. 

3. The remedy for (c) lies more in U.S. hands than in ours. Our propaganda must 
make every effort to undermine (a) and (b); and the method which would appear to 
offer the best hopes for success is to frighten all Egyptians who have any material 
stake in the country with the consequences of present Egyptian policies. There are 
two fears open to us to play upon (a) fear of invasion by Russia and (b) fear of internal 
chaos. So far our propaganda has been concentrated on (a) with disappointingly little 
result. Egyptians have been so protected and cossetted for 70 years that they have 
simply no idea of the responsibilities they must assume for survival in the modern 
world. They believe that in the final instance, no matter how obstructive they may be, 
we shall in fact be forced in our own interests to defend them; in any case, since they 
still have doubts whether we are strong enough to guarantee them against invasion, 
an attitude of non-cooperation or neutrality is a useful insurance against the future. 
Moreover they are ignorant of the simplest strategic realities. 

4. There would thus appear to be little hope of our having any great success in 
future with the bogey of external aggression, and little likelihood that we shall be 
able to inculcate any notion of strategic realities . Our alternative is therefore to 
concentrate on the fears of revolution to be found among the Egyptian upper and 
middle classes for which the events of 26th January provide an excellent opening. 
Their lesson, which the upper class is already in danger of forgetting, should be 
revived. So far the main thought in the minds of Egyptian politicians has been that to 
come to an agreement with us on our terms would lead to mob violence; we must do 
our best to replace it with the thought that not to come to an agreement with us on 
our terms will lead inevitably to revolution. 

5. Our argument might start with the threat of the reaction of His Majesty's 
Government to continuing Egyptian instransigence. There are two different threats 
which might be used:-

(A) We are prepared in the final instance to move our base elsewhere and to 
exclude Egypt entirely from any cooperative arrangements made for the defence of 
the Middle East, or 
(B) With or without Egyptian cooperation we intend to stand firm in the Base. 

6. If (A) is used we might argue as follows, bearing in mind that what matters is 
not what we actually believe but what we can induce the Egyptians to believe:-



[305] MAY 1952 393 

(a) Egypt, apart from the Canal, is of negligible value to the Western Powers; it 
has no oil worth speaking about and cotton can be obtained elsewhere. 
(b) Its major importance to us is that it has in its territory, in operation at the 
present vital time, a well equipped modern base which it would cost us a great deal 
of money and take a considerable time to move elsewhere. If however the 
Egyptians are determined to deny us the use of the base on terms that are 
militarily acceptable we may decide to make alternative arrangements elsewhere
which in the final instance we can. These alternative arrangements will admittedly 
at first not be as satisfactory as the present arrangements, but the change will 
certainly not jeopardise the free world. 
(c) Such a decision would have the most unpleasant consequences for Egypt. 
Hitherto our policy has been based on the assumption that our main ally in the 
Middle East should be Egypt, whose cooperation is desirable for running the base; 
but if the base is established elsewhere all this will be changed:-

(i) The Western Powers during the vital years of rearmament need to make the 
fullest and most effective use of all their resources, and will (in the hypothesis 
mentioned) no longer see any need to equip the Egyptian army; this will reduce 
the army's potentiality for keeping order within the country and for repelling 
any Israeli aggression (The latter point will have to be used with discretion in 
view of the susceptibilities of the other Arab States and the Tripartite 
Declaration.) 
(ii) Since Egypt will no longer matter to the Western Powers they will certainly 
not feel obliged to give it any economic or financial support, and this may well 
lead to economic collapse. 
(iii) The result of such an economic collapse, coupled with the weakness of the 
army, will almost certainly be revolution; 

and it is nonsense to argue that such a revolution will hurt us more than the 
Egyptians. Militarily Egypt will have ceased to matter to us. Commercially, with its 
restrictions on foreign enterprise, its corruption, administrative incompetence 
and fundamental insecurity, it has ceased to be an attractive proposition (c.f. the 
exodus of foreign fi rms) . We should certainly be prepared to conduct an operation 
to rescue British lives but once that had been done our interest would end. The 
Western Powers would naturally take all possible steps to prevent Russia 
interfering and turning the situation to her advantage. But revolutions even now 
are perfectly possible without Russia and if the Egyptian jacquerie and urban 
riffraff started cutting the throats of their landlords, pashas and middle classes, 
much though we might regret it on humanitarian grounds, we would certainly not 
feel that our vital interests were being jeopardised and we would not intervene. 
(d) An exception to our general policy of indifference might have to be made in 
the case of the Suez Canal. The Suez Canal, while admittedly of limited value in 
wartime, is an important international highway in peacetime and it is doubtful if 
the Western Powers would be prepared to allow its usefulness to be impaired by 
disorders, incompetence, or irresponsible interference. They might therefore feel 
compelled to resume responsibility for it and declare it an international zone with 
serious results to Egypt's national income. 

7. If (B) were used our argument might run as follows:-
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(a) The cooperation of the Egyptians is not essential to the running of the base. 
The major damage that they were able (or would be able) to inflict was the 
withdrawal of labour, and labour is steadily being brought in from outside. It can if 
necessary be brought in on a very much greater scale. 
(b) We should certainly react most sharply to any attempt to turn us out by force . 
If a terrorist campaign were started against us in the Canal Zone it would again be 
the terrorists who would get the worst of it. There would, however, inevitably be a 
general loosening of public order throughout Egypt, as happened between 
October, 1951 and January, 1952, and the terrorists would soon look for easier 
targets among the propertied classes in the Delta. 
(c) Any decision on our part to abandon hope of obtaining Egyptian cooperation 
would have most unfortunate consequences for Egypt. (As in paragraph 6(c) i, ii, 
iii, above). 
(d) See para. 6(d) above. 

8. (A) and (B) are by no means mutually exclusive, and unless or until a policy 
statement by Her Majesty's Government rules one or the other out there is no reason 
why both should not be used, as audience and circumstances demand. Both lines of 
argument will however have to be used with discretion, since they both involve 
potential embarrassment for us. (A) starts with a premise which amounts to 
"evacuation", and far from being jolted into a more sober appreciation of the 
situation many Egyptians, like the Persians, may well take the line that national 
aspirations are worth committing national suicide to attain. The obvious riposte to 
(B) is that the 1936 Treaty, on which we have taken our stand, will "expire" in 1956 
and a great deal more publicity is needed to make clear that this is not the legal 
position, nor a position in which we will acquiesce. It could enlarge on the theme 
that in 1956 we should be prepared to negotiate an agreement militarily acceptable 
to us, pointing out at the same time that possession is nine-tenths of the law. 
Moderates, however, will certainly be scared at the consequences of both (A) and (B) 
and it is on these that our efforts will have to be concentrated. 

9. As regards mechanics the above arguments can of course be used by the 
Embassy as talking points. It is for consideration also whether selected non-officials 
with wide contacts (members of the British community in Egypt) might not also be 
used. Far and away the most effective means of getting Operation Jolt over to the 
Egyptians, however, will be through articles frankly speculating on the above lines in 
the British and Foreign Press. Foreign correspondents in Cairo are at present so 
short of news that this would probably present little difficu lty; and any such articles 
appearing are likely to come back to Egypt via the Agencies. In any case we can 
ensure that they are picked up by the London Press Service (for other posts whence 
comment may seep back here), A.N.A., Sharq el Adna and the B.B.C. 

10. Although this memorandum is concerned with Egyptian thinking about 
defence there is no doubt that our jolt would be considerably reinforced if we went 
on to emphasise that, as a result of her singularly foolish and anachronistic policy 
over the Sudan, Egypt is in real danger of losing all influence over that country- and 
all control over her vital water supplies. There is no shortage of talking points, and 
there are signs already that less unintelligent Egyptians are beginning to realise this 
danger. 
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306 FO 371/96930, no 350 23 May 1952 
[Policy towards Egypt]: letter (reply) from R Alien to M J Creswell on 
'Operation "Jolt" ' and the possibility of an agreement with Egypt 

[British fears that an agreement would be impossible increased when King Farouk told 
the US ambassador that Egypt could not agree to any consultation with the Sudanese 
about the recognition of his title (FO 371/96930, no 327, Cairo tel 835, 9 May 1952). The 
ambassador also believed that Egypt would not accept any allied air defence organisation 
-only an Egyptian one to which Britain could contribute (FO 371/96930, no 350, M J 
Creswell toR Alien, 14 May 1952).] 

I owe you a reply to your Secret and Personal letters HP 10411104/52G of 5th April, 
HP 1043/12/52G of 12th May1 and 10411157/52G of 14th May. 

2. In the last of these you ask if I really think that agreement with Egypt is in the 
least possible at the present time. For my part I do not think any agreement is within 
sight. If Mrican Department appear to have been optimistic, it is probably because in 
public we shoot a line that it is Egyptian intransigence over the Sudan which is 
holding the whole thing up and that therefore it is their fault that we cannot reach a 
settlement on questions of defence. But in fact we realise, even if perhaps we do not 
feel it with quite the same intensity as you, that we have not even begun to settle the 
large number of tiresome points outstanding if agreement is to be reached on 
defence. 

3. In higher circles there is perhaps more optimism than in the Department, 
where we have more of a worm's eye view and are less likely to be elated by mirages 
of smiling (or even whining) Egyptian Pashas and Generals all eager to allow us to 
defend them and the Middle East against Communism. 

4. Our present policy is to avoid a recurrence of the state of affairs prevailing last 
autumn. As long therefore as there is any prospect of keeping discussions going, we 
shall try to avoid action designed to undermine such confidence as exists or to 
precipitate a return to that state of affairs. 

5. If despite our hopes the signs appear to show we are going to go back to that 
state of affairs-if, for example, there were a change of Government for the worse or, 
of course, a return of the Wafd-then we would have to start being tougher. It is then 
that we might have to indulge in some plain speaking on the lines of the arguments 
used in your earlier letters. 

6. It will then be imperative to decide whether in the last resort we are going to 
withdraw our troops from Egypt or stay put. My own forecast at present is that we 
should probably stay put, while making plans to clear out in our own time and 
nobody else's. 

7. At that stage we could therefore adapt to our policy the arguments used under 
both courses (A) and (B) of your letter of 12th May and get them across in some 
outspoken representations and of course in the other ways which you suggest. 

8. We may have to be careful that "jolts towards realism" are not misconstrued 
as symptoms of panic. For example, we must avoid giving any grounds for people 
saying that we acted tough because really we were scared; or that after all we have 
decided to get out of Egypt because we could not hold on. The main thing is to show 
the Egyptians at that stage that we shall be consulting our own interests exclusively. 

1 See 305. 
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If we have to send forces into the Delta, it will be in order to safeguard the position of 
our own forces in the Canal Zone and to save the lives of the British community and 
certainly not to preserve Pashadom or the Egyptian monarchy. In the event of an 
internal collapse in Egypt we would be just as willing to enter into relations with an 
Egyptian Gandhi or Ataturk as we should with a pseudo-constitutional Prime 
Minister or a sociable monarch. 

9. In your last letter you discuss the possibilities of ensuring the pos ition of the 
Suez Canal Company and the maintenance of free transit. You will shortly I hope 
receive a new despatch on this subject which shows that our thinking is not very far 
apart. 

10. As for the supply of arms and equipment to Egypt, our discussions with the 
Service Departments have proved fruitful and if and when we want to give the 
Egyptians some equipment, it looks as though there may be something there to give 
them. Nevertheless I personally think we shall want something more than vague 
hopes of agreement on defence or a general desire to improve the atmosphere before 
we hand anything over. I know that we cannot expect a concrete return for letting 
equipment go to Egypt, but if in fact our eyesight is not defective when we fail to see 
an agreement in prospect, and if on the contrary the chances of fi nding ourselves 
back in a period of tension are as great as or greater than those of an agreement, it 
seems a waste of time and money to send arms to Egypt. Admittedly, it is all a 
question of judging the moment. Perhaps I am pessimistic, but madly as I want an 
agreement with Egypt, I do not enjoy being made a fool of by the Egyptians. 

307 FO 371/90931, no 369 12 June 1952 
[Defining policy towards Egypt]: letter (reply) from M J Creswell to 
R Allen on guidance for the military commanders in Egypt [Extract] 

Many thanks for your Secret and Personal letter JE. 1052/350G of 23rd May.1 I found 
it of particular use as background when staying on 3rd and 4th June with General 
Festing,2 who is showing all the clarifying value of a fresh mind at work on our well
worn problems. 

2. It is, I am afraid, the case that, as suggested in paragraphs 4 to 7 of your letter, 
we have not at present got any clear statement of what we are aiming at in the Canal 
Zone and this, of course, makes the lot of the soldiers particularly difficult. As my 
own purely private venture I told the General that I interpreted our present policy as 
follows:-

(a) To avoid a recurrence of the situation of last autumn. 
(b) To reach by tacit agreement with the Egyptians a situation where we should be 
able to satisfy our minimum military requirements without open Egyptian 
opposition. 
(c) If a lucky conjunction of circumstances made this possible-to incorporate (b) 
in a written agreement with the Egyptians with a real possibility of their keeping 
to their undertakings. 

1 See 306. 2 General Festing, GOC British troops Egypt. 
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The difficulty about (c) was, of course, that no Egyptian Government like the present 
one could afford to make any real concession to our point of view without being 
accused of treachery to the national cause, and if action of ours were to result in its 
disappearance and replacement by extremists, Wafdist or other, we should be well on 
the way to failure of objective (a) . It was therefore a very chancy business whether the 
permutations and combinations of Egyptian politics would ever bring to power an 
Egyptian Government with sufficient strength of mind and popular backing to be 
able to make such a written agreement; and it was still more difficult to expect such 
an undertaking to remain binding on Egypt for long. 

3. The difficulty, of course, on the military side is that, in the present conditions 
in which troops are obliged to live, it is going to be very difficult for us to hang on as 
at present for much longer than six months or a year, given that we have a great 
many more troops in the Zone than there are reasonable accommodation or 
amenities for, and that a large proportion of these are National Servicemen. It seems 
therefore that on military grounds alone, and quite apart from the danger of 
continued uncertainty leading to a recurrence of the situation of last autumn, it is 
essential that the decision referred to in your paragraph 6 should be taken in the very 
near future. 

4. When the Minister of Defence came through Cairo on his way to Korea he told 
the Ambassador that a basic study of our whole defence position in the Middle East 
was, in fact, now going forward . If this results in firm conclusions about the future 
location of British combatant forces in this part of the world and if we can, in fact, 
move them out of Egypt and yet keep them close at hand so as still to exert a certain 
stabilising influence here, then I think we should be able next winter to attain 
objective (b) above and to have quite a good chance even of (c). Even a decision to 
keep some combatant troops in Egypt might not entirely wreck the chances of (b) 
provided we can start moving away our main headquarters at once and do something 
pretty clear in the way of the supply of equipment (See my letter 1192/50/52G of the 
12th June) . The problem is going to be preventing the situation here going sour on 
us meanwhile- and the time of greatest need for action by us to that end may well be 
the pre-election period from September onwards-or even earlier. 

5. On this last point I am not sure that I agree with the personal view given in 
paragraph 10 of your letter. Much as we all dislike any suggestion that we are being 
made fools of by the Egyptians, I sincerely believe that a gesture in the way of arms 
would be of great value in improving the atmosphere. We shall in the next few 
months urgently need something to give to a moderate government as a reward for 
patience and good sense and as a proof that those who say the only way of dealing 
with the British is by violence are wrong. 

6. To return to my talk with Festing. If I am right in thinking that they are 
suffering from a lack of definition of our present policy towards Egypt, then some 
kind of semi-official guidance (for the interim period until the Chiefs-of-Staff and the 
Cabinet have worked out a defence plan for the future) would be of the greatest use 
to our military people in the Canal Zone many of whom after all are new to their jobs 
here . Can you think of some way by which, without anticipating future policy on the 
big controversial points, this gap could be filled? As regards form I should have 
thought something like an agreed memorandum by the Foreign Office and the 
Chiefs-of-Staff for submission to the Cabinet, which could be copied as general 
guidance to the Commanders-in-Chief meanwhile, would be of the greatest use . .. . 
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308 CAB 131112, D(52)26 17 June 1952 
'Defence policy and global strategy': memorandum by the COS for the 
Cabinet Defence Committee 

[The global strategy paper was the first major change in defence strategy since 1947. The 
paper reproduced below contains some deletions of material. The deletions relate to the 
Far East and nuclear weapons with the former probably relating to covert operations and 
the latter probably relating to disarmament possibilities. There was also an expurgated 
version prepared for the Americans and the Commonwealth which essentially omitted the 
sections on Germany. The new ideas in the global strategy paper have to be related to the 
NATO force goals for the conventional defence of western Europe defined at Lisbon in Feb 
1952. Under this agreement Britain was by 1954 obliged to contribute almost 10 divisions 
to the 96 divisions earmarked for the defence of western Europe. By the end of 1952 the 
force goals committed NATO members, plus west Germany, to provide 50 divisions and 
4,000 aircraft. Already by June 1952 the British military having faced the difficulty of 
achieving such targets were seeking ways around the problem. They would subsequently 
attempt to convince the Americans to accept a new strategy in which preparations for 
global war assumed much less significance. Britain could thus make defence cuts without 
cutting any of its commitments. The paper was subsequently printed as a Chiefs of Staff 
paper COS(52)36l.] 

Introduction 

The aim of this report 
1. In this report we examine allied strategic policy. We suggest how the present 

policy should be modified to take into account factors which have arisen since it was 
established and the United Kingdom £4,700 million rearmament programme 
initiated. The chief of these factors are the notable increase in United States atomic 
power and the economic situation. Our report is divided into two parts:-

Part!. The problems facing the free world 

Part I!. The problems facing the United Kingdom 

The basic problem 

Part!. The problems facing the free world 

Section !. - The world-wide threat 

2. The Free World is menaced everywhere by the implacable and unlimited aims 
of Soviet Russia. Using Communism as a convenient and dynamic instrument, 
Imperialist Russia seeks world-domination exercised from the Kremlin. Partly as a 
first step towards that goal, and partly because of her historic pre-occupation with 
the fear of external attack, Russia's policy is to maintain a chain of satellite States or 
innocuous neutrals around the perimeter of her dominion to give depth to her 
defence. The aims of Russia are supported and extended by China; and, whether or 
not China is controlled by Russia, the Chinese threat to South-East Asia is very 
serious. Russia and China are working hand-in-glove to extend Communist influence 
throughout the world. 

3. The Free World can be defined as all countries now outside the Russian and 
Chinese orbits. Some of these countries do not realise the danger; others imagine 
that the problem is confined to particular areas, such as Western Europe. Some of 
the difficulties which confront the Free World spring from these errors. It is urgent 
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that all should understand that Russian-sponsored Communism is a world-wide 
menace which can be resisted effectively only if it is recognised and treated as such. 

Section II - Present allied policy 

The objects of present allied policy 
4. In the face of this danger the two principal objects of allied policy are to 

prevent Russia and China from gaining their ends by infiltrating and disintegrating 
the Free World, and to prevent war. 

The concept of allied policy 
5. The present concept of allied policy is to restore the economic strength of the 

Free World and by rendering aid to the backward countries to lessen their 
vulnerability to Communism, to create a stable and self-confident spirit in the world, 
to build up alliances against aggression and to build up military strength by 
rearmament, so enabling aggression to be halted and Communism to be contained. 

The military conduct of allied policy 
6. Existing allied military policy is largely centred in the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organisation (N.A.T.O.) and this has the effect at present of making the United States 
reluctant to assume further responsibilities for defence in peace-time in other areas 
such as the Middle East and South-East Asia. In the background of N.A.T.O. policy is 
the vague assumption that the Americans have built up a large stock of atom bombs 
which they are capable of dropping on Soviet key points from numerous bases about 
the world. Only America amongst the Allies has this formidable weapon, whose 
power is so closely guarded that, with the sole exception of the United Kingdom
and possibly Canada- other N.A.T.O. countries have very little idea of the truth 
about it. They are unable to estimate for themselves its full potentialities and are 
therefore in no position to assess its possible strategic effects in war. 

7. At the Lisbon Conference the North Atlantic Treaty Council passed a 
resolution that the effects of "certain new weapons and techniques" should be taken 
into account in determining the risk, the force requirements, and the organisation of 
N.A.T.O. forces. The Standing Group are now dealing with this matter, but not much 
progress has yet been made. Meanwhile the existence of atomic power has not 
affected the size of the forces demanded for the defence of Western Europe. The 
present N.A.T.O. strategy calls for some 96 divisions within the first month of war, 
together with some 9,000 aircraft. The United Kingdom has agreed as a planning 
goal to assign to SACEUR in 1955 in the event of war 9 Divisions and 1,550 aircraft. 
These figures do not include certain N.A.T.O. forces under national control or 
allotted to SACLANT, such as Fighter and Coastal Commands, neither do they 
include provision for the ultimate counter-offensive, for which considerable 
additional forces will be required. These estimates were accepted as a requirement by 
both the Military Committee and the Atlantic Council in 1950, the British 
Government accepting their share as a target and including in their £4,700 million 
programme the great majority of the forces required. The programme was also 
accepted by the United States and by the continental members of N.A.T.O., though 
the latter have never pretended to be able to meet their shares without considerable 
American aid. It should be noted that the programme was originally accepted at a 
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time when open aggression by the Chinese against the United Nations forces in 
Korea made world war seem much more imminent. 

8. Outside the N.A.T.O. area there exists no effective organisation for co
ordinating the efforts of the free nations. Proposals for a Middle East Defence 
Organisation are under examination but have been delayed by events in Egypt. 
Resistance to Communist threats and aggression in the Far East is disjointed. While 
the United Nations' forces under American leadership are fighting in Korea-an area 
of small strategic importance-the much more important areas of Indo-China and 
Malaya are being defended piecemeal in isolation by France and the United Kingdom 
respectively. 

Section III. - Developments since the present policy was established, necessitating 
revision of this policy 

Development of United States atomic air power 
9. We have reason to rate much more highly than previously the effectiveness of 

the organisation of the United States Strategic Air Command, and of the plans and 
preparations for an atomic offensive against Russia. The American stock of atom 
bombs has undoubtedly reached formidable proportions. The strength of the 
American long-range bomber force is steadily increasing, and the training of its 
specialised crews has reached a point never before surpassed by any air force in 
peace, and only equalled by the best crews of our own Bomber Command. The rapid 
deployment of the force at a number of widely-dispersed bases around the perimeter 
of Russia has been practised and is very efficient. 

10. We believe that, during the first few weeks following any Soviet aggression, 
Russia would be subjected to such a devastating attack upon so high a proportion of 
her vital centres that she would be unlikely to survive it as a Power capable of waging 
a full scale war. We consider that if this factor is judiciously publicised, and the 
necessary priorities accorded to its development, it is not only an effective deterrent 
but a war-winning factor of the first order. 

Small atomic weapons for tactical use 
11. The Americans also have a substantial and increasing number of the smaller 

atom bomb, which can be carried by light aircraft and which can add materially to 
the strength of the tactical defensive, particularly by its effects on enemy air forces 
on the ground. 

Defence against atomic attack 
12. A new factor of fundamental importance, which has been the subject of some 

twelve months' intensive examination by the Air Defence Committee, is that it is now 
clear that there is in the foreseeable future no effective defence against atomic air 
attack. This conclusion carries the gravest implications for the United Kingdom. But 
if the United Kingdom, with its great experience, its technical skill, and its highly devel
oped communications system is unable to devise an effective defence for such a small 
area, the task is all the more difficult for the Soviet Union. Russia's vast size and rela
tively undeveloped communications have obvious advantages from the point of view 
of security against land invasion, but for air defence against attacks that can come in 
from every point of the compass they present her with an almost insoluble problem. 
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Economic factors 
13. The effect of the rearmament programme on the economy of the Allies 

pervades all considerations of defence. Over-expenditure on rearmament, leading to 
the ruin of the economy of Western Europe, would be to play the Communist game 
and to present Russia with a bloodless victory gained at the sole cost of playing upon 
the nerves of the Free World. 

14. When the Allied rearmament programme was initiated some eighteen 
months ago against the background of what was represented to us as a comparatively 
rosy economic picture, the short time available for preparing estimates and plans 
prevented any great degree of accuracy being attained. Even if this had been possible, 
the estimates would by now have been falsified by unpredicted rises in costs of 
materials and labour, by the deterioration of the financial positions of the British 
Commonwealth and Western Europe, and by the increased complexity of items of 
equipment leading not only to greater cost but also to expensive logistic and 
infrastructure requirements. A further disturbing economic factor is the almost 
complete financial disequilibrium between America and the rest of the Allies. It is 
even conceivable that by an artificial financial factor-the drain of gold and dollar 
reserves - the United Kingdom might be forced to withdraw forces from the 
Continent. This would cause the collapse of N.A.T.O. 

15. One aspect of allied rearmament has, so far as we know, not yet been faced; 
that is the question of continuing costs. Later in this report we conclude that the 
Allies must be prepared to face a continuation of the Cold War for years, and that a 
deterrent to Russian military aggression will have to be maintained throughout this 
period. If this view is accepted, the Allies will have to maintain their forces at almost 
peak level. They will have to replace equipment which nowadays so quickly becomes 
obsolescent and to press on with research and development if they are even to keep 
abreast of the development and re-equipment of the Russian armed forces . It is a 
delusion to imagine that the Allies, having achieved their rearmament programme, 
will be able to secure any considerable reduction in their annual defence 
expenditure. The peak level must therefore be kept within limits that the Allies can 
afford. 

16. The continental Allies cannot, however, meet their share of the rearmament 
programme without increasing and continuing American aid, which there seems no 
reason to suppose will be forthcoming. Equally, their ability to meet the continuing 
costs after their rearmament will depend almost entirely on American help. We do 
not believe that America-even if she were willing to bear such costs in respect of 
her own defence forces-would be willing to continue subsiding European defence 
indefinitely. Even with continued American aid we do not believe that the 
continental Allies, as organised to-day, have any prospect of producing their 
scheduled contributions of land and air forces fit to fight and in time. We believe 
that, given American aid, they could do so if they faced up to realities and organised 
their political and economic systems on up-to-date lines to meet the needs of 
defence. We are, however, bound to confess to some doubt whether they will accept 
the political and economic implications of setting their house in order and facing the 
necessary sacrifices. 

17. It is therefore necessary for the Allies to build up powerful deterrents to 
aggression, which we regard as vital, on a modified basis within their economic and 
political means. This new conception need be no less effective than the present plan 
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as a deterrent or, if the deterrent fails, in enabling us to resist aggression. It must be 
achieved by taking recent technical advances fully into account in assessing what is 
required. The Allies cannot afford-nor should they attempt-to super-impose a 
new atomic strategy upon the old traditional strategy. Considerable sacrifices in 
standards of living will still be needed, but these should not be such as to destroy the 
political and economic stability of the Free World. 

18. In spite of these difficulties the last two years have seen considerable strides 
in preparations to defend Western Europe. S.H.A.P.E. and its subordinate commands 
have been set up, the land and air forces have increased in size and efficiency, and
thanks largely to the inspiring leadership of General Eisenhower-morale has been 
raised. A Russian advance would no longer be a walk-over. 

The likelihood of war 
19. When the present strategic policy was established, it was still thought that 

Russia might be contemplating an early attack. But if the factors we have set out 
above are realised in the Kremlin-as we think they should be-the Russian leaders 
are unlikely to embark on a war which could lead only to catastrophic devastation in 
Russia even though the Free World would receive fearful punishment too. The 
Russians are bound to fall back on attempts to gain their ends by other means. They 
must be encouraged in this view by the successes they have had in China and by the 
embarrassment they have caused by the actions they have stimulated in Korea, in 
Indo-China and in Malaya, all at negligible cost to themselves. 

20. There is, however, an undeniable risk that the Allies - and in particular the 
Americans, who will largely set the pace in the conduct of the Cold War- will 
underestimate Russian reaction to some particular move or that they will be 
provoked into precipating war as a result of some comparatively minor injury. This 
risk will increase in direct ratio to the strengthening of the All ied military position, 
will be further accentuated by the continued and apparently unending drain on the 
American economy, and will reach its peak in three or four years' time. There may 
well arise a mental outlook tending to the view that war is preferable to the indefinite 
continuation of the Cold War and thus to a demand for a show-down. Properly 
handled a show-down might lead to a Russian tactical withdrawal and a relaxation of 
tension; if crudely and impatiently handled, however, it might lead to one side or the 
other getting itself into a position where it can find no alternative but to resort to 
war. While for the Allies the temptation to resort to war has not yet come, for Russia 
the best opportunity for using war as a means of furthering her aims has already 
passed and she is unlikely to do so unless she is led to believe that she is about to be 
attacked or is unbearably provoked by rash and precipitate action for example in the 
allied handling of German rearmament. 

21. We conclude that war is unlikely provided that the Cold War is conducted by 
the Allies in a patient, levelheaded and determined manner. The United Kingdom 
must use its influence among the Allies to ensure that this is done. The implication is 
that the Allies must face the prospect of a prolonged period of Cold War waged by the 
Russians, their satellites and the Chinese, with great intensity and ingenuity. 

Shift of emphasis from Europe to Asia in the Cold War 
22. It is in accord with Russian traditional policy to execute a tactical withdrawal 

when faced with determined opposition, and to attempt to exploit her enemy's 
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weakness elsewhere. In accordance with this policy, while keeping up adequate 
pressure in Europe, Russia has for the present turned her main attentions-by 
proxy-to East Asia, where the Allies have no co-ordinated policy to oppose her. The 
road to Paris might well be via Peking and Delhi. Communism is already in Peking 
and, unless action is concerted against it, may soon be in Delhi and well on the road 
to the Mediterranean and Africa. 

Other developments 
23. An important new development facing the Free World is the rise of 

Communist China as a potentially great military power. Unfortunately for the Free 
World, the community of military interests of Russia and China-at any rate in the 
short term-outweighs potential clashes of interest between them. The latter are, 
however, very real, and it should be the policy of the Allies to stimulate them. 

24. Meanwhile the wars in Indo-China and Malaya have dragged on, constituting 
a serious drain on the ability of France and the United Kingdom to build up their 
forces elsewhere. Strategically the military situation in Indo-China has a direct 
bearing on the situation in Malaya. 

25. A further aggravating factor to the Allies is the intensified nationalism 
throughout Asia and Africa. The Kremlin naturally takes full advantage of this rising 
tide to suit her own ends. It is paradoxical that nationalism in Asia and Africa is 
largely a product of British policy and leadership. We should like to see this 
nationalism harnessed to further the cause of the Free World. 

Summary of recent developments 
26. Summing up the factors set out above, it now seems to us that, provided 

the great deterrent of atomic attack is kept in being together with the increased 
strength of Western Europe, the likelihood of war is more remote than was thought 
two years ago. It seems that it is the long-drawn-out Cold War which will largely 
occupy the attention of the nations of the Free World. Nevertheless, both to 
increase the deterrent effect and to insure against miscalculation, the Free World 
must make proper preparations against a possible war. In order to assess what these 
preparations should be, it is necessary now to examine the likely nature of a new 
world war. 

Section IV. The nature of a future war 

The opening phase 
27. We consider it likely that Russia, appreciating that she could not defeat the 

United States, would initially concentrate on trying to overrun Western Europe, 
including Spain. She would be spurred on by the devastating effect of the Allied 
atomic offensive against Russia, in the hope that the overrunning of Europe might 
place her in a strong bargaining position from which to negotiate. She would also try 
to gain control of Turkey, and to knock out the United Kingdom with atom bombs, 
thus neutralising the most threatening bomber bases from which atomic attacks on 
Russia could be launched. We do not believe that in the near future Russia is capable 
of delivering a decisive atomic attack on the United States. She would be likely, 
however, to make a limited atomic attack on that country for diversionary effect and 
in the hope of locking up considerable American forces. 
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28. The attack on the United Kingdom would be supported by an intense mining 
and U-Boat campaign, designed, in conjunction with the atomic attack on our 
principal ports, to sever British sea communications. 

29. Against this offensive the United States would certainly react with an all-out 
atomic attack on Russia, designed to cripple her war-making capacity and her ability 
to support her forces in the field. During this period the Allied forces in Europe and 
the Middle East would endeavour to delay the Russian advance. 

30. Simultaneously with this war in Europe, China might be expected to launch 
attacks designed to eliminate Western influence in East Asia. 

Duration and development of the war 
31. It is both difficult and dangerous to forecast the length of another war; but in 

order to prepare for it we find ourselves forced to face the question. 
32. The opening phase described above will be of unparalleled intensity. It may 

last only a few weeks; but at the end of that period it seems certain that both sides, 
particularly Russia and the United Kingdom, will have suffered terrible damage. No 
one can foretell what type of war-assuming it still continues- will follow this short 
intense period. It may be a long-drawn-out period of chaos with an intermittent 
struggle gradually spreading world-wide, but the results of the previous phase are 
bound to limit considerably the capabilities of the contestants and the scale of their 
operations. If this general picture is accepted, the logical conclusion is that in their 
preparations for war the Allies should concentrate on measures that will contribute 
both to their defence in the opening phase and to the violence of the initial assault 
upon the enemy. 

33. We do not think, however, that the Allies can go all the way in giving effect to 
this conclusion. They could hardly plan exclusively for a short war. Nevertheless we 
think that, as far as the United Kingdom and Western Europe are concerned, the fact 
that it is economically impracticable to make the preparations necessary for a long 
war should be faced, and a guiding principle of the rearmament programme should 
be to ensure survival in the short opening phase. Thereafter the effect of the atomic 
offensive will be apparent: if it has not been decisive, it will certainly be followed by a 
phase during which all forms of enemy attack will be much reduced, though perhaps 
less at sea than elsewhere. 

34. If Western Europe were occupied by the Russians, even for a short time, the 
effect on European civilisation would probably be appalling. If the atomic offensive 
against Russia proved as devastating as we think it is likely to be-and if any effective 
Soviet central direction remained-the Russians might use their position in 
Western Europe as a bargaining factor. Alternatively it is possible that central 
direction would collapse; but the Red Armies might remain in possession of Western 
Europe, living on the country and relying on Allied aversion to bombing occupied 
centres of friendly population. The ultimate liberation of Europe would probably 
come so late that there might remain little worth liberating, and it is possible that 
the bulk of the population-under indigenous Communist control imposed by the 
Red Army-might prefer the status quo to the joys of a second liberation. In any 
event it is clear that the Allied policy in war must be to hold the Soviet offensive as 
far to the East as possible. 

35. Our views on the development of the situation in the Middle and Far East are 
given in paragraphs 54 to 63 below. 
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Section V.-The deterrent 

The main deterrent 
36. The first essential of allied policy must be to establish and maintain as long 

as may be necessary a really effective deterrent against war. It is only under cover of 
such a deterrent that the Allies will be able to carry out their Cold War policy. 

37. Since no effective defence against atomic attack is in sight, the primary 
deterrent must be the knowledge on the part of the Kremlin that any aggression on 
their part will involve immediate and crushing retaliation by the long-range Air 
Striking Force with the atomic weapon. The value of this deterrent will not be 
appreciably lessened as Russia builds up her own stock of atom bombs, provided
and only provided-that the intention of the Allies to use the atom bomb 
immediately is unmistakably clear to the Russians. 

38. To ensure that this offensive will be immediately ready and completely effec
tive, the Allies must give the necessary priority to the air striking forces, both long and 
medium range, to ensure that they can continue to put down atomic weapons where 
and when necessary. The world is passing out of the era when the number of atom 
bombs is the crux of the matter and is entering an era when the main problem will be 
to ensure by all means that the weapons can be delivered without prohibitive loss to 
the attacker. These means include the development of the right types of aircraft, all 
the necessary radio, radar and other scientific aids to accuracy, radio and radar counter
measures. This task will not be easy. The Russians already have an excellent day inter
cepter in the MIC 15; nor can the Allies count on continued Russian inability to 
intercept at night or in thick weather. It will mean constant endeavour to keep a jump 
ahead in scientific development, particularly in equipment for offensive and defensive 
radio warfare. In a contest of this nature the Free World should always win. 

The complementary deterrent 
39. There is a complementary deterrent which the Allies cannot afford to 

overlook. It must be made clear to the Russians that the Allies are able to make their 
advance across Europe both slow and difficult-a state of affairs which we are now 
approaching. This element of the deterrent must be provided by a sufficiency of land 
and air forces at a high state of readiness in Western Europe, supported by atomic air 
power. The Russians must be made to realise that the delay which will be imposed on 
them in Western Europe will be sufficient to enable the Allied air offensive to be 
effective before Europe has been over-run. 

40. Until allied weakness in land and air forces in the West has been remedied to 
the point where Russia can no longer count on reaching the Atlantic fairly quickly, 
some temptation to do so may remain. Until then, also, the Allies will be unable to 
deal effectively with Communist infiltration on the lines already seen in Germany 
and Greece, and morale on the Continent will not be firm . Some increase in the 
present military strength of the Allies is therefore essential to prevent the 
characteristic Russian tactics of confronting the West with local faits accompli, to 
discourage the Western Communists, and to restore confidence along the frontiers of 
the Free World by a demonstration on the spot of Western strength. 

Atomic disarmament and its implications 
41. Long-drawn-out attempts have been made over the last few years to arrange 

the international control of atomic energy on terms that would be acceptable to all. 
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Further efforts are now being made to work out a process of disarmament. The idea 
of outlawing atomic warfare naturally appeals to the best sentiments of all decent 
people, as well as to the unreasoning instinct of self-preservation. Therein lies its 
danger. The fact is that the Free World cannot hope, spread out as it is in an 
attenuated ring round the great mass of Russia and China, to contain the enemy by 
land forces deprived of support by atomic weapons. The Free World can maintain 
superior strength, and thus prevent the outbreak of war, only by matching science 
against man-power. We suggest that the existence of the great atomic deterrent is of 
vital importance to humanity and freedom to use it must be maintained. The Allies 
must keep their lead in this field, and the free peoples should be educated to see 
beyond emotion and to appreciate the reality. 

[Part of the text including para 42 withheld under section 5.1 of the Public Records 
Act] 

Section VI.- The Cold War 

Allied military aims in the cold war 
43. The allied military aims in the Cold War are, first, in the West to establish 

firmly the anti-Communist front within countries outside the Iron Curtain, and 
then, as the Free World becomes stronger, to intensify measures designed to weaken 
the Russian grip on the satellite states. Later it may become possible to achieve their 
complete independence of Russia. We suggest that militarily the Allied object should 
be the emergence of a belt of fully independent States, benevolently neutral to the 
Western Powers, but following their own ideas of internal political organisation. In 
the East the object is, similarly, to build up resistance to Chinese expansion. We 
suggest, therefore, that every effort should be made to drive a wedge between Russia 
and China. 

Military commitments resulting from the Cold War 
44. Russian and Chinese aggression must be countered wherever it may occur. 

The ability of Russia, working on interior lines and with the initiative, to strike at the 
weakest point necessitates dispersion of the allied forces. This indicates the need for 
the maximum use of sea and air communications to give our forces full mobility. It 
must not be forgotten that in Cold War the role of ground troops is essential. Local 
actions-for instance the Greek, Indo-Chinese and Korean wars-in which for polit
ical reasons the atom bomb is debarred, cannot be won without soldiers on the ground. 

Europe 
45. In addition to the increase in the strength of the allied position in Western 

Europe, which we have already mentioned, the plans for forming a European 
Defence Community within which the much needed German forces can be raised 
offer a further improvement in the chances of holding a Russian attack. All these 
steps have important effects on the morale and will to resist of the European 
countries, factors which are of such importance in the Cold War. 

46. For the reasons given in paragraphs 39 and 40 above, and also in order to 
sustain the morale of the continental Allies, America and the United Kingdom will 
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for the present have to keep forces in Western Europe. We consider that if the total 
forces required were re-assessed in the light of present developments a policy on the 
following lines might emerge: -

(a) the maximum number of regular first line divisions which N.A.T.O. can afford 
should be deployed on the Continent in peace; 
(b) reductions should be made in the subsequent build up of land forces, and 
particularly in those which are unlikely to be ready to fight in time to affect the 
issue on the Continent. 
(c) the divisions retained might be supplemented in the forward areas by localised 
static territorial units on a light scale of equipment, designed to assist in imposing 
delay on a Russian advance, particularly in the anti-tank role; 
(d) the build-up of tactical air forces and light bomber support should be reduced 
to the level which the various N.A.T.O. countries can afford both to provide and 
maintain at an efficient standard. 

These four measures should enable the allied forces which are retained to be better 
trained, to be more efficient, and, supported by atomic weapons, to be just as 
effective as the unattainable forces now planned on paper-both as a deterrent and 
to hold up a Russian attack. 

47. In SACEUR'S initial conception of the defence of Western Europe great 
emphasis was laid on the employment of Carrier Task Forces. We have consistently 
felt doubtful about the effectiveness of this concept and in our opinion the majority 
of the tasks envisaged could be more cheaply and satisfactorily carried out by shore
based aircraft. We consider that the primary role of naval forces should be to keep 
open sea communications and that the main emphasis in the planned composition of 
naval forces should be laid on this aspect. 

Germany 
48. We are in full agreement with the present allied policy and plans for 

integrating German armed forces with those of the Allies and these should be 
vigorously pursued. Indeed, for the present we can see no satisfactory alternative to 
doing so. The termination of occupation costs will increase the economic difficulties; 
but other repercussions of German rearmament, including the equipping of German 
forces, should be reduced by compelling the Germans to make as much as possible of 
their own armaments. This will further prevent their having an unfair advantage 
over the Allies in the export markets of the world. We do not believe that there is 
grave danger in Germany having her own armament industry, and experience has 
shown that treaty limitations on weapons are eventually evaded. 

49. Her Majesty's Government has declared that its policy is to work for the 
unification of a free Germany. If we are right in our assumption that the most 
likely prospect before the Allies is a prolonged Cold War, that issue is bound to 
come to a head sooner or later, and we have considered what British military policy 
might be in that event. It is possible that unification might in due course be 
achieved by the attraction of a free Western Germany exerted on the Eastern Zone, 
which might thus be removed from the Soviet grasp. We must, however, assume 
that a unified Germany could only be established independent of the defence orbit 
either of Russia or the West. In the long term we consider that there might be a 
definite military advantage in such a position. The present division of Germany and 
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the precarious position of Berlin are bound to be sources of friction and possible 
causes of war. 

50. It would be extremely serious if an independent Germany were herself to go 
Communist. This is a risk which we are unable to assess, but it seems to us that the 
chance of Germany going Communist of her own volition is greatest if this were 
the only means by which she could achieve unity. The promotion of German unity 
will buy the goodwill of Germany for whoever offers it. If the Allies adopt measures 
which seem likely to make unification impossible, the Russians will hold it out as a 
bribe and entice the Germans to throw in their lot with Russia rather than with the 
Allies. 

51. What must be guarded against is an independent Germany being over-run by 
the Red Army or taken over by Russian-sponsored Communists before she could be 
firmly established and rearmed, or Germany precipitating another war by attempting 
to regain lost territories, or a re-armed Germany becoming a make-weight in Europe 
by throwing her military influence on one side or the other. So long as America does 
not relapse into isolationism and recognises that the balance of power is now on a 
world-wide basis, a unified Germany could not act as a seriously disturbing element. 
It might in our view even assist to restore the balance. 

52. A practicable and effective safeguard against the risk of Germany 
precipitating a war would, we believe, be provided by an Anglo-American guarantee 
given equally to Russia and her Polish and Czechoslovakian satellites, to Germany 
and to Austria, and to the Western continental Allies, making it clear that an attack 
by any one of them against another would automatically result in the use of the 
atomic weapon against the aggressor. A relatively small American air force would 
have to be retained in England, but we believe that this might remain politically 
acceptable both in the United States and in this country. 

53. We believe that with such a safeguard the Allies could accept the implications 
of an independent Germany even though these would include the withdrawal of 
Germany from the European Defence Community and a profound modification of 
the concept of N.A.T.O. A policy of this kind can hardly be worked out in the near 
future, and obviously bristles with difficulties, not the least of which will be to 
convince the continental Allies of its wisdom. But under the wing of the 
Anglo-American guarantee the political and economic integration of Europe might 
become so strong a reality as to become an added safeguard against Russian 
domination of the Continent. Such a policy seems to us the only practical alternative 
to the continuance of an increasingly explosive situation in Germany and the 
indefinite retention of strong British and American forces in Europe. 

The Middle East 
54. The Middle East is of great importance to the Free World in the Cold War. 

First, the Middle East is the land bridge between Europe, Asia and Africa; it is the 
keystone of the defence against Communist infiltration into North Africa. Second, 
the Middle East oil resources-particularly the Persian Gulf oil-are of immense 
value. Third, now that Turkey is firmly in N.A.T.O., it is important to ensure that she 
should not be let down by permitting a chaotic power-vacuum to build up on her 
Southern flank. Fourth, the Middle East is the centre of the Moslem world; it is of 
great importance to retain the Moslem world- from Pakistan to Morocco- in the 
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Western orbit. Fifth, the Middle East and its bomber bases are essential to the Allied 
Strategic Air Offensive. Lastly, it is necessary to frustrate the traditional Imperialist 
Russian aim of expanding her influence Southwards to the Dardanelles, the Persian 
Gulf and beyond. 

55. Although at present there is no direct threat of Soviet military aggression in 
the Middle East, nevertheless the area is a fruitful one for the spread of poverty and 
disorder on which Communism feeds. The Middle East is particularly susceptible to 
the Russian technique of infiltration, encroachment and subversive action to the 
setting up of puppet regimes; exploiting to the full Moslem fanaticism, irresponsible 
nationalism, and squalid conditions of life. At present, in the absence of any Allied 
organisation, the British Middle East Command exerts a stabilising influence. The 
stabilisation of the Middle East States within the Western orbit by international 
action is an essential measure in the Cold War, and any excessive reduction-let 
alone a complete withdrawal-of British military forces would result in the rapid 
spread of Russian influence throughout the area. 

56. All these are mainly political questions calling for political and economic 
action. But such action is helpless unless based on power- particularly in this part 
of the world where power counts for more than either diplomacy or common sense. 
Consequently, unless the Allies are prepared to lose most of their objectives in the 
Middle East without a Russian shot being fired, they must maintain a reasonably 
strong force permanently in the area, be prepared to use it when necessary, and it 
must be there for everyone to see. 

57. An urgent need in the Middle East is a common Anglo-American policy. The 
Americans must be made to realise that what is at stake is not only British prestige 
and commercial interests, but the whole position of the Free World in Western Asia 
and Africa- including the Arabian oil, which they value so highly. The Americans 
have partially recognised this fact by agreeing to join the Middle East Defence 
Organisation; but they have not yet appreciated that this Defence Organisation will 
be impotent unless backed by strength which the United Kingdom cannot 
indefinitely provide alone. We consider that, if it proves possible to organise an 
effective Allied Defence Organisation in the Middle East with the active support of 
the United States, Turkey and the Middle East countries, then stability can be 
achieved and Russia can be held at bay in this important area in the Cold War. It 
should then be possible to organise an effective defence of the most important areas 
of the Middle East against the scale of attack which the Russians could bring to bear 
in war. 

58. Much will depend upon the strength which S.H.A.P.E. will be able to develop 
in Turkey. The prospects of a successful Russian advance into the Middle East would 
be considerably reduced if S.H.A.P.E. were to accept the task of preventing the 
Russians driving South between the Turkish border and the Caspian. We do not 
believe that the Russians could stage a major offensive against the Levant and the 
southern shores of the Persian Gulf against a background of the Allied atomic 
offensive, including atom bombing of the Caucasus oil fields , in the face of atom 
bomb attacks on their communications, airfields and the refineries in Iraq and Iran, 
and with Turkey on their flank. There would no doubt be infiltration- possibly on a 
large scale- into Iran and Iraq, both of which would probably collapse; but it would 
be a more disorganised, "broken-backed" invasion than anything we have hitherto 
envisaged. 
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The Far East 
59. Whereas in the past our views on the strategic importance of the Middle East 

have arisen largely from its position as the gateway to Asia, we must emphasise that 
South-East Asia is equally the key to the Middle East from the other side of the door. 
The fall ofindo-China to Communism, inevitably spreading to Siam and Burma, would 
give the enemy great influence elsewhere in Asia owing to their control of the vital 
rice supply, ultimately making the defence of Malaya extremely difficult. The front line 
of the Cold War in South-East Asia is French In do-China; it is therefore of particular 
interest to the Allies to fortify French resistance and so give time for the establishment 
of Viet-Nam as a stable State capable of her own defence. All the effort and sacrifice 
expended in containing Communism in Korea will have been in vain if the Allies stand 
by and see it break out in other areas of far greater strategic importance. 

60. In South-East Asia militant Communism, sponsored by Moscow, is the real 
enemy and China is the direct military force behind it. It would not be to the Allied 
interest to get involved in war with China. We do not regard China as a Soviet 
satellite; indeed she is a menace on her own account. Allied policy should therefore 
be directed to weakening China's connexion with Russia. The Allies must, however, 
do all in their power to deter China from further aggression. To this end the first 
essential is to formulate a co-ordinated policy for the Far East and to establish that 
this area be given due consideration in the world-wide allotment of defence forces. 
The United Kingdom is constantly making efforts to this end. It is in East Asia that 
the Cold War has taken its most violent and aggressive form; and the greatest 
contribution to the stability of Asia would be provided by making it clear to the 
Chinese that the Allies are determined jointly to resist Communist aggression. The 
physical deterrent to further Chinese aggression must be in the form of forces on 
the ground and the necessary supporting air forces. Conditions in East Asia are such 
that atom bombing of China- anyway on the scale we could afford to spare from the 
deterrent against Russia-is not only unlikely to be effectual but would operate to 
the disadvantage of the Allies by producing a strongly anti-Western reaction 
throughout Asia, a reaction of which Russia would make full use. 

[Part of the text including para 61 withheld under section 5.1 of the Public Records 
Act] 

62. We see no objection to the partial and controlled rearmament of Japan as 
part of the defence of the Free World; but she must not be allowed to regain her sea 
power since this would be a potential threat to Australia and New Zealand, as well as 
to American interests in the Pacific. 

63. To sum up, it would be consistent that the Truman policy of containment, 
which has been accepted as sound policy for Europe, should be accepted by the Allies 
-and particularly by the Americans-as an equally sound policy for Asia. Further, if 
the Chinese were to overrun East Asia there would be inevitable repercussions on the 
Allied capacity to defend themselves in other areas . For example, the resulting threat 
to Australia would eliminate the chances of any Australian or New Zealand forces 
being sent to the Middle East. 

The offensive in the Cold War 
64. So far we have confined ourselves to the consideration of purely military 

measures for preventing or meeting Russian and Chinese moves in the Cold War. 
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These measures are the indispensable shield under which the anti-Communist front 
in countries outside the Russian and Chinese orbits can be built up and firmly 
established. We should now like to emphasise the importance of parallel action in the 
non-military field which must be taken by the nations of the Free World in concert, 
and especially by Britain and America, if the military measures are to be effective and 
if the initiative in the Cold War is to be wrested from the enemy. It is the 
combination of military strength with self-confidence and moral force that can alone 
achieve the long-term victory over Communism. 

65. In the years following the war the weakness and lack of cohesion of the Free 
World left the field open for the Russians to exploit. They held the initiative and the 
fear of provoking them paralysed action. The Free World has moved a long way from 
that position, and in the last few years it has been possible to adopt an increasingly 
stiff attitude towards Russian aggressive acts. We believe that much more could now 
be done and that occasions for taking the initiative should be actively sought. Action 
should not be taken in places in which Russia has a traditional interest, or which 
might lead the Russians to think that they were about to be attacked. With these 
provisos, the Allies should not be unduly anxious about provoking Russia. A strong 
and consistent policy has paid good dividends in Europe and should be continued 
and extended to other areas. 

66. The basic requirement for a successful Cold War policy is a united and 
confident public opinion. We therefore advocate, as a means of enhancing the effects 
of military strength and of ultimately reducing the scale of military preparedness, an 
extension of the various agencies which are at work in the Free World to increase the 
cohesion and stability of public opinion and to undermine the morale of the enemy. 
It is a twofold task that has to be performed. It is not only political warfare that must 
be waged but it is also the positive work of consolidation of the free peoples that must 
be pressed on. The United Kingdom, even more than the United States, has the 
experience and the knowledge of the world which fit her to take the lead in this 
campaign, and we strongly deprecate any diminution of effort in a field where so 
much can be done at little cost. 

67. In prosecuting the Cold War with increasing vigour care must be taken to 
avoid the stimulation of premature reaction in the satellite states. The need for the 
close co-ordination of subversive activities with the development of a situation 
favourable for their success was demonstrated during the war. It is the interests of 
friends and potential rebels against Communism that must be considered and not 
Russian susceptibilities. 

68. Finally, we consider that the nations of the Free World can afford and should 
take stronger measures against the enemy's agents within their own borders. 
Military strength will avail nothing if morale is undermined from within. 

Section VII.-Need for a co-ordinated allied strategy- world-wide 

A co-ordinated strategy 
69. We are impressed by the need for a more coherent direction of the world

wide campaign by the Free World, not only to meet the demands of the Cold War, but 
also to prepare for war should it come. So far the efforts of the Allies have been 
concentrated largely on N.A.T.O. which has tended to obsorb [sic] most of their 
attentions. A start has been made in the Far East with the ANZAM region planning 
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and the Pacific Pact. In the Middle East, efforts are being made to set up a Defence 
Organisation. Generally, however, all these efforts at co-ordination have been 
piecemeal and have lacked central direction. Overall strategic direction exists solely 
in the Standing Group in Washington, which covers N.A.T.O. planning only, and this 
is both a reflection and a cause of United States' pre-occupation with the N.A.T.O. 
concept to the exclusion of some other equally important strategic areas elsewhere. 

70. The first step to obtain more coherent direction would be to reach agreement 
between the United States and the United Kingdom on the need for such central 
direction; but France, in spite of her weakness and inefficiency, is nevertheless a 
world Power with a considerable stake in the Far East and in Africa, and must 
ultimately be associated with any world-wide system of defence co-ordination. We 
therefore suggest that the allied aim should now be to establish a tripartite body 
under which each theatre would have its own defence organisation designed 
specifically to meet its own peculiar needs and problems. 

Section VIII.-Conclusions to Part I 

Conclusions 
71. We conclude as follows:-

(a) The Free World is menaced everywhere by Russian and Chinese Imperialist 
expansion, working through and with Communism. All must be brought to 
recognise the danger and the need to take part in fighting it. (Paragraphs 2-3.) 
(b) The first aim of allied policy must be to prevent war. (Paragraph 4.) 
(c) There is in the foreseeable future no effective defence against atomic attack. 
(Paragraph 12.) 
(d) The knowledge that atomic attack would be swift, overwhelming, and certain is 
the main deterrent that will prevent Russia risking world war. (Paragraphs 9-10.) 
(e) The Western Allies must keep their lead in atomic weapons and in the means 
of their delivery, and must retain the liberty to use them. (Paragraph 41.) 
(f) As a subsidiary deterrent, and as an essential factor in the Cold War, the 
nations of the Free World must build up a sufficiency of land and tactical air forces 
at readiness in threatened areas particularly in Western Europe. (Paragraphs 
39-40.) 
(g) If these deterrent steps are taken, the likelihood of war is not great. The most 
likely prospect before the Free World is therefore a prolonged period of Cold War. 
(Paragraphs 19-21.) 
(h) War, if it nevertheless comes, is likely to open with an exceedingly intense but 
short phase of a few weeks' duration, probably followed by an intermittent struggle 
gradually spreading world-wide, during which the Allies will be recovering from 
the initial onslaught and redeveloping their war potential. Allied preparations for 
war should primarily be directed to ensuring survival in the short, initial, intense 
phase. It is in any case economically impossible for the Allies to provide and 
maintain the equipment and forces for a long war at a high tempo. (Paragraphs 
27-34.) 
(j) Consequently, the Allies should now initiate a reassessment of the forces to be 
bui lt up for war, particularly in Western Europe, taking into account the effect of 
atomic attack in Russia and also the tactical value of the small atom bomb. 
(Paragraphs 45-46.) 
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(k) A further reason for this reassessment is the need to ensure that the forces 
demanded of the Allies are such that they can be raised and maintained for a long 
period without endangering the economic stability of the free countries. 
(Paragraphs 13-15.) 

[Para 71 (!) withheld under section 5.1 of the Public Records Act] 

(m) The stabilisation of the Middle East States within the Western orbit is an 
essential measure in the Cold War. Any excessive reduction-let alone a complete 
withdrawal-of British military forces would result in the rapid spread of Russian 
influence throughout the area. If it proves possible to organise an Allied Defence 
Organisation in the Middle East with the support of the United States, Turkey and 
the Middle East countries, then Russia can be held at bay in the Cold War; it 
should also then be possible to organise an effective defence of the most important 
areas of the Middle East in war. (Paragraphs 54-58.) 
(n) Russia has, in accordance with her traditional policy, turned her main 
attentions for the present to East Asia, where an important new development is the 
rise of Communist China as a potentially great military Power. We do not regard 
China as a Soviet satellite, and allied policy should be directed to driving a wedge 
between Russia and China. The Allies must do all in their power to deter China 
from further aggression, particularly in French Indo-China, which is the front line 
of the Cold War in South-East Asia. (Paragraphs 22, 23, 59-60.) 
(o) Should the Allies fail to deter China from further aggression, they should meet 
it only with such localised military action as may be practicable. Meanwhile the 
allied aim should be to build up a strategic reserve of land and tactical air forces 
for employment against Chinese aggression. (Paragraph 61.) 
(p) The Allies must be prepared to adopt an increasingly stiff attitude towards 
Russian aggressive acts, provided action is not taken in places of traditional 
Russian interest. Opportunities for taking the initiative in the Cold War should be 
actively sought, but the premature stimulation of resistance in the satellites 
should be avoided. (Paragraphs 64- 68.) 
(q) There is a real need for a world-wide strategic direction for both the Cold War 
and the planning of war preparations. The present disjointed efforts are 
uneconomical and largely ineffective. If this world-wide strategic direction is to be 
achieved, the first essential is full co-operation between the English-speaking 
nations. If the United States and Commonwealth agree on a policy, the rest of the 
Free World will fall in with it. (Paragraphs 69 - 70.) 
(r) Thought should be given to the possibility of removing the real danger arising from 
the division of Germany. The only way in which the Allies can reduce the heavy bur
den of maintaining large forces in Europe is by the eventual achievement of a united 
Germany under the cover of an Anglo-American guarantee. (Paragraphs 48-53.) 

Part!!. The problems facing the United Kingdom 

Section IX. - Economic factors 

The United Kingdom economic position and its strategic implications 
72 . This review of British global strategy originated in instructions by the Minister 

of Defence to reconsider the United Kingdom rearmament programme on the 
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assumption that it would be necessary for economic reasons to accept drastic cuts in 
planned defence expenditure in the coming years. When the £4,700 million pro
gramme was launched we were told to go full speed ahead. Since then it has become 
clear that the £4,700 million programme is not possible of achievement in three years. 
Furthermore, there are economic factors that make it essential to reduce that part of 
the programme which consists of production and works. We understand that the 
effects of the present economic crisis on defence expenditure are likely to be two-fold. 
First, the critical balance of payments situation necessitates an increase in the export 
programme, particularly by the metal using industries. Second, the Services may be 
called upon to face a substantial reduction in expenditure overseas. The difficulty in 
meeting the rearmament bill will be materially increased for the United Kingdom in 
the near future by the termination of the system under which a substantial portion 
of the cost of British defence forces in Germany is met by the Germans. This portion of 
the cost is of the order of £120 million per annum. We have not yet been informed of 
the scope of the reductions in defence expenditure which will be necessary, but in our 
report we have assumed that the reductions will be so drastic as to call for a complete 
re-examination of the planned size and shape of all three Services. 

73. While such reductions in defence expenditure inevitably involve serious 
risks, we consider that there was in any event a strong case for a review of Allied 
strategy on a more realistic basis, and taking account of recent military and political 
developments such as those outlined in Section Ill of Part I of this report. 

Section X.- The military problem facing the United Kingdom 

The military problem 
74. In essence the military problem facing the United Kingdom is four-fold; first, 

British interests in the Cold War have to be safeguarded, due influence on American 
policy being exercised throughout; second, as we shall explain later in this report, we 
consider that the United Kingdom should play its part-albeit a small part- in the 
main deterrent (the Allied atomic offensive); third, the United Kingdom must 
prepare for war in case the deterrent fails; fourth, due regard must be given to British 
obligations under the North Atlantic Treaty whose preservation as a bulwark against 
Communism is of great importance. This four-fold problem must be solved in such a 
manner that the British economy is not ruined. 

75. The United Kingdom derives much of its strength and value to its Allies from 
its position as the centre of the British Commonwealth. The United Kingdom is the 
main link between the Commonwealth and N.A.T.O.; it is its duty to ensure that this 
link remains strong. Preoccupations with N.A.T.O. must not be allowed to obscure 
the importance of maintaining the closest ties with the Commonwealth. It is in the 
general strategic interest that the United Kingdom should use all its influence to get 
the maximum contribution from the Commonwealth countries in both peace and 
war. For these purposes the Commonwealth sea and air communications must be 
maintained, and the other countries of the Commonwealth encouraged to develop 
their defence forces and raw materials to the full. 

Section XI. - United Kingdom world-wide commitments 

United Kingdom and Commonwealth responsibilities 
76. The United Kingdom and the Commonwealth have heavy world-wide 
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responsibilities even in times of genuine peace. These responsibilities have been 
greatly increased by constant Communist pressure, with the inevitable result that, in 
the Cold War, the United Kingdom has been obliged to meet military calls which 
have taxed its resources to their limit. It is important, therefore, that as far as 
possible this burden should be equitably shared with the other countries of the 
Commonwealth as well as with our Allies. A start in this direction has been made by 
the stationing of Australian and New Zealand Air Force Squadrons in the Middle and 
Far East in peace-time. 

Western Europe 
77. A substantial reduction of existing peace-time forces maintained by the 

United Kingdom in Europe would produce the biggest saving in overseas military 
expenditure. But the one thing which would inevitably lose the Cold War would be to 
bring about the disruption of N.A.T.O. by the withdrawal of United Kingdom forces 
from the Continent. For this and for other reasons which we have already given in 
paragraph 39, the United Kingdom must continue to maintain its existing land and 
air forces in Europe. In Section XIV of this report we recommend certain reductions 
in the build-up of the land and air forces to which the United Kingdom is committed 
under the North Atlantic Treaty. It will, however, be necessary to reach agreement 
with our Allies about these reductions as part of a revised policy for the defence of 
Europe on the lines advocated in Part I of this report. At the same time the United 
Kingdom should do everything possible to liquidate its commitments in Trieste and 
Austria. 

The Middle East 
78. In part I we set out the importance of the Middle East from an allied point of 

view. In the Middle East there are also certain additional factors of special interest to 
the British Commonwealth. First, there are the United Kingdom's traditional 
political and commercial interests in this area, which have been built up over a long 
period. Secondly, there are British treaty obligations to certain Middle East States, 
such as Iraq and Jordan, and British responsibilities and obligations in the Aden 
Protectorate, the Sudan and the Sheikdoms of the Persian Gulf. Thirdly, the Middle 
East oil is of particular importance to the United Kingdom. Lastly, the Middle East 
lies at the centre of Britain's sea and air communications to Australasia, India and 
Pakistan. 

79. At present the United Kingdom is making the only appreciable contribution 
to the defence of the Middle East in the Cold War, and it seems unlikely that any 
material assistance will be obtained from either the United States or even from 
Turkey in peace-time. The presence of British forces in the Middle East is the 
greatest single factor in checking the spread of Communism throughout this area. 
An excessive reduction of these forces now would risk the loss of the Middle East to 
Communism in the Cold War: their complete withdrawal would ensure it. This in 
turn would destroy any chance of holding or regaining the area in war . 

80. Nevertheless we are faced with the fact that the United Kingdom cannot 
afford to maintain its present forces in the Middle East. We have therefore examined 
closely the minimum forces which we consider should be retained in that area in 
order to hold the position in the Cold War. We have concluded that, given a 
settlement in Egypt, it should be possible to reduce the United Kingdom peace-time 
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Middle East garrison to the equivalent of about one division and approximately 160 
aircraft, together with the Commonwealth Squadrons shortly to be stationed there. 
This, apart from the withdrawal of the strategic reserve, would mean the reduction of 
the normal Army garrison by about the equivalent of one division in numbers and of 
the Middle East Air Force by some 200 aircraft; considerable reductions in the size of 
the headquarters should follow . However, such reductions cannot be made without 
risk. The value of British forces as a stabilising influence depends upon their physical 
proximity to the Middle East States. Although we should plan to deploy our reduced 
garrison by putting elements in Cyprus and Malta and also in Cyrenaica (where the 
United Kingdom has treaty obligations) , it would be essential to station a strong and 
mobile part of the land forces on the mainland, and air forces in Iraq and Jordan. If 
this mobile element cannot be located in Egypt, it would be strategically 
advantageous to put it in Gaza; but, wherever it is put, some expenditure will be 
inevitable. 

81. Additional strength for the British Cold War position should be obtained 
from the proposed Middle East Defence Organisation, since progress in planning for 
defence is likely to engender an increasing state of confidence among the Middle East 
states in peace. We may reasonably hope that the Middle East Defence Organisation 
will have an effect on the Middle East similar to that which the establishment of 
S.H.A.P.E. has had on Europe. 

82. The Middle East must be defended in war. The prospect of a successful 
defence has been improved by the entry of Turkey into N.A.T.O. The main Turkish 
pre-occupation will be with an attack in the Dardanelles. But, further East, faced by a 
strong Turkey in the Caucasus, we believe that the Russian strategy would be to 
contain Turkey and strike south for the Persian Gulf and that early attacks on Iraq 
might be made by light forces. The Allies should therefore endeavour to build up in 
peace the local forces of the Middle East States, so that these, supported by the 
immediately available peace-time British garrison, will be able to hold off these light 
Russian attacks. During this initial phase we should plan to reinforce the Middle East 
with two Territorial Army Divisions and a mobile reserve of five R.A.F. squadrons 
from the United Kingdom, and with all available Commonwealth forces. 

83. For such a strategy it must be possible to reinforce with great rapidity; this 
means that a base must be maintained in the Middle East, available from the earliest 
stages of war. We have repeatedly emphasised that an effective base can be provided 
only in Egypt as there is no other suitable area. We have put forward proposals to 
maintain an Egyptian base, under Egyptian Command, as part of the Middle East 
Defence Organisation, and to establish an integrated Anglo-Egyptian Air Defence 
Organisation. The establishment of new treaty relations with Egypt on a basis which 
will fulfil these requirements should remain a major objective of British policy in the 
Middle East. The rapid deployment of reinforcements in war-time will further depend 
upon the development of air transport. 

84. In Part I (paragraph 58) we have indicated that the Allied position in the 
Middle East would be greatly strengthened if S.H.A.P.E. were to accept the task of pre
venting a major Russian attack emerging from the Persian hills and if S.H.A.P.E.'s area 
of responsibility were extended as far east as the Caspian. There is, however, no cer
tainty that S.H.A.P.E. would be willing to accept or able to carry out these responsi
bilities. We therefore do not consider that this factor in any way absolves the United 
Kingdom from its responsibilities in preparing for the defence of the Middle East. 
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85. To sum up, we would hope to be able to prevent the Russians from invading 
Israel and Egypt and from advancing along the southern shores of the Persian Gulf. 
This can, however, only be done provided that satisfactory co-operation with 
S.H.A.P.E. is achieved, a sound defence organisation is established in peace, the co
operation of local forces is obtained, and the timely arrival of the planned 
Commonwealth reinforcements is assured. 

The Far East 
86. In addition to allied strategic interests in East Asia, there are peculiar 

Commonwealth interests in the Far East. Malaya is of the greatest economic value to 
the United Kingdom and its strategic importance in a war lies largely in its position 
as an outer defence of Australisia. French Indo-China is the key to the defence of 
Malaya. If the Communists were to gain control of Indo-China, the will and ability of 
other countries in South-East Asia to resist the spread of Communism would be 
seriously weakened and, with the inevitable fall of Siam, a Communist country would 
be established on the borders of Malaya. It is therefore a Commonwealth strategic 
interest of major importance in the Cold War to do everything practicable to bolster 
up French and Viet-Namese resistance in Indo-China. 

[Part of the text including para 87 withheld under section 5.1 of the Public Records 
Act] 

88. Korea is of no strategic value to Great Britain, but obligations to U.N.O. 
necessitate the maintenance of a British contribution to the present struggle. In the 
meantime the Commonwealth is making the most of the situation in the novel and 
successful experiment of a Commonwealth Division and a Commonwealth Naval 
Task Force. 

89. British war strategy in the Far East is based on the view, which we still hold, 
that the resources allocated to the defence of South-East Asia in war must not be 
allowed to compromise more vital commitments in other theatres, particularly in 
Western Europe and the Middle East. In the event of war, the Commonwealth forces 
- together with, we hope, the remainder of the allied forces-should at once be 
withdrawn from Korea. It is impossible to foresee when, or in what state of 
operational efficiency, they would become available for redeployment, since the 
evacuation of Korea would clearly depend upon the requirements of the United 
Nations Command and the tactical situation at the time. 

90. Any withdrawal of United Kingdom forces from Malaya would have a very 
adverse effect on civilian morale and on the internal security situation generally. 
Furthermore, a withdrawal would have important political repercussions in 
Australia, which in turn would affect the Middle East. We therefore consider that it is 
impossible to plan now to remove forces from Malaya for the reinforcement of more 
vital theatres elsewhere early in a war. It has been appreciated that an external threat 
to Malaya could not occur before the fall of Indo-China and is anyhow unlikely to 
mature for some months after the start of a Chinese attack on Indo-China. 

91. If it proves possible to produce an allied strategic reserve in the Far East, to 
which the United Kingdom would contribute, the redeployment of that reserve will 
have to be considered if and when war becomes imminent. 
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Section XII.- The deterrent 

The main deterrent 
92. At present the Atomic Air Offensive rests entirely in American hands. As far 

as the United Kingdom is concerned this offensive must for economic reasons be 
largely an American responsibility . It would, however, be quite wrong for the United 
Kingdom to take no share in it. The primary objectives for the British component of 
the Allied bomber force would, no doubt, be those which are necessary to the defence 
of the United Kingdom and to other essential British interests-e.g., the bases of 
enemy long-range bombers and U-boats. It is clearly not possible to rely on the 
American Air Force to deal adequately with targets which are not of such direct 
strategic interest to the United States. We feel that to have no share in what is 
recognised as the main deterrent in the Cold War, and the only allied offensive in 
world war, would seriously weaken British influence on American policy and 
planning in the Cold War, and in war would mean that the United Kingdom would 
have no claim to any share in the policy or planning of the offensive. Experience has 
shown that the contribution of the Royal Air Force to the technique and tactics of 
bomber operations can be invaluable. Furthermore, the United Kingdom is 
committed under N.A.T.O. to the major share in the bomber support of SACEUR's 
forces, which will be even more important if, as we have recommended, the build up 
of land forces and of tactical air forces in Western Europe is to be reduced. Finally, 
the United Kingdom must be in a position to afford some bomber support in overseas 
theatres. 

93. These are the commitments which the British bomber force now has laid 
upon it. The bomber element of the existing R.A.F. expansion scheme (including 
light bombers in the intruder role) amounts to a total of 882 first line at home and 
overseas; of these 152 are medium bombers. We recognise that in the changed 
circumstances the size and cost of this force and of its planned reserves will have to 
be considerably reduced. We cannot at this stage determine the exact size or 
composition of the force required, which will depend not only on financial 
considerations but also on production possibilities. As a general indication of what 
we have in mind, the revised bomber force might amount to a total of 420, and these 
would be based on the United Kingdom but have world wide commitments and 
nucleus base facilities overseas. This force will have to include as high as possible a 
proportion of four-engined jet-bombers-of which the prototypes exist- together 
with the necessary Radio Countermeasure escorts. These aircraft not only have the 
range to reach the necessary targets in Russia, but, with their greater accuracy and 
hitting power, they are generally the most efficient and economical weapon to deal 
with the other commitments of the bomber force. 

94. Prior to the Fuchs1 case, the United Kingdom was on the verge of reaching 
an agreement with the United States on atomic energy matters, which would have 
included an arrangement whereby a stock of American-made atom bombs would 
have been held under British control in this country. Unfortunately the Fuchs 
betrayal put an immediate stop to this, and at present there is no agreement with the 
Americans for the provision of atom bombs for British use in war. We do not despair 

1 In early 1950 a spy ring was discovered which included Klaus Fuchs, a British scientist arrested in 
London on 2 Feb, who had helped develop the atomic bomb and who had passed secrets to Soviet agents. 
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of reviving the abortive agreement after the American Presidential Election and 
when the first British atom bomb has been successfully exploded. In any event it is 
probable that if war came a stock of American atom bombs would be made available 
for use by the Royal Air Force. Nevertheless, we consider it would be most unwise for 
the United Kingdom to be completely dependent on the United States and to accept 
the serious political disadvantages of not having a stock of atom bombs under its own 
control. The United Kingdom should therefore press forward with its own atomic 
development, giving priority in research to the small atom bomb, particularly in the 
form of a penetrating bomb, because it is in this latter field that the United Kingdom 
can make the best contribution, both in scientific development and in production. 

[Part of the text including paras 94-95 withheld under section 5.1 of the Public 
Records Act] 

Section XIII.-Defence of the United Kingdom and its sea communications 

Air defence of the United Kingdom 
96. The security of the United Kingdom is vital to the survival of the country. It 

is also an essential element of the defence of Western Europe of which these islands 
form the citadel. In the event of war the United Kingdom is likely to be the first and 
principal target of the Russian atomic attack; it may continue as such either until the 
attack has been neutralised or exhausted or, in the worst event, until this country 
has been knocked out. The United Kingdom is particularly susceptible to atomic 
attack because of the comparatively few major ports on which the life of the 
community depends. High priority must therefore continue to be accorded to long
term defensive measures against air attack. But, since we know that no fully effective 
defence against atomic attack is in sight, and because we do not rate highly the 
prospect of war in the near future , these measures should not be at the expense of the 
main deterrent-which also constitutes an essential defensive factor in the form of 
attack at source. 

97. We have considered the possibility of an unheralded opening to the war, in 
the form of atomic attack on the United Kingdom. This type of attack could be of two 
possible kinds . The first is a completely unexpected bolt from the blue, arriving 
without any prior increase in tension or any direct indications that the Russians were 
preparing for such an act. The second is when tension has reached a high pitch and 
Russia decides to get her blow in first. In either case, since a surprise atomic attack of 
this nature would almost certainly be made in conjunction with preparations for an 
immediate Russian land advance across Europe, we consider that the Allies would be 
certain to get sufficient warning to enable the defences of the United Kingdom to be 
alerted. 

98. Irrespective of its type, an attack on the United Kingdom as the first action of 
a war might have as its objective the atomic bomber bases in this country as part of a 
concentrated onslaught on the United States atomic bomber bases as a whole. We 
consider this to be unlikely because these bases are so widespread around the 
perimeter of Russia that not more than a small proportion could be knocked out in 
one fell stroke. The Kremlin must know this. Even the atomic air bases in the United 
Kingdom are not only themselves well spread out, but also good arrangements have 
been made for the dispersal in time of tension of the actual atom bomb carrying 
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aircraft among the airfields in the country. Alternatively, the attack might be 
directed against London and our main ports . This latter course we consider more 
likely, and it is against this possibility that the United Kingdom's air defences are 
being mainly employed. 

99. The best insurance against a treacherous and unheralded atomic attack on 
this country is certainty on the part of the Kremlin that immediate and devastating 
retaliation would follow. In fact, we consider that it is in any case more likely that 
Russia would start the war with a declaration that she would not use the atom bomb 
except in retaliation, in the hope that public opinion in Europe might succeed in 
restraining the United States and thus deprive the Allies of their one decisive weapon. 
Since the ultimate decision in this matter would lie with the United States, we 
confidently believe that Russia's hopes would prove unfounded. 

100. We have appreciated that, while no invasion of the United Kingdom is likely 
at the start of a war, sporadic airborne raids designed to cause disruption and to 
damage the atomic airfields might be carried out in the early stages. The main 
defence against such raids rests with air defences which, although they may not be 
effective to prevent atomic attack, would be very effective against the slower 
transport aircraft necessary to carry airborne raiding forces. In addition, the Home 
Guard has already been formed to deal with those raiders who may be landed. 

101. The existing force fo r the Air Defence of the United Kingdom consists of:-

(a) 650 fighter aircraft (including 160 auxiliaries). 
(b) llO Regiments of Medium Anti-Aircraft (M.A.A.). 
(c) 60 Regiments of Light Anti-Aircraft (L.A.A.). 

The Air Defence Committee recently completed an examination of the air defence 
problem. They concluded that there was in sight no effective defence against atomic 
air attack. They considered, however, that the threat might be reduced by 50 per 
cent. by offensive action against Russian long-range air bases; this may be somewhat 
optimistic. On the assumption that the danger of war in the immediate future was 
serious, they recommended that the planned expansion of the fighter force to 956 
should be carried out as quickly as possible. The Committee regarded the M.A.A. gun 
as a wasting asset since it will in due course be replaced by the ground-to-air guided 
missile . What is more, modern aircraft can now deliver their attacks, at least against 
area targets, from heights well beyond the effective range of even the modernised 
M.A.A. gun. The Committee therefore recommended the reduction of the M.A.A. 
force to 80 regiments, all to be fitted with modernised equipment and to be used 
primarily in defence of London and the main ports, leaving the industrial area of the 
Midlands without anti-aircraft gun protection. The M.A.A. defence of London and the 
ports will force the enemy to fly high and thus reduce the accuracy of his bombing. 
The Committee recommended that the L.A.A. component should remain at 60 
regiments . 

102. Both the size and balance of this force will need review when the Control 
and Reporting System is improved, when modern all-weather fighters are available, 
and when effective guided weapons have come into service- above all the air-to-air 
guided weapon. Except for the ground-to-air guided weapon, these conditions are 
expected to be satisfied by 1956. 

103. We have not yet reached our final conclusions on the report by the Air 
Defence Committee, but since we now consider that the danger of war in the 
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immediate future is less we believe certain risks could reasonably be taken in the 
light of the present economic situation. We therefore propose to consider the 
following steps:-

(a) Aircraft.-The later stages of expansion of the fighter force should be deferred 
until squadrons can be equipped with the latest types of swept-wing fighters. This 
step would result in a more efficient force in four years' time at the risk of a 
smaller force in the meantime. 
(b) M.A.A.-In addition to the reduction of 30 Regiments, the present 
modernisation programme should be abandoned, since this provides a 
comparatively small additional insurance at relatively high cost. 
(c) Ammunition.-The Ammunition requirements for both M.A.A. and L.A.A. 
should be reduced to the supply required for the one month's intense action 
against the form of attack expected. 

104. The effect of all these measures would certainly be to defer expenditure and 
in some cases to avoid it altogether. The ultimate saving will depend on the speed of 
development of a successful air-to-air guided weapon, which will increase the 
lethality of the modern fighter by a factor of four to five and may well therefore make 
it possible to reduce the size of the proposed fighter force . Still further reductions in 
M.A.A. guns could also be made, but the extent of these reductions must depend on 
the production of a ground-to-air guided weapon. It is therefore of extreme 
importance to push ahead as rapidly as possible with the development of both air-to
air and ground-to-air guided weapons, particularly the former. 

Civil defence 
105. The United Kingdom cannot afford to divert to Civil Defence preparations 

resources of a costly or static nature. We do consider, however, that measures for 
carrying on essential activities during the initial intense phase of a war should be 
taken, particularly in London and the main ports. We do not advocate a general 
policy of building shelters; we recommend that efforts should be limited to training, 
installing communications, planning, and to those schemes which do not call for 
extensive building or scarce materials. We further recommend that a supply of gas 
masks for the civil population be built up . 

Sea communications 
106. The vital sea lanes and ports must be kept open. If this is not achieved the 

United Kingdom will soon cease to fight and will starve. The United Kingdom is likely 
to be subjected to an intensive mining and U-Boat campaign designed to paralyse her 
import programme. The combination of atomic attack, mining and U-boats against 
her is a mortal threat. The United Kingdom cannot alone afford to protect all the 
important allied sea communications. The defence of some must be left to other 
Commonwealth countries, to the United States, or to other members of the Alliance; 
of some the British must take a greater or lesser share in the defence; some must be 
left unguarded. But one area is vital to the United Kingdom: that is the North 
Atlantic and the United Kingdom's home waters, through which run what are 
literally the country's lifelines. This, therefore, must continue to be a high priority 
commitment, but provision for it must be conditioned by the probable nature and 
duration of a future war. 
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107. The attack against the sea lines of communication is likely to take the form 
of:-

(a) atomic attack by air and by sea (by Trojan Horse methods) against the 
terminal ports; 
(b) a sustained mine offensive by aircraft and U-boats. (In the long run, the mine 
threat alone may well prove as serious as that of the atom bomb); 
(c) U-boat attack against our shipping on a scale very greatly in excess of that at 
the beginning of the last war; 
(d) air attack against shipping particularly in the North Sea; 
(e) attack on Allied sea routes by large cruisers. 

108. In the initial intense phase of the war so serious will be the threat that a 
combination of all possible counter-measures will be necessary from the start. These 
counter-measures, which must of course be co-ordinated most closely with those of 
the United States, include:-

(a) attack at source against airfields. U-boat bases and mine depots; 
(b) dealing with mines when laid. - It is clearly of critical importance that an 
effective means of sweeping the pressure mine should be developed; 
(c) operations by both naval and air forces to deal with U-boats at sea; 
(d) the provision of an effective early warning system against low-flying aircraft. 
-The defence against air attack on our East Coast conveys, and mining in the 
approaches to our ports depends entirely on an effective early warning system 
against low-flying aircraft; 
(e) the provision of alternative loading and unloading facilities.- The Port 
Emergency Planning Committee is already working on this problem. 
Arrangements for internal distribution must be kept in step with the provision of 
alternative ports; · 
(f) the provision of stocks.-A stock of critical commodities will be essential, 
particularly to tide over the first few weeks of intense atomic warfare and the 
subsequent period of recovery during which imports may well be brought to a 
stand-still. The policy in this respect should be a matter for separate examina
tion; 
(g) in addition, forces may have to be diverted from other tasks to hunt Russian 
cruisers threatening the trade routes . In the Atlantic this menace should largely be 
dealt with by the Americans, but the Commonwealth will have to carry out this 
task in many parts of the world. 

109. We must point out that our view of the role of Naval Forces differs from that 
of the Americans. We consider that the primary role of Naval Forces should be to 
safeguard the sea communications of the United Kingdom and her Allies and to deny 
them to the enemy. The United Kingdom cannot afford the American technique of 
building up large naval forces to support continental land battles. 

Section XIV. - Proposed economies in the present planned build-up of forces 

Royal Navy 
110. The Fleet to-day is constituted as follows:-
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InActive In Reserve Modemisa-
Commission or Refitting lion Building 

Battleships ... 1 4 Category C. 
Aircraft Carriers -

Operational ... 5 
Training, Trooping, Trials, &c. 4 + 1 for 1 Category C. 2 5 + 1 for 

Australia Canada 
Cruisers ... 12 6 + 5 Category C. 1 
Destroyers and Frigates 97 91 + 63 Category C. 18 7 
Minesweepers ... 67 98 11 51 
Submarines 33 20 3 2 
Fast Minelayers . .. 2 1 

111. Ships in active commission, with the exception of those in Korean waters, 
are manned on a much reduced complement with a proportion of their armament 
and equipment in a state of maintenance only. The ships in commission are dictated 
both by the requirements of the Cold War and the need for training for war; the 
reserve Fleet is needed to maintain the active Fleet and to allow of the great 
expansion necessary on mobilisation in Anti-U-boat and Minesweeping vessels. Ships 
in Category Care at more than 3 months ' notice for Service, receive the minimum of 
maintenance, and cost little in money or man-power. 

112. The problem confronting the Navy is different from that of the other 
Services. Under the £4,700 million programme it was planned to build Minesweepers 
and Frigates, in both of which the United Kingdom is far short of requirements, and 
to modernise the older Destroyers and Frigates in order to make them suitable to act 
as Escort Vessels in the light of developments in the fast U-boat. It was also intended 
to expand the Naval Air Arm to 300 First Line Aircraft by 1956 for manning 6 Aircraft 
Carriers. The urgent need of the Fleet was for modern ships to deal with the mine 
and the U-boat; the money allocated was therefore devoted principally to this 
programme of building and modernisation. There has been no expansion in the size 
of the Fleet, reliance being placed on manning the additional ships needed on 
mobilisation. 

113. Cuts in money allocated to the Royal Navy can therefore only apply as long
term measures to ships or aircraft designed or building and to older ships earmarked 
for modernisation. Thus savings can take place only at the expense of the 
effectiveness of the Fleet after mobilisation to deal in particular with the U-boat and 
the mine. The problem of replacing ships of all classes approaching the end of their 
life is already becoming acute . 

114. The financial cuts applied to the Navy do not substantially reduce the size of 
the Fleet which can be manned in 1955 but they do affect the character of the ships 
of the Fleet. The United Kingdom would, in fact, be forced to fight a war at that date 
mainly with the ships and equipment (other than aircraft) of the last war. 

115. The total Fleet which can be manned at M + 90 days in 1955 would consist 
of 1 Battleship, 5 Aircraft Carriers (280 Aircraft) , 14 Cruisers, 163 Destroyers and 
Frigates, 263 Minesweepers, 39 Submarines and 3 Fast Minelayers, against the 
United Kingdom commitment to N.A.T.O. of 1 Battleship, 6 Carriers (280 Aircraft), 
18 Cruisers, 276 Destroyers and Frigates, 467 Minesweepers , 39 Submarines and 3 
Fast Minelayers. 

116. As regards the effect of economies on the Naval aircraft programme, it is 
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intended to work up to the total of 280 aircraft required for 5 Carriers. Savings will 
be made in supporting and reserve aircraft. 

117. To sum up, economies that can be effected will be long-term ones in the 
production programme at the expense of the effectiveness of the Fleet. It will still be 
possible to man ships in Reserve on mobilisation, but the needed replacement by new 
construction and modernisation will largely not have taken place. Other economies 
are under examination particularly in the spheres of reduction of war reserves and of 
aircraft other than front line. In addition, with the ending of retentions and recalls 
from reserve, a considerable reduction in man-power is being imposed on the Navy. 

118. We recommend that the present moratorium on scrapping some of the 
ships in the worst condition should be lifted. 

119. We believe that there is a case for an enquiry to see whether some economy 
- with at least no less efficiency-might not result from some further integration 
between Naval Aviation and the Royal Air Force, particularly in the spheres of 
training, maintenance, technical development and reserve equipment. 

The Army 
120. Under the £4,700 million programme neither the Regular Army nor the 

Territorial Army were increased, these remained at:-

11 Regular Divisions (equivalent). 
6~ First Contingent Territorial Army Divisions. 

110 Regiments M.A.A. Artillery. 
60 Regiments L.A.A. Artillery. 
5~ Second Contingent Territorial Army Divisions. 

121. Since the war the Army had received little in the way of new equipment or 
vehicles. The greater part of the increase under the programme was devoted to the 
provision of modern equipment, to re-housing and to war reserves. 

It was proposed to re-equip:-

11 Regular Divisions. 
6~ First Contingent Territorial Army Divisions. 

110 Medium and 60 Light Regiments of A.A. Artillery. 

The 5~ Second Contingent Territorial Army Divisions were to be re-equipped mainly 
with the older equipment made available by the rearmament of the First Contingent. 

122. The scale of reserves to be built up under the programme was:-

(a) Major items, including tanks- 25 per cent. 
(b) Other items- 3 months at 'contact' rates. 

9 months at 'quiet' rates. 
(c) Ammunition- no time or percentage scale was laid down as production capacity 
was so low. (It was intended to spend £60 million on ammunition in 1953- 54. ) 

It was originally intended to complete this programme by 1954, but it was later 
extended to 1955. 

123. Of the 11 Regular Divisions it was anticipated that 1~ would be in the 
United Kingdom to form the Strategic Reserve while the remainder were deployed 
overseas in the Cold War. (At present the Strategic Reserve is also overseas .) Of the 
First Contingent Territorial Army (6~ divisions) we had planned to send:-
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3 Divisions to S.H.A.P.E. by M+30. 
1~ Divisions to S.H.A.P.E. by M+90. 
2 Divisions to Middle East as soon as possible. 

425 

The 5~ divisions of the Second Contingent Territorial Army were to provide the 
garrison of the United Kingdom and any further reinforcements required anywhere 
overseas. Under the programme no provision was made for the expansion of the 
Army after war began, although paper plans existed. 

124. The Regular Army bears the brunt of the Cold War; its size is at present 
determined by the requirements of the Cold War, by commitments to N.A.T.O., and 
by the world-wide action already in progress to check Russian and Chinese 
aggression. The Regular Army must therefore be maintained at a high state of 
readiness and training; accordingly its size cannot be reduced. 

125. A reduction in the number of Territorial Army divisions would produce only 
a saving of some £2 million per division per annum-a saving in no way comparable 
with the loss in strength and morale incurred. 

126. The necessary economies must therefore be found mainly in the 
cancellation, reduction and deferment of re-equipment programmes. It is therefore 
proposed that:-

(a) The 2 Territorial Army Divisions for Middle East and the first two for 
S.H.A.P.E. should be re-equipped as planned. 
(b) The remaining 2Y3 divisions of the First Contingent Territorial Army now 
assigned to S.H.A.P.E. should remain at their present peace scales. (This means, of 
course, that the United Kingdom will not fulfil its commitments to N.A.T.O.). 
(c) The 5Y3 divisions of the Second Contingent Territorial Army should remain at 
their present Training Scales of equipment only. 
(d) As we have already proposed, the Anti-Aircraft Command should be reduced by 
30 Medium Regiments; its re-equipment with new weapons should also be 
abandoned (see paragraph 103). 
(e) The scale of War Reserves should be generally accepted as:-

11 Regular Divisions. ) 
4 Territorial Army Divisions. One month's intensive war. 

Reduced A.A. Command. 
Remainder of the Territorial Army-Much reduced Home Defence Scale. The 
provision of some items could be spread over an additional two years. 

(f) All units, except combat units in Malaya and Korea, should be kept 
considerably below full establishment. 

127. Since there will never be as many British troops as are needed in the Cold 
War, it is essential that those which are available should be really mobile. Moreover, 
situations will arise in which the immediate presence of air-dropped troops on a light 
scale may well nip trouble in the bud. This points to the need for transport aircraft of 
greater carrying capacity than is provided under the present planned expansion of 
the Royal Air Force, including a proportion of 'tail-loaders' capable of dropping 
vehicles and supporting weapons. We feel that it should be possible to fly a division, 
less its heavy equipment, from the United Kingdom to the Far East within a month. 
Its spearhead should be a Parachute Brigade Group which it should be possible to 
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drop and/or "air-land" within one day at a destination within two to three hundred 
miles of the nearest British base. This would require sufficient aircraft always 
available to keep the Parachute Brigade fully trained, as well as a reserve of vehicles 
and supporting weapons at appropriate localities overseas. 

128. The Parachute Brigade can be transported by R.A.F. aircraft only, but a 
proportion of the remainder of the requirement could be met by the use of civil 
aviation less expensively than by the Royal Air Force, provided air transport is 
regarded as the normal method of trooping in peace and long-term trooping 
contracts are given to justify capital expenditure. The provision of this additional air 
mobility for the strategic reserve will entail some added expense over existing plans: 
it has been included in the revised Royal Air Force programme outlined below. We 
consider, however, that this addition can be offset, at least in part, by a reduction in 
the troopship fleet. All these proposals are being examined in detail. 

129. Cold War operations hold out opportunities for the technical employment 
of helicopters, in addition to their more normal army roles of casualty evacuation 
and communications in difficult country. This proposal is also under examination. 

Royal Air Force 
130. The present expansion scheme (Plan H) is based on the £4,700 million 

programme, which was originally designed to be completed by the end of 1954 but 
has since been extended to the end of 1955, and comprises an ultimate total of 3,500 
first-line aircraft of all classes at home and overseas. 

131. This force was to be backed under existing policy, by war reserves of aircraft, 
fuel, ammunition, &c., sufficient to replace gross wastage at one month's maximum 
and two months' intensive rates of effort. There is no question of any expansion after 
the outbreak of war; indeed, in a war of any duration, the initial strength will decline. 

132. On present-day costs not even the full first line could have been equipped 
within the Royal Air Force share of the £4,700 million programme. As for the other 
services, heavy additional expenditure would be involved after 1955, including the 
provision of virtually all the war reserves for the Royal Air Force. 

133. The United Kingdom has accepted as a goal for its contribution to 
SACEUR's air forces a total of 1,550 aircraft, made up as follows:-

790 Tactical close support and fighters. 
560 Light bombers. 
152 Medium bombers 
48 Transports } primarily, but not exclusively, committed to 

SACEUR. 

In the economic and strategic context of this report such a contribution is not only 
economically unattainable but strategically unsuitable . As a tentative indication of 
the order of magnitude of the reductions envisaged, the United Kingdom might 
recommend to N.A.T.O. that the Royal Air Force units committed to SACEUR should 
be reduced to a total of 600 Tactical aircraft, backed by a proportion of the 
substantially smaller bomber forces referred to in paragraph 93 above. 

134. A provisional estimate indicates that these, and certain other reductions at 
home and overseas (principally those in the Middle East, the Bomber Force and 
Fighter Command referred to in paragraphs 80, 93 and 102 respectively), might 
bring the total of the reductions in the ultimate planned build-up of the Royal Air 
Force to something of the order of 800 first-line aircraft- or about 23 per cent. of 
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the presently planned first line-with their proportion of supporting units. It is true 
that an Air Force revised on these lines would include a higher proportion of the 
larger and more expensive bombers and transport aircraft. But the largest share of 
the proposed reductions falls on the relatively expensive Canberra force . The revised 
Air Force programme would be spread over an additional two years and should be 
completed about the end of 1957. 

135. It is now clear that provision of war reserves of aircraft, ammunition, &c., 
on the scale referred to in paragraph 131 above, however desirable, is beyond the 
economic capacity of this country. We now recommend that war reserves be limited 
to one month's requirements at maximum rates for the initial intensive phase. After 
that the strength and capacity of the Royal Air Force would inevitably decline 
sharply, to an extent dependent on the ability of the United Kingdom industry to 
increase or maintain production and on supply from the United States. 

136. The combined effect of these drastic reductions in the first line and war 
reserves of the Royal Air Force will naturally substantially reduce the annual cost to 
the defence budget over the next 5 years (including expenditure overseas): in 
particular it will involve reductions in the load on the metal-using and electronics 
industries. 

Research and development programmes 
137. In the Research and Development programmes for each Service there are a 

number of items designed to produce equipment of an interim nature which would 
subsequently be replaced at a comparatively early date. Since we consider that the 
risk of war in the near future is now reduced, we think that some of these interim 
solutions may no longer be necessary and that we should be justified in taking the 
risk of waiting for the more complete solution. 

Effects of the proposed economies in the planned build-up 
138. We believe that very substantial savings in the programme will flow from 

our recommendations in this report, provided that, where necessary, some 
dislocation, cancellation of contracts and the other inevitable accompaniments of a 
change of programme, including some unemployment, are accepted. In giving effect 
to our recommendations, the over-riding principle is that we should provide the first 
essentials, namely, the elements needed for success in the Cold War, the deterrents 
against war and the means of ensuring survival in the intense opening phase of a war. 
Only after these needs have been met should we provide the other things . 

Section XV. - Conclusions to Part 11 

Conclusions 
139. Our conclusions to Part 11 are as follows:-

(s) Since the most likely prospect is a prolonged period of Cold War, the strategic 
priorities for the United Kingdom and, we suggest, for the remainder of the 
Commonwealth should be as follows: -

(i) Action required to win the Cold War. 
(ii) Playing our part in the deterrents against war. 
(iii) Preparations for war. 
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(t) The security of the United Kingdom and its North Atlantic lifeline is vital. 
Since the United Kingdom and its approaches are particularly vulnerable to air 
attack, the mine threat and the U-boat, priority must be accorded to improving the 
long-term efficiency of offensive and defensive counter-measures particularly 
against the atom bomb and the pressure mine. (Paragraphs 96 and 106- 108.) 
(u) It would be wrong for the United Kingdom to take no part in the Atomic Air 
Offensive. To this end the expansion programme of the Royal Air Force should be 
revised to include a larger proportion of four-engined medium jet-bombers, at the 
expense of aircraft for tactical use. (Paragraphs 92-93.) 
(v) Nuclear development in the United Kingdom should be pressed on, priority in 
research and development being given to the small penetrating atom bomb. 
Meanwhile, we recommend an investigation into the possibility of an increase in 
the quantity of fissile materials under United Kingdom control. (Paragraph 95.) 
(w) Although a substantial reduction of existing United Kingdom forces in Europe 
would produce the biggest saving in overseas defence expenditure, any withdrawal 
of these forces in the near future would have a grave effect on N.A.T.O. and in the 
United States and is therefore out of the question. But the planned build-up of 
these forces in war will have to be reduced, in agreement with the Allies, since the 
United Kingdom cannot afford to provide their cost. United Kingdom 
commitments in Trieste and Austria should be liquidated as soon as possible. 
(Paragraph 77.) 
(x) The Middle East must be defended in war. The United Kingdom will require all 
possible assistance from the United States, Turkey, the Commonwealth and the 
Middle East states. When a settlement has been reached with Egypt the strategic 
reserve should be brought home and the United Kingdom forces in the Middle 
East reduced to about one division and 160 aircraft. The base in Egypt should be 
maintained on a reduced scale by arrangement with the Egyptians; the size of the 
Middle East headquarters should be reduced. (Paragraphs 78-85.) 
(y) The Far East is of greater importance than the Middle East in the Cold War. In 
war the threat in Malaya will be less imminent than in the Middle East, but it is 
impossible to plan now to remove United Kingdom forces from South-East Asia early 
in a war. The Commonwealth should do everything practicable to ensure that the 
Communists are prevented from gaining control in Indo-China. (Paragraphs 86- 91.) 
(z) The combat troop-carrying capacity of Transport Command should be increased 
and a proportion of "tail-loaders" for dropping vehicles and weapons provided. 
United Kingdom policy should be to meet a proportion of the air transport 
requirements by the use of civil aviation. The cost of this additional mobility should 
be offset in part by a reduction in the troopship fleet. (Paragraphs 127 - 128.) 
(aa) To meet the need to reduce both expenditure abroad and demands on the 
metal-using industries, we recommend the following:-

(i) The fighting forces should be redesigned on the lines which we have set out 
in Section XIV. 
(ii) If reduction in overseas expenditure is essential , it would be least harmful , 
militarily, in the Middle East. 
(iii) In production programmes the provision of reserves and replacements 
should generally be limited to what is required for one month's intense 
operation of those forces that can be effective in the opening stages of the war. 
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(iv) Civil Defence preparations should at present be limited to those needed for 
carrying out essential activities during the initial intense phase of the war, and 
to measures which call for little expenditure of money and diversion of effort 
and materials. , 

(bb) Since we consider that the risk of war is now reduced some of the interim 
Research and Development Service projects should be abandoned in favour of the 
longer term and more complete solutions. (Paragraph 137.) 
(cc) Substantial savings in the United Kingdom rearmament programme will flow 
from our recommendations in this report provided that some dislocation, 
cancellation of contracts, and the other inevitable accompaniments of a change of 
programme, including some unemployment, are accepted. (Paragraph 138.) 

140. The reductions which we recommend in the build-up and equipment of the 
forces can be undertaken only by incurring real and serious risks. These risks are 
only justifiable in the face of the threat of economic disaster. 2 

2 The emphasis in para 140 appears in the original. The report was signed by W J Slim, J C Slessor and 
R McGrigor. 

309 FO 371/98279, no 53 June 1952 
'Middle East defence: the present position': FO memorandum on 
Middle East defence strategy and the proposed Middle East defence 
organisation [Extract] 

I. Objectives 
The basic objectives of British strategy in the Middle East may be defined as 

follows:-

(a) To prevent the Soviet Union and her associates securing the Middle East as a 
bridge head for attacks westwards, outflanking the allied position in Europe; 
eastwards against sea communications in the Indian Ocean; and southwards 
against allied territories in Africa. 
(b) To retain the Middle East as an important link in our sea communications, 
including the Suez Canal , and our air communications, particularly our strategic 
air routes to South East Asia and the Far East. 
(c) To retain some at least of the Middle East oil fields, since a proportion of 
Middle East oil may well be essential in war. 
(d) To retain the Middle East as a valuable base in an air offensive against the 
potential enemy. 
(e) To prevent Turkey, who has a valuable military contribution to make, 
becoming isolated from her allies, as she would be if the Middle East, and in 
particular the Levant, were not defended. 

If. Our plans for the defence of the Middle East 
2. It has been appreciated that at the outbreak of war Russia will attack Turkey 

simultaneously from the North and East. Unless deterred by an early appearance of 



430 VIOLENT CONFLICT IN EGYPT [309] 

Allied forces in the Levant, she will also outflank Turkey along the latter's southern 
border and reach the Eastern Mediterranean. In addition, Russian forces would 
attack the Middle East oil areas. 

3. Our strategic aims are:-

(a) To defend as much of the Middle East as our resources will permit; 
(b) To secure a proportion of the Middle East oil. 

4. To meet these aims, it would be necessary to deploy forces in two main areas:

(a) The Levant. In order to defend the largest possible area of the Middle East, and 
to maintain a ground link with Turkey, we propose to deploy our land and tactical 
air forces as far to the North and East as possible. We shall operate mobile forces 
well into the Syrian and Iraq deserts, holding an inner bastion (the so-called 'inner 
ring') based on the Anti-Lebanon Mountains and the Jordan Valley. We also 
propose to guard the essential land link with Turkey by the use of armoured and 
mobile forces in Northern Syria, thus securing Turkey's southern flank. Our plans 
also provide for some assistance to Turkish forces if they are pressed back to the 
Taurus Mountains; 
(c) The Saudi Arabian-Bahrein oil area. In order to secure a proportion of the 
Middle East oil, it would be necessary to deploy land and air forces in the Dhahran 
area, and provide sufficient naval and air forces to fight our convoys into and out of 
the Persian Gulf. 

5. There will be a very considerable deficiency of forces to carry out the plans 
outlined above. The whole of Turkey's military strength will be engaged in defending 
her own territory against the main weight of the Russian offensive. If the main 
burden for the defence of the rest of the Middle East is to remain, as at present, a 
Commonwealth task, we shall have barely sufficient forces for the defence of the 
Levant. We shall therefore be unable to provide for the defence of the Saudi 
Arabian-Bahrein oil areas. Until 1949 the United States were planning to contribute 
ground and air forces to the defence of the Middle East and until early in 1950 they 
were still hoping to deploy ground and air forces to Dhahran for the defence of the oil 
area of Bahrein and Saudi Arabia; but since then they have taken the view that the 
defence of the Middle East theatre is primarily a British responsibil ity and they are 
not prepared to commit land or air forces to this theatre. 

Ill. The Middle East Defence Organisation 
6. Thus while the effective defence of the Middle East remains of the highest 

importance, Britain no longer has, or can expect to have in war time, forces ade
quate to defend it without assistance and at present that assistance does not seem 
certain. It must therefore be a primary object to persuade the United States and 
Turkey to commit forces to the defence of the Middle East, at any rate in war time. 
For this reason it was decided in 1951 to put forward the idea of an international 
Middle East Command in which the United States, Turkey and France were to par
ticipate and which, it was hoped, would result in the United States and Turkey 
committing forces to the defence of the area. At the same time it was hoped that 
the establishment of this Command might make it easier for the Egyptians to 
agree to the continued maintenance and use by allied forces of the essential 
Egyptian base. 
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7. When this scheme was put to the Egyptians they rejected it. The Four Powers 
then issued a statement which sought to reassure the other Arab States about the 
objects of the proposed command. It was later decided to defer action until the 
probable results of Anglo-Egyptian negotiations had become clearer. It has now been 
decided, however, that we should wait no longer to establish a Middle East Defence 
Organisation whose main functions will be:-

(a) To be a centre of co-operative effort for the defence of the Middle East as a 
whole. 
(b) To plan for and provide the Middle East States with assistance in the form of 
training and advice. 
(c) To co-ordinate requests by Middle East States for arms and equipment. 
(d) To make plans for the operations in war of all forces within, or to be 
introduced into, the area and to co-ordinate them with the operations of the 
adjoining N.A.T.O. Command in the Eastern Mediterranean and Asia Minor. 
(e) To reduce such deficiencies as exist at present in organisation and capacity for 
the defence of the area. 

8. An important question is the participation of Middle East States in the 
organisation. The latter would certainly be more close-knit and workable if it 
included no Arab state except Egypt (whose membership is important because of 
our need of the Egyptian base). But, on the other hand, facilities of various kinds 
will be required from all the Arab states, and they are more likely to be prepared to 
grant them if they have been incorporated in the Organisation from the outset: 
and their exclusion might lead to a hardening of M.E. opinion against the whole 
idea of collective Middle East defence under western auspices. The U.S. are opposed 
to the compromise solution of inviting, say, only three Arab states, on the grounds 
that it would involve invidious discrimination and risk the hostility of those not 
invited. 

9. H.M.G. therefore propose that a Conference should be convened in London to 
which all the Arab Middle East states as well as the original seven sponsoring powers 
(U.K., U.S., France, Turkey, Australia, New Zealand and South Africa) should be 
invited; it would there be explained to the Arab States that founder membership in 
the Defence Organisation was open to such of them as were ready to contribute 
troops, base facilities or transit rights. A memorandum on these lines has now been 
submitted privately to the United States Government and it is hoped that they will 
very shortly give their agreement, whereupon the proposals will be put to all the 
seven other sponsoring powers. When agreement has been reached with them the 
Conference will be convened. If the United Kingdom proposals are accepted, all 
the Arab States will be invited to attend this Conference; even if they refuse to come, 
we shall at least have made a gesture towards them. 

10. Although Israel clearly has a valuable contribution to make to the common 
task of Middle East Defence by the provision of forces and facilities, her inclusion in 
the Defence organisation as a full member, at least for the time being, would destroy 
any chance of obtaining the co-operation of the Arab States. Her exclusion is, 
therefore, inevitable at this stage. It is hoped that some bilateral arrangement 
between Israel and the U.K. will be concluded instead ... . 
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310 FO 14111462, no 29 18 June 1952 
[Situation in Egypt]: minute by J WWall on how to convince the 
Egyptians it would not pay 'to have a row with Britain' 

As Mr. Cumberbatch has pointed out, there is no need to 'drive home to the Pashas' 
(in general) and the businessmen that it doesn't pay to have a row with Britain. They 
know it. No matter how hard we hammered on it we couldn't drive it any deeper and 
the businessmen can't influence the Government and the mob. 

2. It is a false assumption that political power is in the hands of the rich 
industrialists, merchants and land-owners of this country: or at least, it is a partly 
false assumption. They have, of course, in the internal affairs of the country, the 
influence that wealth can always wield, but, though some of them may be, or have 
been, in the seats of power, the real influence, where Anglo-Egyptian relations are 
concerned, is exercised by the irresponsibles-the journalists, the poorly-off political 
lawyers, the would-be politicians and the rabble-rousers, whose ultimate source of 
power is not the Pound Egyptian but the bottle of petrol and the pistol. 

3. It is to these that we ought somehow to bring home that it doesn't pay to have 
a row with Britain. But it is not likely that our locking away the cheque-book will 
have a chastening effect on this class. Even if they understood, or bothered to think 
out the connection between business and politics, they would not see that they 
personally stood to lose: in fact, to many of them, chaos would provide opportunities 
for adventure and advancement; and the worse Egypt's financial and economic 
difficulties become the more wildly this sort of Egyptian will rave in the press and the 
less likely they are to advocate coming to an agreement with us. 

4. A strength of Oriental countries in their dealings with us is frequently the 
weakness of their Governments. They know we can't afford, for the sake of our own 
trade and interests, to let them collapse into chaos; and we know that behind the frail 
fa<;ade of 'respectable' government in these countries there are individuals and classes 
who care nothing for international trade or even the interests of their own businessmen 
and producers. What looks like lunacy in the city can be popular policies in the M. E. 

5. All this is in support of Mr. Alien's argument against pushing things too far. 
There is one good argument for helping Hilaly's Government now: why should we 
add to-or at least not reduce where we can-the embarrassments of a Government 
which is the most promising for our purposes that we are likely to get? 

6. On the other hand it might be argued that six months of hardship (before we 
begin buying cotton again) may force this Government to take effective measures to 
put their own financial house in order and gather up for the public use the great 
private wealth that exists. Mr. Cumberbatch's minute shows that they may be trying 
to do this . But one cannot believe that they can do anything very effective in a short 
time. There isn't the machinery and there is no public confidence in any Egyptian 
Government. 

7. My estimate of the effect of the economic crisis on our negotiations is that it is 
smal l. The limits within which an Egyptian Government can negotiate are not fixed 
either by the Government or by the businessmen. Only if the crisis becomes so bad 
that there is a real collapse will it have a serious effect on negotiations and that effect 
will be that the rabble-rousers will attribute all the ills of the collapse to us, anti
British feeling will rise still higher and set agreement farther off than ever. 
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311 DEFE 4/55, COS 98(52)3, annex 8 July 1952 
'Review of Middle East strategy': report by the JPS to the COS, 7 July 
1952 (JP(52)69) 

[This was the first sign of a move to adopt a more forward or Iraqi- Levant strategy in the 
wake of the global strategy paper (see 308) and reassessments of the speed of the Soviet 
advance into the Levant. These reassessments meant that Britain would have more time 
to deploy forces and less need to have them in Egypt at the start of hostilities, because if 
the Soviets were not going to attack the Levant in the early stages of a war there would be 
time to bring in troops from outside the area. Thus the reduction in forces in the Middle 
East could be compensated for by a situation in which the British would be able to delay 
more effectively the Soviet onslaught on the Inner Ring.] 

Introduction 

Background 
1. Our Middle East strategy has been reviewed in the light of the following recent 

developments:-

(a) Turkish forces are in the process of being re-organised and re-equipped under 
United States direction, with the result that it might now be assumed that either 
Turkey could be successfully defended in war, or that her resistance might be 
prolonged to a greater extent than was previously thought possible. 
(b) There is some reason to think that the Russians would not stage major 
offensives against the Levant and the Southern shores of the Persian Gulf if, in 
addition to the potential threat of an undefeated Turkey on one flank, she is faced 
with:-

(i) An Allied strategic atomic offensive including attacks on the Caucasian 
oilfields. 
(ii) Atomic attacks against communications and airfields on her line of advance. 

(c) The modification of command arrangements in Southern Europe, whereby a 
separate land sector is to be constituted covering Greece and Turkey. 

The aim of this report 
2. The aim of this report is to examine whether the above factors justify any 

alteration to our Middle East strategy, and whether the arrangements at present 
envisaged for command in the Middle East require modification. 

Middle East strategy 

The adoption of a more forward strategy 
3. General. If the factors outlined in paragraphs 1 (a) and (b) above can be 

reliably accepted there would be more time available for us to implement our 
existing Inner Ring strategy, and there would clearly be many advantages in 
deploying our forces further to the North and East in Northern Persia and Iraq. 
There are however considerable risks and difficulties inherent in such a strategy. 
These are summarised below. 

4. The difficulties. The following difficulties would be encountered:-

(a) The Chiefs of Staff have proposed that, subject to a settlement in Egypt, the 
U.K. peacetime garrison in the Middle East is to be reduced to one division and 160 
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aircraft.1 Apart from the Arab Legion, no additional formations become fit for 
operations in the Middle East until approximately 0+6 months, when two T.A. 
divisions from the United Kingdom should be operational, and a New Zealand 
division (provided it can be equipped), is due to be deployed in the theatre. 
Although additional formations may subsequently become available, it is during 
the first six months of war that the fate of the Middle East is likely to be decided. 
(b) There are known to be serious shortcomings in the Turkish command 
structure and the administration of forces in the field. 
(c) To implement this strategy considerable peacetime facilities in Iraq would be 
essential. Iraq is however likely to object to granting such facilities and to the 
stationing of land forces in her territory in peace, and to an increase in our air 
forces there. 
(d) Our relations with Egypt are such, that no reliance can be placed on the 
smooth running of our base in Egypt, which is indispensable for the support of 
whatever strategy we adopt. 
(e) The adoption of a more forward strategy would make demands far beyond our 
present logistic resources. This would particularly apply in the case of motor 
transport. 

5. The risk. It is logistically possible for the Russians to deploy some 10 divisions 
between Batum and the South-East corner of the Caspian Sea. The Russians are in a 
position to move swiftly into Persia, and thence into Iraq in the opening stages of 
war. Should the atomic attack not prove fully effective, our small force would be 
unable to withstand the degree of penetration then to be expected, and might be cut 
off and annihilated. 

Summary 
6. The adoption of a more forward strategy is not feasible until we have overcome 

the grave political, military and logistic difficulties given in paragraph 4 above. In 
any case it would be unwise to consider the adoption of a strategy, other than the 
Inner Ring, until we can be sure that Turkey is able to defend her own territory, and 
that it is planned to allot a proportion of the atomic offensive against Southern 
Russia and to the vital lines-of-communication to the South. 

Command arrangements 

General 
7. In the light of the new developments, outlined in paragraph 1 above, it is also 

for consideration whether our conception of an independent Middle East command 
requires any modification. 

The United Kingdom view 
8. Ever since discussions on the command arrangements were initiated, the 

United Kingdom view has been that there should be an independent Middle East 
Command, which for geographical reasons, and in the light of the Russian threat, 
ought logically to include Turkey. An increase in Turkish strength, and the adoption 

1 See 308, paras 78-85. 
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of an atomic strategy which would enable Turkey to become an effective Northern "lid" 
guarding the approaches to the Middle East area, are both factors which would lend 
support to this view. We recognise that this ideal is at present unattainable. While we 
do not alter our conviction that a single command embracing Turkey is the ideal we 
consider that recent developments in the command arrangements have strengthened 
the case for setting up M.E.D.O. as the only effective means of co-ordinating plans cov
ering two separate forces with divergent lines of communication. 

We continue to hope that notwithstanding Turkey's present association with 
SHAPE, she will in due course be ready to co-operate fully in and contribute forces to 
the defence of the Middle East area. 

312 FO 14111467, no 62 11- 15 July 1952 
[American attitudes to the Anglo- Egyptian problem]: minutes by 
M J Creswell, RA Burroughs and J WWall 

After discussing with Mr. Caffery this morning the internal situation and the general 
prospects, I turned the conversation on to the lines of the argument in Mr. Wall's 
draft telegram, making the points that even if by some wave of the magic wand we 
and the Sudanese were suddenly to agree to the title, this would not solve the 
Anglo-Egyptian problem of the Sudan or appreciably improve our chances of 
reaching a satisfactory defence settlement. 

2. Mr. Caffery did not dissent as much as I had expected. For example, he agreed 
that even if the question of the title were out of the way the Egyptians would not be 
long in working up agitation of a different kind against British influence in the 
southern half of the Valley. He also agreed that it was possible that were we to give 
way now under Egyptian and American pressure, the Egyptians might not be at all 
easy to deal with in negotiating the details of the defence arrangement. His main 
points however were:-

(a) that we would not get Egypt to agree to Middle East defence unless we agreed 
to the title; 
(b) that there never had been any question of our recognising the title in advance 
of a general deal involving among other things, Egyptian agreement to a defence 
settlement; 
(c) that unless the Anglo- Egyptian issue could be settled we would get nowhere at 
all with any of the other Middle Eastern countries over our defence 'paper plans' 
and it was goodbye to that whole concept. 

3. As regards (b), I suggested that, though this was certainly the case, the 
Egyptians would very probably try and create a situation whereby, in the unlikely 
event of recognition being obtained from us and the Sudanese as a condition of an 
agreement, this would be represented to the world as a fait accompli in advance. 
They would in fact pocket the price without delivering the goods, and I did not see 
how, with the publicity which attended every development on this question, we 
should avoid something very much like this happening. 

4. As regards (a), I was not altogether convinced that the Egyptians would shut 
the door on later participation in a defence arrangement if it were now put forward 
on the lines now being discussed in London and Washington. They might very well 
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refuse to accept it at this time but would not do so in such a way as to prevent their 
later participation. 

5. Point (c) appears to be the crux, and I have noted that Mr. Byroade1 said 
something very similar in his conversations in London with Sir William Strang. I 
simply do not know enough about the reactions of the other Arab countries to say 
whether or not this is the case. But is it not at least possible that, even though last 
October they did not come forward on our Four Power proposals, they might now 
accept an invitation-even if the Anglo-Egyptian question had not been solved and 
Egypt could not participate? Mr. Caffery said that he had asked the Heads of different 
Arab diplomatic missions in Cairo and had received the answer from all of them that 
they could do nothing unless the Anglo- Egyptian issue were settled first. Here again 
I suggested that the Arab states ' representatives in Cairo would be likely to give 
perhaps more weight to the importance of the purely Egyptian side than their own 
Governments might do. 

6. Mr. Caffery's general line is now rather a defensive one. He has no wish to 
force anything on us or to rush us into negotiations but he thinks that unless we can 
make some progress to meet the Egyptian point of view over the Sudan, all the 'paper 
plans' for Middle East Defence are unrealistic and that this concept is a non-starter. 
It is solely because his Government appear to be interested in getting Middle East 
Defence going that he has taken the line he has in the past. 

M.J.C. 
11.7.52 

Mr. Sparks believes, as you know, that the Egyptians would be ready to trade the title 
for the Middle East Command, and that the form in which they would be prepared to 
co-operate in a Middle East Defence plan would be acceptable to the Western Powers, 
including a generous number of technicians in the Canal Zone. He believes that Sirry 
is a realist and a man with whom we can talk business on this issue. 

2. He believes that recognition of the title would have the greatest possible effect 
on British prestige in the Middle East-"an act of statesmanship in line with the best 
British traditions, etc." Without it the Arab States will remain suspicious that Britain 
has an axe to grind in withholding her influence in obtaining recognition by the 
Sudanese. 

3. As I have told you before, Mr. Sparks now seems more receptive of our argu
ments. I think he reflects very closely Mr. Caffery's views (he told me that Mr. Caffery 
did a great deal of the drafting on political matters himself) and I think he conscien
tiously sticks to the party line. He is only too ready to seek cover by saying "Well, I guess 
we appreciate that differently," without adducing facts to support his point of view. 

R.A.B. 
12.7.52 

We had better overestimate the Americans' naivete rather than underestimate it. 
Therefore it is good to continue to tell them that the question is not so simple. As for 
placing any reliance on what the Arab representatives in Cairo say ... !!! 

1 Henry Alfred Byroade, soldier and West Point graduate from Indiana who was the military attache to 
Marshall's mission to China 1945- 1946; although still a soldier became director of German affairs in the 
State Department in 1949; from April 1952 appointed as assistant secretary of state for Near Eastern, 
South Asian and African affairs until becoming ambassador to Egypt in 1955. 
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Sirry may be realist in his private conversation but he certainly isn't in his official 
and public pronouncements. Nor will he be in what he does - except in the limited 
sense that all he does will be determined by considerations of immediate advantage 
and expediency for himself. Besides: should we have time to get 'down to business' 
with him? 

The other Arab states-being Arabs- know perfectly well that nothing will satisfy 
Egypt except complete surrender to all her demands. (They don't say this, of 
course-in fact they take the line with us that just some gesture from us and Egypt 
will be enough- but they know it must be) and I don't therefore think that it will be 
the lack of any Anglo--Egyptian settlement that will make them hesitate to join the 
ME Command . They have plenty of reasons of their own for that hesitation. There 
again I think the Americans are 'kidding themselves' about the Arabs ' enthusiasm for 
the scheme. 

J.W.W. 
15.7.52 

313 FO 141/1453, no 72 22 July 1952 
[Outcome of the latest crisis in Egypt]: inward telegram no 1059 from 
M J Creswell to FO on a meeting with Hafez Afifi 

I called on Chief of Royal Cabinet this evening to congratulate him on the happy 
outcome of this latest crisis. It is widely regarded as a triumph for his own patient 
diplomacy with the King. 

2. While disclaiming that he had had any hand in bringing about the resignation 
of SIRRY, HAFEZ AFIFI PASHA admitted that he was now far more confident of the 
future than he had been at any time in the last six months. Hilali had come back to 
power on his own terms and he was confident that the new Government would 
remain for some considerable time. Though the King had been persuaded to accept 
Hilali on these terms largely because of his dislike of his alternative candidate (Ali 
Maher) he was now better disposed to Hilali than he had ever been and had realised 
the dangers of excessive interference from the Palace. He was thoroughly displeased 
with Andraos and Kerim Tabet and fully aware that they had proved evil counsellors. 
(I have independent evidence that Andraos has been out of favour for the last week.) 
In answer to my question Hafez Afifi assured me, with a smile, that the new 
Government would be allowed really to govern. 

3. He was also quite confident that the unrest in the army would be quickly 
quelled in the next ten days or so. He spoke up enthusiastically for Ismail Cherine, 
the new minister of war whom he had himself proposed to Hilali for the job. He had 
known him since childhood and considered him brilliant and well suited to deal with 
the grievances of the younger officers whose point of view he well understood. Both 
General SIRRY AMR of the frontier corps and General NAGUIB would be placed on 
the retired list, and though HAIDAR PASHA would stay for the present he had shown 
a lack of skill in handling the situation and might not remain long. Hafez Afifi 
thought that NAGUIB was not altogether a good officer and he had reason to believe 
that he might give trouble if left at his present post in Cairo. 

4. In general he thought that if the younger officers were given more 
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encouragement by better promotion particularly for specialists who had done 
courses of training abroad (e.g. air force officers should no longer serve under an 
army officer who had no knowledge of air matters) they would soon settle down 
again; and he confirmed my view that the unrest in the army had merely been a 
single facet of the general impatience in the country at the way in which SIRRY'S 
government had come to power. In particular Sirry's past association with ABBOUD, 
who was notorious as a past master in the art of bribery, had been resented 
throughout the country; he was popularly supposed to be preparing a lucrative 
racket in connection with the ASSUAN hydroelectric scheme, and SIRRY had 
apparently received a copious fan-mail of anonymous letters from all-over Egypt 

denouncing him as the tool of gangsters and profiteers. 
5. Hafez Afifi had heard rumours of impending trouble in the country and of 

agitation by the partisans of AHMED HUSSEIN, but did not set much store by them. 
(It is true that widespread unrest is unlikely at a time when the new cotton crop is 
just coming in.) 

6. On the whole I consider the outlook now much more reassuring. Much will 
depend on whether the King is able to keep his fingers out of the political pie for any 
sustained period; and the return to Egypt in the autumn of NAHAS (whom Hafez Afifi 
considers to be mad- particularly when faced with a crowd) and SE RAGED DIN may 
be the signal for renewed trouble from the Wafd. But if the new Government gets down 
to its work again in a business like way and is successful in dealing with the trouble in 
the army, there is a reasonable chance that the next few months will be uneventful. 

7. Hafez Afifi himself is planning to go away for a holiday in Europe in mid 
August. 

314 CAB 129/54, C(52)267 28 July 1952 
'Suez Canal': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden on measures to 
safeguard the transit of the Suez Canal 

The basic assumption of this paper, which I am circulating for the consideration of 
my colleagues, is that steps must be taken to safeguard the free transit of the Suez 
Canal irrespective of whether or not current bilateral discussions with Egypt make 
headway and irrespective of the decision taken in regard to a Middle East Defence 
Organisation. The measures suggested here will have to be related to both these 
projects, and it is desirable to leave some flexibility in the timing. 

Present position 
2. An ill -disposed Egyptian Government might at any time try to restrict or stop 

traffic going through the Suez Canal. It could do this either by direct obstruction or 
by applying pressure to the Suez Canal Company. The Suez Canal Company could 
also be rendered so inefficient through pressure upon its technicians as to restrict 
the Canal 's operation. 

3. Recent evidence that Egypt might abuse her geographical position in this way 
is as follows:-

(a) In 1948, in connexion with the Palestine conflict, the Egyptian Government 
imposed contraband control on cargoes passing through the Canal for Israel, 
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thereby casing [sic] heavy losses to British Insurance interests and shipping. They 
invoked Articles 9 and 10 of the Suez Canal Convention of 1888 which gave Egypt 
the right to take the necessary measures for ensuring the execution of the 
Convention and the defence of Egypt, including the maintenance of public order 
by their own forces. The Egyptian Government defied the Resolution of the 
Security Council of 1st September, 1951, calling upon them to remove these 
restrictions. 
(b) In January of this year the then Egyptian Prime Minister, Nahas Pasha, 
threatened the Suez Canal Company. The Company fear that although their 
concession does not expire until 1968, the fact that the Company is foreign owned 
and makes large profits for Her Majesty's Government and other foreign 
shareholders makes it an attractive target for nationalist Egyptian politicians in 
much the same way as the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company was to nationalist Iranian 
politicians up to 1951. 
(c) In June of this year the Egyptian authorities requested the Suez Canal 
Company to pay in Egyptian pounds the dividend payments due to Her Majesty's 
Government in sterling on 1st July . This request fortunately came too late to hold 
up this payment in sterling. In July the Egyptians further requested the Company 
to place at the disposal of the Bank of Egypt the Company's sterling earnings until 
the end of this year. The Company, whose position is weakened by the fact that 
they are an Egyptian company, felt obliged to fob the Egyptians off with an offer to 
transfer £3 million from the sterling currently at their disposal. In return the 
Company have obtained only oral assurances against renewed demands and there 
is a danger that their weakness on this occasion, coupled with Egyptian sterling 
shortage, may encourage further Egyptian demands on the Company's sterling. 

4. The purported Egyptian abrogation in October 1951 of the Anglo- Egyptian 
Treaty (together with the Immunities Convention concerning the immunities and 
privileges to be enjoyed by the British forces in Egypt) has led to Egyptian 
interference with the free working of the Canal:-

(a) The Wafd Government did not actually prevent shipping passing through the 
Canal but some disorganisation was caused by the withdrawal of stevedores and 
other Egyptian labour and by the imposition of unreasonable customs and other 
formalities. In order to keep ships moving the Royal Navy had to step in and assist 
in such tasks as berthing, loading and unloading and marshalling of convoys. 
(b) The purported Egyptian abrogation of the Immunities Convention also 
implied the renunciation of the 1921 Customs Agreement by which the British 
forces were permitted to import various goods into the Canal Zone free of charge. 
The agents of the shipping companies have therefore been subjected to numerous 
Egyptian fines for handling black-listed cargo conveyed to the military ports and 
for other "illegal" acts and may also receive demands for the payment of 
considerable arrears of customs duty on such goods. 

Legal position 
5. In regard to freedom of Transit, Article 1 of the Suez Canal Convention of 

1888 says that "The Suez Maritime Canal shall always be free and open in time of war 
as in time of peace to every vessel of commerce or of war without distinction of flag." 
The signatories of this Convention were Great Britain, Germany, Austria- Hungary, 
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Spain, France, Italy, the Netherlands, Russia and Turkey. The original Article 8, 
which provided that the agents in Egypt of the signatory Powers should watch over 
the execution of the Convention, was never put into effect and the responsibility for 
safeguarding freedom of transit has devolved mainly upon Egypt. In regard to the 
wording of Article 9 of the Convention, "In case the Egyptian Government should 
not have sufficient means at its disposal it shall call upon the Imperial Ottoman 
Government," we hold that Her Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom have 
inherited the responsibility of the Imperial Ottoman Government (see legal notes 
attached to this paper-Annex 1).1 

6. The instrument by which the Canal is operated is the 99-year Concession 
granted to the Suez Canal Company by the Ottoman Government. It expires in 1968, 
by which time new arrangements will have to be made. Although the Canal Company 
is an Egyptian Company, the management is in Paris and the technical personnel are 
French. In 1949 a new Convention was negotiated by the Company and the Egyptian 
Government which increased the latter's royalty to 7 per cent. of the gross profits 
and accelerated the rate of Egyptianisation of the Company's services in Egypt. The 
Wafd resisted the passing of the 1949 Convention although in general they did not 
infringe its terms during their period of office. 

Presence of British land forces 
7. Legal position apart, there is no doubt that the presence of British Land 

Forces in the Canal Zone in accordance with the provision of the 1936 Treaty is a 
deterrent to precipitate action by the Egyptians although the object of the Treaty was 
joint Anglo-Egyptian defence against outside attacks. In modification of this 
generalisation one may add (a) that the presence of troops in the Canal Zone has 
been built up by Egyptian propaganda to be the main obstacle to friendly 
Anglo-Egyptian relations and (b) that if the Egyptians really made up their mind to 
interfere with the Canal the presence of British troops in the Treaty area alone 
would, because of the very length of the Canal, be ineffective in stopping them. 
Nevertheless so long as it is impossible to rely on a comparatively responsible 
Government remaining in power, the withdrawal of troops would facilitate Egyptian 
action and would render far more difficult a repetition of emergency operations such 
as the Royal Navy undertook at the end of 1951. 

British interests involved 
8. A stoppage of free transit through the Canal would have a disastrous effect 

upon British trade with all countries East of Suez including members of the 
Commonwealth. The Canal is of more importance to the world to-day than ever 
before. The net tonnage passing through last year was nearly double that passing in 
1939. British ships constitute about one-third- being at least double that under any 
other flag - and in addition a proportion of the tonnage of other flags passing 
through, particularly tankers, is chartered to British interests . Even a temporary 
reversion to the Cape route would have most damaging consequences, with 
increased costs and disruption of trade. This is particularly true in the case of oil, 
which in 1951 represented 72 per cent. in weight of all northbound traffic through 
the Canal. The refineries which have been built in the United Kingdom since the war, 

1 Annexes not printed. 
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at a cost of £165 million, rely on shipments from the Persian Gulf for 60 per cent. of 
their crude oil. Since the world tanker fleets are already fully occupied, this volume 
of imports could not be maintained over the longer Cape route, even with dollar 
chartering. A shortage of petroleum products in this country would therefore follow 
almost immediately on any interruption of Canal traffic. 

9. The consequences of delays in Canal passages, without a complete stoppage, 
would also be serious. Delays could arise not only through deliberate Egyptian 
interference but also through inefficient operation if inexperienced Egyptian 
personnel took charge of Canal operations. The anxiety of the British shipping 
industry about the future both of the Canal and of the Canal Company was expressed 
by a delegation which met the Secretary of State for the Co-ordination of Transport, 
Fuel and Power, and the Minister of Transport, in March this year. If the Canal 
Company were interfered with, reduced efficiency of operation or Egyptian attempts 
to use it for revenue purposes would probably result in the raising of transit dues and 
Her Majesty's Government, along with other users of the Canal, would suffer from 
the increased freight charges. This would impair our ability to meet growing 
Japanese competition in Middle Eastern and Far Eastern markets. 

10. If the Canal Company's concessions were terminated by Egypt, the 
Exchequer would be deprived of revenue amounting to £3 million a year which Her 
Majesty 's Government might reasonably expect to continue until 1968 as revenue on 
its holding in the Suez Canal Company. Without going as far as this the Egyptian 
Government might attempt (as they have already done) to prevent the payment of 
this revenue in sterling. 

Interests of other powers 
11 . The annexed memorandum (Annex 2) shows the nationality of the shipping 

passing through the Suez Canal in 1951. After the United Kingdom, the main 
shipping countries involved are the Scandinavian countries (especially Norway), 
France, the United States, the Netherlands and Italy. The same countries were the 
main countries of destination of goods passing through the Canal in a northerly 
direction. Australia, New Zealand, India and Pakistan are, in terms of goods sent and 
received, big users of the Canal. Japan is also likely to resume its place among the 
principal users. Western Europe relies on shipments from the Persian Gulf for 
approximately 50 per cent. of its oil requirements and supplies could not be 
maintained if the Canal were closed. Moreover, storage capacity is limited and even a 
temporary interruption of traffic would entail serious oil shortages. 

12. While many other countries share our interest in maintaining sea transport, 
there has in fact been little response to overtures by Her Majesty's Government and 
the French Government to obtain the support of other countries in keeping the 
Canal open. On the other hand, fresh diplomatic action has been pressed upon us by 
the Government of Israel. On 6th June the Israel representative at the United Nations 
proposed to Sir Gladwyn Jebb and his United States and French colleagues that: -

(a) If there were an early settlement of Anglo-Egyptian negotiations and the 
settlement did not include the lifting of the blockade, the three Governments 
should at once take up this point with the Egyptians; 
(b) That if the settlement were long delayed the three Governments should take it 
up anyway as a separate issue. 
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The Scandinavian countries have also shown interest in the possibilities of fresh 
diplomatic action, but have confined their attention to the situation which would 
occur after the expiry of the Suez Canal Company's concession. The Scandinavian 
Shipowners' Association recently recommended the internationalisation of the Canal 
under the United Nations with Great Britain as the political mandatory Power and 
with the Suez Canal Company as economic administrator. We have not encouraged 
this approach any more than we have encouraged the Israel Government to press for 
action on the Security Council resolution since we hoped to make progress in 
bilateral negotiations with the Egyptians on defence. 

13. Distinct from their interest in the freedom of transit, the French 
Government have a strong interest in the position of the Canal Company. Most of the 
shares are held by private French investors. They have therefore been more 
forthcoming than any of the other Governments approached during our difficulties 
with the Egyptians last winter. In reply to the invitation from Her Majesty's 
Government to consider providing a warship to be stationed alongside the Royal 
Navy vessels in Suez or Port Said, the French Government proposed a meeting 
between representatives of the United Kingdom, France, the United States, Norway, 
the Netherlands and Italy to concert a plan of action. Her Majesty's Government were 
willing to accept this suggestion, but in fact it was not followed up because the fall of 
the Wafd Government put an end to the immediate emergency. 

14. The United States Government, because of their interest in the Panama 
Canal, would not wish to encourage any general demand for the international 
safeguarding of all international waterways. 

15. The Arab States might well regard any attempts to obtain further safeguards 
for the free transit of the Canal as primarily designed to further the interests of Israel 
by removing Egyptian restrictions on the passage through the Suez Canal of goods 
bound for that country. 

Necessary action 
16. In view of the large British interests involved and the extent to which they 

are shared by other countries, it is incumbent upon Her Majesty's Government to 
take steps to consult the main maritime powers in order to forestall action by an ill
disposed Egyptian Government. These steps may be divided into two phases:-

(a) consultation with the main maritime Powers, which should take place as soon 
as possible; 
(b) an approach by the maritime Powers to the Egyptian Government, the timing 
of which should be decided at a later stage, bearing in mind, inter alia the state of 
Anglo-Egyptian relations at the time. 

17. While, to preserve our rights under it, we wish the 1888 Convention to 
remain in force, there is no advantage in revising it. Russia was a signatory and the 
Soviet Union would never agree to co-operate over the Canal. Moreover, of the other 
signatory Powers, Austria-Hungary has ceased to exist and Germany, Spain and 
Turkey are not now leading maritime countries. Ideally, we should wish to see the 
present leading maritime Powers take up the struggle for freedom of transit where 
the signatories of the 1888 Convention left off. We would have to keep the friendly 
ex-signatories of the Convention informed of what we were proposing to do, but 
there would be no necessity to invite them to a Conference. 
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18. The French Government suggested that in addition to the United States, 
France and ourselves an approach should be made to Norway, the Netherlands and 
Italy. Sweden and Denmark, who have shown a strong interest in this question, might 
also be approached. No wider representation would be necessary at the outset and the 
consortium which it is hoped will emerge from the meeting should be on a narrow 
basis, in order that any necessary action may be concerted with ease and promptitude. 
The old Commonwealth countries, however, should also be kept informed. 

19. If a conference were held, Her Majesty's Government might propose that the 
main maritime Powers should approach the present Egyptian Government jointly 
and request:-

(a) A reaffirmation by Egypt of the principle of free transit of the Canal and a 
clarification of what Egypt understands by this term. 
(b) Recognition of the special interests of the main maritime Powers in the 
safeguarding of freedom of transit and in the position of the Canal Company. 
(c) An undertaking to refer any complaints of violation of the free use of the Canal 
to the International Court of Justice at The Hague, to abide by its judgment and to 
refrain from repeating the act complained of until its judgment had been given. 
(d) An assurance that the unhampered operation of the Canal Company would be 
maintained at any rate until the expiry of its concession in 1968. 

20. In addition to this joint demarche to the Egyptian Government we might 
explore how far the other maritime Powers would undertake to intervene if the 
Egyptian Government refused to give or broke any of these undertakings or 
otherwise interfered with the freedom of transit or failed to protect international 
shipping. We might also discuss whether we could do any more to protect the status 
of the Suez Canal Company from being altered or the servants of the Canal Company 
from being intimidated in such a way as to render it incapable of running the Canal 
efficiently. 

21. Such possible joint measures would be:-

(a) Joint diplomatic action. 
(b) Prompt joint use of such international machinery as may be considered 
appropriate . 
(c) If these measures were ineffective, agreement by France, Italy and the 
Netherlands (in accordance with Article VII of the 1888 Convention) to join with 
Her Majesty's Government in placing warships at the entrance to the Canal and in 
general to act as the Royal Navy were obligtd to act last October. 
(d) Agreement to take ships through the Canal without Customs clearance if 
restrictions were applied by means of arbitrary Customs and other regulations 
over and above what Egypt is entitled to apply under Article XV of the Convention. 
(e) If these measures still proved ineffective, to consider what further action could 
be jointly taken to bring pressure to bear upon the Egyptian Government. 

22. No guarantees that might be obtained from the Egyptian Government nor 
measures adopted by the maritime Powers could be regarded as effective unless they 
led to the removal of Egyptian contraband control or [sic] cargoes passing through 
the Canal for Israel. Indeed this would be among the first issues to be considered by 
the consortium if it were set up, although we should be reluctant to be further 
implicated in the dispute between Israel and the Arab States. Not only Egypt, but also 
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all other Arab States would be strongly opposed to any measures designed to break 
their blockade against Israel; and before a decision was taken to adopt those 
foreshadowed in paragraph 21 above it would be necessary to give further 
consideration to the possible adverse effect of such Arab opposition on United 
Kingdom and other Western interests. 

Conclusion and recommendation 
23.-(a) An ill-disposed Egyptian Government might at any time restrict or stop 
traffic going through the Suez Canal either by direct obstruction or by applying 
pressure on the Suez Canal Company. 
(b) In view of the heavy British interests involved and the extent to which they are 
shared by other countries, I recommend to my colleagues that Her Majesty's 
Government should suggest to the French Government that they should, in 
conjunction with Her Majesty's Government, revive their proposal for a 
confidential exchange of views between the maritime Powers:-

(i) to consider a joint approach to the present Egyptian Government in order to 
obtain firmer guarantees; and 
(ii) to explore the possibilities of joint action in the event of failure by the 
Egyptian Government to give such guarantees or to maintain freedom of 
transport and to safeguard the Canal Company. 

(c) I consider that this consultation with the maritime Powers should take place 
as soon as possible. The timing of any approach by the maritime Powers to the 
Egyptian Government should be decided later, bearing in mind inter alia the state 
of Anglo- Egyptian relations at the time. 

24. I annex draft despatches to Paris and to the other countries concerned. 

3 15 FO 371196879, no 275 28 July 1952 
[Overthrow of King Farouk]: inward telegram no 1137 from 
M J Creswell to FO on possible military action in Egypt 

Your telegram No. 1178. 
Personal. 
Many thanks for your personal message which is very encouraging to us all. 
2. I hope you will excuse following expression of my personal view on handing 

over (with special reference to my telegram No. 1136). 
3. In my Top Secret telegram No. 1077 I suggested certain military action short 

of actual intervention. Object of this (which was not understood by B.D.C.C.-see 
telegram No. 691 CCL) was to exercise maximum restraining influence on extremist 
officers behind General Naguib. 

4. For reasons which probably included fear of increased risk to British 
community in Egypt (very present in all our minds here) and of dislike of apparently 
unsound military plan, Her Majesty's Government decided against this action. 

5. I fully agree with that decision but consider that it directly contributed-by 
absence of outward evidence of our readiness to act-to change of plan on July 25th 
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by General Naguib under pressure from younger officers and to deposition by force of 
Farouk on 26th July. 

6. Clearly, in view of his record, we did not wish to save Farouk but his departure 
leaves a void and removes a very important element of stability: and it is still far from 
clear whether Aly Maher and army will be able to provide an adequate substitute and 
prevent anarchy. 

7. Egyptians are now astonished at their own action, and apprehensive of the 
future. General Naguib's younger officers are not sure of themselves. Determined 
diplomatic action by Her Majesty's Government at this time when future of Egypt is 
in the balance will have decisive results. 

8. IfFarouk and Maraghi (my telegram No. 1083) were right and many of these offi
cers are really gangsters we can still stop them by a clear show of determination and by 
an immediate show of force at the appropriate moment if they begin to apply their hith
erto successful technique of threats to any aspect of the Anglo-Egyptian problem. 

316 FO 14111462, no 29 12-26 Aug 1952 
'Proposed strength of future garrison in Canal Zone': minutes by 
Brigadier C Goulburn/ M J Creswell, P Campbell and Sir R Stevenson 
on the numbers of army and air force personnel 

I note that we have advised the F.O. that the Egyptians will not be likely to accept a 
figure in excess of 10,000 as this was the 1936 figure. This may turn out to be so. In 
which case it is for consideration whether a Base under such conditions is worth while. 

General Festing told me last week that the head Ordnance man in the Canal Zone 
has estimated the Egypt Base, prior to abrogation, organised and run by British 
personnel but staffed largely by foreign workers, was only 60% as efficient as a 
similar base in the U.K. He estimates that a jointly-run base containing the 4,500 
British personnel now suggested will be only 40% efficient compared with the pre
abrogation base, i.e. , 24% as efficient as a U.K. base. Would not the loss of efficiency, 
and therefore money, be better employed in building aircraft and ships to move 
stores forward from a base situated further away in a country where loss due to 
inefficiency and pilferage is not so high? 

The fewer British personnel in the base the greater the inefficiency. I consider we 
should adhere strongly to the number first given by our planners and the F.O. should 
support them. 

These remarks apply to the base only. I hold no brief for the R.A.F. figures . But I 
fancy the Signals and A.A. figures are also at their minimum. 

C.G. 
12.8.52 

No doubt the Chiefs of Staff and their planners, will be actively engaged in thinking 
out this one, at the present moment. 

1 Brigadier C Goulburn, military attache at the Cairo embassy. 

M.J.C. 
[nd] 
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It is difficult to judge the R.A.F. figure (6,600) quoted in Foreign Office telegram 
1263. But the greater part of this is ground-staff to keep the base "alive"- cannot say 
more than this without seeing a break-down of the figures. 

One is apt to think of R.A.F. units as extremely mobile, and that they can be 
tucked away somewhere else ready to move in instantly when needed. This is 
rather a snare. It is true, of course, of the aircraft and crews; but the latter are a 
very small part of the total people needed. The remainder are no more mobile than 
anybody else; they can be flown in, in transport aircraft, but so can soldiers when 
necessary. 

If the base is to be continuously ready to receive a certain number of squadrons in 
sudden emergency, the squadrons themselves might as well be there too. They make 
a surprisingly small difference to the total numbers; and furthermore , the 
duplication of ground staff, if these squadrons are kept and operated elsewhere, 
would be very wasteful. In short, the only way to reduce the R.A.F. figures drastically 
is to reduce the size and potentialities of the R.A.F. base itself. 

P.C. 
13.8.52 

But what are the implications, in terms of squadrons of the R.A.F. base (as distinct 
from Air Defence of Egypt and from the M.E.L.F. base)? 

With reference to the attached minutes:-

M.J.C. 
14.8.52 

! asked H.Q., M.E.A.F. today how the figure of 6,600 for the R.A.F. was arrived at. 
It is based on the retention, in the Can! [sic] Zone of a "Base Defence Group". This 

is a combination of 

(a) An air defence force of 3 day-fighter and 2 night-fighter squadrons, plus the 
stations from which they will operate, radar network, fighter control system, 
etc. 
(b) A maintenance base for Middle East Air Force i.e. , the maintenance units, 
depots, workshops, etc. which exist now. 
(c) An air movements centre at Fayid, which will be a cross-roads for the transport 
aircraft flying between the maintenance base and the outlying parts of the 
Command- Malta, Aden, Habbeniya, etc., etc.-and also a staging-post for 
Transport Command on the trunk route to the Far East. 

In effect, this means that the present R.A.F. in the Canal Zone would be reduced 
by 

(i) moving out H.Q., M.E.A.F. 
(ii) moving out the three Valetta transport squadrons 
(iii) closing down two or three stations. 

This is not, of course, an "evacuation" or anything like it. The argument is that 
Middle East Air Force must have a central supply and maintenance base-quite apart 
from the defence of the Canal, or of Egypt, or of this particular region of the Middle 
East- and that there is no other suitable, or possible, place to put it. 
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This raises large questions which I shan't attempt to touch in this minute. But 
that is, broadly, the basis of the 6,600 R.A.F. personnel; and the only hope the R.A.F. 
see of reducing the figure is to replace-slowly- airmen with British civilians in the 
trades and jobs in which this is practicable. 

P.C. 
22 .8.52 

Is not this something quite new? So far as I am aware there has never been up to now 
any question of a RAF base in Egypt. 

We must really not forget that we are not, under the treaty, entitled even to a 
military base let alone a RAF base which will serve the whole ME Air Command. 

There is no possibility of the Egyptians accepting this or indeed anything more 
than the temporary retention of some of our squadrons for the air defence of Egypt. 
Surely the Chiefs of Staff have no illusions on this point have they? If they have we 
had better dissipate them at once. 

R.S. 
26.8.52 

317 FO 371196977, no 79 19 Aug 1952 
[Evacuation of Egypt]: minute by Mr Churchill to Mr Eden on the 
need to maintain forces in Egypt for the defence of the Suez Canal 

[Extract] 

Foreign Secretary 
... I have never agreed in principle to our evacuation of the Canal Zone before the 
expiration of the Treaty, and then only if satisfactory arrangements are made ... for 
the defence of the famous international waterway ... when the Cabinet discussed 
these matters earlier in the year all the acceptances by Egypt of the substantial points 
to which we hold were presumed to be an essential part of our position. 

4. I am quite sure that we could not agree to be kicked out of Egypt by Nahas, 
Farouk or Neguib and leave our base, worth £500 millions, to be despoiled or put 
in their care, and to make another highly costly establishment at Gaza or else
where. It would be far better to clear out of the whole show in the Middle East, 
after bringing home and selling what materials we have got. Since we took office 
we have followed out the resolute policy of the late Government and have not hesi
tated to fire at Ismailia and elsewhere the decisive volley. How different would the 
position have been if the late Government had not flinched from doing this at 
Abadan. 

5. I am not opposed to a policy of giving Neguib a good chance provided he 
shows himself to be a friend. I hope he will do something for the fellaheen, but we 
must not be afraid of him or be driven by the threats of cowards and curs from 
discharging our duty of maintaining the freedom of the Suez Canal for all nations 
until we can hand it over to some larger, more powerful combination. 
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318 DEFE 4/56, COS 121(52)5 26 Aug 1952 
'Redeployment in the Middle East': COS Committee minutes on 
reducing British forces in Egypt to an absolute minimum [Extract] 

[The ideas of the COS involved the maintenance of forces which the ambassador was 
convinced the Egyptians would not accept. They also meant that there was an even 
greater need for an Anglo-Egyptian agreement if completely evacuating Egypt and 
remaining in the face of Egyptian opposition were both ruled out. Yet again the British 
military were emphasising the essentiality of an agreement while insisting on terms that 
effectively ruled one out.] 

A. British personnel to be left in Egypt 
The Committee had before them a minute from the Secretary covering a letter from 
the Foreign Office suggesting that a re-examination should be made of the number 
of Britons who should be retained in Egypt in the event of a satisfactory defence 
agreement with the Egyptian Government. 

Sir William Slim said that he appreciated that there was no prospect of obtaining 
Egyptian agreement for the retention in Egypt of more British troops than were in 
effect already allowed under the 1936 treaty. There appeared to be three alternatives. 
First, we could tell the Egyptian Government that it was our intention to remain in 
Egypt whether they liked it or not; while militarily this was undoubtedly the best 
answer, politically he appreciated that it was unacceptable. The second alternative was 
to evacuate Egypt completely, handing over the base to the Egyptians; this clearly was 
impracticable since there were stores to the value of some £300m. in the base, which 
could not be moved. Finally, we could reduce our numbers in Egypt to an absolute 
minimum and retain there only those who could give general supervision to the base; 
faut de mieux this was the solution which he proposed should be adopted. Under this 
solution we should hand over the base to the Egyptians, retaining only in the base suf
ficient administrative personnel to supervise the British machines and stores which 
were held there, and keeping a general eye on the whole base. Protection of the base 
both on the ground and in the air should be handed over to the Egyptians, but we 
should assist them with the Air Defence Organisation in an advisory capacity. He 
realised that this solution was far from satisfactory, but it must be remembered that 
it would in effect mean that, when we moved back into Egypt to re-open the base, we 
should have available to us, in spite of deterioration and pillage under Egyptian man
agement, base facilities of a far higher order than we had elsewhere. Furthermore it 
was a solution which it seemed must inevitably eventually be forced upon us; and it 
would be better to accept it now with good grace and make it appear as a magnani
mous offer to the Egyptians, rather than that we should gradually be forced into it 
gaining none of the possible advantages of Egyptian goodwill. 

Sir John Slessor said he was appaled [sic] at the idea of handing over to Egypt the 
task of defending the base which was to serve not only the British, but also was to be 
the Allied base for the whole Middle East Defence Organisation. It would in effect 
mean that the base would be undefended; as a result our plans for the defence of the 
Middle East might be jeopardised. We had however little choice in this matter: 
furthermore, in view of the cuts which were to be imposed on the Services, there was 
no prospect of being able to retain in Egypt the squadrons originally planned for the 
Air Defence Organisation. We were therefore forced to accept the solution outlined 
by the Chief of the Imperial General Staff .... 
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319 FO 14111454, no 167 9 Sept 1952 
[Support for the army movement]: minute byTE Evans on whether 
to provide military and financial assistance to the new regime 

The time has, I think, come to decide whether:-

(a) the Army Movement offers reasonable promise of a stable government; 
(b) if so, whether we should support it and by what means; 
(c) on what lines we think it should develop. 

2. There are at least three reasons why a decision should not be deferred. 

(a) A lukewarm attitude on our part may lead the Military to try to exert pressure 
on us by introducing anti-British agitation in the press. (There are signs that this 
is happening already). 
(b) We are losing opportunities of guiding the Movement in the right direction. 
(c) The Americans have already made a decision (in favour of the Movement) and 
are following it up by action. There is an obvious danger of the Egyptians 
exploiting the situation. 

3. It can be argued that we still do not know enough about the intentions of the 
Army or of their policy to translate them into action to reach a decision and that we 
should therefore follow a policy of 'wait and see'. This position is not in my view 
tenable. The Army have now been in control for over six weeks and we know about as 
much about their intentions now as we are ever likely to know. 1 By and large their 
intentions are clear, at least as far as internal politics are concerned; as regards 
foreing [sic] affairs, the door to Egyptian participation in M.E. Defence has been 
carefully kept open. There is a reasonable chance that the Army's control of the 
situation will continue to be such that they will have a fair measure of success in 
putting their programme into effect. 

4. What then are the Army's intentions? They may be summarised as follows:-

(i) Political reform: purge and re-organisation of political parties. 
(ii) Social reform: improving the living conditions of the fellahin and of industrial 
workers. 
(iii) A return to constitutional life. 

These aims are unexceptional. We have indeed urged (ii) for years and have hoped 
for (i). If implemented, they cannot but increase stability in the country. 

5. The arrest of Hafez Afifi, Hilali etc. is certainly disturbing and might be held to 
give the lie to the Army's good intentions. Neguib has, however, announced that 
those against whom nothing discreditable can be proved will be released. It is also 
possible that but for the stubbornness and obstruction of the other political leaders 
who refused to purge their parties, the Army would not have been driven to taking 
this drastic action. The mistakes of Ali Maher (who did not play straight with the 
Army over agrarian reform) is possibly also in part responsible for these large scale 
arrests.) 

1 Against this passage M J Creswell noted in the margin: 'I do not see why we would not learn much more 
about them in the next 6 weeks: our contacts are not yet very good.' 
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6. These are the positive reasons for wishing the Movement success. There are 
also equally weighty negative arguments. These can be summarised as follows:-

If the present laudable programme falls too far short of success, control will pass 
to more extremist elements in the Army, men of the Kamel Sidky type. 2 A collapse of 
internal security would then be round the corner. The Army and the Police are the 
only barrier against mob violence and if it is removed our intervention will be 
inevitable. 

7. If the foregoing is correct, it follows that we should throw our weight in to 
ensure as far as possible the success of the Movement. Our aim is a stable and 
friendly Egypt. Neguib's success would mean a greater degree of stability than has 
been known in this country for many years . Positive support should at least increase 
the chances of a friendly Egypt. Though gratitude counts for little in politics, the 
provision of aid will give us opportunities of guiding the Movement in the right 
direction (reform and a gradual return to constitutional life), and of convincing 
those responsible of the advantages to Egypt of Anglo-Egyptian friendship. 

8. As regards the form of assistance, an advance of sterling releases and the 
provision of military equipment would be the most effective.3 The risk in the case of 
the latter must obviously be recognised. On the other hand, if the Army do not get 
arms from us they will get them from others, i.e. the satellites, or even in certain 
circumstances the Americans.4 The Egyptian Army probably recognise that our 
troops in the Canal are in a position to give them valuable aid in the event of trouble 
in Gaza. 

9. For obvious reasons we and the Americans must keep in step in this matter. 
Unfortunately there is no doubt that the Americans here and even in Washington 
have jumped the gun. They should be firmly told that, as we will have to clear up the 
mess if things go wrong, they must keep in step with us and that we have to make the 
running. 

2 Against this passage M J Creswell noted in the margin: 'I would like to know more about this . What is the 
evidence?' For Kamel Sidky, see 320, note 1. 
3 Against this passage M J Creswell noted in the margin: 'I would prefer cotton purchases and sterling 
release aga inst removal of ban on imported sterling luxury goods.' 
4 Against this passage M J Creswell noted in the margi n: 'The Italians too and possibly the Swiss.' 

320 FO 14111454, no 166 11 Sept 1952 
[Extremism in Egypt]: letter from Sir J Bowker to Sir R Stevenson on 
the danger of extremists gaining greater influence 

I was glad to have your Secret letter to me No. 1011/241/52 of the 6th September, 
even though it had of course been to some extent overtaken by events by the time it 
reached us. 

2. As regards the land reforms, it rather looks to us at first sight as though the 
reforms approved by the new Cabinet are more reasonable and practicable than we 
had feared might be the case. Indeed, as you say in your telegram No. 1338, they 
seem to contain many of the proposals formulated by the Aly Maher Government. We 
are writing to you separately with such information as we have been able to gather 
about land reforms in other areas, in case you think it of any value to pass any of this 
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on. It may be that the new Government will not now be much interested in 
experience gained in other countries, but it may be helpful to show, by using the 
information which we have gathered if opportunity arises, that we at any rate are 
interested in the Egyptian reforms. 

3. In general our feeling here (as you will have seen from our telegram to 
Washington No. 3724) is that the fact that Aly Maher has been pushed off the knife 
edge on which he was balancing is likely to lead to a greater degree of control by the 
extremist elements: and this is what you anticipated in your letter would happen if 
Aly Maher were thrown out. As long as Aly Maher was there, it was still possible for us 
to use him, rogue as he is, as a check upon these extremist elements; now that he has 
gone, the power of the military junta will be freed from restraint and in fact, if not in 
name, we have a military dictatorship in Egypt. It is not very clear to us how far 
Neguib controls the military junta, or if he does not, who does; but the records of its 
members are not reassuring from our point of view. If the military have their way, 
the political parties will now be reduced more or less to impotence, and it is difficult 
to foresee how the military can ever withdraw again from politics. 

4. This might be no bad thing, if we could rely upon the Higher Military 
Committee. But, as I say, their records are not reassuring, and, as you yourself say in 
paragraph 4 of your telegram No. 1341, you are certain that they are as bitterly anti
British as ever the Wafd was. It seems to us that they themselves are not too certain 
of their position: on the one hand, they may be assailed by a dissident group or groups 
within the Army (witness the abortive coup d'etat reported in your telegram No. 1301 
and the activities of Mustafa Kamal Sidqi),1 on the other hand we get reports that they 
are not too popular in the country (witness the disturbances at Kafr el Dawar) , and 
there is the opposition of the Wafd. It seems to us therefore that the events of last week
end may have been brought about partly as the result of the consciousness of their 
own weakness and the need to do something spectacular to reassure public opinion 
that the movement has not lost its momentum and to meet the challenge of the Wafd, 
but if this is so, it is likely to drive them to more rather than less extreme courses. In 
any case we feel that the only effective check upon the Higher Military Committee is 
the fear of possible British intervention. This is really the crux of the matter . 

5. The Americans seem to us to have done their best to remove this fear. By their 
statement of the 3rd September, followed up by their most recent statement, and by 
Caffery's assiduous wooing of Neguib and the junta, they have created the impression 
that the U.S. Government will back the new regime whatever it does (so long as it 
does not introduce suspected Communists into the Government) and that the 
regime can rely upon the Americans in the last resort to prevent British military 
intervention. We quite understand Caffery's desire to increase his influence by 
standing well with Neguib and the Higher Military Committee; but it seems a pity 
that the universal American desire for popularity should in practice result in 
encouraging the more extreme elements in Egypt to believe that they can play the 
Americans off against ourselves. It is understandable that the Americans, who have 
not, as we have, the threat of force in the background as an ultimate sanction, should 
try to use a certain amount of honey on the Egyptians, but we wonder whether they 
realise fully the inefficacy of honey as a means of catching these particular spiders. 

1 Mustafa Sidqi, pseudo-Marxist leader of a group of young officers who planned to kill the chief of staff in 
1947. Cashiered by the revolutionary government in Aug 1952. 
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We do not ask or expect them to "shove us down the Egyptian throats" , but we do 
wish that they would refrain from actions which, either by design or ignorance, 
weaken such influence as we have in Egypt. 

6. In parentheses, I might mention that the question of arms for the police is 
another case in point. It is true that we agreed that these arms should be offered, but 
that was a considerable time ago when circumstances were quite different and when 
we were still hoping that Farouk could be used as a stabilising factor. Even then, our 
original idea had been merely that the Americans should supply vehicles and perhaps 
a small number of what might be called "police" weapons; it turned out, however, 
that they intended to supply not only carbines, but .30 calibre machine guns and 
1,000 Ingraham .45 calibre sub-machine guns, as well as light armoured cars. We 
swallowed this at the time, but circumstances have changed so much since that we 
could not agree to this offer being made now. The War Office strongly object to 
delivery of the Ingraham submachine guns, which they say would be enough to equip 
two "Liberation" battalions. (It is true that the Ingraham submachine guns are not 
immediately available for shipment but they are included in the latest list, a copy of 
which I attach).2 Not only is there, in our view, a real danger that these arms might 
be used against us, but the knowledge that the Americans were proposing to supply 
this equipment, with our consent as it was believed, has already stimulated other 
Governments to say that they imagine we shall have no objection to their supplying 
arms and equipment also. Thus the embargo, which is in fact one of our strongest 
levers, has already been imperilled. It is really intolerable that the Americans should 
thus propose to dash from our hands one of our most valuable instruments without 
adequate consultation with us in advance, merely because Caffery wishes to curry 
favour with the military junta. His remarks about bolstering up Aly Maher are either 
disingenuous, or show what seems to us an entire misappreciation of the situation. 
(That, however, is nothing new- vide his obstinately-held opinion that the fall of 
King Farouk was due to our refusal to talk business over the Sudan with successive 
Egyptian Governments!) I cannot help wondering whether in all this there is not an 
element of pique on Caffery's part over the obviously much closer relations which 
you established with Aly Maher than he. 

7. In view of all this I am particularly glad to see from your telegram No. 1341 
that you are going to try and work out some kind of joint appreciation with the U.S. 
Embassy. If you can get a joint appreciation on sound lines, this may help us to agree 
a common policy with the U.S. Government. But we feel that it would be wrong to 
make important concessions to the American point of view simply in order to have a 
joint appreciation. It would be better to list the points of disagreement. No doubt 
however you have this very much in mind. Anyway we shall await your appreciation 
with interest. 

8. In conclusion I would just like to say that we do realise that what is going on 
in Egypt is a revolution. With many of the objects of this revolution we must 
sympathise, and we must hope that the results may have a lasting and beneficial 
effect upon Egypt. Such an effect could hardly be produced by anything short of a 
revolution and the last thing we want is to appear to be opposing healthy reform. But 
we are very conscious of the danger, of which you are probably even more conscious 
than we, that this revolution may have its ugly side and that as time goes on, this 

2 No t printed. 
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ugly side may predominate. It is no good burking this possibility, and we feel that it 
is only by a mixture of methods, in which the instilling of a healthy respect must play 
at least as important a part as a show of friendliness, that we can hope to keep it 
under any control. 

321 FO 14111454, no 167 11 Sept 1952 
[US embassy assessment of present situation in Egypt]: telegram from 
J Caffery to US State Department. Minutes by T E Evans and 
CB Duke 

Firm conclusions cannot be reached so early in what is being referred to as the 
"Second Phase of the Revolution" but the following are tentative conclusions which 
might be of assistance in an analysis of the present situation:-

1. Egypt, with the effective take-over of civilian Government by the Military, has 
probably entered on a period of relative governmental stability as differentiated from 
the frequent changes of the past nine months. Certain adjustments may still be made 
within the Cabinet as individuals get discouraged or prove unequal to their tasks, but 
the pattern of Military supremacy is apt to exist at least until elections and possibly 
longer. 

2. During this preliminary period it can be anticipated that primary, if not 
exclusive, concentration of Egypt's rulers will be on the internal complex problems. 
Solutions must be found to many difficult questions and Egypt must be started on its 
way to political, social and economic purification and progress before the Military 
can be persuaded or will be prepared to tackle external problems such as 
Anglo- Egyptian relations, MEDO, or peace with Israel. 

3. The British will probably react coldly to the new Military regime. They know 
they are unpopular with the Military and will recommend more waiting and more 
watching. Their concern regarding the inclusion of extremist nationalists and one 
Moslem Brotherhood representative in the Cabinet will add weight to their 
arguments. 

4. The Egyptian Military do not, repeat not, necessarily distrust or dislike the 
British more than other Egyptians do, but they are less experienced and less 
diplomatic in the ways in which they express their feelings. They have no, repeat no, 
interest whatever in even talking with the British at present. The Nationalists among 
the Military and Cabinet are disposed toward "evacuation before negotiations 
approach" but as yet this question has not been faced. Older men may prevail when 
this question is faced but at best the general attitude toward the British will not be 
friendly nor liberal. Possible sign post of significance will be the Egyptian reaction to 
the elections in the Sudan scheduled for early November. 

The attitude of the Egyptian Military toward the United States is in sharp contrast 
to that toward the British. The Egyptian Military would really like a general working 
alliance with the United States to the exclusion of the United Kingdom. In any event 
they recognize their need for a strong friend and we are nominated. This is not to 
imply, however, that they have analyzed how far they would be prepared to go in 
such an alliance, but the inclination toward close relations is beyond doubt. 

5. There are no repeat no divergences between British and American long-term 
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objectives in Egypt. Tactically, however, any hope of achieving these objectives is 
inextricably centered on relations between the new Egyptian regime and the United 
States. It would not only be impossible to bring the British into the picture at the 
present time but the very process of trying could only result in the loss of our own 
prestige and consequent damage to the objectives of both the United Kingdom and 
the United States. Once cooperation is firmly established it may be possible to 
persuade the Egyptians of the need for joint defense and of the inevitability of British 
partnership therein. 

6. I hope that for the immediate present our policy can be one of approachability 
and preparation to be of assistance on realistic occasions. In this connection, the first 
field which already has been started and which has considerable promise is that of tech
nical assistance. It is, however, important that this assistance be kept technical in every 
sense of the word but that there be frequent though tactful reminders that the United 
States is not repeat not Santa Claus and that all good things in life have their price. 

The next field that will open will be that of military assistance. It may be some time 
before this comes along and technical aspects such as increased training and 
informational exchange will probably be stressed at first. However, the time when 
requests will be made for more substantial aid in the way of equipment will not be 
postponed indefinitely and we should be preparing our responses. 

In the meantime we should avoid all evidences of forcing MEDO but at the same 
time we should not neglect any opportunity to start the Government of Egypt in that 
direction. In a real sense the role of the United States in Egypt will have to be that of 
Egypt's conscience, reminding Egypt that there is an outside world with problems 
which impinge directly on Egypt's future . 

I am fully aware of the fact that there is a possibility that the Egyptian Military 
might not be able to control the forces which they have unleashed or that their 
present objectives might be diverted. The minimization of such a possibility is one 
more reason for a positive and constructive approach by the United States. 

Minutes on 321 

The following are some preliminary comments on the attached U.S. Embassy 
telegram. 

Para. 4 

"They (the Egyptian Military) have no repeat no interest whatever in even 
talking with the British at present." 

I do not agree. If we offer them our support I see no reason why they should not 
welcome it. The Military are at present deeply suspicious of our attitude; what we 
regard as caution amounts to virtual hostility in their eyes. 

"The Egyptian Military would really like a general working alliance with the 
U.S. to the exclusion of the U.K." 

The Military are inclined to prefer the Americans because they think that they 
could get an alliance with them on better terms than they could with us, e.g. inter 
alia virtual complete evacuation. They are running after the Americans now for what 
they hope to get out of them: -
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(i) Support against the British. 
(ii) Substantial material assistance including arms. 

If they do not get these, their attitude will change. Even if they do get them, they are 
likely to cool off once they have got what they want. Fundamentally the Americans 
are no more popular with the Nationalists than we are, possibly even less so. The 
Americans are as much imperialists in the eyes of the Nationalists as we are and 
American policy over Palestine is bound to be an obstacle. In general the American 
way of life (typified by films, cocktails and dollars) does not recommend itself to the 
Ikhwan who are after all not without influence with the Army; or indeed to any 
decent Egyptians. 

Para.S 

"Any hope of achieving these objectives (Anglo-American long-term 
objectives) is inextricably centred on relations between the new Egyptian 
regime and the U.S." 

No. In the last resort, it is centred on relations between Egypt and the U.K. Without 
an Anglo-Egyptian settlement, U.S.-Egyptian friendship will be of very little value. 

"It would not only be impossible to bring the British into the picture at the 
present time but the very process of trying could only result in the loss of our 
own prestige and consequent damage to the objectives of both the U.K. and 
the U.S." 

If this means that the Americans will bring us into the picture, I agree. We should 
go in on our own merits and not on the backs of the Americans. As suggested above, 
I think this is possible. 

Para. 6 

"The time when requests will be made for far more substantial aid in the form 
of (military) equipment will not be postponed indefinitely and we should be 
preparing our responses." 

This is significant. If the Americans are to keep in with the regime they will have 
sooner rather than later to provide arms. It is very doubtful whether they will be able 
to maintain their policy of "No M.E. Defence, no arms". 

T.E.E. 
12.9.52 

I agree generally. There is, I think, very deep rooted suspicion of us, however, which 
is not relieved by the fact that the Egns. are probably almost as suspicious of the 
Americans, though they take pains to conceal the fact in the hope of favours to come. 
Suspicion of us is probably greater than of the Americans, because I think we inspire 
considerably more respect and fear than the Americans. 

I hope we shall be able to bring out some of these points, in not too aggressive a 
manner, in our talks with the U.S. Embassy this week. 

C.B.D. 
15.9.52 
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322 FO 371196934, no 418 12 Sept 1952 
[Anglo-American views on the military regime]: inward telegram no 
1359 from Sir R Stevenson to FO on whether to follow the US lead in 
supporting the army movement 

Following are my comments on recent Anglo-American exchanges of view about 
Egypt (your telegram No. 372 to Washington and subsequent telegrams). 

2. It seems to me that there is a pressing need (a) to define our own attitude 
towards the army movement, and (b) to attempt to harmonise our views and policies 
with those of the United States Government. There is however a substantial area of 
agreement between ourselves and the Americans in our estimate of the character of 
the new regime. We do not differ greatly in our estimates of the good intentions and 
moderation of the junta and the benefits which will accrue to Egypt itself if they can 
achieve their declared objectives. 

3. There is a difference between us and the Americans: -

(a) In that we are not fully confident of the regime's capacity to preserve their 
original ideals and to arrive at the ends at which they aim without having been 
captured by extremists or extremism. We are more impressed than the Americans 
by the potential dangers in the situation. The Americans have however better 
opportunities of judging the intentions and capacities of the officers in the higher 
committee, and appear to think that we see bogies where none exist. 
(b) About the extent to which we should openly give support to the movement. 
The Americans feel that every opportunity must be taken of attempting to guide it 
from the start and that the momentum which it possesses is such that unless there 
are Western hands on the wheel, it may go far and fast in the wrong direction. 
They consider that they cannot afford not to be on the closest terms with the 
regime, although there may be risks involved in giving it confidence and strength. 

4. The picture as seen by our two Embassies can perhaps be summarised as 
follows:-

The movement is one with great potentialities for good, particularly in the internal 
field, but nevertheless contains potentialities of great danger. These dangerous 
tendencies will be accentuated (and perhaps have already started to appear) if the 
movement finds itself faced with internal opposition, or if power goes to the heads of 
those responsible. It is the emphasis which we respectively accord to these dangers 
which represents the difference (if any) in our views. We will try to narrow the 
differences in discussion with United States Embassy of draft appreciation (my 
telegram No. 1341 paragraph 2). 

5. The issue which must be decided by Her Majesty's Government is therefore as 
follows:-

Are we to refrain from supporting moderates because they may be captured by 
extremists or extremist ideas or are we to attempt to strengthen them in order to 
preserve moderation? 

6. It unfortunately seems true that we have lost the initiative which is 
traditionally ours in Egypt, while still retaining the ultimate responsibility for 
clearing up the mess. To what extent can we therefore go in order to regain this 
initiative, without increasing the likelihood of a mess developing. In particular can 
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we or can we not afford to make certain concessions now bearing in mind on the one 
hand the possible advantage of the greater impact and power to establish confidence 
of rapid action, and on the other the possible danger of thereby expending 
prematurely an important bargaining counter and simply improving the relative 
negotiating position of the Egyptians later on without any corresponding advantage. 

7. A further consideration is that, as so often in Egyptian affairs, a crise de 
confiance is developing. On our side we have hitherto retained an attitude of 
restrained or even chilly approval. The army group who started out with a dislike of 
Britain, feel that their suspicions are confirmed by our reactions to the movement 
which are in such marked contrast with those of the Americans. There is therefore a 
danger of a vicious spiral developing, with lack of confidence leading to hostility, and 
hostility to open enmity. 

-8. There is also the purely Anglo- American angle. If the Americans remain 
convinced that we are cold and reserved to the new regime, this will widen the gap 
between us and increase their present inclination to go ahead without us in 
consolidating their relations with the Egyptian military, on the pretext given in 
paragraph 4 of my telegram No. 1341 and somewhat echoed in paragraph 1 of 
Washington telegram No. 1721 (I do not (repeat not) believe that my contacts with 
Ali Maher had any connexion with his fall). This in turn will increase the Egyptian 
belief that they can impose pressure on us with impunity and even with United States 
support; and thus also increase the danger later of a major crisis in a few months 
time and of only half-hearted American support when it comes. For all these reasons 
we should I think if possible, and despite the risks, try to keep parallel with the 
Americans now. 

323 DEFE 5/41, COS(52)519, annex 18 Sept 1952 
'A review of our Middle East strategy in the light of present 
assumptions': report by the British Defence Co-ordination 
Committee, Middle East to the COS on the adoption of a forward 
strategy [Extract] 

Introduction 
1. This paper is a review of the basis of our MIDDLE EAST strategy in the light of 

present planning assumptions. It takes account of the revised concepts of both Soviet 
and Allied Strategy. Its purpose is, first, to decide whether existing plans satisfy the 
revised requirements and, second, to propose an alternative should they prove 
inadequate. 

Soviet strategy in the Middle East 
2. In the revised concept of Soviet Strategy it has been appreciated that in the 

MIDDLE EAST their aims will be: -

(a) To improve the air defence of the Southern Flank. 
(b) To control the BOSPHORUS and the DARDANELLES. 
(c) To divert Allied Forces from the main campaign in Western Europe. 
(d) To deny the MIDDLE EAST oil to the Allies. 
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(e) To gain access to the INDIAN OCEAN through the PERSIAN GULF. 

3. To fulfil these aims Soviet Strategy will be directed towards the invasion of 
TURKEY, IRAQ and PERSIA, possibly combined with raids across the Syrian desert. 
An attack upon the SUEZ CANAL and EGYPT is unlikely to form part of their initial 
campaign although the capture of the Egypt Base would be an ultimate objective in 
order to forestall any long term counter offensive from this direction. 

4. Soviet air strategy is unlikely to allocate effort to attacks on the MIDDLE 
EAST except for isolated targets of outstanding importance. The SUEZ CANAL and 
possibly a main fleet base or strategic bombing base, if such were to be developed, 
might constitute targets for atomic attack or conventional attack by heavy bombers. 

Allied strategy in the Middle East 
5. The American strategic bombing offensive is the backbone of Allied Global 

Strategy. In view of this and the Soviet aims in paragraph 2 above, the purpose of our 
MIDDLE EAST strategy should be:-

(a) To prevent early Soviet occupation of forward airfields from which effective 
attacks might be developed against American strategic bomber bases. 
(b) To prevent or delay a Soviet turning movement against the Turkish Southern 
Flank. 
(c) To delay a Soviet advance against the oilfields until such time as the American 
bombing offensive has been decisive. 

6. Although the defence of the Egypt Base is not a strategic aim, a secure base is 
an essential requirement. 

Current defence plan 
7. Our current defence plans are designed to impose delay on the routes into 

IRAQ from PERSIA while building up a main defensive position in the LEVANT. 
Delay is to be imposed initially by British Air Forces operating from forward bases 
and by Iraq forces deployed mainly in defence of the passes in North-East IRAQ. 
When forced to withdraw these forces will fall back on the LEVANT. Between these 
forces and the main defensive position a covering force is deployed, whose task is to 
impose further delay on Soviet forces attempting to cross the Syrian desert. The 
main def-ensive position is to be prepared al)d occupied initially by the peacetime 
garrison of the MIDDLE EAST, less those forces required in EGYPT for internal 
security duties and defence of the base, re-inforced in due course by build-up 
formations. Plans also exist for the destruction of oil installations in PERSIA and 
IRAQ. 

The shortcomings of our present plan 
8. At present the task of opposing the Soviet occupation of Iraq rests with the 

small and inadequately equipped Iraqi Army. They will receive no direct support from 
our land forces and only indirect support from our air forces in Iraq. 

9. It would be possible, therefore, for Soviet forces to occupy Iraq speedily and 
without much effective opposition, thus achieving:-

(a) Occupation of the Iraq airfields. 
(b) Occupation of the oil-producing areas of MOSUL, KIRKUK and BASRA. 
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(c) Access to the PERSIAN GULF. 
(d) A suitable base for further operations against the oil producing areas of the 
Persian Gulf. 
(e) The turning of the Turkish Flank. 
(f) A suitable base for subsequent operations against the LEVANT and EGYPT. 

In short the Soviet forces will achieve a large proportion of their MIDDLE EAST 
aims while we achieve none of ours. 

10. In addition, owing to the state of the EGYPT Base and other logistic 
limitations the deployment of the covering force and the build up of our land forces 
in the LEVANT will be too late and too weak to be effective against a Soviet advance 
in any strength, and the maintenance of our air effort will be compromised. Our 
present plans are, therefore, clearly inadequate. 

Alternative plans 
11. The remainder of this study is devoted to an examination of alternative plans. 

Any plan for the fulfilment of our strategic aims must be co-ordinated with plans for 
the defence of Eastern TURKEY. Little information is available to us so, for the 
purpose of this paper, we have assumed that TURKEY intends to defend her Eastern 
Frontier and to cover her base at ISKENDERUN. 

Assumptions 
12. In addition to the assumptions on which previous plans have been based the 

following have also been agreed by the BDCC(ME): -

(a) The pre-positioning of supplies and equipment in JORDAN and IRAQ would be 
allowed. 
(b) The loss of some of the equipment and stores of any British formation initially 
operating in IRAQ would be acceptable. 
(c) There would be no political objection to employing the Arab Legion in IRAQ. 
(d) It is still necessary to ensure the security of the EGYPT Base from any local 
threat, and, as far as practicable from air attack. 

Aim 
13. Our aim must still be to hold the Soviet advance through PERSIA and IRAQ 

as far North and East as possible. 

Time and space 
14. We have not yet received the latest JIC assessments of the rate and scale of 

the Soviet advance. However, based on available information, leading Soviet 
elements are expected to reach the North East frontier of IRAQ by D plus 10, the mid
East frontier by D plus 15 and the BASRA area by D plus 25. The bulk of our 
peacetime garrison is stationed some 900 to 1000 miles from this area. The time 
element is, therefore, of the utmost importance in the deployment of these forces . 

15. If PERSIA becomes a Communist Satellite state the rate of Soviet advance 
will be accelerated and, in the worst case, Soviet forces might even be deployed on 
the IRAQ- PERSIA border on D day. To meet this situation our land forces would 
have to be positioned in IRAQ in peace, a course not likely to be permitted except 
perhaps under the aegis of a MIDDLE EAST Defence Organisation. 
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16. The threat through TURKEY towards ISKENDERUN is unlikely to 
materialise for some months. Clearly, therefore, the threat through PERSIA is the 
more immediate. 

Comparison of land forces 
17. The Soviet threat against Iraq is expected to consist of a total of 10~ 

divisions, of which 1~ might be directed against the passes in the North-East, 4 
against BAGHDAD and 5 against BASRA. In addition, they could employ an airborne 
brigade from D day. To oppose this threat the Iraqi Army has 3 weak divisions . Forces 
under British Command at present available for the defence of the MIDDLE EAST 
consist of the Arab Legion (% division) and X Corps (2 and % divisions). A 
considerable reduction of the British forces mentioned is, however, contemplated for 
the future. With regard to the Soviet advance through TURKEY the leading elements 
likely to reach ALEPPO might consist initially of 1 division with a subsequent build
up to 4 divisions by D plus 7 months. The threat from PERSIA is the more serious 
and to oppose it the IRAQ Army will require all available reinforcements. 

The air situation 
18. The Soviet Air Force will have a numerical superiority of about 5 to 1 over 

the British air forces which could be deployed in the forward area, in support of the 
attack against IRAQ, of which a proportion will be high performance fighters. In the 
early stages operating from airfields in Soviet territory, they could carry out escorted 
bomber raids on targets in Northern IRAQ and unescorted raids as far as SYRIA. But 
until they obtain airfields in PERSIA and IRAQ their ground attack aircraft will be 
unable to give direct support to their Army in their advance through IRAQ. This is a 
strong argument in favour of the strategy which aims at imposing the maximum 
delay on their forces debauching into the IRAQ plain. We have a few DF/GA 
Squadrons but no high performance fighters, virtually no light bombers and little 
radar. As we cannot effectively counter Soviet bomber attacks escorted by high 
performance fighters, we could only obtain the maximum effect from our limited 
resources by deploying our squadrons as far forward as possible for use in a CA role. 

19. At the outset, the EGYPT Base is not within the range of any bombers except 
those of the Long Range Air Force. This is unlikely to be used against the MIDDLE 
EAST except for isolated targets of outstanding importance such as the SUEZ CANAL 
or a main fleet base or a strategic bombing base. To obtain the maximum effect we 
can clearly take a risk in the air defence of EGYPT. 

Topography 
20. The best natural obstacles where numerically inferior forces could impose 

delay are the passes through the mountain area on the IRAQ- PERSIA border. 
Between these and the Inner Ring there are no natural obstacles which could impose 
other than temporary delay on a Soviet advance. 

Turkish plans 
21. As already stated in paragraph 11 above we have little information of plans 

for the defence of TURKEY. It has been appreciated that a threat may develop to the 
Turkish Southern Flank along the general line of the MOSUL-ALEPPO railway. This 
threat can best be countered from the direction of Northern IRAQ and SYRIA. To 
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ensure protection of the Turkish Southern Flank it is, therefore, vital that there 
should be full co-ordination of our respective plans and operations. 

Transportation for deployment and maintenance 
22. There are three alternative means of transportation for deploying forces to 

the forward areas. These are discussed below. 
23. Rail. In the early stages the MOSUL-BAGHDAD railway could be used for 

deployment to the forward area from the ports of BEIRUT or TRIPOLI. The journey 
from these ports to MOSUL takes about 48 hours. Our ability to use this line depends 
on the provision of locomotives and rolling stock and as it crosses the Turkish 
frontier, on Turkish co-operation. In view of the time factor the railway cannot be 
used in the speedy deployment of our forces but, subsequently, it could provide a 
useful maintenance link, though liable to interference from sabotage or air attack. 

24. M. T. MT might be used to move the force across the desert. This method, 
however, would necessitate staging posts pre-stocked with supplies, water and POL, 
such as were used during the last war, when the journey from the CANAL ZONE to 
BAGHDAD took ten days; it might also result in the force being committed to battle 
in an exhausted condition. This method would also require the use of a certain 
number of both troop-carrying and cargo vehicles, which would have to be made 
available at the expense of other essential requirements. It is possible that part of the 
Arab Legion might be enabled, by using all available vehicles, to move from JORDAN 
in time to resist the Soviet advance across the PERSWIRAQ frontier. Both the lack 
of time and non-availability of vehicles will prohibit an attempt to send British troops 
from the CANAL ZONE by this means, except as reinforcements; but even this would 
be undesirable. 

25. Air. Royal Air Force Squadrons can only be deployed in time with the 
assistance of the MIDDLE EAST Transport Force. In consequence, from D to D plus 7 
there would only be a total lift of about 50 Valetta sorties available to deploy ground 
forces to the forward area. This represents a lift of about 1,000 men with personal 
arms only. If additional airlift were required it would have to be provided by 
Transport Command. In any case, an airlift of this nature would be best used for 
personnel only and it would be essential for all vehicles, ammunition and heavy 
equipment to be prepositioned in IRAQ. 

26. From the above, it is clear that an airlift, in conjunction with prepositioning, 
is the only means of deploying any force other than the Arab Legion in time. 
Subsequently, by the use of rail and limited MT, it would be possible to maintain and 
re-inforce the force originally deployed by air. 

Morale 
27. A forward policy, particularly with British troops, would give direct moral 

support to the Iraquis [sic] is and would encourage other Arab States to co-operate in 
the defence of the MIDDLE EAST. It therefore represents a promising basis upon which 
discussions under the aegis of a MIDDLE EAST Defence Organisation could begin. 

Extrication 
28. As the purpose of any force deployed in IRAQ is to impose the maximum 

delay on the Soviet advance and to support the Iraquis [sic] it must remain in action 
for as long as effective resistance is possible. Once withdrawal is forced upon it, it will 
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be faced with a long retirement in the face of Soviet air superiority. This means that a 
forward policy will inevitably involve us in a very hazardous military operation in the 
course of which we may well lose the bulk of the force as well as most of the 
equipment and stocks prepositioned in the forward area. In the event of a slow bui ld
up in the LEVANT the loss of our forward troops may well weaken our main defens ive 
positions to an extent which endangers the ultimate safety of the MIDDLE EAST. 

Logistic implications of a forward policy 
29. Under present conditions we have no reserve stocks of equipment, and our 

existing holdings of vehicles are limited to our authorised peacetime maintenance 
stocks. Army units are only equipped with their lower establishment of vehicles and 
some units, particularly the Arab Legion, are short of mobilisation equipment. Until 
after the arrival of the first vehicle convoy, even if the maximum use were to be made 
of hired civilian vehicles, we should have insufficient transport to work the base, deploy 
and maintain X Corps and Tactical Group and provide a road L of C to the forward area. 

30. The only stocks of white oils under our control in IRAQ at present are the 
operating stocks for our air forces deployed there. These are normally replenished 
from BAGHDAD. There are at present no reserves of white oils in JORDAN, and until 
these are available it would not be possible to replenish IRAQ from there . Therefore, 
it will be essential to preposition in IRAQ the necessary stocks of white oils for all 
forces planned to operate there. 

31. The main logistic implications of a forward policy are therefore:-

(a) All the vehicles and heavy equipment required for use by units to be transported 
by air must be prepositioned in peace in suitable locations in IRAQ. If these require
ments cannot be supplied from U.K. then they must be made available from the 
CANAL ZONE from peacetime maintenance or mobilisation stocks. 
(b) Ammunition and maintenance stocks must be prepositioned in IRAQ, scaled 
to the expected duration of operations. 
(c) Additional white oil storage would be required in IRAQ. 
(d) In order to safeguard and maintain the prepositioned stocks, additional British 
personnel would have to be stationed in IRAQ in peace. 
(e) It would probably not be possible to turn over in IRAQ in peace the full 
number of rations required by this force , and this will limit the amount which can 
be pre-stocked; the balance will have to be flown in as part of the airlift. 

A study of the factors 
32. The courses open to the Soviet [sic] in the initial stages are to invade IRAQ 

through the North-Eastern passes, seize the air-fields and oil installations and build 
up their forces for an advance to the MEDITERRANEAN, or, to develop a thrust 
through PERSIA towards BASRA and the head of the PERSIAN GULF in order to 
seize the oil installations. As they have the forces available to carry out both these 
operations simultaneously this is what they would probably do. 

33. The numerical superiority of the Soviet Air Force, combined with the 
vulnerability of the routes which the Soviet ground forces must use to approach 
IRAQ, makes it essential that we should concentrate the maximum air strength in 
the forward area. This combined with the improbability of a serious air threat to the 
EGYPT Base developing in the early stages justifies the diversion of squadrons 
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hitherto allocated to its defence in order to augment our striking potential in the 
forward area. 

34. Our transportation difficulties, and the lack of time available for deployment 
will restrict our ground forces in the initial stages to those which can be lifted by air 
from D to D plus 7, together with as much of the Arab Legion as can be deployed 
using available MT. Should further British troops be required, they could only be 
deployed either by using all available MT or by additional airlift from Transport 
Command. Whilst this would affect the build-up of the main defensive position this 
risk is justifiable. 

35. In view of the limited forces which can be deployed it is impracticable to 
attempt to defend the whole of the IRAQ-PERSIA border. If our effort were 
concentrated in the North-East it would make the best use of the natural defences, 
protect the Turkish flank and impose considerable delay on the Soviet advance into 
IRAQ. If it were concentrated further South to cover the head of the PERSIAN GULF 
we should be isolated and, in face of the marked Soviet numerical superiority, we 
would be unable to protect the oil or achieve any worthwhile delay. The defence of 
BASRA and the approaches to the PERSIAN GULF are, therefore, out of the question. 

36. If our forces are able to withdraw they must be supported by additional 
troops, deployed on an intermediate position. 

37. The maintenance of our forces in the forward area is impossible from the 
EGYPT Base. This must, therefore, be carried out from prepositioned stocks, the scale 
of which must be related to the period for which these forces will have to operate. 
Unless these stocks are prepositioned in peace the operation will not be practicable. 

38. It is clear, therefore, that there is no course which, in the light of our present 
resources and circumstances, can satisfy all our strategic aims. The most realistic 
course is to concentrate all available resources to impose delay in the North-East. 
Even this course involves the aceptance [sic] of considerable risk without which, 
however, our aim cannot be achieved. 

A suggested plan 
39. An outline of a plan based on the most realistic course, is as follows:-

(a) To impose maximum delay on the Soviet advance through PERSIA by the use 
of offensive air action and by the action of our raiding forces . This action to take 
priority over the air defence of the EGYPT Base. 
(b) To support the IRAQ Army in North-East IRAQ with as large a British force as 
can be deployed by D plus 7 using all available airlift. 
(c) To support (b) above by deploying the Arab Legion using all available MT ... . 

324 WO 216/559 19 Sept 1952 
[Forward strategy for Middle East defence] : letter from Lieutenant
General Sir N Brownjohn to General Sir B Robertson expressing 
support fo r the concept [Extract] 

I have just read your review of Middle East Strategy in the light of the new 
assumption. I have always felt that, unless we were prepared to adopt a forward 
policy, we should never get the support of the Middle East states; and that MEDO-if 
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indeed it was ever formed-would get support from nobody and would be totally 
ineffective. The forward policy proposed does involve serious risks, and presents 
difficult administrative problems. On the other hand we have a much greater chance 
of gaining the support of the Middle East states if we can make it clear to them that 
we really do intend to hold the enemy "as far as possible to the North East". 

These are my personal views after a first glance at the paper; I hope that the Chiefs 
of Staff will endorse them. The paper is now under examination . ... 

325 DEFE 4/56, COS 135(52)1, appendix 23 Sept 1952 
[Implications of a radical reduction in defence expenditure]: report by 
the COS, 8 Sept 1952, on the defence cuts proposed by Mr Butler 

Draft on some suggested general paragraphs on the acceptability of a Defence Budget 
at either of the proposed levels. Reference COS(52)491, paragraph 95 (f) (ii) . 

1. In paragraph 140 of our report on Defence Policy and Global Strategy (C.O.S. 
(52) 361)1 we wrote:-

"The reductions which we recommend in the build-up and equipment of the 
forces can be undertaken only by incurring real and serious risks. These risks 
are only justifiable in the face of the threat of economic disaster." 

We must, therefore, make clear our view that from the military point of view no 
substantial reductions below the levels set out in that paper are acceptable. Our 
proposals in that report were based on the estimate that Global war is unlikely in the 
near future . But that can only be an opinion-an instructed guess. The United States 
Authorities, political and military, consider that we have been unduly optimistic in 
our estimate of the likelihood of war-and indeed we may be wrong, though we do 
not think so. Some of the United States Chiefs of Staff also think that we have over
estimated the effect, in the next year or two, of the Atomic Air offensive, which was 
also to some extent the basis of our revised policy (C.O.S.(52)361 paragraph 10)
equally, they may be right, though again we do not think so. Nevertheless, in both 
cases the risk remains. 

2. We attach special importance to the effect on N.A.T.O. of any further weaken
ing of our defence effort, which is bound to become known in the Annual Review upon 
which we are shortly to embark. Another basic assumption underlying our Global 
Strategy proposals was that N.A.T.O. continues to build up its strength and to consol
idate that unity between the free nations which is so vitally important as a deterrent 
to Soviet aggression, and as the foundation of Western military strength in the event 
of Global war. Inherent in that conception is the need to sustain the interest and faith 
of the United States in an Organisation which so largely stems from their initiative 
and relies on their support. IfN.A.T.O. were to collapse the whole structure of Western 
security, including that of these islands, would go with it. 

3. Some substantial reductions in the present planned strengths of conventional 
forces are justified by the new conception of N.A.T.O. strategy, as we advised in 
C.O.S. (52) 361, but there is a limit to that. The contribution of Britain to the 

1 See 308. 
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strength of the North Atlantic Alliance is more than the material value of our 
military re-armament programme-important though that is . The British example 
of determination, of sacrifice, of efficient planning and of adherence to our 
undertakings to our Allies is even more important. The two combined mean that our 
influence as one of the main pillars of N.A.T.O., though not as obvious or spectacular, 
is at least equal to that of the United States. Incidentally it is also indispensable if we 
are to nourish and fortify our moderating influence upon United States policy. In this 
latter connection we do not underestimate the importance of restoring our economic 
independence if we are to regain our full status and influence as the major partner of 
the United States in world affairs . But that in itself will be insufficient unless we can 
also sustain our position as a power of a very high order, not only in N.A.T.O., but in 
the Middle East and Asia. 

4. It follows that excessive reductions in our pledged short-term obligations to 
our Allies in N.A.T.O., or in the more conditional commitments for the later stages of 
the build-up which we accepted at Lisbon, would be likely to have the gravest 
repercussions on the whole stability of the Alliance. Our programmes, even before 
the revision recommended in the Global Strategy paper, fell noticeably short of the 
Lisbon targets.2 The recommendations in C.O.S.(52)361 would result in very 
substantial further short-falls, in the air, at sea, and on land. These, however, could 
be justified by the new strategic conceptions, and indeed are probably anticipated 
against the background of the very clear reservations as to steel and balance of 
payments which we attached to the acceptance of the Lisbon goals. 

We should, however, view with the deepest concern the probable effects on 
N.A.T.O. of the further reductions in our contributions which would be inevitable if 
defence expenditure were to be cut to the extent now envisaged. 

5. In the Middle East and Mediterranean our recommendations under the 
revised Global Strategy would result in our forces being adequate only to meet Cold 
War requirements, on the assumption that they could be re-inforced in emergency 
by land and air forces from a strategic reserve in the United Kingdom. Even on that 
basis our contribution to any Allied Middle East Defence Organisation would be 
inadequate, and our political influence in Turkey and the States of the Middle East 
correspondingly reduced. If they are further cut- particularly to the extent involved 
by acceptance of the Chancellor's figure-the fact must be faced that in peace our 
forces would be a mere token, and it would be obvious that in war we should be in no 
position to make a serious contribution to the defence of the Middle East. We believe 
that this could not fail to have the most serious repercussions on the stability of the 
whole area, on our position vis-a-vis Egypt, our Treaty commitments and obligations 
in Iraq, Jordan and the Persian Gulf, and our responsibilities in the Aden 
Protectorate. 

6. We recognise that the up-surge of Nationalist sentiment in Asia and Mrica, 
and our enforced withdrawal from Palestine, have already profoundly modified the 
position we had built up for ourselves in the Middle East over the last century and in 

2 In February 1952 the NATO meeting in Lisbon defined the force goals for defending western Europe. It 
produced an agreement to create 96 divisions in W. Europe by 1960 and 50 divisions by the end of 1952 
with a combined air force of 4,000 planes. Britain was to provide 10 divisions. The Lisbon forces goals were 
geared to a medium term plan of defending the Rhine in 1954, three years before the British long term 
plan of meeting the Soviet challenge in 1957. 
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two Global wars, at vast cost in British lives and treasure. If we are forced to accept 
further drastic cuts in defence expenditure beyond the Global Strategy level, we may 
as well face the fact that before long it will disappear altogether. 

7. In the Far East, even under the £4,700m Programme, we should not have 
been in a position to guarantee the protection of all British Territory and interests 
against full scale attack, even by China alone. We could, however, reasonably have 
hoped, with some Commonwealth assistance, to hold Malaya and, in conjunction 
also with the United States, to prevent enemy penetration into the Archipelago. Our 
Global Strategy proposals involved no reduction of our strength in the Far East
indeed they envisaged some small increases, in accordance with our views on the 
great importance of South East Asia in the Cold War and the need to build up a 
strategic reserve for employment in that area. 

Under either of the hypotheses we are now asked to consider, and more 
particularly under the cuts proposed by the Chancellor, we hope to do no more than 
restore the internal security position in Malaya in peace-and even that would be 
prejudiced by the moral effect of some of the measures that would be necessary, such 
as the disbandment of the Auxiliary Squadrons. Our position in South East Asia in 
the event of war, even against China alone, would be qu ite untenable, and we could 
not defend Malaya. Among the many sombre repercussions of that situation would be 
the final abandonment of any hope of Australian or New Zealand assistance in the 
Middle East in war. 

8. We do not claim that no reductions or deferments whatever can be accepted in 
the Global Strategy costs. We know that a sound economy is an indispensable basis of 
security, and for that reason we are prepared to accept certain added risks and 
reductions in efficiency, and in our state of preparedness for war, in the next two or 
three years. But we should be failing in our duty if we did not submit unequivocably 
our advice that reductions in defence expenditure on the scale we have been 
instructed to consider are totally unacceptable on military grounds, and involve the 
acceptance of risks which we cannot believe to be justified in the present state of 
international relations. 

326 DEFE 4/57, COS 143(52)1, annex 9 Oct 1952 
'Brief for meeting between Middle East Commanders-in-Chief and 
Admiral Carney':1 report by the JPS to the COS, 3 Oct 1952, on the 
idea of a forward strategy for Middle East defence (JP (52) 119) 

[Extract] 

The factors and the plan (Paras 32 to 39 of paper l 
15. Although we are in full agreement with the B.D.C.C. appreciation of the 

relevant factors and the suggested plan, the adoption of a forward strategy must 
depend on Turkey defending her eastern frontier . It must be emphasised that, in 
adopting a more forward strategy, we run the risk of losing two brigades in the early 

1 See 201, note 1, now commander of NATO Southern Command. 2 See 323. 
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stages of a Russian offensive at a time when the Middle East garrison is barely 
sufficient to carry out the Inner Ring strategy, and before the first reinforcing 
division is ready to take the field on M+l20 at the earl iest. However, we consider that 
risks will have to be accepted; considerable difficulties will have to be overcome and 
unless overriding obstacles are revealed when the subsequent detailed examinations 
are made, the adoption of a forward interpretation of the Inner Ring Strategy is 
justified for the following reasons:-

(a) Turkey is the "lynch-pin" in the defence of the Middle East; any strategy we 
adopt should therefore go as far as possible towards securing her southern flank. 
(b) The Inner Ring had been considered3 the only acceptable strategy because of 
her shortage of forces and equipment, and because of the danger that Turkey 
would be rapidly overrun. We shall still be short of forces and equipment but
although a detailed assessment of Turkey's capacity to resist a Russian offensive 
has not yet been made-her entry into N.A.T.O. and the United States military aid 
programme give her a greater chance of successful defence. There is therefore now 
much to be recommended in the adoption of a more forward strategy, based on the 
Inner Ring as the main defensive position. 
(c) The location in Iraq of even small land and air forces would represent a 
considerable addition to the risk that the Russians would have to accept in 
attempting an offensive through Persia, designed to outflank an undefeated 
Turkey. 
(d) It would be difficult to obtain the entry of the Arab states into the Middle East 
Defence Organisation without adopting a strategy designed to defend the major 
part of the Middle East, and once M.E.D.O. is established it will become politically 
essential. ... 

3 See 257. 

327 FO 14111454, no 175 11 Oct 1952 
[Middle East problems]: letter from Sir W Smart (retired) to Sir J 
Bowker on Anglo-American relations, Egyptian politics and Middle 
East defence. Minutes byTE Evans, J de C Hamilton and CB Dukel 

I had been hoping to have a talk with you shortly but we are forced to give London a 
miss this year. We made a muddle of it, asking people to stay with us too late, 
arranging to see people in the South of France too late, to make a tour in Italy too 
late! So now, leaving here in a fortnight, we shall only just have time to catch our 
boat in Naples for Egypt. We are both very sorry not to see Eisa and you. Next year we 
will be more foreseeing. 

Failing a talk, I am running the risk of boring you in writing with some views, not 
novel perhaps, on problems in Egypt and the Middle East. 

The real problem to-day is to make the Americans understand that, if they push us 
out of the Middle East, it is not they who will profit by it. Their dream is idle, that of 
a chain of independent Muslim States from the Atlantic to the Indian Ocean working 

1 A copy of the letter was sent to the Cairo embassy. 
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in grateful co-operation with the American Liberators. None of these peoples have 
got the necessary elements of stability and none of them want to be in any Occidental 
camp against Russia. None of them at present have their faces turned Westward even 
as regards peace-time conduct. The Westernised elements in these countries were 
always a small minority and these elements are now being submerged. Once we are 
kicked out entirely, these regions will recede into something not unlike the old 
medieval isolation with recurrent anarchy or drift into the Russian orbit. Not a 
bright outlook for American oil interests or American big business generally. 

If one day Egyptians, Arabs, Persians, realised that they cannot down us by playing 
the American card, the whole situation in the Middle East would become easier. That 
can only happen if the Americans come to realise that we sink or swim together in 
the Middle East. I suggested to Ralph2 last winter that it would be desirable to get the 
Americans to come to a fast agreement with us on a minimum requirement policy, 
i.e. they should agree with us as to what we should stand up for with the Egyptians as 
the minimum necessary for Occidental defence, and that the Americans should 
support us definitely on such a programme. Now that we are nearing the Presidential 
Election, before which nothing could be done, it is perhaps time to consider definite 
proposals to the United States on that line and for the whole Middle East. 

But it is only too probable that even after the Presidential Election the Americans 
will not come in with us properly. We must then face the issue- stand up to the 
Orientals and the Americans or clear out of the Middle East. The French in North 
Africa have chosen the first alternative. Are we weaker than they? Of course standing 
up doesn't mean that we should try to impose on any of these countries out-of-date 
dominations. It simply means that we should forcefully defend our legitimate 
interests forcefully attacked. But if we adopt the second alternative, the sooner we 
clear out the better. At present our interests are being liquidated to the immediate 
advantage of the Americans and others because we are standing in an Occidental 
breach being widened by America. 

In Egypt a policy of Anglo-American co-operation would, among other things, put 
an end to the reckless encouragement of inexperienced extremists, who, even where 
they are well-intentioned, have not the necessary knowledge for handling such a 
difficult internal situation. When a long established order is overthrown, the future 
depends on individuals. Until an individual is thrown up, like Mustapha Kemal or 
Reza Khan,3 with an acute sense of realities, it is only common prudence to hold 
one's hand, to wait and see, to preach, sympathetically, moderation, even discreetly 
to try to keep going a worn out dynasty during a transitional period, pending the 
emergence of the strong man. For without him a republic would in Egypt lead to 
anarchy. We must of course carefully avoid anything savouring of favouring the 
landed proprietors, who are getting what their selfish stupidity deserves. We are not 
concerned with them but with the execution of the necessary land reforms in such a 
way as to avoid general economic ruin, which would give the communists their 
chance. 

A few words about the Wafd. We must not let our justifiable resentment over last 
winter's painful events blind us to the reality of the internal situation. The Wafd is 

2 Sir R Stevenson. 
3 The references are to Mustafa Kemal Attatiirk of Turkey and Reza Khan, Shah of Persia (Iran). 
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still the great national party. The military regime, for its own retention of power, 
must be out to dethrone the Wafd, and in this effort it is naturally supported by the 
Wafd's bitterest enemies, the Watanists and the Muslim Brethren, who constitute the 
civilian part of the movement but together are nowhere near as strong as the Wafd, 
while outstripping the Wafd in anti-British sentiment. Efforts are being made to rope 
Ahmed Hussein4 and his now termed "Socialists" (ex-Fascists) into the anti-Wafd 
combine, in spite of January 26th. But his contribution in popular support is trifling. 
It is a mistake to regard the Wafd as merely a Tammany Hall, a combine of corrupt 
self-seekers, and to think that once the hope of corrupt profits through association 
with the Wafd is removed, the party would lose its strength. The Wafd is partly that 
but it is also a mystique, thoroughly well-organised in the provinces. The only way to 
destroy the Wafd is to break up its provincial organisation and replace the Wafd by an 
equally well-organised mystique. This is no doubt what the military regime will 
endeavour to do. We must await the result of these efforts before discounting the 
Wafd as finished . We cannot foresee the future but it seems inevitable that economic 
trouble lies ahead of the present regime, and that will afford its opponents, among 
whom the Wafd, if not broken up in time, plenty of opportunities of putting spokes in 
the military wheels. 

The Wafd is a great bourgeois, lay, nationalist party. It may play surreptitiously 
with the powerful and disgruntled landed proprietors, of whom it counts a 
considerable number among its partisans, against the Army and its agrarian policy. It 
may play with the extreme left and become a fellow-traveller. It may play with the 
extreme right and indulge in Muslim obscurantism, but it might not care to go too 
far that way in view of its powerful Coptic support, which it cannot disdain. The 
underground Coptic influence is great. The Coptic sarrafs (tax-collectors) alone are a 
powerful factor in the spreading of insidious propaganda in the villages. It may play 
with all these elements and it will certainly play with disgruntled Army elements, 
either sacked or still in the Army but jealous of promotions over their heads of active 
supporters of the present military set-up. The Wafd will work on the discontent 
which is bound to be caused by the military failure to give effect to promises of 
utopias, by inevitable economic deteriorations. Its hold on the fellahin is strong. The 
fact that land distribution was offered by a Government in open conflict with the 
Wafd probably accounts for the relative coolness of the fellahin, long accustomed to 
look suspiciously at measures of anti-Wafd Governments. After January 26th and the 
Military Coup the Wafd will never be what it was, the overwhelmingly dominant force 
in the country. It will eventually fade into something new or something else. But 
before it collapses or is transformed it will remain a force to be counted with. One 
day we may have to deal with the Wafd. Such an idea is no doubt exasperating after 
the horrors perpetrated by the Wafd last winter. But think of the Wafd in 1919-1924, 
of Ahmed Maher5 and Nokrashi and the murder campaign against British civilians! 
When I came to Egypt I was assured that never, never would we have any truck with 
these murderers, who ended by being in the Delegation which signed the 1936 Treaty 
and during the war were the most pro-British elements in the country. 

4 Ahmed Hussein, former minister of social affairs . 
5 Ahmed Maher, prime minister after the dismissal of Nahas in Oct 1944 who was assassinated by the 
Muslim Brotherhood in Feb 1945 following his declaration of Egypt's entry into the war. 
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As regards Middle East Defence, I think it is a waste of time, as long as the question 
of Israel remains unsolved, to try for a regional defence scheme, in which all the Arab 
States would participate. In the past when British Agents in the Middle East kept on 
emphasizing the danger of Zionism to our position in the Middle East, they of course 
were obsessed by the impossibility of any stable Anglo-Arab co-operation as long as 
Zionism with our support was being established as a national entity in Arab territory. 
That is now past history and Israel has conquered an Arab land. We must take things 
as they are and leave time to sort them out. Meanwhile we can only go ahead with 
our own plans for Middle East Defence within the limits imposed by Arab antagonism 
to Zionism and its Occidental supporters, that is to say do what we can without Arab 
co-operation for the time being. This will not be without incidental embarrassments 
for us, including the necessity of eking out armament to Arab States in contradiction 
to our Treaty obligations. We cannot give them enough arms to attack the Jews or 
ourselves. 

Minutes on 327 

In this interesting and stimulating letter Sir Waiter Smart deals with three main 
problems:-

(1) Anglo-American relations in the M.E. 
(2) Egyptian internal politics and, in particular, the position of the Wafd. 
(3) M.E. defence in relation to the Israeli problem. 

(1) Sir Waiter Smart does not, of course, believe in the viability and consequent 
utility to the West of independent Moslem States in the Middle East. He is critical of 
the Americans because he imagines (quite rightly I think) that it is their policy to 
'encourage the emergence of such States. He might well criticise H.M.G. too in as 
much that this has been more or less H.M.G's. policy also. 

2. The reasons given by Sir Waiter Smart for his belief are, to say the least, 
arguable. They are:-

( a) None of these people have the necessary elements of stability. 
Comment: It must, of course, be recognised that the Middle East has its own 
standards of stability which differ from those of Europe and America. Nevertheless, 
in spite of superficial instability a country like Syria, which in the last few years 
has had three coups d'etats, is able to carry on and the life of the people, economic 
and social, is not unduly disturbed. 
(b) None of these people want to be in any occidental camp against Russia. 
Comment: There is, to my mind, considerable anti-communist feeling in the 
Middle East. 
(c) Westernised elements are now being submerged. 
Comment: These, for the most part aristocratic elements, are certainly not so 
important now as they used to be. This is, however, to some extent due to the 
spread of education amongst the common people and to the strengthening of the 
middle and lower middle class. 
(d) With the removal of Western influence the Middle East will recede into 
something not unlike the old mediaeval isolation. 
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Comment: In the world today this is, to my mind, quite impossible even if not a 
single foreign soldier remained in the area. 

3. The conclusion is that we should "stand up to the Orientals and the Americans or 
clear out of the Middle East." One would assume from the foregoing that what we 
should stand up against is the granting of independence to the countries of the area. Sir 
Waiter Smart says, however, that he does not mean this-"Standing up does not mean 
that we should try to impose on any of these countries out of date domination. It simply 
means that we should forcefully defend our legitimate interests forcefully attacked." The 
latter sentiment is unexceptionable but will not, I am afraid, take us very far. 

4. All this does not, of course, mean that I think American policy is at present as 
helpful as it might be. It is not. The Americans do not seem to understand that it is in 
their interests that British influence should continue in, for example, Egypt after 
evacuation and after Egypt has become one of that chain of independent Moslem 
States from the Atlantic to the Indian Ocean which is part of their "dream". The 
Americans should certainly build up their own influence, for example in the 
economic field, but they should not, either intentionally or unintentionally, 
undermine ours as they certainly would do if, for example, they replaced us as the 
source of military equipment for countries in the area. 

(2) Internal politics 
I agree that the present regime in its campaign against the Wafd is looking for and 
getting support from the Watanist Party and the Moslem Brethren. It is not, 
however, quite accurate to imply that these are the only civilian elements that make 
up the Movement. The Movement also receives very valuable support from 
intellectual and liberal quarters such as the Fellah Movement. I am sure that Sir 
Waiter Smart is right about the Wafd. The old Wafd is dead all right but it m ight 
revive in a new form in due course. How far its provincial machinery is working now 
is difficult to say, particularly as our Wafdist contacts are at the moment so few. 
These must be re-made and the time to do so will be when the Party, duly 
reconstituted, is recognised by the Government in accordance with the terms of the 
Political Parties Law. 

(3) Middle East defence and Israel 
I am not quite so pessimistic as Sir Waiter Smart about the possibility of Arab co
operation in M.E.D.O. Although the question of Palestine will continue to poison 
relations it will not, I think, prevent Egypt and at least some of the other Arab States 
from at least making a beginning with participating in defence. 

T.E.E. 
13.11.52 

Sir W. Smart's thesis corresponds largely with the views which were set out in a 
despatch6 which was sent to the Secretary of State (No. 51 of the 25th February last) 
suggesting that our strategy should be radically reconsidered in view of the growing 
instability in Egypt. 

I attach four quotations on the subject of the Egyptian character. I wish it were 
otherwise and I would like to see Egypt a happy, stable and prosperous state on which 

6 See 277. 
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we could base our Middle East defence. But I do not think the leopard will change its 
spots-even under General Neguib. 

J.de C.H. 
18.11.52 

1. It is expedient to keep under home control a province so difficult of access, so 
productive of corn, ever distracted, excitable, restless through the superstition and 
licentiousness of its inhabitants, knowing nothing of laws and unused to civil rule. 
Tacitus History Book I re Egypt 

2. The character of the Egyptian nation, insensible to kindness but extremely 
susceptible of fear, could alone justify this excessive rigour. 
Gibbon Vol. I Chapter XIII with reference to the Emperor Diocletian's 7 persecution 

3. These people take every sign of goodwill that I give them as an admission of 
weakness, while if I show the slightest sign, I do not say of rigour, but of firmness, 
they are at my feet. 
General Kteber8 on the Egyptians 

4. In thinking all this over, you must not imagine that I shall have any sentimental 
regrets in leaving Egypt. I have had enough of it, barring its glorious sunshine, 
which I adore . All my old friends are gone or going. I cannot quite agree in the 
present line of action generally; and I am tired and disappointed at the apparent 
hopelessness of ever making anything out of this born nation of slaves. To see and 
hear their words and conduct is a constant trial of the temper (at any rate, of mine), 
almost to a breaking point. I shall not be sorry, should the time come, to turn my 
graceful back on the East for ever. I have done my share in trying to turn bricks to 
marble; and, in my opinion, the attempt has been a failure. 
Harry Boyle's9 farewell letter 

It would clearly be the greatest relief if we could do without Egypt in our strategic 
planning-but how? Until air travel and transport is much more developed than it is 
now, we have to face the fact that the Middle East generally and Egypt in particular 
occupy a strategically vital area of the earth's surface. We have got to make some 
arrangements therefore by which we can obtain the facilities in this area which are 
essential to us . I agree with Sir W. Smart that the old fashioned method of 'forcefully 
defending our legitimate interests' would be the best way of getting what we want. 
But we have unfortunately abjured that method and even British public opinion 
would probably not stand for its application now, let alone American or world 
opinion. We have shackled ourselves to the UNO chariot and have not the power to 

7 Diodetian, Roman emperor 284-305 whose reign was marked by absolutist tendencies and the 
persecut1on of Christians by an edict of 303. 
8 General Jean Baptiste Kleber, Napoleon's successor as commander of French forces in Egypt 1799; 
murdered in Cairo 1800. 
9 Harry Boy le, employed in the Agency at Cairo 1890-1899 after which he became oriental secretary to it 
with the rank of consul; served under Cromer until the latter's retirement in 1907; left Egypt in 1909 to 
become consul general in Berlin. 
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drag it the way we want, as the USA may be said to have succeeded in doing in the 
case of the war in Korea. 

In these circumstances it is difficult to see how we could do much more in this 
area than we are doing, except possibly to be a little more flexible and a little quicker 
to take advantage of an opening when it appears. We also have to continue and even 
increase if possible our efforts to persuade the Americans of the facts of life in the 
Middle East. 

C.B.D. 
20.11.52 

328 DEFE 4/57, COS 147(52)1, annex 21 Oct 1952 
'Defence negotiations with Egypt': report by the JPS to the COS on an 
FO memorandum, 18 Oct 1952 (JP(52) 127) 

Introduction 
1. A memorandum by the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, entitled "Egypt: 

Defence Negotiations", is being prepared for consideration by the Cabinet. The aim 
of our report is to comment upon a draft of this memorandum. 

2. The whole of the first part of the Foreign Office paper, and the early 
negotiations with Egypt, were based on the conception of a Supreme Allied 
Commander and an executive Allied headquarters in the Middle East which should 
command an Allied force supported from an Allied base in Egypt. With this 
conception in mind various ideas were put forward for Allied control of the Canal 
Zone Base and an Egyptian base area commander. 

3. The idea of an executive Allied Headquarters in the Middle East in peacetime is 
now in abeyance. Turkey and Greece have joined N.A.T.O. under CINCSOUTH, it is 
now proposed to set up a small allied planning headquarters with no executive 
functions . Consequently the approach to Egypt must be made against the 
background that there will, at least for the present, be no Supreme Allied 
Commander. 

4. Our aim should be to obtain Egyptian agreement to our securing facilities on 
the same lines as those we have in Belgium or the Americans have in this country. 
The agreement should acknowledge Egyptian sovereignity over the whole area 
including that covered by our base installations. On the other hand we should own 
and control the installations and the stores we put into them, although these are 
handled by Egyptian labour and moved in Egyptian trains and through Egyptian 
ports. 

Detailed comments 
5. Paragraphs 1 to 6 of the draft memorandum deal with past history, on which 

we:have no comments. 

Middle East strategy (para. 7(a) of the Draft Memorandum) 
6. The importance of Egypt to our Middle East strategy has been and remains the 

base and the Suez Canal. Turkey will, we hope in time become a main pillar of Middle 
East defence and it is important that maximum help should be given her by British 
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forces . Whatever strategy we adopt in the Middle East the maintenance of any 
considerable British force will entail a requirement for a base in Egypt, since there is 
no alternative. 

Agreement with Egypt (para. 7(c) of the Draft Memorandum) 
7. We have no comments on para. 7(b) & (d) but as regards 7(c) an agreement 

with Egypt will not reduce our Middle East requirements for forces below these 
stated in Global Strategy. Furthermore, the loss of the accommodation in Egypt is 
bound to involve us in a costly building programme elsewhere in the Middle East. 

Approach to the Egyptians (para. 8 of the Draft Memorandum) 
8. We consider that no advantage would be gained from the proposed advance 

discussions between military representatives on a technical basis, except possibly for 
the purpose of fact-finding, because these discussions could not progress far without 
a settlement on political issues. 

9. While we would have no objection to showing Egyptian officers or civilians 
round our base at Tel el Kebir and other similar installations, we do not believe that 
this would serve a useful purpose in the conduct of negotiations. Such visits have 
taken place frequently and we have in the past run a series of courses for Egyptian 
Army officers in Tel el Kebir to teach them what a base depot looks like and how one 
should be organised. 

10. The suggestion that the Egyptians might assume responsibility for Tel el 
Kebir is dealt with in a later paragraph. 

Withdrawal of forces (para. 9(i) of the Draft Memorandum) 
11. The military implication of withdrawing the reinforcements is that once any 

substantial degree of withdrawal is begun Operation Rodeo could not be mounted. If 
negotiations subsequently fail and result in a deterioration of the situation the 
position might become serious. In this connection we have noted the Foreign 
Secretary's comment in para. 6 of the Memorandum. We consider that the decision 
to begin withdrawal is a political one, but in our opinion it would be unwise to move 
more than token forces until we have a clear indication of General Neguib's good 
faith . 

12. Land and air forces. Once the reinforcements sent to Egypt since abrogation 
have been withdrawn it would take one year to move the remaining fighting 
formations and units. The move of a combined Army/Air headquarters would take 18 
months from the date that financial authority is given to build elsewhere. 

Base installations (para 9(2) of the Draft Memorandum) 
13. We agree that responsibility for the security of the base should be transferred 

to the Egyptians. The installations and stores which are an essential part of the 
maintenance of the British army should remain in the ownership of, and under the 
technical control of the British. The base, however, would depend upon Egyptian 
labour, transport and ports . There would therefore by [sic] many problems involving 
close Anglo- Egyptian co-operation in the running of the base, and we agree that a 
joint Anglo-Egyptian board should be set up as co-ordinating authority, to resolve 
these problems. 

14. The number of British army administrative personnel to control and handle 
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the stores and to keep the base alive, so that it can be used again on the outbreak of 
war, has been examined in great detail and cannot be reduced below a figure of 4,900. 

15. Such a base in peacetime would have to turn over perishable stores and take 
on a small amount of repair work sufficient to maintain the machinery in serviceable 
condition. 

Anglo- Egyptian air defence (par. 9(3) of the Draft Memorandum) 
16. We are not clear as to what the Foreign Secretary has in mind by a "joint 

Anglo- Egyptian air defence organisation". 
17. If the idea is a merging of R.A.F. and R.E.A.F. squadrons and radar 

installations for the defence of Egypt we do not consider the proposal of an Egyptian 
Commander to be acceptable. This proposal was originally made against an 
assumption that there would be a British S.A.C.M.E. In default of a S.A.C.M.E. there 
would seem to be no authority, other than the Egyptian Government, to whom the 
air supreme commander would be responsible, and if the air defence forces are to 
include British units we consider we must insist on the senior air commander being 
British. 

18. If, however, the Foreign Secretary's proposal is limited to a British 
contribution of technicians and advisers for the operation of the C and R system, this 
removes any objections to an Egyptian commander. 

19. The provision of British fighter squadrons at the strength proposed in Global 
Strategy would involve the retention in Egypt of up to 6,000 British personnel , 
depending on the composition of the force. 

The withdrawal of the fighter squadrons would reduce the number required for 
advisory and administrative tasks to about 1,000. 

Provision of equipment to Egypt (para. 10 of the Draft Memorandum) 
20. We agree with the Foreign Secretary's proposal except for the last sentence. 

We do not think that we should commit ourselves to any degree of priority. We think 
that we should make the maximum offer of equipment appropriate to the situation, 
without inviting comparison with the supply to other nations. We should not for 
instance give Egypt priority over Australia and New Zealand. 

Effect of breakdown of negotiations (para. 11 of the Draft Memorandum) 
21. If negotiations break down we shall have to adopt one of two courses:-

(a) To leave Egypt when it suits us, thus forfeiting all goodwill and having to 
abandon nearly all our valuable stores and equipment which cannot be moved 
without the help of Egyptian labour. 
(b) To come to the best terms we can with the Egyptians about our departure, 
hoping to maintain sufficient goodwill to enable a proportion of our stores and 
equipment to be removed and also to enable us to return without the use of force 
in the event of war. 

22 . The Canal Zone provides the only base from which our present war strategy 
can be supported. The working of the base, both in peace and war, depends on the 
goodwill of the Egyptians and without this it cannot be operated. To remain in Egypt 
by fo rce is therefore of no value as far as the base is concerned; neither in these 
circumstances would we be assured of the use of the Suez Canal. 
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23. If all our air forces are withdrawn from Egypt, and no Anglo-Egyptian Air 
defence organisation is established, no effective air defence system will exist during 
the first months of war even if our squadrons have returned on D-day. The task of 
reviving and re-constituting the radar and signals facilities, and of providing the 
necessary facilities and administrative arrangements at airfields, would take many 
months. 

24. If, therefore, we cannot remain in Egypt and at the same time retain the 
goodwill of the Egyptians, our whole Middle East strategy will have to be revised. 
This is, therefore, the consequence of a breakdown of negotiations. Before such a 
breakdown is allowed to occur, its full implications must be realised and made the 
matter of a study which it is recommended should take place without delay. 

329 DEFE 4/57, COS 147(52)1 21 Oct 1952 
'Negotiations with Egypt': COS Committee minutes on the necessity 
for a base in Egypt [Extract] 

J.P. (52) 127 (Final) 
The Committee had before them a draft memorandum prepared by the Foreign 
Office concerning future negotiations with Egypt, and a report1 by the Joint Planning 
Staff examining this memorandum. 

A. Necessity for a base in Egypt 
Sir John Slessor said that many changes had taken place since the Chiefs of Staff had 
last expressed the view that a base in Egypt was essential. Turkey had entered 
N.A.T.O. Our forces were being drastically pruned; we were now planning on the 
equivalent of only one division in the Middle East in peacetime, and it seemed likely 
that there might be no more than two additional divisions sent out during the first 
six months of war. As a result it was necessary to re-examine our whole strategy in 
the Middle East. It seemed that the battle was likely to be fought out far more 
forward than had recently been envisaged. He therefore doubted whether the 
Egyptian base was still an absolute essential to our strategy. With the battle being 
fought far to the North-East, possibly Alexandretta and Basra might provide 
alternative bases, and, as the war in the Middle East developed, we could move back 
and resuscitate the Egyptian base. 

Major General Chilton (Vice Quarter-Master-General, War Office) said that, from 
the Army administrative point of view, if we were to continue with our present 
strategy in the Middle East with the forces now planned, the Egyptian base was 
essential. Even if we deployed only three divisions in the Middle East during the first 
six months of war, this base was still essential, since shipping could not be made 
available to lift to the Middle East sufficiently early in the war the large quantities of 
stores which were required to maintain a force of even this size. Careful examination 
had revealed no suitable alternative location for the base, bearing in mind the critical 
factor that we could not count on keeping the Mediterranean open. 

1 See 328. 
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Sir William Slim said that, although in his opinion a base in Egypt was not 
absolutely indispensable, if it were there our chances of a successful defence of the 
Middle East would be greatly enhanced. No matter how small initially were the forces 
in the Middle East, they were bound to be reinforced; and, as they grew in size, so 
would it become essential for us to re-establish a base in Egypt. If we had no base in 
Egypt at the outbreak of war, the re-establishment of a base there would be 
incomparably more difficult; it would consequently take much longer before we 
could accept and maintain reinforcing formations in the theatre. 

Mr. Alien (Foreign Office) said that all negotiations in the past had been based on 
the assumption that a base in Egypt was essential. It would seem that in the light of 
recent developments, although a base would clearly be a tremendous asset, it was not 
necessarily still indispensable to the defence of the Middle East. 

Sir Guy Grantham contended that it was important to take a broad view of this 
problem. Was not a large measure of Egyptian goodwill essential to the effective 
working of a base in Egypt? He felt that the base would be of little value surrounded 
by a hostile Egypt. 

In discussion the following points arose:-

(a) The Committee agreed that an urgent study, based on recent developments, 
should now be made to revise our strategic plans for the defence of the Middle 
East, together with the administrative arrangements to support these plans. This 
study should be based on the following assumptions:-

(i) There would be no base in Egypt. 
(ii) Egypt would be benevolently I,eutral; we could count on being able to use 
the Suez Canal in war. 
(i ii) The Mediterranean would not n%;c~ssarily remain open to us . 
(iv) The maximum forces to be depl~~e? in the Middle East during the first six 
months of a war would be three Briti;..h ' jivisions, four Iraqi divisions and the 
Arab Legion. Any Turkish divisions' .Prrwloyed outside Turkey would be 
maintained from Turkey. .- ·, 
(v) Our peacetime forces in the Middle Eis.: would be those laid down in 
Defence Policy, and Global Strategy.2 • 

(vi) The planning date for the outbreak of c~·war for this study should be the 
earliest date by which this new strategy, togeU vith its administrative lay-out, 
could be ready. · ·," 

. Jo 

The study should include calculations of what pr_._stroc~ing [sic] was required 
from the present base in Egypt and where this pre-s\ockin~ ,,;as to be done. 
(b) In addition to the examination at (a) above, a Lrthcf examination should be 
made of the problem of disposing of the balance of st(1res now in the base, over and 
above those required for pre-stocking in the Midd~t£ East under (a) above. The 
majority of these stores would no doubt have to be brought back to the United 
Kingdom. The examination would therefore have t~ cover the problems of the 
movement and disposal of these stores in this counhy. 

2 See 308. 
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B. Basis for and timing of negotiations with Egypt 
Mr. Allen said that H.M. Ambassador in Cairo had stressed the importance of our being 
ready to re-open negotiations with Egypt as soon as possible. It would give us the oppor
tunity of putting our ideas across to the Egyptians before they had crystallised their 
own ideas on defence matters; we should thus be in a much stronger position to obtain 
their agreement to what we wanted. Furthermore, it must be remembered that unti l 
we had reached agreement with the Egyptians the chances of incorporating the other 
Middle East States into the Middle East Defence Organization (M.E.D.O.) were remote; 
these States would almost certainly seek Egyptian advice on the attitude they should 
adopt to the organization: until Egypt had reached a settlement with us, she would 
certainly give them no encouragement to join. Even if it were decided that H.M. 
Ambassador should not negotiate at present, he must be sent some guidance on the 
general line which he should take with the Egyptians on defence matters. 

In discussion the following points arose:-

( c) The Committee agreed that our military aim in our negotiations remained to 
obtain Egyptian agreement for a base in Egypt and for an effective Air Defence 
Agreement. 
(d) The Committee considered that it would be unwise to negotiate until we had 
completed our studies of the effect of recent developments on our strategic plans 
for the defence of the Middle East. Furthermore, there must first be an 
opportunity to study the effect on our forces in the Middle East of any cuts that 
were to be made as a result of the current Defence Budget examinations: a final 
decision on these cuts would not be available for another two or three weeks. 
(e) The Committee agreed that it would, therefore, be most inopportune to 
negotiate at present. H.M. Ambassador sr·1ould, however, do everything possible in 
unofficial discussions to prepare E~ypt~an thought for future negotiations. He 
should use the principles laid dowh iil paragraph 9 of the draft Foreign Office 
Memorandum as a guide in thes~ ur:official discussions, except that it must be 
borne in mind that M.E.D.O. W'ls r)ow to be only a planning organization in its 
initial stages; if therefore '.e c1mtributed air forces for the Air Defence 
Organization, we could not agree that this organization should be under an 
Egyptian Commander since thiS Commander would have to be responsible to his 
own Government and not to - 'upreme Allied Commander. 
(f) The Committee agreP ..l ' d S1t would be unwise to have military discussions 
with the Egyptians rr

1
· ~u th ·political negotiations; such discussions without 

~ or •· 
political guidance wc,~ld ine~itably prove abortive . . . . 

330 FO 14111462, n<? 35 23 Oct 1952 
[Middle East defence ~h dtegy] : letter from R Alien to Sir R Stevenson 
on the doubts as to whether a fully operative peacetime base in Egypt 
is essential 

With reference to our telegram No. 1643 to you, I think you should know for your own 
information that I went to a Chiefs of Staff meeting1 a couple of days ago at which there 

1 See 329. 
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was a long discussion about Middle East strategy. The upshot of it was that the Chiefs of 
Staff agreed that their present strategy was out of date for a number of reasons, the 
principal ones being the entry of Turkey as a firm ally into the Middle East, and 
secondly the probability that financial stringency would necessitate a reduction of our 
peacetime forces in the Middle East. The Chiefs of Staff were therefore not prepared to 
say, as they have hitherto said, that the existence of the Canal Zone base in peacetime 
was essential. On the other hand they certainly considered that it would be at least 
desirable. I pointed out that this made a fundamental difference in our policy towards 
Egypt; it would be ridiculous to embark on negotiations designed to secure us a fully 
operative base in Egypt if it turned out that such a base was no longer militarily 
essential. The Chiefs of Staff do not incidentally believe that we could maintain a fully 
operative base under Egyptian control with only a few hundred technicians left behind 
for a limited period to assist the Egyptians. If therefore we are to have a base, in the 
Chiefs of Staff sense, there is little doubt that it would have to be despite Egyptian 
objections. If these objections are maintained, it would only be politically acceptable for 
us to insist if we were assured that we must do so or risk the loss of the Middle East. 
The Chiefs of Staff more or less accepted this view, though they repeated that we could 
certainly not afford to forego, or to give the Egyptians the slightest inkling that we 
might be prepared to forego, the base, until they had completed their further studies 
and these studies had shown that a different strategy could be accepted. 

2. The Chiefs of Staff have given instructions for these studies to be carried out 
urgently; but I think it is only right to say that I personally would not have too much 
confidence that they will be completed and approved by the Cabinet in the very near 
future. 

3. At first sight this may seem rather a retrograde step. It certainly throws us all 
into confusion, but on reflection I believe it is an essential preliminary if we are ever 
going to clear the ground for the establishment of better relations with Egypt. It is 
the first time we have ever got near to inducing the Chiefs of Staff to admit that the 
base may not be essential; if we can get this confirmed in due course, our defence 
negotiations with Egypt might be on an entirely different footing and there might 
even be some prospect of a successful outcome. Meanwhile I have drafted a paper for 
the Cabinet designed to bring all this out into the light, and to let you have some 
interim guidance, since I fear it is not safe on present form to rely on the instructions 
which were sent to you last spring as being still valid even for stalling purposes. 

4. From our point of view, the conclusion seems to be that, for the time being, 
we must, despite M.E.D.O. and all other complications, at all costs avoid getting 
involved in any discussions with Neguib which might lead to a position where we had 
to face an issue with the Egyptians in the near future. At the same time, it will be 
difficult to tell the Egyptians that after all we are not ready, since we have so often 
said that we are only waiting for them to begin; and it will be impossible to tell them 
that we are reconsidering our whole position, for fear of raising false hopes or 
weakening our bargaining position (since I am sure that whatever happens we are 
bound to have to drive a bargain of some sort with them) . 

5. Even though we may not be able to send you fresh instructions for quite a 
long time, I hope that Ministers will consider my draft Cabinet paper fairly soon, and 
that thereafter we shall at least be able to confirm to you officially that the position is 
as I have stated it in this letter. Meantime I thought you should have some advance 
knowledge of the way in which things look to be moving. 



480 REASSESSING REQUIREMENTS IN THE CANAL ZONE [331] 

331 CAB 129/56, C(52)369 27 Oct 1952 
'Egypt: defence negotiations': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden on 
fresh instructions for Sir R Stevenson 

Since his coup d'etat on 23rd July, 1952, General Neguib, the Egyptian Prime 
Minister, has been consolidating his position by a number of measures, including 
further purges and the reduction of the Egyptian political parties to impotence, and 
it seems likely that the present Egyptian Government will succeed in maintaining its 
position, perhaps on increasingly dictatorial lines. 

2. General Neguib's record, and that of his associates, contains a number of 
disquieting features and there is a real danger that extremist anti-foreign elements in 
the new regime may gain the upper hand. Nevertheless, General Neguib himself has 
shown a certain degree of moderation and a greater sense of reality than previous 
Egyptian Prime Ministers. It would probably be wrong to expect the new Egyptian 
Government to show any friendl iness towards us, but they may approach 
Anglo-Egyptian problems in a more practical way. H.M. Embassy and the United 
States Embassy in Cairo, in a joint appreciation forwarded to me on 20th September, 
concluded that General Neguib's Government merited our support. H.M. 
Ambassador in a recent despatch to me (No. 213 of 25th September) expressed the 
view that we have now an opportunity to lay the foundations of a sound 
understanding with the Egyptian Government, but he does not think that the 
opportunity will last indefinitely. 

3. I suggest therefore that it may be useful now to consider whether any fresh 
instructions should be sent to H.M. Ambassador at Cairo, with special reference to 
our defence problems, and if so, on what lines these instructions can be drafted. 

4. Hitherto the basis of our policy towards Egypt has been the advice which we 
have received that it is essential to maintain in peace-time the Egypt base if the 
Middle East is to be successfully defended in war. The maintenance of the base did 
not however preclude the withdrawal from Egypt of British combatant land forces, 
provided that Egypt was prepared to agree to certain conditions. These 
considerations underlay the instructions which were sent to H.M. Ambassador at 
Cairo last spring; I attach at Annex1 a recapitulation of these instructions. 

5. Since last spring, however, we have to take into account certain factors which 
are new or which have lately come into greater prominence. I would list these as 
follows:-

(a) The entry of Turkey into the Middle East as a firm ally. 
(b) Financial considerations may well necessitate the reduction of the forces 
which we are able to maintain in the Middle East in peace-time. Furthermore, 
forces deployed in the Middle East in the first six months of war may be smaller 
than previously envisaged. 
(c) We are making some progress towards the setting up of the Middle East 
Defence Organisation. This is now designed in the first instance as a planning 
organisation, and references in our earlier instructions to H.M. Ambassador to a 
Supreme Allied Commander and a Middle East Command are therefore now 
inappropriate. If, however, further progress is to be made with the establishment 

1 See 284. 
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of the proposed organisation, we should try to ensure that any solution of 
Anglo-Egyptian problems should fit in with the form of that organisation. 
(d) The emergence of the new regime in Egypt may offer us a better chance of 
coming to terms than we have had in the past. 

6. General Neguib has not displayed any haste to enter into discussions with us 
on defence, and indeed has hitherto indicated that he would prefer to deal with inter
nal Egyptian problems first. H.M. Ambassador at Cairo, however, is anxious not to miss 
any opportunity which may offer, and meanwhile to create an atmosphere of confi
dence which might improve the chances of success in any negotiations. Moreover, any 
discussion with the Egyptians of the Middle East Defence Organisation is bound to 
precipitate an Egyptian request that Her Majesty's Government define their attitude 
towards the continued presence of British forces in the Canal Zone. 

7. I think, therefore, that it would be desirable to send some instructions at an 
early date to H.M. Ambassador at Cairo. The difficulty is that any instructions which 
we can send now may be invalidated by the new factors which have arisen, 
particularly (a) and (b) in paragraph 5 above. These two considerations have, I 
understand, made it necessary to review in detail our whole strategy in the Middle 
East. This review is now proceeding, and it may emerge that a base in Egypt, 
although desirable, is no longer absolutely essential. We should not in my view 
embark upon negotiations in which, by insisting upon requirements for ourselves 
which are unacceptable to the Egyptians, we risk a major breach with Egypt and the 
Arab world, only to discover that those requirements are no longer essential to the 
defence of the Middle East. The most important thing therefore is to complete as 
soon as possible the necessary studies of our strategic and financial needs, in order 
that in the light of them we may reconsider our whole policy towards Egypt. 

8. Meanwhile, however, since we must proceed on the assumption that the Egypt 
base is a desirable asset until we have reconsidered our position as I have suggested, I 
think that the principles which should for the present continue to guide us should be 
as follows:-

(i) We should not for the moment withdraw any troops from the Canal Zone. But, if 
at some future date we do start discussions with Egypt on defence, we should start with
drawing the reinforcements over and above the normal garrison as soon as these dis
cussions make real progress and when we are satisfied that RODEO will no longer be 
required. Moreover, we should be prepared, as we were last spring, to withdraw the 
mobile land forces constituting the normal garrison in return for a satisfactory agree
ment with Egypt on the lines set out in paragraphs (ii), (iii), (iv) and (v) below. It would 
probably be necessary to withdraw these forces within one year from the conclusion of 
an agreement with Egypt (I understand that it would in any case take eighteen months 
to move the Headquarters, calculated from the date of any decision to do so; I recom
mend therefore that this decision should be taken as soon as possible). 
(ii) We should seek to maintain the base installations and stores in existence. As 
part of a general settlement, and once we were assured of genuine Egyptian co
operation, we could agree to place responsibility for guarding the base on the 
Egyptian authorities. A joint Anglo-Egyptian Board could be set up as a co
ordinating authority to resolve many problems of administrative control. The 
installations and stores which are an essential part of the maintenance of British 
forces should remain in the ownership of and under the control of the British. 
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(iii) We should agree to set up an Anglo-Egyptian air defence organisation. This 
should, if possible, include British units. It must be recognised that if we are to 
keep British fighter squadrons in Egypt we must be allowed to retain the necessary 
British personnel for their maintenance. 
(iv) Egypt should agree to give us and our allies associated with us in the Middle 
East Defence Organisation full military facilities in time of war or imminent 
menace of war. 
(v) Any new agreement with Egypt should be regarded as superseding the 1936 
Treaty. 

9. We may also have to be prepared, at some stage, to make available to Egypt the 
arms and equipment for which she is asking, including jet aircraft and Centurion 
tanks. The Cabinet has recently authorized the release of up to 15 Meteor aircraft to 
Egypt as a gesture of confidence. 

10. These principles should be used only as guidance by H.M. Ambassador at 
Cairo if he finds it impossible to avoid some preliminary discussion with the 
Egyptians before our own further studies to which I have referred are ready. He 
should of course be warned that these studies are on the way. 

Recommendations 
11. I therefore recommend:-

(a) That the further studies referred to should be carried out as a matter of 
urgency and that our policy should then be reconsidered in the light of them; 
(b) that H.M. Ambassador at Cairo should be warned that these studies are being 
carried out and that meanwhile he should so far as possible avoid discussions with 
the Egyptian Government on the possibility of the withdrawal of British troops 
from the Canal Zone and the future of the base there; 
(c) that if it proves impossible to avoid all discussions, without arousing Egyptian 
resentment, H.M. Ambassador should meanwhile be guided by the principles laid 
down in paragraph 8 above; 
(d) that he should in any case do his utmost to keep the Egyptians in play pending 
the reconsideration of our policy which I have recommended. 

332 FO 371196934, no 444 28- 29 Oct 1952 
'Help for Egypt': minutes by A D M Ross and R Alien on the nature 
and desirability of offering support to General Neguib 

I may be preaching to the converted and also speaking with insufficient knowledge of 
the facts of this case, but from Eastern Department's point of view, it seems 
particularly vital that we should maintain the best possib le relations with the Egypt 
of General Nagib. As I see it, Nagib has become, for the Middle East as a whole, the 
focus of all the hitherto unsatisfied cravings for decent government, without giving 
any encouragement to the xenophobia and neutralism with which such cravings are 
often associated. Good relations with Egypt offer a chance-perhaps the last-of 
reconciling our two aims of firm benevolent government, and of friendship with the 
West and joint effort for defence. 
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2. In the case of Persia we lost the chance when we turned down the not 
unreasonable demands put forward in an entirely reasonable manner by a moderate 
statesman (Razmara) for an improvement on the Supplemental Oil Agreement, and 
no amount of concessions to an extremist (Musaddiq) can ever retrieve the loss. 

3. In advocating generosity towards Nagib I am not of course forgetting that 
Eastern Department have urged some compensating gesture to Israel. I hope I am 
not inconsistent as well as interfering. 

I entirely agree with Mr. Ross that:-

A.D.M.R. 
28.10.52 

(a) our relations with Egypt are the key to our relations with the Middle East as a 
whole; and 
(b) we must try to put Anglo-Egyptian relations on a sound footing. 

2. This may involve support for General Neguib. But the question remains, what 
is meant by "support"? We have offered Egypt £5 million sterling, we have offered her 
reasonable proposals over the Sudan, we have offered her training aircraft and train
ing facilities for aircrews, and we hope to be able to offer her jet aircraft. Even this kind 
of support is difficult enough to give, in view of the attitude of Parliament in this coun
try. But if by "support" is meant that we should withdraw all our troops from Egypt 
and hand over the base to the Egyptians, we run into even greater difficulties. First of 
all we have to square this with our military requirements; secondly, we must be con
vinced that Neguib's government is going to last, and that if we do this, we can look 
for co-operation from it; thirdly, we have to convince the Cabinet and Parliament of 
these things. At the moment these conditions have not been fulfilled, and we can only 
hope they will be. In the meantime we have to try to build up a certain amount of con
fidence on both sides, which is at present conspicuously lacking. 

3. In all this I am fully conscious of the danger that we may miss the bus. The 
Egyptians now appear to have realised how precarious their economic position is, and 
they are anxious to score a political success in order to distract attention from the eco
nomic mess. This seems to have made them all of a sudden keen to start discussing 
with us the evacuation of British forces from Egypt; but of course it will also make 
them even more keen that the evacuation should be something nearer to their terms 
than to ours. This, combined with our own difficulties here, will make our task more 
rather than less difficult. As regards Israel, I have never believed that we could extract 
anything in the way of a compensating gesture from the Egyptians at this stage. If we 
can improve our relations with Egypt, and if as a result we can secure Egyptian (and 
consequently Arab) co-operation in organising the defence of the Middle East, then 
there may be a chance that in time the Arabs will come to accept the presence of Israel 
in their midst as an inevitable evil and then eventually relax their attitude of hostility. 
But all this will take months and probably years; in the meantime it is hopeless to look 
for "gestures" from the Egyptians, or to try to squeeze such things out of them by 
using bargaining levers such as the provision of jet aircraft. These are matters on which 
the Egyptians are just not prepared to bargain any more than we were prepared to bar
gain with the Germans during the war. 

R.A. 
29.10.52 
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333 CAB 128/25, CC 91(52)7 29 Oct 1952 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the question of resuming defence 
negotiations with Egypt and the move of Middle East HQ to Cyprus 

[The COS considered the present location of Middle East HQ in Egypt as unsatisfactory 
from many points of view and wanted it to move to British territory whatever the outcome 
of negotiations with Egypt or the changes in British Middle East defence strategy (PREM 
11/487, minute by Field Marshal Lord Alexander to Mr Churchill, l Sept 1952).] 

The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign Secretary (C. (52) 369) 1 on 
the question of resuming defence negotiations with the Egyptian Government. 

The Foreign Secretary said that, since this problem was last considered by the Cabinet, 
there had been several significant changes in the situation. Turkey had come into the 
Middle East as a firm Ally, and some progress was being made towards the establish
ment of the Middle East Defence Organisation. The new regime in Egypt offered a bet
ter prospect of a satisfactory agreement than we had had for some time past. Financial 
and strategic considerations suggested that British military strength in the Middle East 
might be less, in peace and in war, than had previously been assumed. In the light of 
these new facts the Minister of Defence and the Chiefs of Staff were reviewing afresh 
the whole of our defence policy in the Middle East; and it should be our aim to defer 
the resumption of formal defence negotiations with the Egyptian Government until 
that review had been completed. He proposed to instruct H.M. Ambassador in Cairo 
accordingly. It might, however, prove impossible to avoid any discussion with the 
Egyptians on defence questions; and he therefore proposed to authorise the Ambassador 
to be guided in any interim discussions by the principles set out in paragraph 8 of his 
memorandum. These were, briefly, (i) that we should not for the present withdraw any 
troops from the Canal Zone-though at a later stage, if we were satisfied that defence 
discussions were making real progress and that operation Rodeo (for the protection of 
British lives in Cairo and Alexandria) would no longer be required, we would start with
drawing troops which had been sent in earlier in the year to reinforce the normal gar
rison; (ii) that we should seek to maintain our base though, as part of a general agreement, 
we would be ready to entrust its custody to the Egyptians; (iii) that we should be pre
pared to set up an Anglo-Egyptian Air Defence organisation; (iv) that Egypt should 
undertake to give us and our Allies in the Middle East Defence Organisation full mili
tary facilities in time of war or imminent threat of war; and (v) that any new defence 
agreement would be regarded as superseding the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936. 

The Chief of the Imperial General Staff said that the Chiefs of Staff fully agreed that 
we should seek to defer the resumption of defence negotiations with Egypt until we 
had completed our review of defence policy in the Middle East. Meanwhile, however, 
the Chiefs of Staff were inclined to favour action which might strengthen the new 
Egyptian Government which, they believed, was more likely to take a realistic view of 
defence problems than its predecessors had been. They favoured a limited supply of 
arms, including jet aircraft, to Egypt. They were also prepared to begin the withdrawal 
of the British reinforcements which had been sent to the Middle East at the time of 
the disorders in Egypt at the beginning of the year. They now thought it most unlikely 
that need would arise to carry out operation Rodeo: moreover, while the present 
Egyptian Government remained in office, it was doubtful whether we should be able 
to undertake that operation with the troops at our disposal. 

1 See 331. 
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The Minister of Defence endorsed these views, and recommended that an early start be 
made in withdrawing some of the troops which had been sent to reinforce the British gar
rison in the Middle East. Should we not make a start, for example, by withdrawing the 16th 
Parachute Brigade from Cyprus? The Foreign Secretary said that he would like to know 
what H.M. Ambassador in Cairo thought about this before any final decision was taken. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Agreed that we should seek to defer the resumption of defence negotiations 
with the Egyptian Government until the review of defence policy in the Middle 
East had been completed, and invited the Foreign Secretary to inform H.M. 
Ambassador at Cairo accordingly. 
(2) Authorised the Foreign Secretary to instruct H.M. Ambassador at Cairo that, if 
in the meantime he found it necessary to engage in any discussion with the 
Egyptians on defence questions, he should be guided by the principles set out in 
paragraph 8 of C. (52) 369. 
(3) Invited the Foreign Secretary to consult further with the Minister of Defence 
regarding the proposed withdrawal of the 16th Parachute Brigade from Cyprus 
after H.M. Ambassador at Cairo had been given an opportunity to say what effect 
this movement might have on the Egyptian Government. 

In connection with the discussion recorded above, reference was made to the 
proposal to move the British Headquarters organisation in the Middle East from the 
Canal Zone to Cyprus. The Minister of Defence and the Secretary of State for War 
said that a great deal of constructional work would have to be carried out before this 
move could be begun, and it was most desirable that authority should be given to put 
this in hand without further delay. The cost of completing the whole transfer would 
be very large; but this would be spread over a number of years and it was only the 
preliminary work for which authority was now being sought. 

The Prime Minister asked whether it was feasible to sanction any part of this plan 
until more was known about the future strength of our garrison in the Middle East. 
Large issues of policy were sti ll undetermined. He himself still hoped that it might be 
possible to persuade the United States to take some share of the responsibility for 
safeguarding the Suez Canal as an international waterway, so that we could hand 
over our responsib ilities in Egypt to an international organisation in which the 
United States and ourselves would both play some part. It was surely too early to take 
final decisions about the size of the military organisation to be established at Cyprus. 
He also wished to have some further information about the disposal of the stores and 
equipment now in the British base at Tel el Kebir. 

In further discussion it was suggested that some work could be put in hand in 
Cyprus without prejudice to the larger issues of defence policy in the Middle East, 
which could not be finally settled for some months to come. 

The Cabinet:-
(4) Invited the Minister of Defence and the Chancellor of the Exchequer to 
consider to what extent authority could now be given for the commencement of 
constructional work for a military Headquarters establishment in Cyprus, without 
prejudicing the decisions yet to be taken on the larger issues of defence policy in 
the Middle East, and to submit proposals for consideration by the Cabinet. 
(5) Took note that the Secretary of State for War would submit to the Prime Minister a 
note on the disposal of the stores and equipment now in the British base at Tel el Kebir. 
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334 DEFE 5/42, COS(52)618 7 Nov 1952 
'Defence programme': COS Committee memorandum reporting the 
COS opposition to cuts in the defence programme.1 Annexes [Extract] 

[The issue of defence cuts continued to rumble on into the winter (see 325 for earlier 
military criticism) with Butler seeking a budget of £1,570,000,000 rather than 
£1,719,000,000 or the compromise of £1,645,000,000. Butler objected to the latter on the 
grounds that it was one third of budgetary expenditure and involved retaining 850,000 in 
the armed forces with more than 1,000,000 civilian administrators. As this was 10 per 
cent of the working population and Britain was already losing civilian contracts to the 
Germans and the Japanese, Butler wanted a review of numbers and of the overseas 
commitments to which defence expenditures were related (CAB 129/56, C(52)390, 5 Nov 
1952). The military were to continue to insist that Butler's figures could not be met if 
Britain was to retain the same fighting strength (CAB 129/56, C(52)394, 6 Nov 1952), and 
used the arguments put forward in Eden's 18 June paper on Britain's overseas obligations 
C(52)202 (see BDEEP series A, vol 3 D Goldsworthy, ed, The Conservative government 
and the end of empire, 1951- 1957 part I, 3) which had been considered in conjunction 
with the global strategy paper (see 308). The Cabinet discussed the matter on 7 Nov and 
Butler accepted a figure of £1,610,000,000 on condition that there was a radical review of 
the future pattern of the defence effort with due regard to strategic needs and foreign 
commitments but also with regard to economic and financial factors. The figure did not 
include the costs to be incurred as German rearmament ended the German contribution 
to the cost of the British army on the Rhine (CAB 128/25, CC 94(52).] 

Her Majesty's Government are pursuing a policy in the field of imperial and foreign 
affairs which they have constantly reaffirmed in public, and which can be 
summarised as follows:-

(a) To maintain our vital interests in various parts of the world, which are 
threatened by the Cold War tactics of Russia and China. These vital interests are 
set out in the Foreign Secretary's paper C (52) 202, of which the Cabinet took note 
on 9th July. 
(b) To build up, together with our Allies and friends, defence forces of a nature 
and size effectively to deter aggression, and to equip these forces to modern 
standards. 
(c) To make reasonable provision for the security of the United Kingdom and our 
other interests throughout the world, in case war should come. 

2. We were asked to review the general strategic situation and to make 
recommendations for a defence programme which would enable this policy to be 
carried out with due regard to the economic difficulties of the country. This we did in 
our Review of Defence Policy and Global Strategy (D. (52) 26),2 which was generally 
endorsed by the Defence Committee and by the Cabinet last July. Since then there 
has been increasing pressure on us to reduce the cost of the Defence Programme 
that we recommended in our Review. We accepted with reluctance and misgiving a 
number of reductions suggested by the Minister of Defence, in an effort to meet the 
views of the Chancellor of the Exchequer. We have now been told to examine the 
consequences of figures for defence expenditure far below the "Minister of Defence's 
compromise." (C. (52) 316.) These new figures are such as to provide in real 
resources less in 1953 than in 1952; and it has been indicated to us that there must 
be no rise above this level of expenditure in subsequent years. It will at once be seen 

1 The report was dated 31 Oct 1952. 2 See 308. 
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that the rearmament programme, launched two years ago, is to take a downward 
turn in its third year, instead of rising to its peak as previously planned. 

3. We are, of course, prepared loyally to carry out any decision that the 
Government may impose upon us, but we must make it unmistakably clear that 
the Chancellor's latest proposals represent such a complete departure from the 
programme to which we have been working, and would produce results falling so far 
short of what we recommended in our Global Strategy Review, that they cannot be 
accepted without a marked change in the policy of Her Majesty's Government, as 
summarised in paragraph 1 above. In our view, either Her Majesty's Government 
must change their policy, or they must provide the military resources required to 
carry it out. 

4. We attach at Annex I a summary of the main effects on the three Services of 
reductions in the Defence Budget to meet the Chancellor's latest proposals. This is 
merely a broad indication on the basis of straight percentage cuts; we have made no 
attempt to re-apportion the overall cut between the Services, because we cannot see 
any reasonable strategic policy to which any reallocation could be geared. 

5. At Annex 11 we have set out a comparison of the forces available to-day and 
those which would be available in 1955 under the Chancellor's latest proposals. This 
comparison has been made both in a global setting and in the N.A.T.O. setting. 

6. We cannot over-emphasise that the description at Annex I of the military 
consequences of the Chancellor's proposals is not exaggerated. Our detailed 
examination of the defence programme has continued since last April , to say nothing 
of the process that led to the reductions in the 1952- 53 Estimates. Throughout this 
period the Service Departments and the Ministry of Supply have overhauled every 
element of their expenditure, in the knowledge that a considerable reduction in the 
planned totals was inevitable. It was clear to us that the more that could be found by 
reductions in standards, by administrative economies, and by taking calculated risks 
in the level of our preparedness, the smaller would be the reduction in our fighting 
strength. We have also critically examined each other's proposals from every 
standpoint. The results are incorporated in the figures which Her Majesty's Ministers 
have before them. We are fully satisfied that no opportunity for finding economies 
has been overlooked, and that, within the limits proposed by the Chancellor, the 
effects outlined at Annex I would be inevitable. 

7. We submit that there are now only two alternatives open to Her Majesty's 
Government:-

either 

(a) To provide the resources which we affirm are the minimum required to carry 
out the policy of Her Majesty's Government and to support our commitments and 
status as a Great Power; 

or 

(b) To reduce our national commitments- and hence our status- to a level 
which can be supported by the resources for which Her Majesty's Government are 
prepared to pay. 

8. We are convinced that there is no possibility of continuing to meet our 
present commitments with the resources to which we should be reduced under the 
Chancellor's latest proposals. 
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9. In point of fact paragraph 7(b)-the reduction of our national commitments 
and status-is not an alternative at all. The Foreign Secretary's paper (C (52) 202) 
makes it clear that, whether we like it or not, we are a Great Power with world-wide 
responsibilities. British commitments cannot be cast aside like an outworn coat: they 
are a world-wide agglomeration of political, economic and commercial interests and 
obligations involving not merely British prestige but the livelihood-indeed the 
actual lives-of millions of British subjects. 

10. Considering the Middle East, we are not yet in a position to withdraw even 
the 3rd Division and 16th Parachute Brigade to the United Kingdom. We may not 
even be able to withdraw any forces next year. If the Neguib regime were to break 
down and Egypt be cast into disorder, we might even have to reinforce the Middle 
East, unless we were prepared to leave British nationals to be massacred as our 
people were in Cairo last January. 

11. If and when we have achieved a settlement with Egypt and come down to the 
Global Strategy garrison, we cannot contemplate yet further reductions. The Foreign 
Secretary has recently been assuring the Turkish Prime Minister and Foreign 
Minister of our permanent and effective interest in the Eastern Mediterranean and in 
the Middle East. It will be patently impossible to support that policy if we cut our 
Middle East garrisons to a token force which even the Arab States will know would be 
completely useless in war. 

12. Similarly, in the Far East, it is unthinkable that we should throw away the 
fruits of all our toil , effort, and sacrifice in Malaya over the past five years-and with 
them abandon our greatest dollar-earner - on what may be the brink of success. Nor 
can we contemplate handing over to the Chinese Communists our interests in Hong 
Kong, and the lives of all who have sought our protection there. Equally, we cannot 
default on our United Nations' commitment in Korea by withdrawing the 
Commonwealth Division. 

13. All over the world we are under the greatest pressure to hand over our 
responsibilities and our possessions. Any evidence of readiness to quit will start a 
landslide which we shall be quite unable to control. Are we, for instance, to cancel 
our Treaty and pull out of Iraq just as we embark on a Middle East Defence 
Organisation? Or are we prepared to deprive ourselves of the ability to intervene 
quickly to protect British lives in circumstances such as those prevailing in Kenya? 
What is the good of even discussing a Federation of British Central Africa, if we are to 
begin by proving to Her Majesty's subjects in Africa that we are quite powerless to 
protect them in trouble? 

14. All this goes to prove that the second alternative (paragraph 7(b) above is 
quite impossible, and that we must be given the resources which are necessary for 
fulfilling the commitments and for carrying out the declared policy of Her Majesty's 
Government. 

15. Finally, turning to N.A.T.O., our contribution to the Alliance is not an act of 
altruism; nor is this an old-fashioned alliance like the Entente Cordia/e. On the 
contrary, N.A.T.O. is vital to the survival of the United Kingdom. Three years ago we 
faced the stark reality that this island could not possibly be defended in isolation. To
day our very existence depends on the unity and strength of N.A.T.O. and on 
American support-the two are irretrievably entwined. 

16. We, after the United States, are the main pillar of N.A.T.O. We are anxious 
enough already of the effect on the Alliance of the reductions in our contribution 
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proposed even under '"Global Strategy." It is no exaggeration to say that default on 
the scale involved under the Chancellor's proposals might well shake the whole 
N.A.T.O. structure: it might even result in the United States falling back on a 
Taft- Hoover policy of isolation behind a vast Navy and Atomic Air Force. 

17. The Foreign Secretary's paper (C. (52) 202) concludes that we should 
endeavour to get the United States to bear a greater share of the burden. It points 
out, however, that such a policy could be successful only "in so far as we are able to 
demonstrate that we are making the maximum possible effort ourselves." Even now 
the Americans are far from convinced that this is so. If we accept the implications of 
the Chancellor's latest proposals, and particularly if we default too flagrantly on our 
N.A.T.O. obligations, the Americans will be convinced that it is not so. The reactions 
not only on our military but also on our economic position might well be 
catastrophic. 

18. Our estimate of the forces required to provide a reasonable security for 
the United Kingdom, and to meet our N.A.T.O. and world-wide commitments, 
was based on our belief that the likelihood of war had receded. However, the 
United States Joint Chiefs of Staff rate higher than we do the likelihood of war in 
the near future ; in particular they regard 1954 as a dangerous year . The re
equipment of our forces which we proposed in " Global Strategy" was steady, 
though slower than originally conceived under the £4,700 million programme; 
but under the Chancellor's latest proposals our re-equipment will be so retarded 
that preparations for war in the reasonably foreseeable future will virtually have 
ceased. 

19. Finally, we submit that the Foreign Secretary has said the last word in C. (52) 
202. 

"The British people ... must either give up for a time some of the advantages 
which a high standard of living confers upon them, or by relaxing in the 
outside world see their Country sink to the level of a second-class power with 
injury to their essential interests and way of life of which they can have little 
conception." 

In our considered opinion, to go beyond the "Minister's compromise" (C. (52) 316) 
means , sooner rather than later, the acceptance of the Foreign Secretary's second 
alternative. 

Annex I to 334: Summary of the main effects on the services of the chancellor's 
latest proposals 

The Chancellor has proposed that:-

(a) The Defence Budget 1953-54 should total £1,570 million. 
(b) The level of metal using production on defence account should be:-

1953 
£Million 

475 

1954 
£Million 

500 

1955 
£Million 

500 
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2. Budgeting figures for 1954-55 and 1955-56 were not given, but we have 
assumed that £1,600 million might be available in each year. 

3. The effects upon the three Services of reducing defence expenditure to the 
figures given above are broadly as follows:-

(a) Royal Navy 

(i) A reduction in man-power by December, 1955, of 16,000 men; giving a total 
United Kingdom man-power for the Royal Navy of approximately 132,000. 
(ii) A reduction in the active Fleet broadly equivalent to the whole strength of the 
Fleet now employed in the Far East, including Korea; or, alternatively, the 
equivalent of the whole cruiser strength on all foreign stations. The resulting Fleet 
would be unable to meet existing world-wide commitments in support of Her 
Majesty's Government's policy. 
(iii) The completion by the end of 1955 of only :% of the new construction 
programme for 1951-55, and only slightly less sacrifice in the modernisation and 
conversion of existing ships. 
These are roughly equivalent to the loss of two years' work. This will greatly 
reduce the size and effectiveness of the anti-submarine forces which have up till 
now been safeguarded. 
(iv) The reduction of the front line strength of naval aircraft from 230 in April 
1953 to 200 modern types by April, 1956. This is barely sufficient for fou r carriers, 
as opposed to the six already committed to N.A.T.O. 
(v) Armament and general stores would not be sufficient to provide fo r the 
mobilisation of the Fleet until after 1960. 
(vi) The stocks of A.A. ammunition, bombs and anti-submarine weapons would 
not last longer than a few days at intensive rates of warfare. 
(vii) Existing stocks of oil fuel would run down 33 per cent. by the end of 
1955, and, quite apart from losses by enemy action, stocks at some United 
Kingdom bases would probably be exhausted within one month of the out
break of war. 
(viii) Most ships of the mobilised Fleet would not be fitted with the new 
equipment and weapons needed for modern warfare . 
(ix) After 1960, ships built before and during World War II will reach the end of 
their useful life. The size of the Fleet would then steadily diminish because the 
curtailed new-construction programme would fail to replace ships as they become 
worn out. 

(b) Army 
There is no planned expansion of the Army. The effects of the proposed cuts fall 
entirely on the numbers and equipment of existing formations. 

Reductions in existing formations and units owing to a cut in man-power 

(x) A reduction of the defence expenditure to the figures given would entail a 
reduction of 55,000 in the strength of the Army. This would result in a cut in the 
active Army of 1~ divisions to a total of 10 equivalent divisions by 1955. These 10 
divisions would be weakened and seriously below strength and unable effectively to 
carry out their tasks . 
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(xi) Any reduction in the act ive Army must be balanced by a corresponding 
reduction in our Cold War commitments. This reduction of 1 ~ divisions is more 
than the total garrison planned under "Global Strategy" for the Middle East and is 
equivalent to the combined garrison of Korea and Hong Kong. It is not possible to 
spread the reduction and to continue on a reduced scale all our present tasks 
without risking disaster everywhere. 
(xii) The Home Guard would have to be disbanded. 

Reductions in re-equipment of existing formations and units 

(xiii) Re-equipment would be limited to 11%3 divisions by 1960 instead of the 
Chiefs of Staff requirement of 15%3 divisions by 1958. 
(xiv) 10%3 out of the existing 11% T.A. divisions will in 1960 still have no more than 
training scales of last-war equipment. It is doubtful whether the Territorial Army 
could remain in existence in such conditions. 
(xv) To meet our British strategic requirements and our N.A.T.O. commitments, 
we have undertaken to send on the outbreak of war 4%3 divisions to reinforce 
N.A.T.O. and have planned to send 2 divisions to the Middle East. After the 
reductions envisaged in this paper, we shall only have 1%3 reserve divisions 
equipped for despatch overseas intead of the 6%3 mentioned above. 
(xvi) The provision of reserves of equipment would be limited to the 11%3 divisions 
and to a reduced A.A. Command on the basis of one month at intense rates, and 
would not be completed until 1960. There would be no reserves whatsoever for the 
remaining 10%3 divisions of the Territorial Army. 
(xvii) After one month's fighting there would be no more ammunition. 
(xviii) There would be no hope whatsoever of redressing our quantitative 
infe riority in numbers by a qualitative superiority in equipment. Indeed our 
equipment might well, in many respects, be inferior to that of the enemy. 

(c) Royal Air Force 

(xix) The Middle East Air Force would be reduced to a token force of 80 aircraft 
(less than at any time since 1915) and the Far East Air Force to the same. 
(xx) The Mobile Reserve of fighters , designed for reinforcement of the Middle East, 
would not be formed. 
(xxi) The medium bomber force would be halved (in addition to the loss under 
"Global Strategy" of rather more than half the light bomber force). 
(xxii) The day fighter strength of Fighter Command would rise to only 75 per 
cent. of the figure which the Air Defence Committee regarded as the bare 
minimum acceptable; expansion of the night fighter force (numbering only 78 to
day) would be delayed, the target figure being reached two years later than under 
"Global Strategy"; stocks of air-to-air rockets (an improved fighter weapon) would 
not be bought. 
(xxiii) Our ultimate contribution to SACEUR's forces would be only half that 
planned at Lisbon. 
(xxiv) The expansion of Coastal Command would be delayed (with effects on our 
contribution to SACLANT's forces). 
(xxv) In all, the force at March, 1956, would be 25 per cent. less than under 
"Global Strategy" (40 per cent. less than under the £4,700 million programme) . 
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1,100 fewer operational aircraft would be received in the three years (3,000 fewer 
than under the £4,700 million programme), including 420 fewer Swift and Hunter 
super-priority fighters. 
(xxvi) Large surpluses of men in 1953 (10,000 to 15,000 at April, 1953) could be 
avoided only by releasing National Service men after less than 24 months' 
service. 

Annex 11 to 334: Comparison of forces available in 1952 and those available in 1955 
under the chancellor's latest proposals 

(a) Navy 

(I) World-wide-peace-time operational fleet 

Battleships 
Aircraft Carriers 
Cruisers 
Fast Minelayers 
Destroyers and Frigates 
Submarines 
Minesweepers 
M.T.B.s 

September 

1952 

5 
12 
2 

94 
39 
73 
12 

December 1955 

(under Chancellor's 

latest proposals) 

4 
9 
0 

83 
33 
71 
8 

Reduction 

- 1 
- 3 
- 2 
-11 
- 6 
- 2 
- 4 

(11) N.A.T.O. - Comparison of D-Day naval forces 

D-Day December 1953 December 1954 December 1955 
1952 Shortfall 

Type (no on 1954 
shortfall) Available Shortfall Available Shortfall Available goal 

Fleet Carriers ... 2 2 2 2 
Light Fleet 

Carriers 3 3 2 1 2 1 
Cruisers 10 8 2 7 3 6 4 
Fast Minelayers 2 2 2 2 
Destroyers and 

Frigates 62 64 5 63 10 62 11 
Minesweepers ... 48 53 5 53 10 53 10 
Submarines 31 31 29 2 27 4 
M.T.B.s 12 8 4 8 4 8 4 

Table li above covers the numerical shortfall in our forces available to N.A.T.O. 
over the next three years at the beginning of an emergency. In addition, the quality 
of the Fleet will be inferior to what had been planned. For example, in December 
1955 compared to the "Global Strategy" plan the number of new and modernised 
destroyers and frigates would be 77 less, and our ability to compete with the threat 
from U-boats would suffer accordingly. 
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(b) Army 

(I) World-wide 

1. The present order of Battle of the Army is-

Divisions Brigades 
(a) Active Army

Europe 

Middle East 
Far East 
Korea ... . .. 
United Kingdom 

Total 

4 

1% 
1 

6;1, 

3 

2 
3 
2 
4 

14 

493 

(Includes the Berlin Brigade 
which does not count 
towards our N.A.T.O. 
commitments) 

(Includes 1 Infantry Brigade 
of 3 Infantry Division) 

Grand Total llY. equivalent Divisions 
(b) Territorial Army llY. Divisions 
(c) Total-Active and Reserve Army, 23 Divisions. 

2. Under "Global Strategy" it was planned to equip to war scales 15)-j divisions. At 
present these 15)-j divisions are short of many essential items of equipment and of 
reserves. Further, they are almost entirely equipped with last-war equipment which 
might well be inferior to that of the enemy. The aim of the rearmament programme 
is to correct these deficiencies and inferiority in equipment. 

3. In order to meet the Chancellor's latest proposals, and to have a reasonably 
equipped army, it would be necessary:-

(a) To reduce the Active Army to 10 equivalent divisions by December, 1955, in 
order to find more money for equipment. 
(b) To reduce the number of divisions (Active and Reserve) equipped to war scales 
from 15)-j to IlK 
(c) To retard the planned date for completion of equipment to 1960. Thus we 
should have 11)-j divisions equipped by 1960 instead of 15)-j divis ions by 1958. 

4. The Army goals accepted at Lisbon comprised:-

(a) On M-Day in 1952, 1953, and 1954, the 4% active divisions now stationed on 
the Continent (excluding the Berlin brigade). 
(b) By M+90 days in 1952 and 1953, 2 reinforcing Divisions. (These will be reserve 
divisions.) 
(c) By M+90 days in 1954, 4~ reinforcing Divisions. (These will be reserve 
divisions.) 

5. The extent to which we shall fall short of these commitments depends on the 
allocation of the reductions, for example:-

(a) The reduction of 1 ~ Divisions in the Active Army necessary to meet the 
Chancellor's latest proposals may fall in whole or in part on the 4% divisions now 
stationed on the Continent. In this event we shall fa ll short of our N.A.T.O. M-day 
commitments by the same amount. 
(b) We should under the Chancellor's proposals only have 1)-j Reserve Army 
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divisions to meet our world-wide and N.A.T.O. strategic requirements. Thus, even 
if we committed all these to N.A.T.O., we should still fall short of our Lisbon 1954 
M+90 goals by 3 reinforcing divisions. 

(c) R.A.F. 

(I) World-wide 

September March 1956 
1952 Under 

£4,700 m. "Global Chancellor's 
programme strategy" latest 

proposals 
Bomber Command-

Medium Bomber 144 152 144 88 
Photo-reconnaissance. &c. 41 44 42 42 

Coastal Command 82 124 114 114 
Transport Command 53 50 58 58 
Fighter Command 618 956 908 748 
2nd Tactical Air Force* 408 1,350 748 680 
Middle East Air Forcet 209 416 240 80 
Far East Air Force 142 109 133 72 

1,697 3,201 2,387 1,882 

* Figures for 2nd T.A.F. include Light Bombers of Bomber Command allocated to SACEUR. 
t Figures for M.E.A.F. include Mobile Reserve to be stationed in the United Kingdom. 

(II) N.A.T.O. 

Forces allocated to SACEUR under Chancellor's latest proposals, showing the 
percentage of Lisbon's forces which they represent 

December 1953 
646 (80%) 

December 1954 
744 (55%) 

December 1955 
722 (53%) 

December 1956 
608 (45%) 

NOTE.-At Lisbon, plans were not formulated beyond December 1954. These figures assume 
that the planned contribution for 1955 and 1956 would have been the same as for 1954 ... . 

335 DEFE 4/57, COS 153(52)2 7 Nov 1952 
'Middle East defence organisation': COS Committee minutes on 
American suggestions for joint proposals on a base settlement 

[Extract] 

The Committee had before them two telegrams, addressed to the Foreign Office, 
from Her Majesty's Ambassador in Washington, giving the text of an aide memoire 
from the State Department concerning the tactics to be followed in the setting up of 
the Middle East Defence Organisation (M.E.D.O.) 

Sir lames Bowker (Foreign Office) said that the American view now was that:-

( a) it was no good approaching the Arab States to participate in M.E.D.O. until the 
difficulties between Egypt and the United Kingdom had been resolved. 
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(b) it was no good approaching Egypt regarding M.E.D.O. until the problem of the 
Suez Canal base had been settled. 

The preliminary views of the Foreign Office were that there was no denying the 
United States' contention that Egypt was the key to Arab participation in M.E.D.O.; 
moreover, it was unlikely that General Neguib would be prepared to commit Egypt to 
participation in M.E.D.O. until he had reached a firm agreement with us about 
evacuation. It was therefore important that we should be prepared to put forward our 
proposals concerning both evacuation and the Canal base as soon as possible. It 
would however be unwise to go ahead until we had formulated firm ideas about these 
matters. 

Sir John Slessor pointed out that the American approach contained a new line of 
thought and helpful possibilities, of which we should not hesitate to take full 
advantage. It was the first time that the Americans had suggested getting together 
with us to formulate the precise lines of a base settlement and an approach to Egypt. 
He noted too that the Americans were proposing that this should be followed by 
secret talks between the United States, the United Kingdom and Egypt to work out 
both the base settlement and Egyptian adherence to common defence planning. This 
was a big advance. The next step was to consider, as a matter of urgency, the paper 
reviewing our Middle East strategy, which was at present being prepared by the Joint 
Planning Staff, in order that the Chiefs of Staff could formulate firm views about the 
location of the Middle East base and the question of evacuation. If that could be done 
within the next few days, then the Egyptian problem could possibly usefully be 
discussed on a politico-military basis with the Americans during the forthcoming 
visit of the First Sea Lord and himself to Washington. 

Sir lames Bowker said that the Foreign Office would welcome any action that 
could usefully be taken to hasten the formulation of firm views about the Middle East 
base. He pointed out that, although it was a matter for further consideration whether 
the initial approach to General Neguib about the proposed secret talks was made by 
the United States or by the United Kingdom, or even jointly, it was imperative that a 
firm plan should be agreed with the Americans before any such approach was made, 
and that we should ensure that we would not be asked by the Americans, in the 
middle of the talks, to make further concessions .... 

336 FO 371196892, no 8 14 Nov 1952 
[Middle East defence strategy]: letter from CA E Shuckburgh (New 
York) to Sir J Bowker reporting a conversation between Mr Eden and 
Mr Acheson 

Our telegram No. 790 about the Secretary of State's conversation with Mr. Acheson 
on Egypt is in fact a very incomplete account of what passed. I think you will see 
from what follows why I thought it better not to record in a telegram the full nature 
of the conversation. 

The Secretary of State said that there was an increasing tendency on the military 
side in the United Kingdom to think that we should base our Middle East Defence on 
supporting Turkey. Field-Marshal Montgomery had expressed strongly the view that 
our troops in Egypt were of little use there from the defence point of view, and the 
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Minister of Defence took the same view. The Chiefs of Staff were looking urgently 
into the whole strategic position, and it might be that they would come to the 
conclusion that we desired to withdraw our troops in any case from Egypt. It had 
already been decided to move the headquarters to Cyprus, though progress had been 
held up on account of the expense involved. 

The Secretary of State said that if this conclusion should be reached, we might find 
ourselves in a position to reach a settlement with Egypt. That was why he was so 
anxious that General Neguib should not make speeches which would create the 
impression, if we withdrew our forces, that he had kicked us out. The Secretary of 
State hinted that the Prime Minister took a rather different view over all these 
matters, and would probably make at least one attempt with the new U.S. 
Administration to persuade them that the right solution was fo r U.S. and Turkish 
troops to join ours in Egypt in an international defence organisation. 

337 DEFE 4/57, COS 157(52)4 14 Nov 1952 
'Review of Middle East strategy': report by the JPS to the COS on the 
forward strategic concept, 12 Nov 1952 (JP(52)129 ). Annex I 

[Extract] 

In accordance with instructions1 we have re-examined our Middle East Strategy with 
a view to recommending the best strategy which could be adopted if the Egyptian 
base were not available to us. 

2. Our report is in two parts. 

Annex I- Strategic examination. 
Annex II -Administrative examination prepared by the Directors of Administrative 
Plans.2 

Strategy 
3. We consider that our strategic aims in the Middle East could best be achieved 

by the adoption of a Levant-Iraq strategy. This would entail the defence of the 
Runwandiz, Penjwin and Paitak Passes which are the main means of entry into 
Northern Iraq. Our defence would be achieved by:-

(a) Keeping the Persian approaches to the Passes under attack from the air and 
delaying the Russian advance with raiding forces. 
(b) Carrying out extensive demolitions in the Passes. 
(c) Defending the Passes themselves with U.K., Iraqi and Arab Legion forces. Two 
U.K. infantry brigade groups would have to be moved by air to arrive in the 
forward area by D+lO days. 
(d) Maintaining a mobile reserve, including one United Kingdom armoured 
brigade group in North-Eastern Iraq. 

Forces in the forward area would be supported in the initial stages of war from a 
maintenance area in Jordan with two lines of communication, one via the pipe line 
road to Mosul and the other by road to Aleppo and thence by rail to Mosul. 

1 See 329. 2 Annex 11 is not printed. 
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4. With the comparatively small forces available this represents the best strategy 
which could be adopted whether or not we have the use of the Egyptian base. 

5. In addition to the logistic, financial and political implications which follow, 
there are three major military factors which we wish to stress. These are:-

(a) It is in our view, essential that the United Kingdom armoured brigade group 
should be operationally effective in North-Eastern Iraq by D+ 15, i.e. the earliest 
date by which the Russian ground attack could be expected to develop. This 
condition could only be satisfied if the United Kingdom armoured brigade group is 
located in peace in the Levant. 
(b) An advantage of the Levant- Iraq strategy over that of the Inner Ring is that it 
allows our small forces , initially in the Middle East, to be deployed to the best advan
tage and it makes the enemy fight his way into, and perhaps through, Iraq. At the 
worst it would retard the enemy's arrival on the Inner Ring. The grave risk in this 
strategy is that we may be forced back to an unprepared position on the Inner Ring 
before the reinforcing divisions from the United Kingdom are operational. We 
believe this risk must be accepted and would point out that under present plans no 
United Kingdom reinforcement divisions can be operationally effective in the 
Middle East before D+4 months . This applies whatever strategy is adopted. 
(c) The Aleppo-Mosul railway, on which the maintenance of the United Kingdom 
forces depends, is both tenuous and vulnerable. It is unlikely to have any A.A. 
defence for some considerable time. 

Logistics 
6. The Directors of Administrative Plans consider that a Levant- Iraq strategy can 

be supported administratively provided that in peacetime:-

(a) Arrangements can be made to pre-stock equipment and vehicles in Iraq and 
Jordan. 
(b) A maintenance area can be established in Jordan. 
(c) Two airfields can be built and pre-stocked in the Mosul area. 
(d) Rail communications between Israel and the Arab States can be re-opened. 
(e) The railway system of the Levant is improved and new rolling stock provided. 
(f) Port transit facilities through Beirut can be obtained. 
(g) Use can be made of the roads and railways in Egypt and the Levant. 

7. In war, port and rail facilities through Israel will also be required. 
8. Equipment. The equipment and vehicles required for the prestocking 

programme can be made available only at the expense of re-equipping active 
formations or equipping the reserve army. 

9. Cost. The capital cost of constructional work involved will be in the order of 
£23 million. This expenditure will be in addition to and concurrent with that 
incurred in the redeployment of our forces from the Canal Zone. 

If the Egypt base were to remain available to us in peace this cost would be 
reduced to the order of £12 million. 

Time factor 
10. If normal peacetime procedures are to be followed , we are informed that 

administrative preparations will take not less than three years to complete once 
political and financial clearances have been obtained. 
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Political factors 
11. Politically the logistic support of our Levant-Iraq strategy raises the 

following requirements:-

(a) Agreement by Iraq to the facilities described in paragraph 6(a) and (c) above. 
Her agreement cannot be taken for granted but we consider that there is a 
reasonable chance of a favourable reaction, particularly if by then Iraq has 
undertaken to enter Middle East Defence Organisation. 
(b) Agreement by Turkey and the Levant States regarding use of their ports and 
communications. This would be difficult in peacetime because prior political 
agreement between Israel and the Arab States would be necessary. 
(c) Agreement by Jordan to the facilities described in paragraph 6(a) and (b) 
above. The same considerations apply as in the case of Iraq. 
(d) In wartime the attitude of all States concerned may be expected to be much 
more co-operative. 

Conclusion 
12. We conclude that our strategic aims in the Middle East can best be met by the 

adoption of a strategy based on the defence of the Passes connecting Persia and 
Northern Iraq. We would recommend this strategy in spite of the grave risks 
involved. 

The strategy can be supported administratively without the use of the Egyptian 
base, provided:-

(a) Expenditure of the order of £23 million is sanctioned, additional to the cost of 
redeploying our forces from the Canal Zone, and 
(b) Political agreement is obtained in peace to the establishment of a maintenance 
area in Jordan and to extensive communication facilities throughout the Levant. 

Were we to retain the use of the Egyptian base in peacetime we would still 
recommend this same strategy. Under these conditions we understand its cost would 
be in the order of £12 million. 

Recommendation 
13. We recommend that the Chiefs of Staff should at this stage send a copy of 

this paper to the Foreign Office as an expression of their views. 
Subsequently, and subject to the views expressed by the Foreign Secretary, more 

detailed estimates of the financial aspects will be required. 

Annex I to 337: Review of Middle East strategy3 

Introduction 

The aim of our report 
1. The aim of our report is to formulate the best strategy in the Middle East 

which is administratively feasible with no base facilities in Egypt. 

3 The two appendices with this report- Force availability and deployment table (appendix A) and Map of 
defence positions and enemy campaigns (appendix B)- are not printed. 
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Assumptions 
2. The following assumptions were given for the purposes of this report:-

(a) Egypt will be a benovolent neutral. 
(b) The Suez Canal will remain open indefinitely, but the Mediterranean will be 
closed to through-convoys of merchant shipping after D+6 months. 
(c) The peacetime garrison in the Middle East will be of the order of one division 
and 208 aircraft, possibly rising to 224. 
(d) The maximum land forces available for deployment in the Middle East during 
the first six months of war would be of the order of three British divisions, two to 
three Iraqi divisions and one Arab Legion division. Details of these forces, together 
with available air forces, are given in Appendix A. 

We have made the following additional assumption:-

( c) [sic] Persia will not have come under Communist domination by the time war 
occurs. 

Background 
3. The importance of the Middle East is set-out in "Defence Policy and Global 

Strategy" .4 

4. Since our last examination5 of Middle East defence policy, new factors have 
emerged that call for a review of our Theatre strategy. These are as follows:-

(a) The entry of Turkey into N.A.T.O. and her growing chances of successfully 
resisting a Russian attack. 
(b) The consequent requirement for a strategy giving better co-ordination 
between SACEUR and the Middle East. 
(c) The necessity, if the Arab States are to co-operate in Middle East Defence, to 
adopt a strategy that will protect as great a proportion as possible of their 
territories. 

The Russian threat 

General 
5. In order to achieve their aims, the Soviet leaders would probably undertake 

two campaigns:-

(a) The subjection of Turkey and Grecian Thrace. 
(b) The occupation of Persia and Iraq. 

These campaigns are complementary, but not interdependent: they might therefore 
be undertaken either concurrently or consecutively. On completion of either 
operation the Soviet forces could push on into the Levant, but they are unlikely to do 
so before the end of the Turkish campaign. 

The timing of the threat 
6. The threat to the Middle East (see map attached) has been estimated as 

follows:-

4 See 308. 5 See 257. 
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(a) Through Persia and Iraq 

(i) 2Yz divisions, via Djulfa and Lake Urmia, reaching Rowandiz [sic] and 
Penjwin by D+ 15 to 20 and Mosul and Kirkuk by D+23 to 28. 
(ii) 6Yz divisions, via Astara, Djulfa and Kazvin, reaching Kermanshah by D+24 
and Khanaquin by D+30. 
(iii) 5 divisions via Khorramabad, 3 of these reaching Basra by D+40. 

(b) Through Turkey. Assuming Turkey has not been successfully defended, 
Russian forces could reach the Cilician Gates by D+143 and Iskanderun by D+180. 
(c) Air support. The Turkish campaign could be supported by 1,080 aircraft, and 
the Persian campaign by 450. It is unlikely that the Russian long-range bomber 
force would be used against targets in this theatre. 

The selection of an allied strategy for the defence of the Middle East 

Basic factors 
7. The importance of Turkey. Turkey is the key to the defence of the Middle East. 

If Turkey can be defended, the task is to contain a subsidiary enemy offensive 
through Persia. There is, however, no convincing evidence that Turkey can yet be 
successfully defended. Our Middle East strategy must therefore allow both for co
operation in the defence of Turkey and for an independent defence of the land bridge 
into Africa should Turkey collapse. 

8. The variants of the threat. Although Russia would have sufficient forces to 
launch simultaneous offensives against Turkey and Persia, she may prefer to await 
the outcome of the Turkish campaign in order to obtain the use of better 
communications into the Levant, and also to avoid the implications of an undefeated 
enemy on one flank while advancing through northern Persia. Even if Russia were to 
attempt the Persian campaign, it is possible that the effects of strategic air action
not allowed for in the appreciation of the threat given earlier-would reduce it after 
a few weeks to little more than a minor probing offensive. Thus, in a situation where 
appreciable risks cannot be avoided, it does not necessarily follow that our forces-if 
deployed well forward- would be confronted with the full weight of the subsidiary 
offensive through Persia. Their value in a deterrent role might also be considerable. 

Our strategic aims 
9. Our strategic aims in the Middle East are:-

(a) To hold the Soviet advance as far to the north and east as possible in order to:

(i) Meet the requirements of the allied air offensive. 
(ii) Secure Turkey's southern flank. 
(iii) Protect as much of the Middle East territory as possible. 
(iv) Secure at least a proportion of the Middle East oil. 

(b) To prevent Soviet submarines and surface vessels debouching into the 
Mediterranean. 

Possible strategies 
10. It is clear that the Inner Ring strategy, as at present interpreted, would not 

fulfil our strategic aims or meet the requirements on which they are based. The ideal 
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strategy would be to defend the "Tabriz Gap" (The area between Turkey's eastern 
frontier and the Caspian), but this is clearly ruled out by the impossibility of getting 
forces there in time. The next defence position to be considered is that of the Zagros 
mountains . 

11. The Zagros Mountain pass position. This strategy, involving the rapid 
deployment of forces into North-East Iraq and as already agreed in principle, offers 
the best chance of success. It involves risks and has weaknesses, both of which will be 
examined later in our report, but it has the following general advantages:-

(a) Although-in fact-the passes are too far south for their defence to prevent 
enemy forces advancing through the Tabriz Gap, it would, if successful, stop the 
turning of the Turkish flank, which can only be done from Iraq. 
(b) Use could be made of Iraqi forces and the Arab Legion. 
(c) Sufficient airfields and lines-of-communication from the Levant area (in or 
near which base facilities could be located) and could be made available. 

The rear defensive position and base area 
12 . General. It is clear that the deployment of forces in North-East Iraq would 

have the primary aim of deterring the Russians from launching an outflanking 
offensive, and secondarily of containing a limited offensive if that should occur. If 
the full weight of the subsidiary offensive through Persia should materialise, it is 
doubtful whether our relatively small forces could contain it for long. Withdrawal 
would also be unavoidable if our forward elements were outflanked. It is therefore 
necessary to decide, as part of the strategic plan, whether our forces in Iraq 
should be based, operationally and logistically, on the Iskanderun area or the 
Levant. 

13. The rear defensive position. We consider that the Lebanon-Jordan Line 
should still be regarded as the ultimate rear defensive position. Our reasons are as 
follows:-

(a) If our forward elements are operationally based on Iskanderun, and if the 
build-up from outside the Middle East is effected in the Iskanderun Area the 
following serious consequences could result from our having to withdraw from 
North-East Iraq:-

(i) There would be only Israeli forces to prevent a Russian consolidation in the 
Levant, with its good network of communications and airfields. This virtually 
unopposed build-up of Russian forces, using the main Baghdad-Amman lines of 
communication, would endanger Turkey's position and that of our forces in 
Turkey. 
(ii) Once the Russians are in the Levant, there will be only Egyptian forces 
between them and Suez. As the Mediterranean may well be closed to through 
convoys after 0+6 months, the loss of the Suez Canal would mean the eventual 
logistic strangulation of not only our forces in Turkey, but of Turkish forces 
also. 
(iii) We shall be offering no assistance in the defence of Middle East states, 
which is one of our strategic aims. 

(b) If, on the other hand, our forward elements are based on the Levant and the 
build-up is directed to that area, the following advantages accrue:-
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(i) Reinforcements could be sent forward, or the forward elements could 
withdraw, along lines of communication less vulnerable than the Aleppo-Mosul 
railway. 
(ii) If the Russians were to invade Iraq with greater forces than our forward 
elements could contain, the enemy would be unlikely to reach Aleppo in the 
north before 0+6 months, and Israel in the south before D+ 7 months. By this 
time two divisions should have arrived from the United Kingdom, together with 
some Commonwealth reinforcements. With what remains of our forward 
element added to the total force, and with our air forces and the Arab Legion 
operating against the enemy's extended lines of communication, a worthwhile 
attempt could be made to defend the Levant position .... 

338 DEFE 4/57, COS 157(52)4 14 Nov 1952 
'Review of Middle East strategy': COS Committee minutes on the 
forward strategic concept [Extract] 

J.P. (52) 129 (Final) 
The Committee had before them a Report by the Joint Planning Staff reviewing 
Middle East strategy. 1 The Principal Administrative Officers and the Directors of 
Plans were present. 

The discussion was divided into three main parts:-

(A) The Middle East strategic concept, and the essential requirements and 
possible locations of the supporting base. 
(B) The detailed requirements of the Egyptian Base. 
(C) Future procedure. 

A. Middle East strategic concept and main base requirements 
Sir John Harding said that he considered there were two fundamental principles 
governing our Middle East strategy and our base requirements . The first was that the 
only chance of any effective defence of the Middle East lay in a military coalition of 
the land and air forces of all the countries in the area, backed by a hard core of 
British forces and with predominantly British overall command and control. This 
must be our ultimate objective: no temporary measures should be adopted which 
militated against its attainment. The second principle was that the achievement of 
our strategy would be possible only if we could rely upon the facili t ies of a fully 
developed and friendly area. This presupposed a favourable political atmosphere in 
the area concerned. 

Sir John Harding continued that a base was not primarily a collection of depots 
containing stores; equally important were the transportation facilities, the 
communications, the electricity, water and oil storage, the pipelines, etc., all of 
which were essential to the functioning of the base, just as was an adequate supply of 
suitable local labour. These facilities were those belonging to the country in which 
the base was located. A pre-requisite of the due functioning of any base must 
therefore be friendly relations with the country concerned. In order to meet our 

1 See 337. 
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requirements, it was first necessary to establish the right political atmosphere-it 
did not exist at present-not only in order to obtain the facilities required, but also in 
order to be able to influence in peacetime the military policies of the countries 
concerned. 

Sir John Harding said that he was fully in agreement with the forward strategic 
concept put forward by the Joint Planning Staff; no matter what forces or facilities 
were available, our object must be to impose the maximum delay in the Persian 
passes and then to fall back if necessary to a mobile armoured battle in the plains 
behind. It was however obvious that, in view of the possible early arrival of the 
Russians on the passes- which would be even earlier should Persia come under 
Communist control-the initial action on the passes would almost certainly have to 
be fought out by the forces of Iraq and Jordan, with British forces backing them up as 
soon as possible. This reinforced his argument for the early establishment of the 
correct political atmosphere for mutual military co-operation. 

Sir John Harding and General Sir Ouvry Roberts (Quartermaster General) said 
that, in their opinion, it was impossible to provide the main Middle East base other 
than in Egypt, primarily because any other base would be entirely dependent on 
Mediterranean sea-routes, which would be precarious to say the least in the early 
stages of the war. Only in Egypt-with the Suez Canal- was there a back door from 
the Red Sea. Sir John Harding continued that, apart from this, until effective military 
co-operation had been achieved with the other countries-through M.E.D.O. or 
some similar organisation- there could be no effective defence of the Middle East. It 
was therefore folly to talk of prestocking vehicles and supplies forward until we knew 
they could be protected. Meanwhile, a base must be retained. Therefore, in this [sic] 
opinion Egypt was the only possible military solution. 

Sir Rhoderick McGrigor said that, from the naval point of view, the only possible 
naval bases in the Levant were first, Haifa, which might just be capable of handling 
the convoys; secondly, Beirut, which could handle the escort organisation; and 
thirdly, Iskanderun, which was now under the control of Admiral Carney in his 
South-East Europe Command. It was therefore clear that, should we be denied the 
use of Egyptian ports, it would be possible only under extremely adverse conditions 
to handle the convoys and an organisation for minor escorts and minesweepers by 
using bases 100 miles apart in two different countries. It was therefore apparent that, 
if naval operations were to be maintained in the Eastern Mediterranean, we must be 
able to rely on the use of Egyptian port and naval facilities generally. 

In discussion there was general agreement with the views of Sir John Harding and 
Sir Rhoderick McGrigor, The following points were therefore agreed:-

(a) The forward strategy proposed by the Joint Planning Staff was the best strategy 
for the Middle East. 
(b) For any effective defence of the Middle East, the right political atmosphere 
would have to be fostered, an atmosphere in which the various countries in the 
area provided land and air forces for their mutual defence, with a hard core of 
British forces and with British overall military guidance in peacetime and 
command in war. 
(c) The only possible location for the main Middle East base in war2 was militarily 
in Egypt. ... 

2 Emphasis in original. 
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339 DEFE 4/58, COS 164(52)1, annex 2 Dec 1952 
'Military basis of defence negotiations with Egypt': report by the JPS 
to the COS on the requirements in Egypt of the forward strategy, 
28 Nov 1952 (JP(52)141) 

[The report by the JPS, after consideration by the COS (see 340), formed part of 0(52)50 
of 6 Dec which was discussed by the Defence Committee on 11 Dec 1952 (CAB 131/12, 
D 12(52)4). It was agreed that a settlement with Egypt should be negotiated on the basis 
of evacuation and an agreement on the management and reactivation of the base, 
Egyptian participation in the MEDO and a programme of Anglo-American military and 
economic assistance.] 

Background 
1. It is proposed that defence requirements in Egypt should be discussed with 

the Americans in the near future. An approach to the Egyptians will be made 
subsequently. 

The aim of this report 
2. The aim of this report is to determine the military requirements that should 

form the basis of defence negotiations with Egypt. 

The strategy for the defence of the Middle East 

Forward strategy 
3. It has been agreed1 that the best strategy for the defence of the Middle East is 

the defence of the Zagros Mountain Passes connecting Persia and northern Iraq. This 
strategy comes nearest to fulfilling our strategic aims for the theatre with the forces 
that we shall have available. 

4. The implementation of the forward strategy requires:-

(a) in peace, the assistance and facilities of a friendly Middle East (excluding 
Persia); 
(b) in war:-

(i) an effective Turkish defence of Eastern Anatolia 
(ii) base facilities in Egypt 
(iii) a military alliance with Egypt, Iraq and the Levant. 

5. Most of these requirements cannot be obtained without the goodwill of the 
Arab world, which entails the settlement of our differences with Egypt. 

Requirements in Egypt 
6. For military and financial reasons we would wish to retain a base in Egypt in 

peace, but in order to obtain Egyptian goodwill we may have to forego this facility. 
The minimum requirement that we must obtain from Egypt is the right to re

enter that country immediately on the outbreak of war, or when war appears 
imminent, to reactivate the Canal Zone Base with the full co-operation of the 
Egyptians and with all the facilities which we require, including use of the Suez 

1 See 337 and 338. 
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Canal. Unless this minimum requirement is granted no effective Middle East strategy 
can be maintained. 

7. The time it will take after the outbreak of war before the base can be 
reactivated depends on the state in which the base is kept in peacetime. The more the 
base is allowed to deteriorate, the more difficult and expensive will be the 
arrangements we will have to make in other Middle East countries to maintain our 
forces in the early stages, and the slower will be the build up of our forces in wartime. 

8. It is desirable therefore, though not absolutely essential, to maintain airfields , 
equipment, stores and workshops in running order in peacetime. To ensure this it is 
desirable to have British supervisors and technicians; the number of these required is 
estimated at some 5,000 British Army personnel and 2,500 British R.A.F. personnel. 
The minimum that we can accept is the right of inspection by teams of British 
experts . Additional British R.A.F. personnel would be required if an integrated Air 
Defence Organisation were to be attempted. 

9. For the air defence of the base we require, immediately on the outbreak of war 
or when war appears imminent, the use of Egyptian airfields, the right to station Air 
forces in the Canal Zone, and the right to maintain the necessary radar and other 
ancillary equipment. 

10. Our naval forces will require immediately on the outbreak of war or when 
war appears imminent, the use of Alexandria, Port Said and Suez; without these, 
naval operations in the Eastern Mediterranean will be seriously restricted. 

Administrative implications of the forward strategy 
11. The administrative implications of the forward strategy are shown in detail at 

Appendix B.2 They involve the full political co-operation in peacetime of the 
countries of the Middle East, and they involve the expenditure of a large sum of 
money in peacetime to pre-stock equipment and stores in Iraq and in the Levant. 
Provided the necessary political agreements and expensive administrative 
arrangements can be made in peacetime, it is possible, without a base in Egypt, to 
maintain the forward strategy with small forces for a short period after the outbreak 
of war. After the first few months, however, when the Middle East forces are built up, 
the Canal Zone Base becomes essential. It is therefore necessary, to maintain this 
strategy, to reactivate the Canal Zone Base within as short a period as possible after 
the outbreak of war. The length of this period is determined by the terms of the 
agreement that we will make with Egypt. We have considered these terms under 
three cases. 

Case A. We obtain agreement to retain our present base facilities and 7,500 British 
supervisors and technicians. In this case the Canal Zone Base will support our 
strategy from the outbreak of war and there will be no need for pre-stocking except 
in the forward areas. Militarily this would be the most satisfactory solution and the 
cheapest. 
Case B. We obtain agreement to hold war reserves in the Canal Zone and to retain 
heavy workshops which can be reactivated at very short notice, but we cannot 
obtain agreement to have any British personnel in the Canal Zone except a small 
number for inspection purposes. In this case we estimate that it will take at least 

2 Appendices not printed. 
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90 days before the Canal Zone base can be reactivated to maintain our strategy. We 
will therefore require at least 90 days' stocks outside Egypt for the Middle East 
garrison on the outbreak of war. This is militarily and financially less satisfactory 
than Case A, but on both counts to be preferred to Case C. 
Case C. As the price of Egyptian goodwill we agree to evacuate stores and 
personnel from the Canal Zone in peace, provided that we are permitted to return 
in war or on the imminent threat of war. In this event it might take us about 6 
months to reactivate the base after our return to Egypt. We will in this case have to 
hold a full 90 days' stocks for the whole of the Middle East garrison in locations 
outside the Canal Zone and to support our forces during the first few months of 
the war direct from the United Kingdom. We will also have to set up heavy 
workshops in the Levant. 

12. We have estimated the approximate cost of the forward strategy under Cases 
A, B and C. In every case this money must be spent before the outbreak of war if the 
forward strategy is to be maintained. An explanation of how the costs arise is given in 
Appendix B. A summary of these costs is as follows:-

Case A. £14Yzm. 
Case B. £26m. 
Case C. £28m. (excluding the cost of movement and storage of equipment now 

in the Canal Zone, which may amount to as much as £35m.) 

The above sums of money do not include the money necessary for the peacetime 
redeployment of the Middle East Garrison when Egypt is evacuated. Current 
redeployment plans are not affected, except that under Cases B and C British 
personnel will not be left in Egypt. 

13. The detailed requirements which we should endeavour to obtain from Egypt 
are set out in Appendix 'A' to this Annex. These are shown for peace and for war 
under Cases A, B and C. 

Other considerations 

14. Evacuation time-table. The rate at which our forces are to be withdrawn 
from Egypt is likely to be a major point at issue. The redeployment of our land and 
air forces in peace is the subject of a separate study and the proposed peacetime 
locations have been agreed. Financial approval has not yet been given for the 
necessary accommodation and other work in these new locations, and constructional 
work, except for a few preliminaries, cannot start. Once this work has started, and 
provided there are no further delays, it should be possible to evacuate British forces 
(less those which may be left behind) from the Canal Zone within 18 months. 

15. Interim strategy. For political, financial and administrative reasons it will be 
at best a number of years before we can implement the forward strategy on the 
outbreak of war. There is likely to be therefore a period of years after we evacuate 
Egypt and before we are able to maintain the forward strategy. During this period it 
will only be possible to deploy light mobile forces. It will be possible even under Case 
C to maintain these forces in the Levant by stores shipped direct from the U.K. 
provided that our initial requirements can be pre-stocked in the Levant or possibly in 
Cyprus. In case B this pre-stocking can be considerably reduced, and in Case A it may 
be possible to do without pre-stocking. 
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Conclusions 

16. To support the forward strategy, the cooperation of all the Middle East 
countries (excluding Persia) is necessary. The goodwill of Arab countries can not be 
obtained unless we settle our differences with Egypt. 

17. Unless we have a wartime base in Egypt we can have no effective Middle East 
strategy . . 

18. Unless we can rely on the use of Alexandria, Port Said and Suez in war, naval 
operations in the Medeterranean will be seriously restricted. 

19. The full use of the Suez Canal is required. 
20. It follows that the first object of our negotiations with Egypt must be to 

secure Egyptian cooperation in peace and full partnership in war. 
21. For military and financial reasons it is most desirable to retain a working 

base in Egypt in peace. We may, however, have to concede this as the price of 
obtaining the goodwill of Egypt. 

22 . The maintenance of our forward strategy requires full political co-operation 
with all countries in the Middle East. It also entails a large expenditure of money and 
considerable constructional work. This cannot be completed for many years and 
there is bound to be an interim period after our evacuation from Egypt before the 
arrangements for maintaining the forward strategy can be completed. Should war 
start during this period we must adopt a modified strategy. This would have to be the 
subject of a separate study, which will depend upon the progress of negotiations with 
Egypt. 

340 DEFE 4/58, COS 164(52)1 2 Dec 1952 
'Defence negotiations with Egypt': COS Committee minutes on the 
military requirements of an agreement with Egypt [Extract] 

J.P.(52)141 (Final) 
The Committee had before them a report by the Joint Planning Staff setting out a 
military basis for defence negotiations with Egypt. 1 

Forms of agreement 
Sir John Harding said that he considered that, in addition to the three "cases" out
lined in paragraph 11 of the J.P. report, we should include what we considered to 
be our ideal solution of the problem. This solution was that the base should remain 
in Egypt and, although the base would be under the overall control of the 
Egyptians, we should retain and be entirely responsible for running and controlling 
our existing depots and installations, on the analogy of our base in Belgium. He 
appreciated that our chances of negotiating such an arrangement were small; 
nevertheless, he felt that this should be our aim so that we could, if it became both 
necessary and expedient, make the Egyptians realise the extent to which we had 
met their point of view and accepted arrangements far short of our full military 
requirements. 

Sir John Slessor said there was little hope of getting Egyptian agreement to this 

1 See 339. 
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ideal solution. He agreed, however, that we should certainly define this solution as 
something to which we should aim, at the same time being ready to accept less 
satisfactory arrangements. Under the ideal solution-and also under the solution 
termed "Case A" in the J.P.S. report-we would hope to have an integrated 
Anglo-Egyptian Air Defence Organization and to retain in Egypt two British Day 
Fighter Squadrons and one Night Fighter Squadron. 

Sir lames Bowker (Foreign Office) felt that it was hopeless to start once more 
attempting to negotiate with the Egyptians on the ideal solution proposed by Sir 
John Harding, since past experience had shown that the Egyptians would not even 
discuss it with us. He himself doubted whether the Egyptians would be ready to 
accept, at any rate initially, an Anglo-Egyptian Air Defence Organization and the 
retention of British Fighter Squadrons in Egypt. 

Sir Rhoderick McGrigor said that he had doubts on the advisability of including 
the last solution ("Case C") proposed in the report. A base in Egypt was essential in 
war to our Middle East strategy; if it were now to be completely abandoned in the way 
proposed, we should have no chance of carrying out an effective defence of the 
Middle East. 

Sir John Harding said-and Sir John Slessor agreed- that the abandoning of the 
Egyptian base completely, and the evacuation of stores and personnel from the Canal 
Zone in peace, were solutions which we would be very loth to accept. However, the 
task of running a base and obtaining all the facilities we required in Egypt in war 
without Egyptian agreement and co-operation was impossible; we must therefore be 
ready to accept this last ditch solution if this was indeed to be the ultimate price for 
Egyptian goodwill. 

Sir lames Bowker said that the Egyptians, on previous occasions, had always 
stated that they would be ready to allow us to return to Egypt on the outbreak of war, 
and that they would be prepared to safeguard our base facilities and stores if we were 
to evacuate in peacetime. It was most unlikely, therefore, that we should be forced 
back to this "last ditch" solution. 

In discussion the following points arose:-

(v) The Committee agreed that the various possible forms of agreement with the 
Egyptians should be revised and redefined as follows:-

Case A 

(i) We would hand over the Canal Zone to Egypt. The base would remain under 
Egyptian control. Within this base we should retain our existing depots and 
installations, which would be run and controlled entirely by ourselves, on the 
analogy of our base in Belgium. 
(ii) The British depots and installations would act as a working maintenance 
base for a proportion of the Middle East Land Forces in peace. The R.A.F. would 
not, however, carry out any maintenance for M.E.A.F. from installations in 
Egypt in peace. 
(iii) The Army would retain not more than 5,000 personnel to run these 
installations, and the R.A.F. not more than 2,000 for the same purpose. 
(iv) There would be an integrated Anglo-Egyptian Air Defence Organization, 
including Headquarters, two British Day Fighter Squadrons and one British 
Night Fighter Squadron, C. and R. Organizations, etc. 
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CaseB 
(v) The base would remain in Egypt under Egyptian control. The Egyptians 
would take over such depots and installations as we wished to retain in Egypt for 
war, assuming full responsibility for maintaining our war reserves and heavy 
workshops in a state to be reactivated at short notice. 
(vi) In order to assist the Egyptians in their task, we should leave behind not 
more than 1,000 and not less than 500 supervisory and technical Army 
personnel, and a similar number of R.A.F. personnel. The R.A.F. personnel so 
left would assist the Egyptians to look after M.T. , bombs and radar equipment 
that we left in Egypt as war reserves, and would also operate a staging post. 
(vii) It would mean that we should not have a working base in Egypt in peace. 
(viii) Air defence arrangements would be similar to those in Case 'A' ((iv) 
above). 

Case C 
(ix) The base would remain in Egypt under Egyptian control. The Egyptians 
would assume the same responsibilities as for Case 'B'. ((v) above). 
(x) We should retain the right of periodic inspections of our reserves and 
installations when we so wished. The military personnel to carry out these 
inspections should, if possible, be stationed in Egypt. However, if the Egyptians 
were adamant that they would not allow this, we might agree that personnel for 
these inspections should be civilians permanently stationed in Egypt, or, failing 
this, that inspecting personnel should be stationed outside Egypt and carry out 
periodic visits. 
(xi) This case assumed that, since the Egyptians were not prepared to allow us 
to retain supervisory and technical personnel to assist them with our 
installations as in "Case B", they would not accept an Integrated Air Defence 
Organization either. The Egyptians would therefore assume responsibility for 
the airfields and other essential Air Force installations in Egypt. We would be 
prepared to second to the Egyptian Air Force some instructors and advisers. 

CaseD 
(xii) British stores and personnel would be evacuated from the Canal Zone in 
peace, provided we were permitted to return on the imminent threat of war or 
when war broke out. 
(xiii) It might take us about six months to reactivate the base after our return 
to Egypt; it would therefore be necessary to hold a full 90 days' stocks for the 
whole of the Middle East garrison in locations outside the Canal Zone. Our 
forces during the first few months of war would have to be supported direct 
from the United Kingdom. Heavy workshops would have to be set up outside 
Egypt. 

(w) The Committee agreed that these cases were set out in order of merit, starting 
with the ideal in "Case A", which must be our aim no matter how difficult of 
attainment, and going down through Cases "B" and "C" to "Case D", which was the 
"last ditch". These were no hard and fast definitions, and the cases were not 
"packets" which must be accepted in toto or else rejected. We must have 
considerable flexibility in our negotiations; if a full case could not be achieved, then 
we must be ready to incorporate therein some of the ingredients of another case. 
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Middle East strategy 
The Committee then briefly discussed the problems raised by adopting a forward 
strategy in the Middle East. They agreed that the adoption of a forward strategy must 
be our aim. They realised, however, that our resources at present were such as to put 
this strategy out of court for several years to come. Furthermore, the pre-stocking 
for such a strategy presented many major problems. They agreed that an interim 
strategy was therefore necessary, and that this must be studied. Owing to the time 
factor, however, it would not be possible to reach a conclusion on this problem 
before taking decisions on the basis for our negotiations with the Egyptians. 

?re-stocking 
Sir lames Bowker said that he noted that our plans for a forward strategy involved 
pre-stocking arrangements both in Iraq and in the Levant. Whether the countries 
concerned would be prepared to give us such facilities was doubtful; although, 
naturally, our chances of obtaining agreement would be considerably enhanced if we 
negotiated a successful settlement with the Egyptians. 

In discussion The Committee agreed that the pre-stocking and administrative 
arrangements, as set out in the report, to support a forward strategy were of such 
vast dimensions that there was little hope of ever being able to fulfil them. They 
considered that alternative and simpler methods must be sought to reduce this 
enormous administrative outlay. It might be that some pre-stocking in Turkey, and 
the use of Alexandretta, would help to solve this problem; this was a matter which 
should certainly be discussed with the Americans. 

Detailed amendments 
Various detailed amendments were discussed, and it was agreed that these should be 
incorporated in the revised report when it was produced. The Committee noted in 
particular that the detailed requirements of base facilities as set out in Appendix 'A' 
to the J.P. report would need adjustment in the light of their discussion; 
furthermore, some pruning of our requirements might be possible. 

Programme of action 
The Committee finally discussed the arrangements for the preparation of the basis 
for our negotiations with Egypt. They agreed on the following provisional 
programme. 

(x) The Joint Planning Staff should prepare a short paper for their consideration 
on Friday morning, 5th December. This paper should be in a form suitable for 
submission to the Defence Committee on Thursday 11th December. It would set 
out very broadly the basis on which we should seek an agreement with the 
Egyptians. The paper would not include detailed administrative arrangements, nor 
would it attempt to expound our proposed strategy in the Middle East. It would 
briefly define our requirements for a base- there was much misunderstanding on 
this point. It would seek Ministerial agreement that the basis for our negotiations 
with the Egyptians should be discussed with the Americans before these 
negotiations were opened . . . . 
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341 DEFE 4/58, COS 165(52), annex 4 Dec 1952 
'Progress of the Middle East Defence Organisation': report by the JPS 
to the COS, 2 Dec 1952 (JP(52)137) [Extract] 

Background 

Middle East Defence Organisation 
1. In September, 1951, it was agreed by the seven Sponsoring Powers (United 

Kingdom, United States, France, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa and Turkey) 
that there was a requirement for a joint organisation for the defence of the Middle 
East in order to provide:-

(a) A stabilising influence in the cold war. 
(b) A centre of cooperative effort for planning the defence of the Middle East as a 
whole. 

2. It was originally proposed that this should be called the "Allied Middle East 
Command Organisation". Early this year, it was agreed that such a concept was 
unlikely to obtain the necessary support from the Arab States, particularly Egypt, and 
it was therefore decided:-

(a) To change the name to "Middle East Defence Organisation". 
(b) To set it up in two stages; first as a planning organisation, and later as a fully
fledged defence organisation into which it would evolve. 

Functions of M.E.D. 0. 
3. The Paris Declaration of November, 1951, outlined the functions proposed for 

M.E.D.O. which, in addition to those in paragraph 1 (b) above, included:-

(a) The provision of assistance to the Middle East States in the form of training 
and advice. 
(b) The coordination of requests, from the Middle East States, for arms and 
equipment. 

The delay in setting up M.E.D. 0. 
4. The delay in setting up the organisation has been occasioned by: -

(a) The need to obtain agreement among the sponsoring powers as to how the 
organisation should be set up, and the form it should take. 
(b) Lack of agreement as to the form of approach that should be made to the Arab 
States to ensure their participation. 
(c) Events in Egypt. 

The urgency to set up M.E.D.O. 
5. The reasons for setting up a Middle East Defence Organisation are as valid as 

they were a year ago. Further delay is undesirable because:-

(a) The Middle East remains an unco-ordinated sector in the common front 
against Communism. 
(b) It gives an impression of hesitation, which may lead to a general loss of 
confidence in the whole concept. 
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Participation of Middle East States in M.E.D.O. 

General 
6. Although the urgency for setting up M.E.D.O. is such that it should not 

necessarily await the participation of the Arab states, it is clear that no organisation 
for the defence of the Middle East can succeed in war without the co-operation of all 
the states in the area. To obtain such co-operation, it is necessary to create an 
atmosphere of goodwill in peace. Since Egypt is the leading Arab State, it is unlikely 
that we shall be able to engender such an atmosphere until we have resolved our 
difference with her. 

Egypt 
7. Egypt has made it clear that a prior condition of her co-operation in joint 

defence planning is the British evacuation of the base in Egypt. It is intended, in the 
near future, to enter the negotiations with Egypt on this subject, but the main 
difficulties are the need: -

(a) to find alternative facilities in the area, which are necessitated by the 
continuing British responsibility for the defence of the Middle East until M.E.D.O. 
can be set up. 
(b) to reconcile the time required for the physical evacuation of our troops with 
Egyptian demands. 
(c) to safeguard our stores and installations which must be left in Egypt for use by 
us in war. 

These negotiations are complicated by the possibility that other Arab states are 
unlikely to concede more to us than that to which Egypt agreed. 

Approach to the Arab states 
8. In the "United Kingdom Memorandum on the Allied Middle East Defence 

Organisation" of July, 1952, which has received the general agreement of the 
sponsoring powers except France (see paragraphs 10 and 11 below), it is stated that 
the right line of approach to the Arab States would seem to be to inform them of the 
plans of the Sponsoring Powers and to indicate that we would welcome their 
association with the organisation. If their reaction were shy rather than hostile, we 
would then go ahead with the establishment of M.E.D.O. and hope that, as it 
developed, the Arab States would tend, individually or collectively, to cooperate with 
it. Up to the present, a tentative approach to Iraq has been made by the Turks, but is 
not being pursued pending the outcome of the Iraqi elections. In the particular case 
of Egypt, an invitation to her to become one of the Sponsoring Powers was rejected, 
but remains open. No direct approach to the other Arab States is now likely to be 
made pending the negotiations with Egypt. 

Participation of other states 

Pakistan and India 
9. No approach has yet been made to either Pakistan or India. Pakistan has, 

however, obvious strategic connections with the Middle East and, though she is 
perhaps unlikely to enter into any outside commitments until the Kashmir dispute is 
resolved, we intend to inform her that any request by her to join M.E.D.O. would be 
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welcomed. India, who would, in any case, be suspicious of any move by Pakistan to 
enter M.E.D.O., is most unlikely herself to participate in view of her policy of non
alignment. It is intended that both should, however, be informed of any approach to 
the Arab States and that each should be informed of any approach made to the other. 

Greece 
10. Greece has applied to the Sponsoring Powers for admission to M.E.D.O., but 

her application is supported only by France. The following are the reasons against 
her admission:-

(a) The planning of M.E.D.O., already difficult, would be further complicated by 
introducing the Greeks at this stage. 
(b) The seven Sponsoring Powers have a special standing dating from the Paris 
declaration. 
(c) Greece is not geographically part of the Middle East and is unlikely to 
contribute troops to its defence. 
(d) If Greece were admitted, it would be difficult to refuse the Italians, who have 
already been discouraged. 
(e) If, as is possible, the planning group were located in Cyprus, obvious 
embarrassment might arise. 

Israel 
11. Although Israel clearly has a valuable contribution to made [sic] to M.E.D.O., 

her inclusion as a full member, at least for the time being, would destroy any chance 
of obtaining Arab cooperation. Her temporary exclusion is, therefore, inevitable and 
is understood by the Israelis. The possibility of some direct arrangement with her, 
outside M.E.D.O., is not precluded. 

The relationship betweenNA.T.O. andM.E.D.O. 

12. In the past, there has been a divergence of views between the French and the 
United States as to the higher direction of M.E.D.O. The French, on the one hand, 
consider that-in order to secure unity of strategic direction-the organisation 
should be responsible to the Standing Group "in other hats", both in the planning 
and command stages. The United States, however, would not agree to this proposal, 
having objections to the the Standing Group assuming any responsibilities outside 
N.A.T.O. They stood by the British proposals which, taking into account the known 
American views, stipulated that the organisation should be responsible to national 
governments in the planning stage. 

The French have put forward compromise proposals that:-

(a) In the planning stage, M.E.D.O. representatives should depend only on 
member governments of the organisation, through the intermediary of the 
organisation's Military Representatives Committee. The necessary Liaison and co
ordination between N.A.T.O. and M.E.D.O. would be effected by means of a 
Standing Group Liaison Mission to M.E.D.O. 
(b) The Turkish military representative in Washington might be invited to take 
part in the discussions of the Standing Group when it deals with M.E.D.O. matters. 
(c) In the command stage, M.E.D.O. should depend, for its strategic direction, on 
the Standing Group "in other hats". 
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13. The Chiefs of Staff agree with the French proposals except that they consider 
that the arrangements made at this stage should be without prejudice to the control 
of M.E.D.O. when it evolves into a command structure. The United States are being 
urged by us to accept this view . ... 

342 CAB 128/25, CC 102(52) 4 Dec 1952 
[Relations with Egypt, other Arab states and Iran]: Cabinet 
conclusions on current problems1 [Extract] 

Egypt 
Mr. Eden said that the main difficulties with Egypt were the future of the Sudan and 
the revision of the Anglo- Egyptian Treaty. Since the abdication of King Farouk the 
Sudan problem had become somewhat easier, since General Neguib had abandoned 
the demand for the unity of the Sudan and Egypt under the Egyptian Crown. 
Satisfactory progress was being made towards the holding of elections in the Sudan, 
but there remained the particular difficulty of the Southern Sudan. This was much 
less advanced than the North and might possibly develop separatist tendencies; and 
we therefore thought it important that the Governor-General should retain special 
powers over it for some time to come. It was likely that the Egyptians could be 
brought to agreement with us on this point. An Electoral Commission would then be 
appointed, consisting of representatives of the United Kingdom, Egypt, the Sudan, 
the United States and, he hoped, India. Subsequently an Advisory Commission would 
be set up, consisting of representatives of the United Kingdom, Egypt, the Sudan 
and, he hoped, Pakistan; and ultimately the way would be open to self-determination 
for the Sudan. The form of constitution which the Sudan would adopt could not, of 
course, be foreseen, but he hoped at any rate that she would be bound by Treaties to 
the United Kingdom and to Egypt. 

On defence questions progress was less satisfactory. General Neguib claimed that 
he could not discuss defence with us until we had left the Canal Zone, but he might 
shortly adopt a more conciliatory attitude. It would be difficult for us to contemplate 
abandoning the Base and all the valuable installations which we had created in Egypt 
before we had any assurance that satisfactory alternative arrangements would be 
accepted. 

Mr. Churchill said that the previous Government in the United Kingdom had 
proposed a seven-Power plan for the protection of the Canal Zone. This had not been 
acceptable to Egypt. But we would certainly not be forced out of the Canal Zone until 
some satisfactory alternative method of protecting the international wate rway could 
be found. He still hoped that other countries would be persuaded to contribute token 
forces to an international garrison. At the moment, we were keeping 70,000 soldiers 
in the Canal Zone and that was a burden which would could [sic] not carry 
indefinitely. He was therefore most anxious to find some method of sharing the 

1 This di scussion was part of an overall review by the Cab inet of foreign affair s. 
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burden with others or, if that were impossible, of finding some means of controlling 
the area from a remoter base. Cyprus was an attractive alternative, and the 
establishment of a base there would be welcomed by Turkey, which would play a 
great part in delaying any attempted Soviet invasion of the Middle East. 

Mr. Eden said that the accession of Turkey to the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organisation had changed the whole problem of Middle East defence. He also hoped 
that we should conclude a Treaty with Libya which would give us certain strategic 
facilities. It might well be possible to devise a successful form of defence for the 
Middle East, based on Turkey, Cyprus and Libya. Nevertheless, he had not given up 
hope that General Neguib might be more forthcoming on defence problems. The 
General 's main difficulty was that the economic position of Egypt was weak: the 
standard of living had fallen since his coup d'etat, and his own political position was 
weakened in consequence. 

Mr. Eden expressed his gratitude to Australia, New Zealand and South Africa for 
the practical assistance which they were giving in the formulation of plans for the 
defence of the Middle East. 

Other Arab states 
Our relations with other Arab States were very satisfactory and Syria had recently 
asked us to conclude a Treaty with her. Relations with Jordan and Iraq were good. 
Iraq was receiving £60 millions a year in return for oil concessions and was using 
this money on sound schemes of development. The military coup d'etat in Iraq was 
probably a fa~ade behind which Iraqi politicians remained in control and was not a 
radical military revolution, as it was in Egypt. 

The only real difficulty which had arisen with Arab States was the encroachment of 
Saudi Arabia on the small Trucial Sheikdoms, where we enjoyed considerable oil 
concessions. We should have to resist this and it might be necessary to increase the 
size of the levies employed by these Sheikdoms. It was easy to justify resistance to 
King Ibn Saud's claims, since in point of fact the standard of living in the Sheikdoms 
was a good deal higher than in Saudi Arabia. 

Persia 
In Persia a split seemed to be developing in the National Front. Kashani, the most 
extremist of the Nationalist leaders, was moving towards co-operation with the 
Tudeh Party in opposition to Musaddiq and the more moderate members of the 
National Front. This conflict might soon come to a head, but he could not foresee 
whether it was likely to assist towards a settlement of the oil problem. The United 
States Government were still anxious for a settlement. He believed that General 
Eisenhower had found rather too severe the terms under which we had insisted that 
the problem should be submitted for arbitration by the Hague Court. Although we 
were not in fact expecting to get a very large sum in compensation, we had thought it 
necessary to our case that the terms of compensation should be fixed on a fair basis 
by an international tribunal. General Eisenhower also seemed to be considering the 
possibility of increasing the offer of American financial assistance from $10 millions 
to $30 millions .... 
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343 FO 14111462, no 59 6 Dec 1952 
[Middle East defence strategy]: inward telegram no 340 from 
Sir T Rapp (Fayid) to Sir R Stevenson on the problems associated 
with the forward strategy 

These telegrams, with Planners paper JP(52)141 (Final))1 will be discussed with 
Ambassador and BDCC's views sent on December 8th. Since, however, it is clear from 
Def. 227 that programme for discussions at home will allow little time for BDCC's 
views to be considered before submission to ministers I think I should personally 
draw your attention to one consideration which is fundamental to the issue. 

2. The result of linking the possibility and desirability of a forward strategy to 
our policy for future negotiations regarding the Egyptian base means that the 
assumptions on which proposals for a forward strategy are founded become the 
assumptions on which we are basing our policy towards Egypt. 

3. JP(52)141 (Final) insofar as it deals with the forward strategy, does not in 
terms specify the assumptions on which that strategy is advocated. The Planner's 
review of Middle East strategy in JP(52)129 (Final)2 however, does list the 
assumptions on which that earlier paper was based. That paper has not been 
accepted, I understand, by COS but it seems that the assumptions on which JP(452) 
[sic] 141 (Final) are based do not materially differ from these specified in the earlier 
paper. 

4. The more striking of these assumptions are:-

(a) That Persia will not go Communist. 
(b) That it will be possible [to station] an armoured brigade in the Levant in peace 
time. 
(c) Two Jordan Arab Legion Brigade Groups can be used to fight in the Northern 
Passes of Iraq. 
(d) Extensive pre-stocking in Iraq and Jordan in peace time is possible, the latter 
to be a maintenance area in war. British personnel will be employed in peace in 
Iraq. 
(e) Two airfields will be built and pre-stocked in the Mosul Area. 
(f) Rail communication between Israel and the Arab States will be restored. 
(g) The railway system of the Levant must be improved and new rolling stock 
provided in peace. 
(h) Transit, road, and rail and port facilities will be available in the Levant and 
Egypt. 

5. Further, the strategy assumes a vast expenditure which the COS admit in 
paragraph 10 of COSME 756 is impracticable and accepts that administrative 
preparations will not take less than three years to complete after political and 
financial clearance is given. 

6. It may be inescapable or even militarily desirable in some circumstances to 
prepare military plans on doubtful assumptions. If the assumptions on which those 
plans are based prove false there may be opportunity to revise the plans. It will not, 
however, be possible to revise in our favour any agreement which we may have 

1 See 339. 2 See 337. 
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reached with Egypt. If therefore it is thought that by means of the suggested forward 
strategy arrangements hitherto deemed essential in Egypt can be dispensed with, it is 
of the first importance to realise the extremely hazardous nature of the assumptions 
that are being made about it. 

344 FO 14111462, no 66 8 Dec 1952 
[Military requirements in Egypt]: inward telegram no 7 45 in three 
parts from the British Defence Co-ordination Committee, Middle East 
to the COS on the base arrangements necessary for an effective Middle 
East defence strategy 

Part 1 
1. An apology. In making this reply to the request contained in paragraph 3 of 

COS(ME) 755 we are conscious of its shortcomings for the purpose for which it is 
required. If there had been time for an exchange of views before your (corrupt group) 
to Ministers was drafted or for us to present our views personally we feel that we 
should have been more helpful to you. We trust that you will make allowance 
accordingly. 

2. The forward strategy. We agree unreservedly with the conclusion in paragraph 
17 of JP(52)-141 (Final)1 namely that unless we have a war time base in Egypt we can 
have no effective Middle East strategy. Any impression (see F.O. telegram 4765 to 
Washington and F.O. despatch 349 to Cairo) that it might be possible to dispense 
with an Egypt base by adopting some new strategy should be dispelled. The question 
of adopting a forward strategy and that of our negotiations with Egypt for a base have 
no material connexion with each other. The only effect on our maintenance problem 
of adopting a forward strategy would be to make it more difficult and to increase the 
need for pre-stocking in the operational area. 

3. The time factor . A. A base in Egypt which functions in peace and is capable 
of carrying the full load on the outbreak of war provides the quickest means of 
deploying troops immediately available, of accepting the build-up of reinforcing 
army and RAF formations and of deploying them in the fie ld. We know that we 
cannot obtain Egyptian agreement for such a base. We are justified in accepting 
terms which result in a certain delay before our base is functioning fully because (i) 
we believe that the full threat to the Levant will not materialise immediately, (ii) our 
reinforcing formations will not arrive immediately. 

B. This acceptable delay has definite limits, see sub-paragraphs C and D below. 
C. There are practical limits to the extent to which a maintenable plan based on 

pre-stocking and direct convoys can be a substitute for a base. An attempt to push 
such a plan beyond these limits would be tantamount to creating a new base. 
Resources will never be available to run such a base and simultaneously to reactivate 
a base in Egypt. For these reasons and having in mind the time by which our front 
must be reinforced to withstand the (corrupt group) as forecast by you we conclude 
that we must have a fully functioning base in Egypt by M plus 180 days and we are 
prepared to substantiate this conclusion. 

1 See 339. 
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D. You have told us that we can plan on six [sic] the Mediterranean for our 
convoys during the first six months of war and we have no grounds for assuming that 
it can be kept open any longer. We must have a fully functioning base in Egypt before 
our line of supply is shifted to the Cape. 

E. Both these considerations lead to the same answer. From paragraph 6 (O) and 
(P) of COS(ME) 756 we think that you have reached the same conclusion. We trust 
therefore that you will agree with us to accept the principle that any agreement with 
Egypt which does not afford the possibility of our having a fully functioning base 
there by M plus 180 days would make any effective strategy for the defence of the 
Middle East [sic]. 

Part 2 
4. The reactivation of the base. A. We agree with paragraph seven of annex to 

JP(52)-141. B. It is impracticable for foreigners to maintain our depots in effec
tive condition over a long period unless we ourselves maintain in them supervi
sory personnel having authority. The stores we shall leave behind will require 
maintenance, turnover, modification, regular inspection and mobilisation packs 
must be kept up to date in composition. Our requirements in all those respects 
are peculiar to ourselves. The fewer supervisory personnel the greater the delay 
before we can make effective use of these depots. C. A base is not merely a col
lection of depots containing stores. Equally important are the services and facili
ties upon which it depends. In the case of the Canal Zone base these facilities are 
not part of the country. The area of the Canal Zone apart from its two ports 
would be complete desert but for the existence in it of the Suez Canal and of our 
base. The administrative facilities which the Suez Canal Coy. and the Egyptians 
have developed for their purposes are not available to us nor used by us with the 
exception of a few main roads and railways and certain port facilities. The railway 
and road distribution system to depots, the signal communications, the power sta
tions, the water filtration plants, the oil storage and pipe-lines which we use and 
require are our own. They represent about fifty million pounds of the British tax
payers money. The Egyptian economy does not require them. The Egyptian Army 
might have use for a small part of them. By comparison with the Egyptian the 
vulture is a bungling amateur. If we leave the Canal Zone without retaining some 
measure of control to ensure that these facilities [are] maintained, those not used 
by the Egyptian Army will disappear from the face of the desert within about 
twelve months. 

D. The estimate of the capabilities of the base under case A in peace and war as 
given in paragraph 3(B) of COS(ME) 756 and paragraph 11 Case A of annex to 
JP(52)- 141 is not correct. Such a base could only give limited service in peace to 
troops outside Egypt. If war came it could not function fully for a period which we 
have estimated at six months. We are prepared to justify this estimate. 

E. Under Case D. we consider that when we return to Egypt we should have to 
build up the base virtually from scratch. We believe that it would take at least a year 
and probably much longer to get the base fully functioning again. 

F. It is difficult to estimate precisely how long it would take to reactivate the base 
under cases Band C or any other combination coming between Case A and Case D. It 
is perhaps sufficient to say that in all such cases the time required would exceed six 
months. 
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Part3 
5. The last ditch. A. An agreement with Egypt that made it impossible for us to 

have any effective Middle East strategy could be of no military interest whatever. It 
may be desirable to reach such an agreement for political or economic reasons but 
they are not our concern. Therefore we consider that in making recommendations 
regarding concessions to the Egyptians there is a line beyond which we should not 
go even if we cannot secure agreement and Egyptian cooperation without crossing it. 

B. Case A as set out in paragraph three of COS(ME) 756 is the only one of the four 
cases mentioned which would give us a fully functioning base within six months and 
therefore it is the only one of these four cases which is acceptable. Cases B, C and D 
are not acceptable. 

C. We appreciate that neither you nor H.M. Ambassador consider that it will be 
possible to get agreement to case A. Although it may not be enough to secure 
agreement we feel that we might make further concessions in two respects. (i) the 
figures which you give for personnel to be retained by us in place correspond with 
our best calculation as to what is required. We do not however pretend that our 
calculations have mathematical precision. There are also some things that might be 
done to reduce the numbers of for example:- we might in due course remove our 
tape relay centres which at present absorb about 800 men. For such reasons we agree 
that if necessary some slightly lower figures could be accepted provided that it is 
realised that every man subtracted represents a further degree of risk in meeting the 
requirement and that the figure in case B is quite inadequate. 

(ii) It would be less injurious to our defence plans to reduce our air defence 
contribution than to limit the personnel required to control and supervise the base. 
While an integrated air defence system would naturally be more effective we cannot 
pretend that the very inadequate resources which we could place at its disposal 
would tip the scale between success and failure. The effect of abandoning the 
integrated air defence project would have the psychological advantage of removing 
all fighting forces from Egypt. Moreover we badly need all our resources elsewhere 
and it might be even to our advantage to avoid tying any part of them to this 
integrated air defence scheme. We therefore believe that we should aim to raise the 
efficiency of the Egyptian air force to the point at which it can defend the base area at 
least in the early stages of the war. This would entail a liberal secondment of British 
or American personnel but they could be placed at the disposal of the Egyptian 
Government. 

6. Political aspects. The dilemma. A. You imply a confidence that a settlement of 
our present difficulties with Egypt will ensure the goodwill of the Arab world 
including Egypt. It is arguable that if the Arab States come to believe that we no 
longer have the intention or ability to defend the Middle East our stock with them 
will fall and their willingness to risk participation in a MEDO will evaporate. MEDO 
cannot provide an effective defence of the Middle East unless it is backed by a hard 
core of British forces . Some thoughts on these matters are given in our immediately 
following telegram.2 This has been drafted by Sir Thomas Rapp and the Cs-in-C are 
unanimously in agreement with it. 

B. With reference to conclusion 20 ( ? 30) in annex to JP(52)-141 we certainly 
need Egyptian cooperation but the price for it may be too high. We may be faced with 

2 See 345. 
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a choice of agreeing to concessions which are not justifiable militarily or of breaking 
off negotiations. If we do the latter we must either give up the idea of defending the 
Middle East or we must sit it out in the Canal Zone and take the consequences. If we 
have to make this choice it may be that we can only afford to adopt a position which 
makes it impossible for us to defend the Middle East any longer. Then we should say 
so and not disguise the truth by making a bad agreement with the Egyptians. 

C. In our opinion the USA holds the key position. If they make it plain to the 
Egyptians that they are solidly behind us, negotiations will be less likely to break 
down. Therefore it should be made clear to them that unless we obtain our minimum 
terms we shall be unable and unwilling to accept the responsibility which we have 
hitherto carried for the defence of the Middle East. The Egyptians will certainly start 
to sabotage any agreement which we make with them before the ink on it is dry and 
sustained US support will be our only guarantee against such tactics. 

7. We have consulted H.M. Ambassador in drafting this telegram. He is in 
agreement with it so far as he is concerned. 

345 FO 14111462, no 67 8 Dec 1952 
[Middle East defence strategy] : inward telegram no 7 46 from the 
British Defence Co-ordination Committee, Middle East to the COS on 
the forward strategy and negotiations with Egypt 

1. Forward strategy. The very nature of the political assumptions made in JP(52) 
129 (Final) 1 and JP(52)- 141 (Final)2 show that no practical basis at present exists for 
such a strategy nor can a basis be found until MEDO is firmly established i.e., until 
the Middle Eastern countries agree whole-heartedly to cooperate or alternatively 
until a series of bilateral agreements are negotiated which is politically unattainable. 
Consideration of the forward strategy thus becomes irrelevant to the immediate 
discussion of base facilities in Egypt which must be related to the facts of the existing 
situation in all the Middle East countries. 

2. MEDO. Present planning and prospects render it impossible to assume the 
establishment of MEDO in the near future however much it must be our ultimate 
object. It is at least permissible to doubt whether Egypt would be prepared to 
cooperate wholeheartedly in any establishment on the basis of an agreement on 
the future of the Egyptian base made independently of the other Arab States. On the 
other hand unilateral concessions without firm guarantees will not give us the 
necessary assurance that we shall have "a friendly Egypt- a partner in MEDO in 
peace and equally in war". The attitude of the other Arab States moreover even 
following an Anglo- Egyptian settlement on the base is highly doubtful and it is an 
over-simplification to suggest thatAnglo- Egyptian differences alone stand in the way 
of cooperation. Co-operation may well for example be made conditional on the 
enforcement of UNO resolutions on Israel and will not willingly be given to any 
organisation which does not show sign of preponderant strength and which instead 
of satisfying the Arab demand for arms for their own purposes require a diminution 
of state sovereignty. 

1 See 337. 2 See 339. 
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3. MEDO and the Egyptian defence negotiations. There is thus little prospect of 
setting up MEDO to include Egypt and the Arab States simultaneously with our nego
tiations with Egypt or profit in lining these negotiations with the question of MEDO 
except for the purpose of an anodyne formula about readiness to cooperate. Our pro
posed terms of settlement with Egypt must be based on recognition of this and must 
satisfy our minimum defence requirements as set out in 745/CCL.3 The only effective 
guarantee which we are likely to have lies not in MEDO but in wholehearted and sus
tained Americans [sic] support regarding base requirements and re-activation. 

4. The cold war. More Egyptian "goodwill" will be assessed by the remaining 
Arab States at its true and very uncertain value. The goodwill of the Arab States and 
their active participants in Middle East defence can be encouraged only if we make 
such an agreement with Egypt as will demonstrably increase our ability to defend the 
Middle East. A settlement which in appearance or reality weakens our position will 
lessen the likelihood of cooperation in defence, increase the tendency including the 
tendency in Egypt towards neutralism and prejudice our influence in the area. 
Indeed our existing treaty positions in Iraq and Jordan and hopes of an 
accommodation with Libya may well be jeopardised. 

3 See 344. 

346 FO 14111464, no 74 8 Dec 1952 
[Evacuation of Egypt ]: draft minutes of a special meeting of the 
British Defence Co-ordination Committee, Middle East [Extract] 

Opening the meeting, General Robertson said that he wished once again to express 
the gratitude of the Committee to Sir Ralph Stevenson for making time to attend their 
meeting. They always valued most highly his presence at their meetings and they were 
especially grateful in view of Sir Ralph's heavy burden at this particular time. 

Before turning to discussion of the draft CCL before the Committee, Sir Ralph 
Stevenson made a brief statement at the invitation of the Chairman. 

Sir Ralph Stevenson said that General Robertson's draft CCL dealt with a good 
deal of what he had been going to say. The objective of these defence discussions was 
not to get Egyptian goodwill; Egyptian goodwill meant little or nothing in any case: 
but it was to get the basis for a good defence of the Middle East. As to the prospects of 
gaining this objective the position as he saw it was that: -

(i) Even supposing it could be got through, Case A was the minimum necessary 
for such defence; 
(ii) On the other hand nothing better than Case C would be acceptable to the Egyptians; 
(iii) The use of force against the Egyptians was quite out of the question; it would 
be uneconomical and less productive than Case C. 

From this it might be deduced that our future policy in the Middle East could not 
any longer be based upon providing an adequate defence of that area. Yet, from the 
political point of view, for the purposes of the Cold War, it was essential that we 
should continue to give Turkey, Iraq and other Middle East countries and the 
Commonwealth some visible assurance that we intended to try to the best of our 
ability to stop a Russian onslaught. 
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Sir Ralph said that he did not agree that the effect of moving out of Egypt would be 
as disastrous as the BDCC evidently thought. If we had troops in Cyprus and Jordan, 
if our Treaty with Iraq were not upset and we had some troops in Libya, this would 
amount to something, though not to an adequate and good defence. He thought, for 
political reasons, we might be forced to maintain something which was in fact a fac;:ade . 

General Robertson said that as Cs-in-C, they could not object to this analysis. It 
was a political question. What he would object to most strongly would be that they 
should be told to make a plan to defend the Middle East when the basis for a sensible 
plan no longer existed. 

Air Chief Marshal Sanders asked whether Sir Ralph really felt that if we evacuated 
Egypt completely, the Arab States would not look on this as a second chapter of the 
Abadan incident and one and all set about eliminating our influence. 

Sir Ralph Stevenson said he thought this was a possible result but unlikely. It was 
. a matter of business. If we were prepared to pay for what we want he thought we 
should get it if we did not disinterest ourselves entirely. An agreement to evacuate 
must provide for participation in war on our side, though as to this he agreed with 
General Robertson that if war came Egypt would act on the basis of her own interests 
at the time, irrespective of any agreement which she might have signed. The Arab 
States would not realise how ineffective our plans really were if we continued to hold 
troops in the Levant, Cyprus and Libya. For these reasons, he did not think that 
evacuation would be as disastrous as the Committee thought. 

Sir Thomas Rapp felt that the effects of evacuation on a scale which visibly left us 
with less than what was necessary for Middle East defence would be worse, on the 
whole, than Sir Ralph had thought. He thought that in exposed countries like Iraq 
and Syria the position of our friends would be seriously weakened and the tendency 
towards neutralism would be encouraged. Any diminution in our ability to defend 
the Middle East would not escape politicians like Nuri or soldiers like Shishakli .1 It 
was only because the Arab States could see undoubted evidences of physical power to 
come to their support that their leaders felt that there was some value in being 
associated with British defence plans. They would apply the same criterion to MEDO 
of which we should have to supply the hard core if it was to exist as an effective body. 

After further discussion: -

(a) the draft CCL2 was approved, as amended in discussion, by the Committee and 
agreed by Sir Ralph Stevenson . 
(b) the BDCC approved the despatch of a CCL3 drafted by Sir Thomas Rapp. 
Commanders-in-Chief were in full agreement with Sir Thomas Rapp's draft. Sir 
Ralph Stevenson was not asked to agree with this CCL. 
(c) The BDCC invited SBNCME to refer to C-in-CMediterranean for his agreement 
or comments, a draft CCL which had been prepared by C-in-C MEAF at their invita
tion. 

1 Colonel Adib Shishakli led the coup in Syria in Dec 1949 on the basis of opposition to union with Iraq. 
Shishakli manipulated a number of different Cabinets until late 1951 when he established an overt 
military dictatorship. He survived a coup attempt in Dec 1952 but opposition to his regime grew in 1953 
and he was overthrown by another military coup in Feb 1954. 
2 See 344. 
3 See 345. 
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347 DEFE 4/58, COS 168(52) 1 9 Dec 1952 
'Defence negotiations with Egypt': COS Committee minutes on the 
nature of the proposed agreement with Egypt [Extract] 

D(52)50 
The Committee had before them a number of telegrams from the British Defence Co
ordination Committee, Middle East/ from H.M. Ambassador in Cairo, and from the 
British Middle East Office, Fayid,2 all commenting on their proposals for defence 
negotiations with Egypt. 

Sir John Harding said that there appeared to be a fundamental divergence of view 
between the Chiefs of Staff and the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East. The 
Commanders-in-Chief considered that our only course was to insist on an agreement 
with the Egyptians on the general lines of Case A, and that, if we were unable to obtain 
such an agreement, we should "sit it out" in the Canal Zone; they felt that without an 
agreement on the lines of Case A we should be unable to defend the Middle East. The 
Commanders-in-Chief had based much of thei r argument on the time factor and had, 
for example, said that in the event of our being forced to accept Case D at least a year 
would be required to get the base fully functioning again when necessity arose. He 
himself could not agree with this estimate and adhered to the view expressed in their 
report to the Defence Committee that we could hope to get the base functioning to a 
limited extent within 6 months of our return. He could not support the views of the 
Commanders-in-Chief that "sitting it out" in Egypt was preferable to accepting any
thing less than Case A. If, in fact, we did decide to "sit it out", it would entail an indef
inite commitment of two divisions in the Middle East; furthermore, we should have to 
provide the full civilian logistic support, since we should be remaining there in the 
face of Egyptian opposition and complete non-co-operation. All this would be very 
costly indeed. Furthermore, there would be no prospect of resolving our difficulties in 
the Middle East by adopting this course. He therefore adhered to the Chiefs' of Staff 
previous views, and considered that, militarily, we must, if necessary, be ready to accept 
an agreement somewhere between Cases B and C. 

Sir John Baker said that he felt that the differences between the views of the Chiefs 
of Staff and those of the Commanders-in-Chief were not so great as the Chief of the 
Imperial General Staff had suggested. The Commanders-in-Chief were saying that, to 
support an effective strategy in the Middle East, we must insist on Case A as our 
minimum requirement. They appreciated however that, in order to achieve 
agreement, politically it might be necessary to give way and accept something short 
of our full requirement; if however we were to do so, it would be impossible to 
support our forward strategy in present circumstances. Naturally, later, if MEDO was 
effectively set up, some of our difficulties in this respect would disappear. A nice 
balance had to be struck between giving in to a limited degree- and thereby 
obtaining Egyptian goodwill and the possible co-operation of the Middle East states 
in MEDO-and giving way to such an extent that the Middle East States and Egypt 
viewed our attitude as a further sign of weakness and therefore adopted a neutral 
attitude on the problem of Middle East defence. The length that we should be ready 
to give way was in the main a political problem. 

1 See 344 and 345. 2 See 343 which was sent to London as telegram 697. 
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Sir Rhoderick McGrigor said that he placed great importance on the point made by 
the Commanders-in-Chief that it was essential to have full American support in our 
negotiations with the Egyptians. He felt that we must do everything possible to 
obtain their support; without it all our efforts were likely to be abortive. He 
considered that we should hope to obtain something between Cases B and C. H.M. 
Ambassador in Cairo's latest telegram suggested that the Egyptians might be ready 
to accept an agreement on these lines. 

Sir lames Bowker (Foreign Office) said that there could be no guarantee that, by 
reaching an agreement with the Egyptians, even on our worst case, we should obtain 
and retain Egyptian goodwill. Nor could there be any guarantee that, in these 
circumstances, the other Middle East States would be ready to play an active part in 
MEDO. One thing however was certain, that if we failed to obtain an agreement and 
insisted on "sitting it out" in Egypt, there would never be any prospect of obtaining 
Egyptain goodwill nor of the other Middle East States joining MEDO. Negotiating an 
agreement with the Egyptians was therefore a gamble, but he considered that we had 
a fair chance of bringing it off; if, however, we failed to take this gamble, there was no 
prospect of obtaining those things in the Middle East for which we sought. He fully 
agreed on the necessity for American support in our negotiations with Egypt. 
However, he sounded a note of warning that the Americans would not support 
anything which would put themselves in an unfavourable position in the Middle 
East, or anything that they did not think was a reasonable demand on the Egyptians. 
They would never further a lost cause. 

In discussion the following points arose:-

(a) The Committee re-affirmed their views set out in their report to Ministers on 
the proposed basis for defence negotiations with Egypt. 
(b) The Committee considered that militarily, subject to Egypt participating in 
MEDO, we should be ready to accept an agreement somewhere between Cases B 
and C. They appreciated, however, that there might be political reasons making it 
necessary to give way further to the Egyptians in order to obtain an agreement. 
This was preferable to attempting to "sit it out" indefinitely in Egypt- a very 
costly process. 
(c) The Committee emphasised the importance of obtaining maximum American 
support in our negotiations with Egypt. If necessary, they would welcome 
American participation in the detailed military discussions with the Egyptians 
regarding the base, which would follow the political discussion . . .. 

348 FO 14111464, no 68 10 Dec 1952 
[Agreement with Egypt]: inward telegram no 1838 from Sir R Stevenson 
to FO on the military concessions necessary for an agreement 

BDCC telegram 745/CCL.1 

You will have noted that I expressed agreement with this telegram so far as I 
was concerned. I have however certain comments to make which would not have 

1 See 344. 
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found place in a telegram from a committee charged with the coordination of 
defence. 

2. In paragraph 6(b) of the telegram under reference it is stated that we may be 
faced with the choice of making militarily unacceptable concessions to Egypt or of 
breaking off negotiations and that in the latter case we must either give up the idea 
of defending the Middle East or else we must "sit it out in the Canal Zone and take 
the consequences". These consequences were not discussed at the last meeting of the 
BDCC. It is however my view, based on the experience of last winter, that a policy of 
"sitting it out", (while perfectly feasible militarily) is likely to result in our losing our 
influence in this country (not to mention our economic interests). It would 
furthermore destroy what hope remains of establishing M.E.D.O. and also all hope of 
Middle Eastern defence as it seems to me virtually certain that such a policy would 
force us finally into the re-occupation of the whole of Egypt as an alternative to 
another Abadan. 

3. The inescapable conclusion is that a settlement with Egypt which gives us 
what is very much less than is justifiable militarily is the only alternative. In such 
circumstances we would in my view have everything to lose by saying publicly that 
it is impossible for us to defend the Middle East any longer. However true it may 
be, the effect of such a statement, not only on our position in the Middle East but 
on the whole "cold war" situation, would be disastrous. (This does not of course 
apply to telling the United States Government and the Commonwealth 
Governments concerned, to whom we should put our position with complete frank
ness .) 

4. So far as Egypt is concerned we have much to gain from a political settlement 
which would strengthen the whole position now threatened both by Communist 
infiltration and by continued inflamed nationalism. Anything we can do to diminish 
the force of these influences is surely worthwhile, even at the price of having to erect 
what would be (probably rightly) regarded by military opinion as a mere fac;:ade of 
defence. 

5. I am moreover convinced that we will not obtain the support of the United 
States in a policy of "sitting it out in the Canal Zone" and we know to our cost what a 
difference of opinion between us on a matter of this kind can mean. They are now 
showing themselves increasingly ready to help (as some of their illusions about 
Egypt are becoming somewhat tarnished) so long as we show ourselves willing to 
meet the Egyptian point of view. I am therefore in full agreement with paragraph 
6(c) that the U.S. holds the key position. 

6. At the risk of going outside my own province I might add that in my view the 
best chance of obtaining Arab support in war, for what it is worth, would lie in 
reaching a settlement with Egypt whereby we could return to this country in 
wartime and meanwhile keeping 'the hard core of British forces ' (para 6(a)) 
elsewhere though close at hand. I do not myself think that any of the Arab states 
would be greatly depressed by the fact that we no longer possess an active base in this 
country (of which I doubt whether they realise the importance) provided that our 
troops remain in the eastern Mediterranean area. 
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349 T 225/318 14 Dec 1952 
[Defence negotiations with Egypt]: minute by M T Flett on the 
unsatisfactory nature of the proposals considered by the Cabinet 
Defence Committee (D(52)50) 

1. The Chiefs of Staff ask the Defence Committee to approve:-

( a) that in the defence negotiations with the Egyptians we should seek to obtain 
their agreement to the retention of facilities by the United Kingdom, varying 
between cases A and D in the annex to their memorandum; 
(b) prior secret discussions of our negotiating limits with the Americans, without 
however disclosing to them that in the last resort we should be prepared to accept 
case D. 

2. From the Treasury point of view the Chiefs' of Staff proposals fall far short of 
adequacy. They form an attempt by the Chiefs to deal with the objectives and tactics 
of our defence negotiations with Egypt from the most narrow military standpoint: 
viz., the Chiefs' desire to secure the use of Egypt as a war-time base. 

3. Even from this narrow standpoint, the proposals do not strike us as 
particularly acceptable. Cases C and D seem to involve our withdrawing from Egypt 
with only the doubtful advantage of hoping we should be allowed to return there in 
time of war, coupled with the certainty that, even if we were allowed to go back, it 
would take us between three and six months to put the base into working order.1 

4. Of more direct consequence to the Treasury, however, is the omission from 
the Chiefs' memorandum of anything other than passing references to the following 
questions (all of which are of the greatest importance):-

(a) The physical redeployment of the evacuated troops: the Chiefs say that the 
"proposed peace-time locations have been agreed"; but this can only mean that the 
Chiefs themselves are content with the proposals which have been made. They 
have certainly not been approved (or, in their latest form, even discussed) with the 
Treasury or by Ministers. 
(b) No decisions have been reached as to whether we can afford to meet the 
formidable cost of redeployment: capital construction costs for the Army alone are 
estimated at over £60 m. 
(c) No decisions have been reached, and the Chiefs make no recommendations, 
regarding the safeguarding, use, disposal and (where necessary) replacement of 
the stores and installations which make up the base. These are estimated to cost 
about £500 m. The Chancellor will recall that the Prime Minister has recently 
directed the Minister of Defence to investigate this very question. 
(d) Although the Chiefs say that they would consider the participation of Egypt in 
a Middle East defence organisation as an essential part of any settlement, they 
make no further mention as to either the possibilities, or methods, of securing this 
essential objective. (The Egyptians however are opposed to any discussion of 
Middle Eastern defence until we hdve withdrawn our troops.) 

1 Sir J Crombie sidelined this passage and noted in the margin: 'Even B is not very satisfactory on this 
point.' 
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(e) There is no mention of the achievement of our other prime objective-the 
trouble-free operation of the Suez Canal in peace-time. We are still convinced that 
an agreement on this matter must accompany, or be a part of, any general defence 
settlement. 

5. The Chancellor should also be aware of our concern over three further points 
arising out of this memorandum. First, we are both puzzled and alarmed by the 
statement that separate consideration is being given to a programme of military and 
economic assistance to Egypt by the United States and ourselves. The Treasury have 
not been associated with any such consideration; and, as the note which Mr. Serpell 
submitted yesterday on Egypt's economic situation shows, any economically 
worthwhile assistance to Egypt would have to be far greater than anything which we 
(or, so far as we know, the United States) could consider affording. 

6. Secondly, we believe that the repercussions on the Persian Gulf oil states of 
any policy of "scuttle" in Egypt (e.g., cases C and D) might be very serious. The firm 
stand which we have so far taken with Egypt has undone much of the harm caused by 
our evacuation of Abadan: but our continued ability to procure oil from the Persian 
Gulf on reasonable terms might be prejudiced if our policy towards Egypt changed in 
the direction of undue weakness. 

7. Thirdly, the Chancellor should leave his colleagues under no illusions about 
the Chiefs' suggestion (under case D) that we might write-off our loss in respect of 
stores, etc. , left behind in Egypt against the Egyptian sterling balance. An Egyptian 
Government debt to the United Kingdom and the accumulation of sterling in private 
Egyptian accounts are two quite separate and unlike phenomena. To try and link the 
two would be illogical, morally indefensible and (having regard to the trend of 
discussions in the Commonwealth Economic Conference) extremely unwise. 

Conclusions 
8. In short, we feel that the Chancellor should:-

(a) urge his colleagues not to endorse the Chiefs' memorandum until the policy it 
proposes has been studied with greater care against the background of the 
important related questions outlined above; 
(b) suggest that, in any case, cases C and D should not be considered as serious 
possibilities; 
(c) ask that an urgent and up-to-date assessment of the political situation in 
Egypt, and of the United Kingdom's strategic position in the Middle East should be 
put in hand at once, as foreshadowed in the Foreign Secretary's Paper C(52)369;2 

the latter review should have regard to the overall defence review ordered by the 
Cabinet on 7th November; 
(d) urge that, pending these closer studies, no discussions should be entered into 
with the United States' authorities: we do not want to show our hand to them 
prematurely because they may try and hold us to anything we disclose to them, 
however much we qualify it, and because there is a possibility of our discussions 
with them leaking to the Egyptians. 

2 See 331. 



528 REASSESSING REQUIREMENTS IN THE CANAL ZONE [350] 

350 FO 14111462, no 79 22 Dec 1952 
[Implications of an agreement with Egypt]: letter from Sir T Rapp 
(Fayid) to Sir J Bowker on the impact of British withdrawal from 
Egypt on the other Arab states.1 Minutes by D L Stewart and C B Duke 

1. I am writing with reference to CCL/7452 of the 8th December and Ralph 
Stevenson's telegram No. 10323 of lOth December to you commenting on it. We do 
not yet know what decisions have been taken in London but it is to one aspect of the 
situation that may arise should we decide to accept from Egypt less than is militarily 
necessary for the defence of the Middle East that I wish to draw your attention. This 
aspect is the effect of such arrangements on other Middle East countries. 

2. Stevenson, you will notice, says in paragraph 3 of his telegram that we have 
everything to lose by stating publicly that it is no longer possible for us to defend the 
Middle East, and in paragraph 6 of the same telegram states that in his opinion the 
implication of our abandonment of an active base in Egypt would be largely lost on 
the Arab states. With the first statement I am in entire agreement, and when I myself 
have advocated admitting the consequences of not having a base meeting minimum 
military requirements it was admission to ourselves and to the Americans, certainly 
not to the world at large, that I had in mind. I hope that paragraph 6 (c) of the CCL 
will also be read in this sense. The second statement referred to above I find however 
more questionable and we should, I think, without delay consider what will be the 
reaction of the Arab states to something in the nature of Plan C, bearing in mind that 
in Stevenson's opinion this is the best that we can hope for. 

3. I have just returned from Bagdad where I have discussed the position that is 
likely to arise there in such an eventuality with Jack Troutbeck and senior members 
of his staff. In their unanimous opinion evacuation from Egypt will evoke an 
immediate demand for our evacuation of Habbaniya and Shaiba,4 a demand that it 
will be hard to resist. It will also be likely that no Iraqi Government will be strong 
enough to make any further bilateral treaty with us granting us even reduced 
military facilities. What is not so inevitable, however, is a refusal of the Iraqis to 
continue defence cooperation with the West, if such cooperation can be masked or 
presented in such a manner as to avoid serious political controversy and if the 
change in our Middle East dispositions can be presented in such a way as not to 
undermine confidence in our strength. If it can, such problems as prepositioning, 
forward airfields and the association of the Iraqi forces with an eventual forward 
strategy are capable, I was told, of solution. The crux of the position is that most 
leading Iraqis know that support from the West is their only ultimate guarantee of 
independence, yet are unable to accept any form of association that can allegedly be 
an infringement of their sovereignty. If therefore Egypt can make good her claims 
against us Iraq must also vindicate her independence, notwithstanding the more 
immediate danger from Soviet Russia to which she is exposed and which likely 
developments in Persia (on which we are writing you separately) will do nothing to 
diminish. 

1 A copy of the letter was sent to the Cairo embassy and the minutes are by embassy officials. 
2 See 344. 3 Telegram 1838 from Cairo to FO (see 348). 4 RAF bases in Iraq. 
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4. While it is certain, from what I was told, that politicians like Nuri have little 
conception of the functions of a base in modern warfare, and while it is possible that 
the weakening of our position may not therefore be immediately visible to them, it is 
well not to attach undue weight to this factor as the true facts may gradually be 
brought home to them. Their Staff Officers, or some of them, will well realise what is 
happening; the Arab press can be relied on to stress the national victory and our 
discomfiture, but above all it will be our own Parliamentary debates and the British 
press which is likely to expose the resultant parlous state of Middle East defence. I 
cannot but think that unless we take decisive measures to counteract such 
impressions not only Iraq but the other Arab states which are essential for our plans 
will be adversely influenced, and that the likelihood of ensuring their cooperation 
will be seriously diminished. 

5. There will therefore be a need for carefully prepared publicity and we must 
start doing something at once to build up a fa<;:ade sufficient for our immediate 
purposes in the cold war and behind which we can gradually accumulate real 
defensive strength. I know that the plan to associate the establishment of MEDO with 
our arrangements with Egypt already recognises this. It is a course from which we 
should not be put off by any practical difficulties, as it is only under cover of MEDO 
(possibly linked with the Arab League Security Pact) that we are likely to make even 
an effective show of defence or to secure the adherence of the Arab States to our 
defence plans. I have little doubt, however, myself that Egypt will not wish to enter 
into any worth while commitments to MEDO, or induce the other Arab states to do 
so, until her "national aspirations" are first met. I also feel that unless we commit 
Egypt in a decisive manner to MEDO during the negotiations as a quid pro quo for 
evacuation, little will subsequently be done. It is an unfortunate dilemma but unless 
MEDO is very soon established I am pessimistic of the future of Middle East defence 
and of the resultant effects on our position in Iraq and to the less extent in the other 
Arab states. 

6. MEDO can in any case be no more for some considerable time than a fa<;:ade 
and not a particularly good one. Some would hold that as such it would deceive no 
one, but be that as it may we must act on the assumption that it will. Somehow 
MEDO will have to be made to appeal to the popular imagination, which it has 
certainly not done yet, and we must endeavour to see that it is linked not with the 
British defeat by the Egyptians but with a mutually acceptable and honourable 
settlement. 

7. While MEDO can provide a fa<;:ade, the bulk of the personnel required for even 
a token defence must continue to be supplied by us. In this connection it is 
important that cantonments outside Egypt should be quickly established on a 
permanent basis. If the chief burden of Middle East defence is to fall on us it is clear 
that we shall have to meet continuing and often unreasonable demands on our 
financial resources. We are certainly going to be squeezed wherever the Arab sees a 
chance, irrespective of any benefits that we are conferring, and we must be prepared 
for the reaction of events in Egypt on our position in Libya. But anything less than 
permanent and adequate accommodation will at once call in question our will to 
remain and undermine our still considerable remaining prestige. 

8. Finally, as CCL/745 paragraph 6(c) points out strongly, we must have 
unequivocal United States backing. With the establishment of MEDO we shall at any 
rate no longer have sole responsibility as heretofore, and no doubt the United States 



530 REASSESSING REQUIREMENTS IN THE CANAL ZONE [350] 

will accept the implications of this new position. However unpopular in many ways 
the United States is in the Middle East, without visible evidence that its wealth, 
armed strength and technical assistance are behind us our own position may further 
deteriorate. 

9. I apologise for repeating much that must already be in your mind but I am 
anxious to emphasise the importance during the course of our negotiations with 
Egypt of considering the likely repercussions in the remaining Arab countries and of 
doing everything possible to minimise any impression that we no longer have the 
will or means to defend them. We therefore need:-

(a) adequate propaganda to counter suggestions to the contrary and to dwell on 
the military value of Arab goodwill and friendship which they will believe even if 
we do not; 
(b) the immediate establishment of MEDO and an invitation to the Arab states to 
associate themselves with it on attractive terms; 
(c) to give increasing help to the Arab states to build up their armed forces even in 
advance of association with MEDO; 
(d) to establish the forces we are to retain in the Middle East in permanent and 
adequate accommodation; 
(e) to obtain unequivocal United States moral, financial and material support of 
which visible evidence is provided in the area. 

10. Still another dilemma is likely to confront us. I am increasingly convinced 
that the question of Israel will be dragged by the Arabs into any discussion of MEDO. 
If the Arabs were wise in pursuit of their own interests they would make such terms 
with us for joining MEDO as we could hardly refuse and which would give them a 
preponderance of military strength vis a vis Israel. I do not think such a situation 
could be avoided as the cooperation of the Arab states in defence of the Middle East 
must on any realistic assessment be given priority over the interests of Israel. But I 
hardly think it will work out like this. I imagine that Egypt in the course of 
negotiations with us will decline to enter into any firm commitments to MEDO 
independently of the Arab League and that the Arab League will in turn make 
association in defence dependent on a number of conditions, amongst which may 
well figure the enforcement of UNO resolutions on Israel. Thus the Arabs may make 
the settlement of their accounts with Israel a condition of any defence of the Middle 
East under Western auspices and in doing so will be encouraged by recent events in 
UNO and the support given to their case by Soviet Russia, which puts them in a still 
better bargaining position. We may castigate this attitude as we will but, given their 
fanaticism on the subject of Israel and their general irrationality, there will be little 
we can do to change it. Thus we may finally be confronted with a choice between the 
development of our Middle East defence plans and pressure on Israel to accept Arab 
terms. Again we are brought back to the conclusion that there can be no effective 
defence of the Middle East until this sorry Arab/Israel conflict is finally laid. 

Minutes on 350 

We can hardly deny that the fate of the Iraq bases would not be sealed if we evacuate 
the canal. I do not think, however, that we need assume any other direct military 
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consequences. Our arrangements with Libya and Jordan are less vulnerable and 
might survive. 

2. If I understand him correctly Sir T. Rapp fears 3 other consequences:-

(a) even greater difficulty in presenting the fa\-ade to the Russians. 
(b) general loss of prestige in Arab countries. 
(c) encouragement of the idea that we can not defend the M.E and consequent 
reluctance to co-operate in defence. 

3. I think the first thing to remember is that however gloomy this picture it is 
brighter than a realistic appreciation of the consequences of maintaining bases by 
force . 

4. I do not think it worthwhile speculating on the deductions the Russians 
might draw from evacuation. It is at least possible that they would prefer us to 
remain in Egypt and get bogged down in an Indo-China type of war. It is easy to 
overestimate the loss of prestige necessarily produced by evacuation. It seems 
highly defeatist to suggest that our prestige depends entirely on maintaining bases 
which the people concerned are determined to do without. Finally I do not think 
there is very much in 2 (c) above. Arabs always say and I think have actually con
vinced themselves that the M.E can be better defended when their terms have been 
met. 

5. It is of course true that we shall suffer very serious loss of prestige if we argue 
too long and then evacuate under open pressure. Sir T. Rapp's emphasis on adequate 
propaganda is obviously justified as is his insistence on U.S support. 

6. I am afraid that I am heretical about M.E.D.O. Although Sir T. Rapp maintains 
that it must still be a major objective his letter shows clearly how remote it is. He 
describes it (para. 6.) as, for some considerable time, a not very good fa\-ade. In para. 
7 he postulates that it will involve continuing and often unreasonable financial 
commitments. In para. 10 he suggests that the price may include concessions to the 
Arabs against Israel which I do not believe that we and still less the Americans would 
in fact accept. 

7. The most recent strategic review seems to have revised completely military 
thinking about Egypt. I think myself that it will not be long before an equally 
realistic review concludes that M.E.D.O. as originally proposed is not worth the price 
and that the best we can do is a 4 power defence based on Turkey and Cyprus with 
any facilities from individual Arab states and Israel which we can get without paying 
too high a price for them. 

D.L.S . 
24.12.52 

Whatever is decided for the future of the Canal Zone will probably form the pattern 
for other bases in the Middle East. Libya and Jordan may be less immediately 
insistent on 'evacuation' but the nationalistic demand seems to be almost inevitable 
sooner or later- unless a war comes first. 

But I agree that the alternative of taking by force what we think we desire is not 
adequately considered. I believe it, regretfully, to be impossible for us in this age. 
Nationalism is a force which, it seems to me, can nowadays only be moderated or 
controlled by loading it with responsibility. 

Though I agree with the first part of Mr Stewart's minute generally, I cannot agree 
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with his paras 6 and 7. The latest strategic review has shown the Egyptian base to be 
as essential5 as ever to the defence of the Middle East-and there has been no 
indication that the defence of the Middle East is considered less important than it 
used to be to the defence of western Europe. 

The danger foreseen in the last para (10) of Sir T Rapp's letter of the Arabs trying 
to ins ist on western support to secure a settlement favourable to them in their 
dispute with Israelis, is I think, real. If it developed seriously, the Arab attitude could 
probably only be broken down, if at all, by an indication of the clearest and firmest 
nature that we might withdraw all support from the Arab states and transfer it to 
Israel. 

C.B.D. 
27.12.52 

5 At th is point in the text M J Creswell inserted a reference to a marginal note which stated: 'in wartime, 
but not its maintenance in peacetime in the manner previously considered "essential".' 

351 FO 14111464, no 84 29 Dec 1952 
[Defence negotiations with Egypt]: copy of telegram 1524 from 
R McClintock (US charge d'affaires, Cairo) to HA Byroade (London) 
commenting on a British memorandum 

[From 31 Dec 1952 until 7 Jan 1953 an American delegation of experts, headed by 
Byroade, was in London for a series of talks with FO, Treasury and military officials 
aimed at reaching agreement on the terms of a defence settlement with Egypt. The 
British cases 'A', 'B' and 'C' regarding the management and defence of the base in peace
time were at the centre of the talks (see 339 and 340; and for the detai ls of the cases put 
to the Cabinet after agreement with the Americans and of the paragraphs referred to 
below, see 354). In addition to the terms of evacuation, Egyptian participation in a 
Middle East defence organisation and aid to Egypt were also involved in the proposed 
settlement. The US ambassador in Cairo, Jefferson Caffery, had agreed that embassy offi
cials should discuss the British paper with their colleagues in the British embassy and 
thus it is likely that any comments, such as reproduced below, were freely exchanged in 
Cairo.] 

Re Deptel1292 Dec 26 and my tel1522 Dec 27 to Dept, rptd London 515, following is 
our working level comment on UK memo on defense negotiations with Egypt. You 
will recall that this is still subject to Ambassador Caffery's approval on his return. 

We are in general agreement with basic paper. However, we trust that London 
meeting will be able to develop concrete lists under para 1 (c) since basis of Naguib's 
original approach to US and his memo of Nov 10 was request for military and 
economic aid in return for which he was willing to consider placing Egypt on side of 
Western Allies. Meanwhile we hope Dept and Defense will go ahead with plans for 
interim assistance. 

Essence of Brit paper is to devise ways and means of maintaining Suez Base in 
peace in manner to make it available for use in war. Thus, its premise is sound that 
participation of Egypt in MEDO is essential since obviously key to use of Base in 
peace or war is acceptance by Egypt of MEDO concept. However, here it is necessary 
to turn to para D Naguib's memo Nov 10 (Embtel 1167 Nov 10 to Dept, rptd London 
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394) . Egyptians make their condition precedent to eventual entry into MEDO 
conclusion of agreement for "effective withdrawal of Brit forces from Egyptian 
territory". Dept and FonOff, London, will, of course, recognize that unless 
satisfactory assurances can be given on this vital point, it will be idle to expect 
Egyptian entry into MEDO or that essential Egyptian agreement and cooperation 
mentioned para 8 without which Base cannot function. 

We welcome para 11 which indicates that alternatives A, B, and C set forth in 
Appendix C are not inflexible. In our view some elements of alternatives A and B 
might be made acceptable to Egyptians provided evacuation commences and 
progress is made on program of military and economic assistance. 

For example, second para of Section D Naguib's memo of Nov 10 states Egyptian 
Govt would be prepared to take over and maintain Canal Zone Base "with whatever 
technical assistance as will be agreed upon in light of the immediate requirements 
and of time necessary for training Egyptian personnel to supersede Brit technicians." 
Acceptance of this principle goes far to meet requirement in para 4 of Case A cited in 
Appendix C. In this regard, we trust that US and UK authorities will give 
consideration to possibility (a) of giving some assurances re training of Egyptian 
personnel, and (b) possibility of US rpt US participation in supplying at least a 
portion of "technicians" left on Base. As Embassy despatch 1002 Nov 26 indicated, 
present Egyptian Charge, London, has given strong hint that participation of other 
than Brit technical personnel might be palatable to Egyptians. 

Similarly, re para 5 in Case A and 11 in Case B, might it not be possible, if only to 
win Egyptian acquiescence, that some of integrated Base air defense might be given 
to USAF? We assume, of course, that "integrated Anglo- Egyptian air defense" 
contemplates maximum use of Egyptian squadrons. 

Likewise, on question of air defense we feel that one of strongest selling points 
from psychological point of view would be at once to assure Egyptians that anti
aircraft gun defense would forthwith be placed in Egyptian hands. Commander of 
ack-ack is prominent member of Mil High Committee, and such a move would 
strongly appeal to professional pride of Committee. 

In all three alternatives it is reiterated that Royal Navy would maintain equipment 
for defense of Egyptian ports and have access to commercial bunkers. In view of 
cordial relations between Egyptian and British navies, this statement, which is so 
obvious, might in fact be deleted and could be replaced with assurance of intent of 
Allied powers to rely on Egyptian naval forces for minesweeping and harbor defense 
purposes. 

Alternatives A and B require Allied-manned "staging post" in Egypt. We question 
necessity of such a field in light of (a) facilities Libya, Cyprus, and elsewhere in ME, 
and (b) numbers of personnel such operation would require. Alternative cited para 18 
under Case C would seem adequate . 

In light of paras Band D Naguib memo Nov 10, Egyptians will most certainly not 
accept paras 1 and 2 of Case A but we feel they might buy remainder of Case A and 
most of B (with modifications suggested above) provided they had feeling they were 
being treated as equal partners. In this regard, we revert to suggestions previously 
made that language of Arab Security Pact, which was copied almost directly from 
NATO, might assuage feelings of amour propre and provide us with language 
formula for use of Suez Base, both in peace and in war. 

Foregoing comment in pursuance of reftel is directed solely to British Defense 
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paper. We do, however, wish strongly to emphasize that manner in which this 
negotiation is posed to Egyptians is almost as important as substance of the 
negotiation if there is to be any chance of success. We recommend accordingly that 
question of tactics be given important place on agenda of forthcoming London 
discussions. 

352 CAB 128/25, CC 108(52)4 30 Dec 1952 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the release of Egyptian sterling 
balances 

The Prime Minister said that he had been surprised to learn that it was proposed to 
allow the Egyptians to draw £10 million of their blocked sterling balances at the 
beginning of 1953. He had hoped that, as had been done twelve months previously, 
this release would be delayed and held as a useful card in negotiations over the Sudan 
and over defence. He had certainly expected that this would be fully discussed in 
Cabinet before any decision was made. 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that the release of sterling balances to Egypt 
was controlled by the Sterling Releases Agreement made with the Egyptian 
Government in July 1951. Under this Agreement £5 million could be released 
whenever Egypt's free sterling holdings totalled less than £45 million. These 
holdings were now down to a figure of £6 million and the release of the £5 million 
available in 1953 had been made in advance as a result of the Cabinet decision in 
September 1952. The Agreement also provided for the annual release of £10 million. 
This could be made in the course of any one year, but was normally made at the 
beginning of the year. In 1952 the release had been delayed until April owing to 
the grave political situation in Egypt and the disturbances in the Canal Zone. In the 
autumn of 1952 the political situation had become easier and negotiations with 
General Neguib 's Government were more promising. Accordingly, an undertaking 
had been given at that time that, if there were no unforeseen developments, the 
release of £ 10 million for 1953 would be made at the beginning of the year. From the 
United Kingdom point of view the Agreement was most satisfactory. Without it, 
Egypt would be able to draw freely upon her total sterling balances, which amounted 
to £179 million. A refusal to honour the Agreement or to allow any drawings from 
sterling balances would shake world confidence in sterling and was incompatible 
with the position of the United Kingdom as the banker for the sterling area. It was, 
moreover, of importance to United Kingdom trade that the economy of Egypt, which 
was now in a perilous condition, should receive some support and, even though 
Egypt would pay for United Kingdom imports with these sterling balances, that was 
better than the cessation of all trade . The matter had not been brought to Cabinet 
since it had been regarded by both the Treasury and the Foreign Office as the routine 
working of a contractual arrangement. 

The Rrime Minister said that he found it difficult to regard this as a routine matter. 
The releases already made had not improved the attitude of the Egyptian 
Government towards the United Kingdom; and, while it was right that international 
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agreements should be kept, it was possible to make exceptions where the other party 
to an agreement had repudiated a treaty as Egypt had done. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Took note that £10 million of Egypt's blocked sterling balances would be 
released in January, 1953, in accordance with the Sterling Releases Agreement of 
July 1951. 
(2) Invited the Chancellor of the Exchequer to bring before the Cabinet any 
proposal for further releases of Egypt's sterling balances. 

353 DEFE 4/59, COS 4(53)3 13 Jan 1953 
'Egypt': COS Committee minutes on the danger of further trouble in 
Egypt and the Sudan [Extract] 

The Committee had before them a minute by the Chief of the Imperial General Staff 
expressing his grave concern at the danger of further serious trouble in Egypt and 
the Sudan and the possibility of our being faced in the near future not only with 
having to re-inforce once again our troops in the Canal Zone, but also to send 
reinforcements to the Sudan concurrently. 

Mr. Allen (Foreign Office) referred to the latest developments in the Sudan and 
said that the United Kingdom draft agreement on the Sudan would almost certainly 
have to be modified; that did not necessarily mean, however, that our chances of 
reaching an agreement with the Egyptians were less than they were before. If we did 
not insist on safeguards for the Southern Sudanese, the chances of reaching an 
agreement with the Egyptians would naturally improved [sic] on the other hand, the 
possibility of trouble in the South would be correspondingly increased. Unless we 
stood firm on the safeguards for the South, they would naturally feel that they had 
not only been let down by the Northern Sudanese but also abandoned by us. If we 
stood firm, however, the chances of reaching an agreement with the Egyptians would 
be slight. We were in a predicament. 

Mr. Allen further said that the Foreign Office realised the vital importance of 
reaching an agreement with Egypt on the Sudan before any attempt was made to 
reach general agreement with Egypt on Middle East defence. 

Sir John Harding said that there was a danger that, if our negotiations with Egypt 
on the Sudan went wrong, further outbreaks of terrorist activity were likely in the 
Canal Zone. The position would be particularly serious if such outbreaks coincided 
with both trouble in Iraq and disturbances in the Sudan. It was patently clear that 
our present resources were totally inadequate to deal with a general conflagration in 
the Middle East. The only way of overcoming this deficiency would be by the 
mobilisation of certain formations of the Territorial Army. 

Sir John Harding further suggested that Mr. Alien should ensure that the Foreign 
Secretary, was not under any misapprehensions about our lack of resources to meet 
serious trouble in the Middle East. .. . 
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354 CAB 129/58, C(53)17, revise 14 Jan 1953 
[Egypt: defence negotiations]: Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden on 
the details of the proposed Anglo-American approach to a settlement 
with Egypt. Annexes [Extract] 

[The issue of military equipment for Egypt had become a difficult one for the British and 
the Americans since the lifting of the total embargo in Oct 1952. Arms could now be 
supplied, although the terms of the Tripartite Declaration and the consequent 
establishment of the Near East Arms Co-ordinating Committee meant it was important to 
avoid any significant shift in the military balance which preserved Israeli supremacy in 
the region. The Americans tended to approach the problem on the basis that supplying 
the Egyptians would increase the chances of the talks producing an agreement, whereas 
the British, although authorising the Meteors ordered in 1950, tended to believe that an 
agreement would only be possible if military aid was withheld until it was concluded. The 
Americans did, however, agree to make the supply of arms conditional on an 
Anglo-Egyptian agreement on the Sudan (FO 3711102826, no 27, Washington tel no 253, 
5 Feb 1953).) 

When the question of defence negotiations with Egypt last came before the Cabinet 
in October (C.C. (52) 91st Conclusions, Minute 7)1 it was agreed that further studies 
should be carried out as a matter of urgency with a view to finding a basis of fresh 
negotiations. Meanwhile Her Majesty's Ambassador at Cairo was warned that the 
studies were being carried out and was told if necessary to play for time. In point of 
fact the Egyptians have not broached the question of defence negotiations since then, 
being preoccupied with internal problems and with discussions with Her Majesty's 
Government over the Sudan. 

2. Discussions were held in London from 31st December to 7th January with 
United States diplomatic and military representatives regarding Her Majesty's 
Government's proposals to the Egyptians on a defence settlement. On the United 
Kingdom side we took as our basis a Chiefs of Staff paper (D. (52) 50)2 approved by 
the Defence Committee on 11th December (D. (52) 12th Meeting, Item 4). The 
United States and United Kingdom representatives agreed on the papers annexed 
hereto covering a general settlement with Egypt, to comprise-

(a) a phased withdrawal of British armed forces from Egyptian territory; 
(b) the maintenance of a Canal Zone base in peace with a view to its immediate 
use in the event of war; 
(c) an arrangement for the air defence of Egypt; 
(d) the participation of Egypt in a Middle East defence organisation; and 
(e) a programme of military and economic assistance by the United Kingdom and 
United States to Egypt. 

3. The most important result of these talks was an American undertaking, 
subject to the approval of their Government, to work for a settlement on the Canal 
Zone base as close as we can get to Case "A" in the Chiefs of Staff paper approved by 
the Defence Committee. It was agreed that it was in the strategic interests of both 
countries to get as close as possible to a solution whereby a phased withdrawal of 
British forces from Egyptian territory would be accompanied by commitments on 
the Egyptian side to participate in a regional defence organisation in the Middle East 

1 See 333. 2 cf 339. 
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and to retain sufficient British technical aid to make possible the immediate re
activation of the Canal Zone base in the event of war. The United States Government 
would also work for Egyptian acceptance of an Anglo-Egyptian Air Defence 
organisation. 

4. The only serious divergence between the Americans and ourselves was over 
the supply of arms before the start of negotiations. The United States Government 
wanted to tell the Egyptians that they can have $10 million worth of military 
equipment (a large proportion of which would be grant-aided) now, whereas we 
strongly impressed it upon them that we thought it would be a mistake to let the 
Egyptians have any more lethal weapons until we were clearer whether they were 
going to co-operate or not. The United States representatives agreed to withhold 
delivery of this equipment if Anglo-Egyptian relations became critical and in fact 
little of it would leave the United States of America in the near future. I have told the 
United States representatives that if the United States Government, in spite of our 
views, decide to release equipment to Egypt before negotiations start, at least I would 
hope that they would release not more than $5 million worth immediately and only 
consider the further $5 million worth subsequently. 

5. The United States representatives made one important reservation, to the 
effect that if Her Majesty's Government and the Egyptian Government failed to reach 
a settlement over the Sudan, the attitude of the United States Government towards 
defence negotiations would have to be reconsidered. Indeed, if the Sudan talks fail , 
the atmosphere so far may deteriorate as to make it impossible to start defence talks . 
If on the other hand they are successful, we should start our defence talks without 
delay. 

6. I suggest that, if the Cabinet approve the conclusions of the Anglo- American 
discussions, new instructions should be sent to Her Majesty's Ambassador to the 
effect that, at a moment to be agreed between Her Majesty's Government and the 
United States Government, he should start discussions with the Egyptian 
Government in concert with his United States colleague. In accordance with our 
agreement with the United States representatives, the two Ambassadors would 
inform the Egyptian Prime Minister that we are willing to discuss a general 
settlement comprising the five topics listed in paragraph 2 above. They would 
indicate that if British troops are to be withdrawn from the Canal Zone it is 
imperative that alternative arrangements be made at the same time for the defence of 
the Middle East as a whole and for this reason all the items comprising the proposed 
settlement should be treated as inter-dependent and discussed simultaneously. If the 
Egyptians accepted this, discussions would start. 

7. My colleagues will have noticed a number of menacing statements by 
Egyptians in authority about the renewal of guerilla warfare, if our troops are not 
withdrawn. I am convinced that Her Majesty's Government should not withdraw 
their forces from Egypt in the face of Egyptian threats and we must therefore show 
the Egyptians that, when we do withdraw, it will be because we consider it to be in 
our interest to do so. There can be no withdrawal of British troops from the Canal 
Zone until defence negotiations have been started and are seen to be progressing 
favourably. Her Majesty's Ambassador at Cairo is instructed to impress upon General 
Neguib and his colleagues that, if our negotiations are to have any result at all, they 
must be preceded by a policy of self-restraint on the part of the Egyptian 
Government. 
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8. If we can start negotiating on this basis and, with the co-operation of the 
United States, achieve a general settlement on the lines here agreed, there is some 
chance of achieving our objectives. If, on the other hand, we do not negotiate, but 
simply stay put in the Canal Zone in the face of Egyptian opposition, we shall almost 
certainly be confronted with a situation where the only alternatives will be the 
military occupation of Egypt or an evacuation with no arrangements for the defence 
of the Middle East and the international waterway to take the place of those at 
present subsisting. 

9. I attach at Annex copies of the papers agreed here with the American 
representatives. 

Recommendations 
I therefore recommend that:-

(a) subject to final approval by the United States Government of the papers 
annexed, Her Majesty's Ambassador at Cairo should be instructed to enter into 
negotiations for a general settlement with the Egyptian Government in concert 
with his United States colleague in the manner described in them at a moment to 
be agreed between Her Majesty's Government and the United States Government; 
(b) there be no withdrawal of British troops from the Canal Zone until the the 
[sic] negotiations have made a start, but that if the Egyptian Government agree to 
co-operate in a regional defence organisation and to provide the means of re
activating the Canal Zone base in the time of war, we should start by the 
withdrawal of the combatant troops used to reinforce the Canal Zone garrison 
when Egypt abrogated the 1936 Treaty; 
(c) the old Commonwealth Governments, the Turkish and French Governments, 
be informed of the action proposed. 

Paper No 1 to 354: United States-United Kingdom talks on Egypt; 
UK memorandum on defence negotiations with Egypt 

Introduction 
1. The United Kingdom is proposing to negotiate with Egypt a settlement that 

would involve:-

(a) Agreement over the Suez Canal base and an evacuation formula. 
(b) The participation of Egypt in a Middle East Defence Organisation. 
(c) A programme of military and economic assistance to Egypt. 

2. The participation of Egypt in M.E.D.O. is considered an essential part of any 
settlement. Separate consideration is being given to the military and economic aid to 
Egypt that could be afforded by the United Kingdom, and it is understood that the 
United States are also considering this aspect. This paper is therefore confined to 
setting out the basis for negotiations over the Suez Canal base and to considering an 
evacuation formula. 

Middle East strategy 
3. The strategic concept of the defence of the Middle East is that the Russian 

threat should be met at the earliest possible moment on the frontiers between Iraq 
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and Persia. To implement this it is planned to deploy on the outbreak of war one 
British Division, two Arab Legion brigades and two Iraqi Divisions. These would be 
reinforced by approximately D+6 months by two further British Divisions, and by 
approximately D+12 months by a New Zealand Division and it is hoped by three 
Australian and one South African Divisions. The initial air deployment is planned to 
be 192 aircraft rising to 294 by D+6 months. There is therefore an urgent need for a 
working base in the Middle East that will be capable of supporting the Allied forces 
which it is planned to deploy. 

The base in Egypt 
4. The base in Egypt took a period of 3l1 years to build. In addition to workshops, 

storage depots and installations for supply, repair and administration, it contains 
airfields, communications, power stations, hospitals and other amenities . The 
equipment at present in the base includes 700,000 tons of stores and 14,000 vehicles. 
A map showing the lay-out of installations at present in use in the Egypt base is 
attached at Appendix A,3 and details of Army and R.A.F. stores in depots in the Canal 
Zone are given at Appendix B. As a further indication of the scale to which these 
facilities have been developed, it should be noted that the total cost has been of the 
order of £500 million. 

5. In addition to the installations outlined above, any base requires ports, 
transportation, communications and labour before it can function. Only in Egypt can 
all the facilities be found on the scale required, and nowhere else in the Middle East 
could existing facilities be expanded to form a substitute, except at prohibitive cost. 

6. There are two further important reasons why the base in Egypt should be 
retained. These are:-

(a) With a "back door" to the Red Sea, Egypt is the only area in the Middle East in 
which a base could continue to function if the Mediterranean were closed to 
through convoys, and if the Suez Canal were also closed. 
(b) The establishment of a substitute base elsewhere would take a considerable 
time. The defence of the Middle East would be seriously prejudiced if war occurred 
during the period between the closing of the Egypt base and the opening of a 
substitute . 

7. In addition to the requirement for a base in Egypt, Allied naval forces will 
require immediately on the outbreak of war, or when war appears imminent, the use 
of Alexandria, Port Said and Suez; without these, naval operations in the Eastern 
Mediterranean would be seriously handicapped. 

8. A working base in Egypt is essential to the Allies in war, and it cannot function 
except with Egyptian agreement and co-operation. In order to obtain this, and also 
the naval facilities that will be required, considerable concessions will have to be 
made so as to secure Egyptian goodwill and promise of assistance in war. 

The evacuation of United Kingdom forces 
9. The rate at which United Kingdom forces are to be withdrawn from Egypt is 

likely to be a major issue. The present strength of the British troops in Egypt is 

3 Appendices A-C not printed. 
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81,000 and their dispositions are shown in Appendix C. The rate of withdrawal is 
conditioned by the time required for:-

( a) The removal of stores and equipment to alternative localities . 
(b) The establishment of a new Headquarters and Command Organisation 
including the extensive telecommunication facilities necessary. 
(c) The building of alternative accommodation for British personnel and stores 
withdrawn from Egypt. 

Should agreement be reached and withdrawal started within the next few months it 
is hoped that the process will be completed before the end of 1954. Even so, forces 
will have to be accommodated in tents and a large number of families will have to 
return to the United Kingdom. Withdrawal would start as soon as possible after 
agreement is reached and would be progressive throughout the period. 

Concessions to Egypt 
10. It is clear that negotiations with Egypt will have little chance of success 

unless requirements are kept to the minimum essential for the defence of the Middle 
East. Appendix D lists three different cases illustrating the concessions that may have 
to be made and their implications. Case "A," the optimum requirements, is militarily 
and financially by far the best, but Egyptian agreement is believed to be unlikely. 
Case "B" is worse, both militarily and financially. Should the Egyptians prove 
completely intransigent Case "C" might have to be accepted although this involves 
the abandonment of any effective control over the facilities which are essential to the 
Allies in war and which the Egyptians are considered incapable of maintaining. 
Acceptance of Case "B" would therefore involve risks and delay before the Allied base 
could be made operational in war. The implications of Case "C" would be very much 
more serious in that the Allies would not have a working base for at least 90 days 
after the outbreak of war. 

11. The above Cases are not meant to be inflexible. It may be that the Egyptians 
will be prepared to accept some compromise between these, and we think that we 
should stand fast where we can, and give way where we must, without necessarily 
attempting to obtain the requirements all at the same level. 

12. The defence of the Middle East and the support of Turkey's right flank 
depend upon the co-operation of the other Arab States in the Middle East notably 
Iraq, Jordan, Syria and the Lebanon, as well as Israel. The need for facilities in 
these States is a factor to be considered during negotiations with Egypt because 
it may be difficult to secure from them anything more than is obtained from 
Egypt. 

13. In order to be able to support Allied operations in the Middle East in war 
from the outset, the facilities outlined in Case "A," or a near approach thereto, will be 
required. If these are not forthcoming interim maintenance facil ities will be needed 
elsewhere than in Egypt to cover the period at the beginning of the war while the 
Egyptian base is being re-activated. 

14. In all cases the base would require some air defences early in a war. We 
should make no secret of our belief that the Egyptian Air Force could not do this 
alone for many years to come. Case "C" is therefore unsatisfactory in this respect, 
but it is hoped that, with their participation in M.E.D.O. , the Egyptians would in due 
course be induced to see sense. 
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Conclusions 
15. (a) The base in Egypt is essential to the Allies in war and it cannot function 

without Egyptian agreement and co-operation. 
(b) An essential condition of any settlement with Egypt is the promise of full co
operation in war and membership of M.E.D.O. in peace. 
(c) Facilities are needed from Arab States other than Egypt and from Israel, but it 
may be difficult to secure from the former anything more than is secured from Egypt. 
(d) Negotiations with Egypt should seek to obtain the best terms possible, 
recognising that:-

(i) Case "A" is the optimum requirement and every effort should be made to 
obtain as many of its provisions as possible. 
(ii) Should agreement be reached and withdrawal started within the next few 
months it is hoped that the process will be completed before the end of 1954. 
(iii) Case "B" would involve risk and delay before the base could be made 
operational in war. 
(iv) The implications of Case "C" are even more serious and could only be 
accepted if the Egyptians proved completely intransigent. 

Appendix D to Paper No. 1: Facilities required in peace and war 

Peace 

Case 'JI. " 
1. The Canal Zone would be handed over to Egypt and the base area would be 

placed under Egyptian control. Within this base existing depots and installations 
would be retained and would be run and controlled on the analogy of our base in 
Belgium or the United States base [sic] in the United Kingdom. 

2. The depots and installations would act as a working maintenance base for a 
proportion of the Middle East Land Forces in peace. The R.A.F. would not, however, 
carry out any maintenance from installations in Egypt in peace. 

3. The Royal Navy would retain equipment in Egypt for the defence of ports and 
maintain it under British supervision and have the use of the existing commercial oil 
storage facilities and pipe-lines. 

4. The Army would retain not more than 5,000 personnel to run these 
installations and the R.A.F. not more than 2,000 for the same purpose. 

5. There would be an integrated Anglo- Egyptian Air Defence Organisation, 
including Headquarters, two British Day Fighter Squadrons and one British Night 
Fighter Squadron, C. and R. Organisations, &c. 

6. An Allied-manned staging post would be maintained in Egypt. 
7. Implications .-If the Egyptians could be persuaded to accept these conditions 

in peace-time, the Allies would be assured of having a working maintenance base in 
peace to which they could return and operate immediately in war, and which would 
be protected by an efficient air defence system. 

Case "B" 
8. The base would remain in Egypt and be placed under Egyptian control. The 

Egyptians would take over such depots and installations as the Allies wished to retain 
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in Egypt for war, assuming full responsibility for keeping all communications, &c., 
in working order and for maintaining allied war reserves and heavy workshops in a 
state to be reactivated at short notice. There would also be some turnover of stores 
and equipment for use by the Middle East Land Forces in peace. 

9. In order to assist the Egyptians in their task a rather smaller number than 
under Case "A" of Allied supervisory and technical Army and Air Force personnel 
would be required. 

10. The Royal Navy would retain equipment in Egypt for the defence of ports and 
maintain it under British supervision and have the use of the existing commercial oil 
storage facilities and pipe-lines. 

11. There would be an integrated Anglo-Egyptian Air Defence Organisation, 
including Headquarters, two British Day Fighter Squadrons and one British Night 
Fighter Squadron, C. and R. Organisation, &c. 

12. An Allied-manned staging post would be maintained in Egypt. 
13. !mplications.-Under these conditions there would not be a fully 

satisfactory working base in Egypt in peace, but it should be possible to reactivate it 
within 60 days. Some stocks for the initial maintenance of Allied forces in the Middle 
East in war would have to be located outside the Canal Zone. 

Case "C" 
14. The base would remain in Egypt and be placed under Egyptian control. The 

Egyptians would assume the same responsibilities as for Case "B" (paragraph 8 
above) except that there would be no turnover of stores and equipment for use by the 
Middle East Land Forces in peace. 

15. The right of periodic inspections of reserves and installations should be 
retained. The military personnel to carry out these inspections should, if possible, 
be stationed in Egypt. However, if the Egyptians were adamant that they would 
not allow this, agreement might be given to Service personnel wearing plain 
clothes or to the use of civilians. Failing this it might be necessary to agree that 
inspecting personnel should be stationed outside Egypt and carry out periodic 
visits . 

16. The Royal Navy would retain equipment in Egypt for the defence of ports and 
place it under Egyptian supervision for maintenance, with the right of periodic 
inspection. They would have the use of the existing commercial oil storage facilities 
and pipe-lines. 

17. No R.A.F. units would be left in Egypt, but agreement could be given to 
seconding to the Egyptian Air Force some instructors and advisers . No guarantee of 
participation in the air defence of Egypt could be given, but agreement might be 
reached to send units in peace-time to take part in exercises with the Egyptian Air 
Force. 

18. The Allies would require the use of an Egyptian-manned staging post in 
Egypt and the necessary overflying rights for peace-time movements and training. 

19. Implications.- In these circumstances, it is estimated that it would take at 
least 90 days to reactivate the base. It would be necessary therefore to retain at least 
90 days's stocks for the whole of the Middle East Garrison in locations outside the 
Canal Zone. In addition, the United States use of Abu Sueir and Farouk airfields in 
the very early stages of war might become impracticable since the equipment would 
not be adequately maintained there in peace-time. 
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In war 

20. Under all cases the use of a working base in Egypt in war, together with 
Egyptian assistance and co-operation, is an essential requirement. In addition, allied 
Naval Forces will require the use of Alexandria, Port Said and Suez. 

21. To obtain these facilities is the paramount object of the negotiations. 

Enclosure to Paper No 2 to 354: Middle East Defence Organisation 

The defence of the Middle East is vital to the free world and can be secured only by 
the co-operation of all interested States. The establishment of a Middle East Defence 
Organisation would assist and support the States willing to join in the defence of the 
Middle East and develop the capacity of each to play its proper role in the defence of 
the area as a whole against outside aggression. Such an Organisation can be 
established by the general agreement of the States taking part, and need not be the 
subject of a Treaty. M.E.D.O. will not interfere in problems and disputes arising 
within the area and in no way affects existing arrangements relating to such matters. 

Membership of M.E.D.O. 
It is proposed that M.E.D.O. should consist, in addition to the United Kingdom and 
Egypt, of Iraq, Jordan, Syria, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, the Yemen, the United States, 
France, Turkey, Australia, New Zealand and South Africa. The six last named States 
have already signified their intention to participate. It is hoped that Egypt will join 
them and the United Kingdom in encouraging the above-mentioned Arab States to 
become members of the Organisation. Once these States have formed the 
Organisation, applications fro m other States to join the Organisation will be decided 
in accordance with the views of those States already composing it. 

The fun ctions of the M.E.D. 0 . 
The function of the Organisation will be to provide a centre of co-operative effort for 
defence purposes. Initially, its tasks will be:-

(a) To draw up plans for the defence of the Middle East. 
(b) To plan for, and provide the Middle East States with, assistance in the form of 
training and advice. 
(c) To co-ordinate requests by Middle East States for arms and equipment. 
(d) To make plans for the operations in war of all forces allocated for the defence 
of the area in co-ordination with the adjoining N.A.T.O. Commands in the 
Mediterranean and Asia Minor. 
(e) To reduce such deficiencies as exist at present in organisation and capacity for 
the defence of the area, with particular emphasis on the need to ensure that the 
Middle East States are made increasingly capable of themselves contributing to the 
defence of the area. 

Structure of the organisation 
The Organisation should be kept flexible and as small as is consistent with-

(a) the need for efficient planning; 
(b) the participation of a number of different countries; 



544 REASSESSING REQUIREMENTS IN THE CANAL ZONE [354) 

(c) a smooth evolution into a full command structure if and when the 
participating States think this desirable. 

The Organisation would consist of:-

(a) Military Representatives Committee. 
(b) Planning Group. 

Military Representatives Committee 
The Military Representatives Committee would consist of representatives of all States 
participating in the Organisation. Its Chairmanship will rotate among the 
participating Powers. It will be responsible for the general direction of the Planning 
Group and would meet twice a year, or more often if required. 

The Planning Group 
The Planning Group will be an integrated structure composed of officers supplied by 
the participating Powers, under a British chairman. The Group will be divided into 
appropriate sections to handle, e.g., operations, plans, intelligence, administration 
and logistics, training, co-ordination of requests for military aid and equipment; 
liaison with non-participating Middle East States. 

Paper No 3 to 354: Procedure for negotiating defence agreement with Egypt 

Objectives of the United Kingdom and United States governments 
1. The Governments of the United Kingdom and the United States intend to 

enter into negotiation with the Egyptian Government in order to secure the 
voluntary association of Egypt with the West in arrangements for the defence of the 
Middle East against outside aggression. They will therefore propose a general 
settlement comprising:-

( a) a phased withdrawal of British armed forces from Egyptian territory; 
(b) the maintenance of the Canal Zone Base in peace with a view to its immediate 
reactivation in the event of war (see Annex); 
(c) an arrangement for the air defence of Egypt; 
(d) the participation of Egypt in a Middle East Defence Organisation; and 
(e) a programme of military and economic assistance to Egypt. 

Tactics 
2. The negotiations would begin by the United States and United Kingdom 

Ambassadors at Cairo informing the Egyptian Prime Minister that the two 
Governments are willing to discuss a general settlement on the above lines, since 
they believe it to be in the interests both of the Middle East and of the Western 
Powers that such a settlement should be speedily brought about. The Ambassadors 
would indicate that if British troops are to be withdrawn from the Canal Zone, it is 
imperative that alternative arrangements be made at the same time for the defence of 
the Middle East as a whole. It is for this reason that all the items comprising the 
proposed general settlement should be treated as interdependent and discussed 
simultaneously. Once this is agreed in principle, technical committees could be set 
up forthwith to deal with items (a), (b), (c) and (e) above. 
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3. As regards item (d) (the participation of Egypt in the Middle East Defence 
Organisation) it is likely that the Egyptian Government will prove reluctant to 
discuss it at all until arrangements for British withdrawal have been agreed, and will 
not wish to discuss it in detail until the withdrawal itself has been completed. 
Nevertheless, a binding commitment from the Egyptian Government to join an 
Organisation on the general lines contemplated by the Sponsoring Powers is 
essential, not only in order to avoid a vacuum in Middle East defence, but also to 
enable us to maintain our position in the other Arab States, and to justify the supply 
of arms to Egypt; the British and United States Ambassadors should therefore obtain 
the concurrence of the Egyptian Government in principle to participate in a Middle 
East Defence Organisation and at their discretion might hand to the Egyptian 
Government a paper on the lines of memorandum attached to paper No. 2. They 
could make it clear that if the Egyptian Government thought it desirable first to 
consult the other Arab Governments there would be no objection so far as we are 
concerned, and the United States and United Kingdom Governments would be 
prepared themselves, on behalf of or in co-operation with the sponsoring Powers, to 
make a prior approach to these Governments in order to enable the Egyptian 
Government to discuss the position with them on the basis that the other Arab 
Governments will equally have the opportunity to participate in M.E.D.O. 

4. Attached as annex is additional guidance for the United Kingdom negotiators 
on the base requirements under cases A and B of paper No. 1. 

5. The United States and United Kingdom Governments would be prepared to 
provide military aid on the basis of paper No. 4. 

6. Egypt's economic difficulties might also be reviewed by the United States and 
United Kingdom Governments with a view to seeing what economic aid could be 
provided. 

7. These secret exchanges should, if successful, result in the issue of three 
governmental communiques:-

(i) by the United Kingdom Government stating their intention to evacuate their 
armed forces from Egypt by the end of 1954; 
(ii) by the Egyptian Government announcing their intention to enter a regional 
organisation for Middle East Defence, and to assume general responsibility for 
keeping the base in working order; 
(i ii) by the United States Government publicly endorsing the positions taken by 
the United Kingdom and Egyptian Governments . 

Annex to Paper No 3: Additional guidance for United Kingdom negotiators on UK 
base requirements in cases A and B of Paper No 1 

1. The base area would be handed over to Egyptian control. Within this base area 
the existing depots and installations would either:-

( a) be run and controlled by the British, employing both British and Egyptian 
personnel, on the analogy of other installations in the N.A.T.O. organisation located 
in territory of another nation, such as the British base in Belgium (case A), or 
(b) be run and controlled by the Egyptians, with the assistance of British technical 
maintenance and inspection personnel (case B). 
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2. In both cases the depots and installations would act as a working base for the 
maintenance in peace of the Middle East Land Forces, but not of the R.A.F. 

3. In both cases the Egyptians would undertake to maintain in working order all 
the facilities and communications required for the operation of the base and ports in 
war, so that the whole base could be brought into full operation at short notice. The 
Egyptians would also be responsible for guarding all communications, facilities, 
depots and installations and their contents. 

4. In case A, the Army would retain not more than 5,000 personnel to run the 
depots and installations and the R.A.F. not more than 2,000 for the same purpose. 

In case B there would be a lesser number of British personnel, but sufficient to 
ensure proper technical maintenance and inspection. 

In both cases the British would undertake to train Egyptian maintenance 
inspection and supervisory personnel with view to the gradual reduction in the 
numbers of British personnel employed. 

5. In both cases the contents of the depots and installations would remain the 
property of the British, but all the buildings, communications, and facilities would be 
the property of the Egyptians. 

6. In both cases detailed discussions would be held between British and Egyptian 
military representatives in order to determine the exact form of co-operation and to 
decide all other outstanding matters, such as the detailed application of the principle 
of ownership outlined in paragraph 5 above, the arrangements for inspection from 
time to time of the facilities, installations and stores remaining in the base area, and 
the arrangement for training Egyptian technical personnel. 

Annex B to Paper No 4 to 354: United Kingdom position on extension of military aid 
to Egypt 

Since October 1952 both the United Kingdom and the United States have made 
available, as an exception to the embargo which had been in force for the preceding 
twelve months, relatively small quantities of military equipment to Egypt, little of 
which has actually arrived there yet. The main purpose of these consignments was to 
give political support to General Neguib's regime. 

A.-In the immediate future 
2. The United Kingdom Government are firmly opposed to the release of any 

further equipment except in the course of defence negotiations, for the following 
reasons:-

(a) While the United Kingdom realise the necessity for building up an 
atmosphere of confidence between the United Kingdom and the United States on 
the one hand and Egypt on the other, experience over the release of jet aircraft to 
Egypt does not lead them to suppose that any further releases of military 
equipment would have this effect. 
(b) In the light of recent statements by a member of the Egyptian Higher 
Military Committee and a member of the Egyptian Government threatening 
renewed guerrilla activity in the Canal Zone failing the withdrawal of British 
troops, it will be difficult for the United Kingdom Government to be certain that 
any military equipment supplied to Egypt will not be used against British forces. 
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Moreover, it will be practically impossible to convince Parliament and public 
opinion in the United Kingdom that it will not be so used. 
(c) The Government of Israel have already shown marked concern over the recent 
supplies of jet aircraft from the United Kingdom to Egypt and other Arab States. 
The Arab States maintain that a state of war still exists between themselves and 
Israel, and some of their leaders make provocative statements from time to time. 
Any supplies would be attacked by the Israeli Government as potentially for use 
against themselves and it would be difficult to justify them except as part of a 
defence settlement. 
(d) Any substantial supplies to Egypt before the opening of defence negotiations 
would increase the pressure by the remaining Arab Governments, as well as Israel, 
for further arms supplies without commitment to the West. Other countries might 
take a similar attitude. 
(e) Substantial release now by the United Kingdom or the United States to Egypt 
would make it more than ever difficu lt to restrain the North Atlantic and other 
friendly Powers from bringing their own embargoes to an end. This would mean 
that Egypt could obtain immediate delivery of very large quantities of modern 
armaments, including small arms and ammunition, which Egyptian purchasing 
missions have sought to obtain from these countries over the past few years. 
(f) The West would therefore have thrown away what might otherwise have been 
one of its most potent bargaining levers in the negotiations with Egypt. 

3. It would, in the United Kingdom view, have a particularly unfortunate effect 
on the United Kingdom position in Egypt if the United States were to make a 
substantial release of arms to Egypt now because:-

(a) Despite the United States statement that further United States shipments of 
arms would not be made until progress had been achieved in the negotiations, the 
Egyptians would tend to believe that in the last resort they would be able to obtain 
more from the United States and would be to that extent less convinced of the 
need for a settlement with the United Kingdom. 
(b) It might tend (contrary to the long-term aims of both Governments) to divert 
Egypt from looking to the United Kingdom as her habitual supplier of arms. 
(c) It would be unfortunate if the United Kingdom and the United States 
representatives had to give evidence in the North Atlantic Council of a difference 
of opinion on such a vital point as the supply of arms in advance of negotiation. 

B.-After the opening of defence negotiations 
4. When negotiations have started the United Kingdom Government propose to 

release equipment to Egypt in phases. The timing of each phase would depend on the 
course of negotiations. It would also depend on the availabi lity of the equipment 
concerned (some of the known Egyptian requirements could, if supplied from United 
Kingdom sources, only be provided at the price of some detriment to United 
Kingdom and Allied forces) . The most important items would be withheld until an 
agreement was reached. 

5. The enclosure to this paper4 shows how the equipment now on order by Egypt 
from the United Kingdom would fit into these phases. Equipment of the types 

4 Not printed. 
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detailed in phase A would be released on the decision of the supplying Governments 
when they felt fairly confident of Egyptian participation in preparations for regional 
defence. Equipment in Phase B would be released when a settlement was reached, 
and this would be tantamount to a complete lifting of the arms embargo. 

6. It is by no means certain that the Egyptians will require all of the equipment 
shown in the annex, some of which has been on order for a long time. At a suitable 
moment they would probably be invited to submit an up-to-date list, which would 
then be divided into similar phases. 

7. The above policy would be entirely ineffective if other Governments supplied 
arms to Egypt without conforming to it. 

355 CAB 128/26/2, CC 2(53 )1 14 Jan 1953 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the basis for resuming defence 
negotiations with Egypt [Extract] 

The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign Secretary (C. (53) 17)1 

reporting the results of discussions with diplomatic and military representatives of 
the United States Government regarding the basis on which defence negotiations 
might be resumed with the Egyptian Government. 

The Foreign Secretary said that these discussions had been based on a 
memorandum by the Chiefs of Staff which had been approved by the Defence 
Committee on 11th December. The United States representatives had agreed that 
negotiations with Egypt should be opened on the basis set out in that memorandum 
as Case "A," which was the most acceptable from the military point of view. The 
papers annexed to his memorandum had been accepted by the United States 
representatives, subject to approval by their Government. If that approval were 
forthcoming, it was contemplated that the United States and United Kingdom 
Ambassadors in Cairo would make a joint approach to the Egyptian Government. 

The Chief of the Imperial General Staff said that an arrangement on the basis of 
Case "A" was the minimum required to ensure effective joint defence of the Middle 
East. Any less satisfactory arrangement would mean that there would be too long an 
interval between the outbreak of war and our recovery of full use of the base. If 
defence negotiations were resumed, we should doubtless be under pressure to 
withdraw our troops rapidly; and he therefore stressed the point that the evacuation 
of combatant troops could not be completed in less than eighteen months without 
serious waste of material and hardship to our forces. 

In further discussion the following points were made:-

(a) In paragraph 7 of C. (53) 17 it was stated that British troops could only be 
withdrawn from Egypt "in order to pave the way for the re-establishment of 
confidence between ourselves and Egypt." This sentence seemed open to 
misinterpretation. It might be taken to mean that we were willing to withdraw 
troops merely for the purpose of securing Egyptian goodwill. 

The Foreign Secretary said that his intentions were more clearly stated in 
paragraph 9(b) of the memorandum. He was not proposing to agree to the 

1 See 354. 
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withdrawal of British troops until the Egyptians for their part had indicated their 
readiness to co-operate in a regional defence organisation and negotiations to that 
end were proceeding satisfactorily. He agreed that paragraph 7 of the memorandum 
should be amended so as to make this more clear. .. . 

356 FO 371/102761, no 16 15 Jan 19531 

[Egypt and the Sudan]: inward telegram no 12 from Mr Churchill 
(Jamaica) to Mr Eden on confronting General Neguib 

Thank you so much for all your telegrams, and I congratulate you on the progress in 
the Persian Oil. We seem to have been ill served by our agents in the Sudan. Money 
has evidently been free ly used by the Egyptians. Surely we should now confront 
Neguib resolutely and insist on execution of the treaty till 1956 fai ling a satisfactory 
agreement. It should also be made clear that, if we should be forced to evacuate 
before the expiry of the treaty, all sterling balances will be cancelled to indemnify us 
for the act of violence. Of course, what happens here will set the pace for us all over 
Africa and the Middle East. I trust that no final decision need be taken before my 
return. I can easily fly from New York. 

1 The telegram was received on 16 Jan 1953. 

357 DEFE 11/87, JP(53)24, annex 5 Feb 1953 
'Radical review - mobile concept for British forces in the Middle East': 
report by the JPS to the COS 

[The radical review of defence policy was initiated in the wake of the Treasury's post
global strategy paper requests for further cuts. The review was an attempt to assess the 
implications for cold and hot war strategy of a new defence policy based on radical cut 
backs in Britain's overseas defence expenditure. With the end of 1952, the year in which 
war had been deemed most likely to break out because of West German rearmament, it 
was part of the shift away from gearing defence policy to global war and concentrating on 
fighting the cold war. Although the Soviet Union had never been deemed more likely than 
not to start a global war, there was now less reason to prepare for an all out conflict in the 
Middle East and Europe. In 1952 emergency plans were replaced by outline plans for 
global war in the next six months. With Anglo- American disagreement over strategy for 
global war the need for emergency planning consultation was also reduced. However, 
despite the decreasing need and ability to prepare effectively for hot war, the COS were 
concerned that the forces available in the Middle East might not meet cold war 
requirements and were unwilling to accept further cuts. The idea of withdrawing from 
Egypt and the Middle East, by not redeploying in Libya, Cyprus, Iraq or Jordan, was based 
on the establishment of a mobile strategy that could transport forces more rapidly to the 
Middle East. A key argument against this was that it failed to fulfil cold war requirements 
because the withdrawal of British forces from the region would be a blow to western 
prestige and influence.] 

UK. policy in the Middle East 
1. The aim of United Kingdom strategy in the Middle East in cold and hot war is:-

(a) Cold War 
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(i) Maintain Western influence, assure stability and prevent the spread of 
Communism throughout the area. 
(ii) Reassure the Arab world that they would be protected from the Russians in 
the event of war. 
(iii) Support the United Kingdom's traditional political and commercial 
interests in the area. 
(iv) Comply with our Treaty obligations and U.K. responsibilities throughout 
the area. 

(b) Hot War 
To prevent the overrunning by the Russians of as much as possible of the Middle 
East. 

Forces required to fulfil U.K policy in the Middle East 
2. To attain our objectives in the Middle East in the cold war and to defend the 

area in the hot war we must maintain a reasonably strong force permanently in the 
Middle East, be prepared to use it when necessary, and have it there for everyone to 
see. It has been estimated1 that, given a settlement in Egypt, the minimum force to 
which we can reduce the United Kingdom peacetime Middle East garrison is the 
equivalent of about one division and approximately 160 aircraft, although this would 
entail serious risks. Since this estimate was made the situation in the Middle East has 
deteriorated. 

Present deployment plan 
3. (a) Cold War 
In the event of a settlement with Egypt providing for the withdrawal of our forces 
from that country, it is proposed that the division which is to remain in the Middle 
East in peacetime, should be deployed as follows:-

1 Infantry Brigade Group in Cyprus. 
1 Infantry Brigade Group in Libya. 
1 Armoured Brigade Group in Libya. 

(b) Hot War 
Our plan for the defence of the Middle East in war is based on the need to hold the 
Russians as far to the North and East as possible. In the long-term we hope to be 
able to do so by defending the frontier between Iraq and Persia, and in the short
term, by basing ourselves on the inner ring in Syria and Jordan. 

Both the short and long-term plans require the immediate deployment of at least 
one division in the Levant after the outbreak of war. 

4. Libya is a long way from the likely scene of a war with Russia or of possible 
disputes within the Middle East and the means of transport, both air and sea, would 
largely have to come from outside the area. 

Mobile concept for the Middle East 
5. The purpose of adopting a mobile concept for Middle East strategy would be to 

reduce the number of forces in the Middle East in peacetime with the idea of 

1 See 308. 
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reinforcing them rapidly in an emergency. We have assumed that in practice this 
would mean leaving one Infantry Brigade Group in Cyprus and withdrawing to the 
U.K. the other two Brigade Groups which would otherwise, under existing plans, be 
based in Libya in peacetime. The essence of this concept is that all three brigades 
must be fully mobile. 

Financial implications of the mobile concept 
6. The following economies might be effected:-

(a) The building programme in Libya would no longer be necessary. Further we 
should not be committed to financial outlay in an area where our security of 
tenure may be limited. 
(b) A reduction in expenditure for transportation of food and supplies for the 
Middle East garrison. 
(c) A reduction in the theatre Trooping programme. 

7. The following might involve additional expenditure:-

(a) Possible need to increase air transport resources. 
(b) Cost of making brigade in Cyprus mobile in air and sea transport. 
(c) Possible additional accommodation in U.K. 

8. The heavy expense involved in prestocking to meet hot war commitments is 
common both to the present deployment plan and to the mobile concept. 

The possible disadvantages of the mobile concept 
9. (a) Cold War 
The removal of all British forces from Arab territory in peacetime would have a 
prejudicial effect upon Arab confidence in us. There might however be some 
compensation in that the withdrawal of all forces from the Middle East would 
remove the present pretext for Egyptian hostility towards us. 

(b) Hot War 

(i) Whether or not the two Brigade Groups are in Libya or the U.K. at the 
outbreak of war, they will have to be extremely mobile to reach their battle 
positions in time. The extent of the additional risk involved in having them in 
the U.K. rather than Libya will depend largely on the availability of suitable air 
transport, for which there will be heavy competition. 
(ii) The two reinforcement Brigade Groups would not be trained in desert 
warfare, nor would they be acclimatised if they were based in the U.K. 

The stationing of forces in Jordan 
10. If it were possible to station forces in Jordan in peacetime there would be 

great military advantages in both cold and hot war, but we cannot say whether there 
would be any financial advantage. 

Conclusion 
11. In cold war, we consider that the mobile concept would involve serious risk 

of loss of Arab confidence in the West, and particularly in the U.K., with all the 
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political and economic consequences that this would entail. In hot war, we do not 
regard the long-term risks of having to bring all reinforcements from the U.K. as 
much greater than they would be if some of the reinforcements came from Libya. If it 
were possible to station troops and obtain prestocking facilities in Jordan in 
peacetime, we believe it might be feasible to hold fewer troops there than are now 
planned for Libya, thereby achieving economies without aggravating risks. 

358 FO 371/102763, no 68 11 Feb 1953 
[Evacuation from Egypt]: letter from Lord Hankey1 to Mr Eden. 
Enclosure: memorandum on the need to stand firm and remain in 
Egypt 

I am most reluctant to add to your burdens, but a stay of four weeks in Egypt, mostly 
in the Suez Canal Zone, but with a most interesting visit to Cairo, has left me with 
such a painful impression of defeatism and flabbyism in our policy in Egypt that, as a 
Peer and Privy Counsellor I feel bound to submit my views for such use as you may 
think fit to make of them. I deal only with the Canal Zone and not with the Sudan on 
which my knowledge is second hand. 

I am also sending a copy to Lord Alexander. 

Enclosure to 358 

I. Introduction 

The views expressed in this Memorandum are purely my own. Although I am a 
director of the Suez Canal Company, an adviser (Conseiller) to the Management 
Committee, and well acquainted with my colleagues' views I have not sought nor 
obtained authority to represent them. The Company will, I am sure, be only too glad 
to give Her Majesty's Government the benefit of its views when asked. My approach 
to the question is wider, rather that of a Member of the House of Lords, Privy 
Counsellor, former Secretary of the Cabinet and Committee of Imperial Defence and 
with more than fifty years experience of Suez Canal problems, who is anxious, for 
patriotic reasons, to warn Ministers concerned of the catastrophic disaster towards 
which they seem to be heading. 

I have just returned from my eighth visit (January 3rd-30th) to the Suez Canal. It 
was marred by a new and sinister feature, the shadow of an impending evacuation of 
the British forces-"operation scuttle". This was not a complete surprise as during 
recent months replies by Ministers and Officials to questions about military policy in 
Egypt had been cryptic and vague. 

I was, therefore, uneasy when I arrived in the Canal Zone, where I found a host of 
old friends with whom I had worked in the past, British, French, Egyptians, civilians, 
officers of the Defence Services. All were anxious and the problem was preoccupying 

1 Lord Maurice Hankey, director of the Suez Canal Company; secretary of the Committee of Imperial 
Defence 1912-1938; secretary of the Imperial War Cabinet and Cabinet, 1917 -1938; chancellor of the 
Duchy of Lancaster 1940- 1941; paymaster-general, 1941- 1942. 
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every thinking mind, and no wonder. Every day General Neguib, the new Egyptian 
"fii.rher" was repeating without contradiction that he would not yield a point in his 
negotiation with Great Britain on the Nile Valley (the Sudan) or the evacuation of the 
Suez Canal Zone. There could be no settlement until the last British soldier had 
gone. There was nothing new in that. From January, 1946 onwards nearly every 
Prime Minister whose domestic policy was failing had resorted to similar slogans, 
often accompanied by student agitation and strikes. The new factor was that the 
British Ambassador was having to negotiate on the delicate issue of the Sudan under 
this insulting duress, and it was known that as soon as the Sudan discussions ended 
the negotiations on evacuation would begin. No wonder that in the Canal Zone 
Europeans and Christians and especially the vitally important Employes and Pilots of 
the Suez Canal Company and their wives and families, who just a year before had 
been saved by the British army from the fate of their fellow countrymen in Cairo 
were anxious, and the Fighting Services contemptuous. Their views were reflected 
accurately in the letter published in The Times of January 16th from Lord Killearn, 
Sir Harold MacMichael and Lord Vansittart. 

A few days in Cairo (January 12th-14th) where my wife and I enjoyed the 
hospitality of Sir Ralph and Lady Stevenson, did nothing to relieve my misgivings. 
But useful interviews were arranged for me through the good offices of Her Majesty's 
Ambassador, first with General Neguib (Appendix)2 and later with two of his 
Ministers. 

I left Cairo with the conviction that Her Majesty's Government were heading 
straight for a disaster far more serious than the evacuation of Abadan in its material 
and moral consequences, and calculated to shatter what remains of British prestige 
throughout the world. What a Coronation gift to our beloved Queen! 

In developing that thesis I shall begin with a brief description of the Suez Canal; its 
importance; the dangers to which it is exposed, and the means by which they have 
been warded off in the past; and the crucially important part that the mere presence 
of the British forces has played in enabling the Company to keep the Canal open. The 
political aspects from the point of view of the Suez Canal will then be discussed, and 
tentative suggestions will be made for future policy. 

If. The Suez Canal 

(a) Its importance 
The Suez Canal is of such importance that in 1888 it formed the subject of an 
international Convention at Constantinope [sic] guaranteeing its freedom for all 
ships of all nations at all times, in peace or war. It is described in the Anglo- Egyptian 
Treaty of 1936 as "a universal means of communication and also an essential means 
of communication between the different parts of the British Empire" . To-day it is 
protected by some three divisions of the British army and air forces with the fleet in 
the offing. 

The tonnage passing through the Suez Canal is much larger than in 1936, and 
greater than at any time in its history, in spite of the competition of air travel, the 
loss of the oil traffic from Abadan and the competition of oil-lines from the Persian 

2 Not printed. 
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Gulf to Mediterranean ports. On December 31st, 1950, the world tonnage of all ships 
of above 500 tons was 85,300,000 tons. In 1951, 106,500,000 tons passed through the 
canal-a figure that has since increased. The British share is about one-third, and 
between 1939 and 1951 the American share rose from 4.5% to 16%. Voyages New 
York- Hongkong and Liverpool-Sydney are shorter via the Suez Canal than via 
Panama, and on the Suez Canal route there are many more ports of call with 
commercial advantages. This vast flow of traffic has been rendered possible by the 
provision of long-dated programmes for deepening and widening the canal to take 
ships of ever-increasing size and draft; by the digging of a supplementary waterway 
with one way traffic for several miles to facilitate passing; by putting the whole of the 
traffic into convoy and by vigilant 24 hour supervision and control throughout the 
year. All this involves foresight, knowledge of world shipping, able and experienced 
officials and experts and continuous drive; qualities which Egypt, an almost non
maritime State, does not yet possess in high degree. 

This system is adequate for the maintenance of the traffic against the normal 
difficulties of wind, fog, sandstorm, breakdowns in steering gear and a certain 
amount of human error. 

Formerly the greater part of the employes and a large proportion of the workmen 
were of European or Christian levantine origin, but, under an agreement between 
the Company and the Government in 1949, a large proportion of replacements are 
now filled by Egyptians (9 out of 10 for employes and 4 out of 5 for experts), but the 
higher posts and key posts are reserved for Europeans until the end of the concession 
in November, 1968 and there are separate arrangements for pilots. Whether and to 
what extent Egyptians will, by that time, be competent to run the canal remains to be 
seen. But it is certain that the results of too rapid Egyptianisation could only be 
disastrous. Consequently, it is essential for this vital waterway, with its huge 
commercial and naval and military traffic, that there should be no sudden change 
calculated to affect the safety of the canal or its personnel. The risks to which the 
canal would be exposed by the evacuation of the British forces will now be examined. 

(b) The nature of the risks 

Strikes 
During January, 1952 the Suez Canal would have been brought to a complete 
standstill owing to a strike of the men employed to moor and unmoor ships waiting 
at Port Said for the formation of the convoys, but for the action of British men-of-war 
who undertook this work on behalf of the ships of all nations. If the forces are 
withdrawn there will no longer be any warships in Port Said to undertake this 
essential function in case of need. The Company at one time contemplated bringing a 
passenger ship to Port Said with specially enlisted workers from Europe to relieve 
the British Navy, but this proved impossible because the Egyptian Government 
would have not granted visas to the men. In case of great urgency, however, it could 
have been done by a British occupation of Port Said. 

A supplementary threat which was also resorted to by the Egyptians in 1952 would 
be a strike of the men who install and operate the searchlights hired by those ships 
which do not carry permanent searchlights- then nearly 90% of the total, but 
somewhat less to-day. That difficulty also was eventually surmounted. 

The strike threat, however, is one that could be extended to the whole of the 
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Company's Egyptian employes and workmen on shore, in offices, factories, 
workshops, stores, etc. and afloat (tugs, dredgers, etc.) but in 1952, with a large 
British army at hand, the Egyptian Government did not go so far as that. 

Without the presence of British forces, or the cooperation of the Egyptian 
Government, the Company are completely at the mercy of strikes, whether economic 
or political in origin.3 

The Ferdan bridges 
The Ferdan Bridge, or rather Bridges, (because the Egyptian Government has already 
asked for the retention of the old and more dangerous bridge until the situation in 
the Middle East has cleared up) provide the Egyptian Government, or a revolutionary 
movement, with an easy way to bring traffic through the canal to a standstill. If the 
bridges were closed, ship traffic would cease. That was not the case in 1952 because 
General Erskine, with commendable prescience, occupied the bridge at the first sign 
of trouble. But if the British forces were withdrawn the traffic through the canal 
could be held to ransom by any Government of Egypt-totalitarian (as to-day), 
fascist, Nazi or Communist. The closing of the bridges would provide a perfect 
instrument for exerting pressure on all or any of the maritime Powers.4 

The threat to canal personnel 
Since the events of January, 1952, when the lives, families and property of the non
Egyptian personnel of the Canal Headquarters at Ismailia were threatened, the 
population has become deeply conscious that it was only the presence of the British 
forces that saved them from the fate of their compatriots in Cairo. Already a few 
servants of the Company, including pilots, have retired or given notice. If the British 
forces are withdrawn this movement will be accentuated. Since (as already 
mentioned) a large proportion of the vacancies would have to be filled by Egyptians a 
drift away (which would be infectious) might easily lead to over-rapid 
Egyptianisation. 

The possible seizure of the canal 
Appetite comes with eating and the evacuation of the British forces is certain to be fol
lowed by a violent agitation for Egypt to declare the consession [sic] at an end, and to 
take possession of the Suez Canal. The results would be exactly the same as atAbadan, 
for, by general agreement of all experienced persons, Egyptians are not at present com
petent to run the canal, and until the present experiment in Egyptianisation has gone 
much further it is impossible to say whether they ever will be. 

The ground has been carefully prepared for some such development by an able and 
widespread propaganda. The sustained abuse, false-hood, propaganda and slogans 
that have been used so successfully against British policy in the Sudan and for the 
occupation of the Canal Zone will be diverted to the Suez Canal Company, which, 
after the disappearance of the British forces, will have no means of protection.5 If the 

3 Sir J Bowker had sidelined this paragraph and noted in the margin: 'And their presence there makes 
these strikes more likely!' 
4 Sir J Bowker had sidelined the last sentence of this paragraph and noted in the margin: 'It can be now: we 
cd not guarantee to prevent Egyptian sabotage'. 
5 Sir J Bowker had noted in the margin opposite this sentence: 'But why? If British troops are withdrawn?' 
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campaign succeeds, before long the canal may well share the fate of Abadan, and 
eventually become derelict. The liners, the oil tankers going to and from the Persian 
Gulf, the Aircraft Carriers, warships, troopships and storeships for the various 
campaigns in the Far East, and a lot of other valuable traffic will have to be diverted 
to the much longer Cape or Panama routes. After the withdrawal of the forces these 
dangers might easily be precipitated by some act of fanaticism, frenzy or bad 
judgement on the part of a backward and unreliable people with a deplorably weak 
administration. 

That brings us to the political aspects of the question. 

Ill Political aspects 

There are some who hold that, if the British Forces are withdrawn all danger to the 
Canal will cease, and, under the kindly Government of General Neguib, xenophobia 
will come to an end, no-one will wish to interfere with the Suez Canal from which 
Egypt derives such great advantages, and law and order with good administration 
will be established. And there are others who, without going so far as that, think that 
Neguib should be given his chance and helped in every possible way. What is the 
alternative they ask? But they have no answer to the question-" are you prepared to 
gamble on Neguib to the extent of endangering the future of the Suez Canal?".6 Let 
us examine in a realistic spirit the prospects of General Neguib of whom in a short 
conversation of 40 minutes (see Appendix I) I formed a favourable first impression. 

IV. General Neguib 

The General is, by general agreement of those who have met him, a likeable and 
conscientious man. His removal of King Farouk shows him to be courageous. It was 
a well planned and well executed coup-de-main. But since then his promised 
measures have hung fire. He claims the support of the army, yet, a day or two after 
my talk with him 25 officers were arrested, which tended to support the rumour that 
the army is divided. On the same day 100 civilians, including some powerful men 
such as the notorious Serrag-el-Din, Secretary-General of the Wafd, were arrested 
and sent to a hot spot in the desolate Sinai Peninsula. Neguib's original intention to 
re-establish parliamentary Government had to be dropped because there was little 
doubt that the corrupt Wafd party would have been re-elected. Now he has abolished 
all the parties and decreed a three years breathing space. Absolutely nothing has been 
done to reform the Egyptian bureaucracy, of whose stupidity and inefficiency I could 
give many examples. The placing of military officers in civilian departments to watch 
their activities has produced no visible improvement comparable to those which 
followed the fascist revolution in Italy. The old constitution is in suspense and the 
difficult task of drawing up a new constitution has barely begun. No decision has 
been taken as to whether Egypt is to be a monarchy or a republic. Meanwhile Neguib 
is ruling by decree laws, some good and some not so good. 

This Government of the revolution with its purely nationalist slogans is, of course, 
entirely totalitarian, but the start has been less impressive than that of the Fascists or 
Nazis. Few of the promised reforms have yet been carried out. Neguib constantly 
denounces those responsible for the Cairo outrages of January 25th, 1952, but few if 

6 Sir J Bowker had noted in the margin opposite this sentence: 'It's not merely a gamble on Neguib' . 
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any of them have been brought to justice. There has been much vacillation. Well
known people, including some dreadful scamps, have been arrested, released and 
sometimes re-arrested. The partition of the land is proceeding slowly and is bitterly 
criticised in financial and agricultural circles as uneconomic and unworkable. The 
press is rigidly censored and is servile. Even the French and English language papers 
rarely appear without a picture of El Lewa representing him as immensely popular, 
exactly as they used to do for King Farouk on my last visit in 1951. Experienced wit
nesses, however, have assured me that the reception of Neguib at the Liberty 
Celebrations (January 23-27) was less effusive than that of King Farouk or Nahas 
Pasha at openings of parliament. In the Suez Canal Zone, as far as I could ascertain by 
personal observation and inquiry, the four days' Liberty holidays aroused no enthusi
asm at all and the expected trouble at Ismailia, of which the military authorities kindly 
gave me warning, never materialised at all, possibly owing to the prevision of the 
British military authorities. Inevitably the Lewa has built up a host of enemies. 

It is uncertain whether Neguib can control his fellow conspirators. He admitted to 
me that they included some bad people (Appendix). 

He gives the appearance of a dictator in fetters. No-one knows whether he can 
make good, or whether, if he does, he can stand up to the heady wine of Power, which 
has ruined so many leaders. Without a much longer apprenticeship it would be 
fantastic to gamble on him to the extent of withdrawing the British forces. The 
extreme uncertainty of the future makes it absolutely essential to retain them, at 
least until the expiration of the Treaty in 1956. 

V. A suggested policy 

There is only one possible policy, so far as I can see, and that is one of firmness. 7 Of 
the Sudan I will not write as I know too little about it. But, so far as the Suez Canal 
Zone is concerned, Neguib should be told quietly but firmly that, while holding out 
the hand of friendship, we decline to negotiate under duress, that he has already 
queered his own pitch by his unwise braggadocio , that there is no question of our 
evacuating the zone before 1956, or indeed before he has given us convincing 
evidence of the solidity of his regime. Meanwhile, in conjunction with the U.S.A. if 
possible, we should do what we can to give him financial , material and moral 
support.8 We may find, however, that the Government of the U.S.A. are politically 
hampered by the Zionist entanglement, which may make it as difficult for Egypt to 
receive as for the U.S.A. to give. 

It is conceivable, of course, that Neguib might reply by starting attacks by 
commandos for which rumour says that German officers are training Egyptians. In 
that case, the situation will be dealt with by the British forces . But Neguib must 
know he cannot succeed, and he cannot afford to fail, so he is not likely to try. 

VI. The United Nations, France and the US.A. 

I was told that such a policy would be impossible owing to the United Nations and the 
United States of America. President Auriol did not hesitate to tell both the U.N . and 

7 Sir J Bowker had underlined the words 'One of firmness ' and noted in the margin: 'What does this mean 
in fact?' 
8 Sir J Bowker had sidelined this sentence and noted in the margin: 'Why? He' ll be fighting us?' 
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the U.S.A. to mind their own business, and refused to take part in the discussion of 
the French North African Colonies at U.N.O., but, as France is pivotal in the defence 
of Europe, it has done her no harm. We are even more pivotal than France both in 
Europe and in the Far East, and as the Labour Government showed, in the case of 
Egypt. Last year we too could afford to take our own line at Ismailia. We should 
certainly have the support of France for a firm policy, for the French know only too 
well that, if we come out of Egypt, it will enormously increase their difficulties 
throughout North Africa-for a British defeat by a puppet usurper, whose country 
has no coal, insufficient oil, no steel, no money-none of the sinews of war, will fire 
the whole Middle East and all Islam against the Western Nations. In fact, a British 
evacuation of Egypt and the desertion of the Suez canal, of which the French people 
still hold the majority of the shares, and are still justifiably proud, will be regarded in 
France as a stab in the back and a typical example of the term "perfide Albion" . 

The attitude of the United States, as viewed from Egypt, is rather more 
complicated and probably the new Administration has not yet taken its decision. 
Some light was thrown on the subject by Mr. Spofford, Lord lsmay's predecessor at 
N.A.T.O., who is now retained by the Suez Canal Company to help in upholding its 
interests in the U.S.A., and was visiting the Suez Canal at the Company's invitation 
and expense to obtain local information. I spent much time in his company. He soon 
grasped the fact that the canal must be protected. He hesitated to encourage the idea 
that the U.S.A. could take a hand in that, owing to the Zionist complex. He realised 
that Neguib was not yet solidly established and, if he was to survive, would have to be 
given some material help, but only on conditions, which should include the 
retention of the British Army until the Egyptian army was ready to take its place as 
provided in the Treaty of 1936. Apparently Mr. Spofford has the ear of both Mr. Foster 
Dulles and the President of the U.S.A. 

VII Concluding observations 

The question of prestige is of great importance. In that connection it will be recalled 
that when Abadan was evacuated we declared that at any rate we should never allow 
ourselves to be jockeyed out of Egypt, and from the point of view of prestige there is 
no comparison between the two cases. 

Our departure from Abadan was a civilian withdrawal: the evacuation of the Suez 
canal zone would be a military retreat. We had no commitment to defend Abadan. 
Our commitment to defend the Suez Canal began 70 years ago, and was renewed by 
the Treaty of 1936, which, though repudiated by the late King Farouk, we still hold to 
be valid, and which explicitly recognises the importance of the Canal to International 
and Imperial Communications. Abadan was at the bottom of a deep cul-de-sac. The 
Suez Canal is a vital link on the main trade route between East and West. Protection 
to Abadan where we had no forces would have involved starting from scratch and a 
big build-up at a time when we had many commitments elsewhere. Protection for 
the Suez Canal is already provided by the presence of large and well found land and 
air forces, well led, well equipped and in an exceptionally high state of morale after 
their success a year ago. There i~ all the difference between refusing a new 
commitment and abandoning an old one. Abadan was an isolated point. The Suez 
Canal Zone is the eastern bastion of European control of the Southern shores of the 
Mediterranean, where surrender would be a dastardly blow to the French, who hold 
many of the remaining North African territories under somewhat similar menace,s. 
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If the British Forces are withdrawn the difficulties (enumerated in the 
Memorandum) of the Suez Canal Company in maintaining the traffic of the waterway 
for the free passage of all ships for all nations at all times will become overwhelming. 
In addition it is certain that the methods which had been used successfully to drive 
out the British Forces will be diverted to the Suez Canal Company, as they have 
already been prepared for by a subtle and sustained propaganda and the Company 
will have no effective res istance. The highly skilled European staff will drift away. So 
long as Egypt can keep the Canal going she can and probably will use it as an 
instrument of policy against the shipping of any country with whom she is in 
dispute . But it will only be for a time, for by a wide consensus of experienced opinion 
Egypt is not competent to run the Canal successfully, and eventually in Egyptian 
hands the Suez Canal will probably share the fate of Abadan- decay and eventual 
extinction. It is no kindness to Neguib, who has little political experience, to place 
such a responsibility upon him . 

If we cannot hold the Suez Canal the jugular vein of world and Empire shipping 
communications, what can we hold?9 The weapons so cleverly exploited by the 
Egyptians- catchwords and slogans, strikes and threats of strikes, sabotage, guerilla 
warfare, commandos, etc.- will all be available to Japan and Germany. We shall 
again be jeered out. The German officers advising Egypt will give the Nazis the secret 
of Egyptian success, and the Communists will everywhere exploit our humiliation
the Army that was driven out of Egypt by the cat-calls of the riff-raff and student 
mobs of a disorderly country lacking an effective army or any of the sinews of war! 
That is where we are heading. 

If we are to avoid all this our policy in Egypt should from now onward be based not 
on defeatism but on confidence and courage. That is vital in dealing with a brave man 
like General Neguib, whose Oath to the Constitution on Liberty Day began with the 
words-

"Oh God, Thou loveth the strong and 
detesteth feeble characters" 

and ended with an appeal for 

"Unity, Discipline, Strength". 

9 Sir J Bowker had written in the margin opposite this sentence: 'Silly' . 

359 FO 3711102796, no 18 14 Feb 1953 
'Canal Zone': minutes by R Allen and Sir J Bowker on the 
disadvantages of remaining in Egypt 

I agree entirely with the attached paper.1 My only criticism of it would be that it does 
not perhaps bring out as fully as it might the disadvantages of the alternative policy 
of standing pat. We are already seeing the effects of this on our position in Egypt and 
the Middle East, and we can foresee what the effects are likely to be in the future also. 
I would list them very briefly as follows:-

1 A draft Cabinet paper which became C(53) 65 (see 361). 
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(a) Effects so far 
Growth of hostility in Egypt. The result of this is greatly increased difficulty in 
running our base. Secondly the Egyptians have dismissed all British officials, who 
are now being replaced by other foreigners including Germans. Thirdly our trade 
with Egypt, worth £40 million a year, has come to a standstill (though it is fair to 
say that this is largely the result also of our inability to buy Egyptian cotton) . 
Fourthly the United States is in fact supplanting us in Egypt and the Middle East 
because she can appear to the Arabs in the role of mediator. 

(b) Effects in the future 
We must expect a resumption of guerilla warfare against us on a large scale. The 
Egyptians have threatened this, and we know that they are busy organising 
themselves to carry it out. Neguib 's Government would be bound to make an effort 
against us if no negotiations were started. In the end, we should almost certainly 
have to occupy the whole of Egypt, because otherwise not only would the British 
community, which numbers something like 15,000 in Alexandria and Cairo 
(including Cypriots, Maltese, etc.), be massacred but we should be obliged to 
throw out the Egyptian Government in order to protect our position in the Canal 
Zone itself. 'Rounding up the Egyptian army' in Sinai would be no answer to 
guerilla warfare, and would have incalcuable repercussions in Egypt and the U.N. 
Having done so, we should have to set up some alternative administration in 
Egypt. This would be an enormous administrative commitment. Apart from all 
this, we could expect international trouble in a big way since the Egyptian 
Government would probably appeal to the Security Council, perhaps as their last 
act before disappearance. 

2. The truth of the matter is that we are at present keeping 80,000 men in the 
Canal Zone for no purpose except to maintain themselves. It is their presence 
which creates the need for them to be there. This is at a time when it is vitally 
important that we should reduce our forces. We are no longer able to impose our 
will by force upon the countries of the Middle East, and therefore we should not fall 
between two stools as we are at present. It is useless to maintain troops simply to 
be shot at. 

R.A. 
14.2.53 

I discussed this with Mr. Alien and I agree with the points he makes. The fact is, in 
a nutshell , that by keeping troops in Egypt we are making the worst of both 
worlds. On the one hand, our forces are no guarantee of our ability to impose our 
will on the Egyptians unless we are prepared to contemplate the occupation of 
Egypt with all that that would entail. On the other hand, as a result of the pres
ence of our troops in the Canal Zone, we are losing the opportunities of exerting 
our influence through normal means to the Americans and others, including the 
Germans. 

R.J.B. 
14.2.53 
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360 FO 371/102796, no 23 14 Feb 1953 
'Canal Zone': memorandum by R Alien on arms supplies for Egypt and 
whether to issue a statement on evacuation 

[At the end of Jan the ambassador was concerned not only that Colonel Nasser was 
working up anti-British feeling, but that the Egyptian government was increasingly 
suspicious about British intentions. He believed the Egyptians needed to be convinced 
that Britain wanted a defence settlement and suggested that the government make a 
statement accepting the principle of evacuation unconditionally. Sir R Stevenson was 
convinced there was no prospect of the Egyptians publicly announcing their intention to 
join a MEDO in the early stages of any negotiations (FO 371/102761, no 21, Cairo tel no 
140, 23 Jan 1953). There would be great political difficulties for the British government in 
making such a concession, but following the agreement on the Sudan (see 366, note 1) 
the head of the African Department now thought that a statement might be possible (see 
below). When this was suggested to Eden, the secretary of state disagreed (FO 
371/102796, no 23, minute by Eden, nd) .] 

There are two questions, the answers to which depend upon the policy decision 
which we hope to obtain from the Cabinet on Tuesday. They are:-

(a) arms supplies for Egypt; 
(b) the issue of a statement regarding our intentions. 

2. As regards arms, the question of jet aircraft is being dealt with separately. 
What we should like would be a decision that the remaining eleven jets for Egypt 
should be allowed to leave in due course, thus carrying out the Cabinet decision of 
23rd October (C.C.(52) 89 Conclusions) . A separate submission has also been 
prepared covering other equipment. Briefly this comprises non-lethal training 
equipment, spare parts and some anti-aircraft equipment for which the Egyptians 
have asked. Sir R. Stevenson has pressed us two or three times to allow this to go, 
and there really seems no reason why it should not, since despite our efforts the 
Americans have now offered the Egyptians $11 million worth of arms. 

3. The statement is a more difficult problem. Sir R. Stevenson has been pressing 
for some time that we should make a statement, in advance of any negotiations, 
announcing our intention to withdraw our troops (please see his telegrams Nos. 140, 
221, 256, and now 298, all attached). 1 He is of course basing himself on the 
assumption that we do intend to open negotiations with the Egyptians on the lines 
agreed in the Anglo-American talks with Mr. Byroade. His argument is that we have 
everything to gain by issuing such a statement now and nothing to lose. We would 
remove Egyptian suspicions which are almost pathological, and improve the 
atmosphere for the defence talks. From our own point of view, we would be taking 
the initiative instead of waiting until it appeared that we had been driven to accept 
withdrawal after a protracted negotiation, and perhaps after a campaign in the 
Egyptian press. In short we would be offering something of our own accord, instead 
of acting under Egyptian pressure and we would lose nothing if in fact we do intend 
to withdraw. 

4. In our telegram No. 199 to Cairo (copy attached) we put certain counter
arguments. Apart from the difficulty of making such a statement, from the point of 
view of domestic politics here, we felt that we might be throwing away in advance our 

1 Telegrams not printed. 
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trump card with the Egyptians. Our attitude has always been that we do not evacuate 
unless we get satisfactory terms from Egypt. This must surely still be our attitude. 
On the other hand time is going on, it will take us at least 18 months to withdraw our 
troops, and in the autumn of 1956 the Egyptians will be entitled to ask the United 
Nations to decide on the terms for a revision of the Treaty. Obviously we shall have to 
take a decision long before then, since in fact we shall reach a crisis in our relations 
with Egypt within the next few months if we do not evacuate. 

5. The quid pro quo which we want from Egypt for evacuation is first Egyptian 
agreement to maintain the base in being, and secondly Egyptian readiness to co
operate in a scheme of regional defence for the Middle East, which includes active 
Egyptian participation forthwith in some form of M.E.D.O. and a joint air defence 
arrangement for the Canal Zone. Sir R. Stevenson has repeatedly expressed the view 
that the Egyptians will not give this quid pro quo. The most they will do will be to 
give a secret promise to discuss these arrangements when evacuation has been 
completed. All the evidence confirms that Sir R. Stevenson is right in his estimate. It 
would probably be almost impossible for Neguib to give us this quid pro quo, and, 
even more important, the present Egyptian regime certainly do not want to give it. If 
this is right, we shall sooner or later be forced to decide whether to insist upon it 
even to the point of breaking off negotiations and facing the consequences, or 
whether to yield on this point. The decision presumably will depend very largely 
whether we think that by insisting we can force the Egyptians to give way. We might 
be able to do so, if we had the Americans solidly behind us, but we shall not. If it 
comes to the breaking point, the Americans will certainly press us to be content with 
some more or less vague assurances for the future from the Egyptians. If we go on 
insisting and break with the Egyptians, the Americans are not likely to be very 
helpful to us in the ensuing troubles. 

6. It has always seemed to me that we should not exaggerate the practical value 
of the quid pro quo which we are asking from Egypt. Whatever the arrangements 
which may ultimately be agreed with the Egyptians for the maintenance of the base, 
they will not in fact maintain it adequately and it will gradually run down. Whatever 
the arrangements that may be agreed for M.E.D.O., it is unlikely, the Arabs being 
what they are, that it will be a very useful organisation. Therefore my own view 
would be that it would not be worth breaking with the Egyptians on these points. If 
this were accepted, then we need not insist too strictly upon refusing at this stage to 
yield even the principle of evacuation. 

7. I should still be loath to suggest making a statement about evacuation now 
without any provisos. It is true that, even if we make provisos, the Egyptians will in 
their propaganda overlook them and concentrate simply upon the statement of our 
readiness in principle to evacuate. Nevertheless, on the assumption that we are in 
fact prepared to enter into negotiations, I suggest that it might be worth considering, 
in view of Sir R. Stevenson's arguments, whether we could not issue within the next 
week or ten days a statement somewhat on the following lines:-

"Her Majesty's Government have frequently stated their readiness to open 
negotiations with the Egyptian Government for a settlement of the 
outstanding questions concerning the defence of the Middle East. They hope 
to do so shortly, now that an agreement has been satisfactorily concluded 
with the Egyptian Government concerning the future of the Sudan. It is the 
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intention of Her Majesty's Government to withdraw from Egypt their forces 
at present stationed in the Suez Canal area under the Anglo- Egyptian Treaty 
of 1936. The timing of this withdrawal depends primarily upon what 
alternative arrangements can be made for the adequate defence of the Middle 
East area against aggression, and for the accommodation of British troops 
elsewhere. These are questions which will have to be discussed with the 
Egyptian Government." 

361 CAB 129/59, C(53)65 16 Feb 1953 
'Egypt: the alternatives': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden on why a 
defence agreement with Egypt is necessary 

I have been giving continuous thought to our Egyptian conundrum and I thought it 
might be of some help to my colleagues if I set down my broad reflections, even if 
[sic] the somewhat inconclusive form which follows . 

2. In the second half of the 20th century we cannot hope to maintain our 
position in the Middle East by the methods of the last century. However little we like 
it, we must face that fact. Commercial concessions whose local benefit appears to 
redound mainly to the Shahs and Pashas no longer serve in the same way to 
strengthen our influence in these countries, and they come increasingly under 
attack by local nationalist opinion. Military occupation could be maintained by force, 
but in the case of Egypt the base upon which it depends is of little use if there is no 
local labour to man it. We have learned the first lesson in Persia: we are learning the 
second in Egypt. 

3. In most of the countries of the Middle East the social and economic 
aspirations of the common people are quickening and the tide of nationalism is 
rising fast. If we are to maintain our influence in this area, future policy must be 
designed to harness these movements rather than to struggle against them. 

4. Our strategic purposes in the Middle East can no longer be served by 
arrangements which local nationalism will regard as military occupation by foreign 
troops. It is immaterial from what country those troops come. It would be a delusion 
to suppose that, in Egypt or elsewhere in the Middle East, local opinion would 
tolerate occupation by American or French forces any more readily than the 
Egyptians tolerate the British garrison on the Canal. 

5. Our strategic interests in this area must in future be served by arrangements 
designed to enable its peoples to play a significant, if not a principal , part in its 
defence. They must at least appear to have a determining voice in the disposition of 
the defence forces for the area. But, if that principle is conceded, they may accept the 
assistance of ourselves, the Americans and the leading Powers of Western Europe in 
organising and equipping their own forces; and they may also be willing that the 
defence of the whole area shall be organised in association with those Powers. 

6. This was the basis of the Four-Power approach to Egypt. That was not a plan 
to substitute for the British occupation a military occupation by an international 
force . It was a plan for establishing a Middle East Defence Organisation (M.E.D.O.) in 
which Egypt and the other countries of the Middle East would be associated with 



564 REASSESSING REQUIREMENTS IN THE CANAL ZONE [361) 

ourselves, the Americans, the French, the Turks and the Commonwealth countries 
concerned in planning and organising the defence of the Middle East as a whole. In 
the early stages the Middle East Command was to be no more than a planning 
organisation. The Supreme Allied Commander would not have power to station 
forces in any Middle Eastern country without its consent. 

7. In the defence negotiations with the Egyptians, our main aim has been to 
secure their agreement to entering into a Middle East Defence Organisation on that 
basis. Our offer to withdraw British troops from the Canal Zone has been conditional 
upon their agreeing to enter into such an Organisation. And we have throughout 
intended that our withdrawal should keep in step with the development of this new 

international defence organisation. 
8. We have at no time contemplated withdrawal under duress. Nor have we been 

willing to promise withdrawal unconditionally. It has been our position throughout 
that we will withdraw our troops only when there is a reasonable prospect that other 
satisfactory arrangements will be made, on an international basis, for securing the 
free use of the Suez Canal, planning the defence of the Middle East, and ensuring the 
use of the military base in Egypt in a future war. 

9. What other course could we follow? Could we stand on our rights under the 
1936 Treaty? We may reproach Egypt for her unilateral renunciation of the Treaty. 
But let us not forget that we are ourselves in serious breach of it. It allows us to 
maintain not more than 10,000 troops in Egypt in time of peace: since 1936 we have 
rarely had so few there, and we now have nearer 80,000. Moreover, the Treaty expires 
at the end of 1956, and it will take at least 18 months to complete the withdrawal of 
our troops . Even if we decide to hang on until the Treaty expires, withdrawal will 
have to begin in two years' time. Thus, a policy of standing on the Treaty would be 
shaky in the present and barren for the future. 

10. We could undoubtedly deal effectively with any immediate attempt by the 
Egyptians to eject us by force from the Canal Zone. But the situation which this 
would create would almost certainly compel us to re-occupy Egypt, with all the 
consequences which this would entail. We should be likely to have world opinion 
against us and would find it difficult to make a case if Egypt took us to the United 
Nations. It is hard to see what future there is for such a policy. We cannot afford to 
keep 80,000 men indefinitely in the Canal Zone. Already our overseas current 
expenditure-mainly military-has risen from £160 millions in 1950 to £222 
millions (provisional estimate) in 1952. This does not include the local cost of our 
troops in Germany which, as the Cabinet know, may bring us an additional liability 
of up to £80 millions in coming years. 

11. With our limited resources, it is essential that we should concentrate on the 
points where our vital strategic needs or the necessities of our economic life are at 
stake and that we should utilise our strength in the most economical way. It is not 
possible for our present forces in the Canal Zone to support our peace-time interests 
elsewhere in the Middle East. If we leave them there in defiance of the Egyptians they 
will be wholly absorbed in coping with the situation which their very presence creates. 

12. For these reasons I believe that the defence of our strategic and commercial 
interests in the Middle East can best be served through an agreement with the 
Egyptian Government on the lines proposed in my paper (C.(53)17 Revise). 1 

1 See 354. 
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362 T 225/319 16 Feb 1953 
[Financial aspects of the evacuation ofthe Canal Zone]: minute by 
GP Humphreys-Davies on the costs of evacuating Egypt 

c. (53)651 

This fresh Paper by the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs offers no solution of the 
Treasury difficulties. These are set out at length in the brief of the lOth December, 
which the Chancellor has seen on more than one occasion. 

The Foreign Secretary's conclusion is that we cannot afford to stay in Egypt, 
politically, militarily, financially or economically. 

On the other hand, to evacuate the Canal Zone means an immediate sacrifice of 
assets in fixed installations and stores, which have been valued in the neighbourhood 
of £500 million. This could, and should, be made the subject of a claim on Egypt, but 
the prospects of securing any substantial satisfaction are probably not good. We 
must, of course- indeed the Prime Minister has already demanded it-make an 
effort to consume the stores for current purposes so far as possible and we must 
endeavour to reach a settlement which provides for the adequate maintenance of the 
installations, against our use in emergency. But it would be optimistic to expect 
more than a very small dividend on the liquidation of our £500 million asset. 

The Foreign Secretary does not ask- let alone answer-the problem of what is to 
done with the 80,000 men. Schemes to re-house 11,500 in Cyprus are on the way to 
being approved in principle-at a provisional cost of £28~ million. There are 
schemes for re-housing a proportion in Libya where the capital cost is estimated at 
£12)12 million and our security of tenure is far from assured. The total re-housing 
costs in the Middle East are estimated at £66 million capital over about 8 years, 
excluding the re-location of the Armoured Brigade (there has very recently been a 
proposal to put it in Jordan- no estimate of cost) and many other items. And even 
these grandiose schemes leave 50,000 men unprovided for. It looks as if part of the 
troops will have to [sic] brought home to the United Kingdom and, unless disbanded, 
provided for with still further capital outlays. 

Apart from the Budgetary aspect this prospect is most serious from the point of 
view of the balance of payments. If the capital expenditure in the Middle East is taken 
at £80 million (it can hardly be put lower) and even if it can be spread over about 8 
years that alone involves putting £10 million a year at least into a world where our 
policy is to keep sterling as tight as possible. And that takes no account of the 
incidental expenses such as transportation which must be very heavy. Our balance of 
payments' position remains precarious and our chances of earning the surplus which 
we really need on current account during 1953-54 appear to be very remote . 

The Foreign Secretary contemplates that any arrangement made with Egypt 
should safeguard the free use of the Canal- rightly, since it is of crucial importance 
to the economy of the sterling area. Once the soldiers have gone this may not be easy 
to achieve in practice, as past experience shows. And the alternative may be of 
building a new Canal through the Jordan Valley for which, we understand, the 
estimate is £80 million (which would probably be double) . 

1 See 361. 
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There is no prospect whatever of securing any substantial part of these enormous 
costs from the Egyptians. 

The object of this brief (as of previous ones) is not to attempt to show that the 
Foreign Secretary's conclusion is necessarily wrong but to suggest that a decision of 
principle should not be taken without full appreciation of the financial and economic 
consequences of evacuating the Canal Zone. 

363 T 225/319 16 Feb 1953 
'Egypt': minute by M T Flett on the costs of evacuating Egypt 

1. The passage marked 'X'1 in Mr. Humphreys-Davies' note below will, I hope, be 
sufficient to give you some indication of the magnitude of the financial and balance 
of payments considerations which are involved in this question of the evacuation of 
the Canal Zone. 

2. None of us are very happy about the degree of consideration which the 
financial aspects of this question are receiving. The general assumption seems to be 
that we are going to get out of the Canal Zone just as soon as we can find some other 
place to go; and that we should wring as much advantage as possible out of the 
Egyptians in doing so. 

3. There is obviously very good sense in this attitude from the Foreign Office 
point of view as the Canal Zone is a running sore in the whole of our Middle East 
policy. There is also good sense in it from the point of view of the soldiers who do not 
like to contemplate the prospect of a large force of British troops based among a 
progressively hostile population. There may be good sense in it from the point of 
view of the Treasury because, if our only means of holding on to the Canal Zone was 
to take over the administration of Egypt, it might prove cheaper in the long run to 
get out while the going was good. But there is no doubt whatever that the cost of 
getting out is going to be enormous and there is no assurance that the new bases 
chosen will be either safer or more permanent than the Canal Zone itself. 

4. I am afraid, having said all this, I have no constructive suggestions to make 
but I do not think that we can underestimate the necessity for keeping the Treasury 
aspects (both Exchequer and balance of payments) of the question in the forefront of 
the Government's examination of the question. 

1 A reference to paras 4 and 5 of 362. 

364 CAB 128/26/1, CC 12(53)2 17 Feb 1953 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the resumption of defence 
negotiations with Egypt [Extract] 

[The Cabinet approved C(53) 17 and joint Anglo-American- Egyptian talks. However the 
commitment to Case 'A', and more importantly to the interdependence of the 5 elements of 
the proposed discussions, meant that there was no chance of gaining Egyptian acceptance. 
The Egyptian position was that Britain must get out of the Canal Zone before talks could 
start on a MEDO. As the ambassador explained, the Egyptian position on evacuation 
remained the same, and the present government was no more prepared to make it subject 
to terms than previous ones (FO 371/102762, no 46, Cairo tel no 298, 14 Feb 1953).] 
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The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign Secretary (C. (53) 17 
Revise) 1 on the resumption of defence negotiations with Egypt, which they had 
previously considered on 14th January, and a further memorandum by the Foreign 
Secretary (C. (53)65)2 summarising some of the main arguments in favour of seeking 
an agreement on the lines indicated in his earlier memorandum. 

The Cabinet first discussed the nature of the proposed agreement outlined in C. 
(53) 17 Revise. It was emphasised that what was contemplated was a general 
settlement comprising-

(i) a phased withdrawal of British troops from Egypt; 
(ii) maintenance of the military base in the Canal Zone in peace under conditions 
which would enable us and our Allies to have immediate use of it in war; 
(iii) an Anglo-Egyptian organisation for the air defence of Egypt; 
(iv) Egypt's participation in a Middle East Defence Organisation; and 
(v) a programme of military and economic assistance to Egypt by the United 
Kingdom and the United States. 

In discussion the following points were made: -

(a) These proposals should be presented as five interdependent elements in a 
single settlement. In particular, our offer to withdraw British troops from Egypt 
would be dependent on Egyptian acceptance of the other proposals. 
(b) Special importance was attached to the second and fourth of these proposals. It 
was essential that we should receive effective assurances that the base in the Canal 
Zone would be readily available to us in a future war. For this purpose it was most 
desirable that we should secure Egyptian agreement to the conditions set out in Case 
"A" on page 73 of C. (53) 17 Revise. Neither Case "B" nor Case "C" would give us a 
sufficient certainty of being able to make effective use of the base in war. It was also 
important that the British technicians and others who would run the base installa
tions in peace should be members of the Armed Forces entitled to wear uniform and 
to carry personal arms. If this point could be secured, we might even be content to 
accept rather smaller numbers than those suggested in paragraph 4 of Case "A." 
(c) As regards the fourth proposal, the proposed Middle East Defence Organisation 
must be something more than a paper plan. We should not agree to withdraw our 
troops from the Canal Zone until the Egyptians had given practical proof of their 
readiness to make this Organisation a reality. The withdrawal of British troops 
from Egypt could not be defended against political criticisms in this country 
unless it were possible to present the Middle East Defence Organisation as an 
imaginative and practical alternative to the continued maintenance of a British 
garrison in the Canal Zone. 
(d) If we were to satisfy the French and the other maritime nations of the world 
that free passage through the Suez Canal would continue to be safeguarded, we 
must be able to show that some satisfactory alternative would be substituted for 
the protection hitherto afforded by the presence of British troops in Egypt. 
(e) Much would turn on the international character of the organisation proposed 
for planning the defence of the Middle East. The United States should be closely 
associated with · this from the outset. The precise composition of the Middle East 
Defence Organisation would, however, need careful thought. In particular, were 

1 See 354. 2 See 361. 3 Seep 541. 
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there not difficulties in including all the Arab States while excluding Israel? Might 
this not be regarded as a concentration of power against Israel? On this point The 
Foreign Secretary said that an association including the United States and the 
United Kingdom could not reasonably be regarded by Israel as an association 
hostile to their interests. 
(f) In connection with the point noted in the preceding paragraph The Foreign 
Secretary drew attention to a telegram from Amman (No. 92 of 16th February) 
reporting a proposal of the Jordan Government that a British brigade might be per
manently stationed in Jordan. In discussion it was pointed out that this might have 
considerable advantages for us, both strategic an'd financial; and that it need not be 
assumed that Israel would necessarily be hostile to it. The Cabinet agreed, however, 
that no final decision should be taken on this proposal at the present time. 

The Cabinet next considered the procedure for resuming the defence negotiations 
with Egypt. 

The Prime Minister said that in his view the first need was to assure ourselves that 
we should have the full sympathy and support of the United States Government in the 
approach which we were proposing to make. We were not asking them to give us any 
military assistance in Egypt at the present time: we ourselves had ample forces there 
to deal with any situation which might arise. But they should understand that we were 
not prepared to be bullied or cajoled into withdrawing our troops from Egypt unless 
we secured in return satisfactory alternative arrangements on the lines indicated in C. 
(53) 17 Revise. These would together form a settlement which we could accept; but 
they must be taken as a whole and we should not be prepared to see them whittled 
away in the course of negotiation. He would wish to be satisfied, by an exchange of per
sonal messages with the President, that the United States Government would give 
their whole-hearted support to an attempt to reach an agreement with the Egyptians 
on this basis. Secondly, he was doubtful whether the British and American 
Ambassadors in Cairo should be left to handle by themselves the next stage in these 
negotiations. These were, after all, defence negotiations; and he would prefer that two 
prominent military figures , one British and one American, should handle them jointly 
with the two Ambassadors. Field-Marshal Sir William Slim would be a very suitable 
person to lead the British side of the negotiating team .... 

365 DEFE 4/60, COS 24(53)3 17 Feb 1953 
'Review of UK overseas commitments': COS Committee minutes on 
the redeployment of land forces in the Middle East in the light of the 
proposed mobile concept [Extract] 

[It was agreed that the mobile concept for Middle East defence (see 357) was to be 
redrafted in the light of the COS discussion reproduced below.] 

B. Mobile concept for British forces in the Middle East (Annex Ill to the report) 
Sir John Harding said that the best solution to the redeployment of our land forces in 
the Middle East in the light of events in Egypt was to have an Armoured Brigade in 
Jordan and an Infantry Brigade Group in Cyprus. The positioning of the Armoured 
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Brigade in Jordan was most important to the defence of the Middle East as a whole; it 
would enable us to make a really effective contribution early in the war and would be 
a strong boost to Arab feelings. If it became impracticable politically to station the 
Armoured Brigade in Jordan, it might just as well be in the United Kingdom as in Libya, 
but in this case it would be necessary to pre-stock its heavy equipment in Jordan. 

Sir John Harding continued that the main question to be resolved now was 
whether H.M.G. wished to continue to make a contribution to the defence of the 
Middle East. From the strategic point of view it was essential to do this if an effective 
defence organisation for the Middle East was to be evolved; a Ministerial 
pronouncement was now required. There was of course the question of 
accommodation for the Armoured Brigade in Jordan, but the building of this 
accommodation could be spread over some years; the whole Armoured Brigade need 
not necessarily be moved into Jordan as one-advance elements could go first, and 
the remainder follow later. If we evacuated Egypt, it was, however, much more 
convincing to go East, rather than West. As regards the saving financially of a 
concept whereby the main part of our Middle East Force was retained in the United 
Kingdom, it was clear that the immediate reinforcement for the Armoured Brigade 
in Jordan must be in Cyprus, or in some suitable location in the Mediterranean; this 
reinforcement would have to be of the order of one Infantry Brigade Group. We must 
maintain in the Middle East sufficient forces to enduce [sic] the Arab nations to build 
up in effectiveness their own forces; a nucleus for M.E.D.O. was the urgent 
requirement. In the Cold War, it was important to prevent the gain to Communism 
of Middle East countries. In war it would be sufficient if we deployed enough forces 
initially to hold the Arab countries together. 

Sir John Harding continued that the Headquarters organisation required under a 
new concept of our forces for the Middle East had not been discussed in the report. If 
a new concept, such as that now proposed, was agreed, a large joint Headquarters 
would not be justifiable, and the requirement would merely be for very much smaller 
individual Service Headquarters to administer the smaller forces maintained in the 
Middle East; there would of course be a requirement for a joint organisation to meet 
planning requirements. We should inform the Defence Policy Committee therefore 
that the concept of a large joint Headquarters in the Middle East should be 
considered when the outcome of current negotiations with Egypt were [sic] known. 

Sir William Dickson said that he could not visualise the despatch of forces to the 
Middle East early in war, when the vital position in Western Europe would be weak. 
It also seemed to him unlikely that, in the probable pattern of the next war, the 
Russians would be able to send vast forces to the Middle East; they might be in a 
position to send small mobile forces for the purpose of getting control of Iran and 
Iraq. Under current Global Strategy,1 the numerical strength of our air forces was 
coming down, and the Middle East Air Force would become smaller as a result. We 
would maintain our Air Squadrons in Iraq as long as we were allowed to do so; but, if 
we were forced to evacuate Egypt, Iraq might well follow the Egyptian lead . 

In discussion, the following further points arose: -

(h) The stationing of the Armoured Brigade in Jordan would be welcome to 
Turkey as a solid protection to her soft under-belly. 

1 See 308. 



570 REASSESSING REQUIREMENTS IN THE CANAL ZONE [366) 

(i) When strong German forces had been raised under the E.D.C., it might then be 
easier to visualise the despatch to the Middle East of British reinforcements early 
in war. 
U) Air forces in Iraq were needed as the complement to our Armoured Brigade in 
Jordan. 
(k) In presentation of their views to the Defence Policy Committee, information 
on the past concept for the Middle East should be avoided wherever possible. 
(I) It should be indicated to the Defence Policy Committee that, when the current 
situation in the Middle East cleared, there might be opportunities for financial 
savings under the new concept; such a concept would anyhow give us a far greater 
return for our money. In any event, the maintenance of a Middle East base for the 
mobilisation concept was still required. 
(m) The positioning of British troops in Jordan would be of great financial 
assistance to Jordan; in the long term this might entai l additional financial saving. 
(n) There might be advantage in withdrawing the Commando Brigade from Malta 
to the United Kingdom. There was a requirement for such troops to be allotted to 
tasks in Germany and the Kiel Canal. The freeing of barrack accommodation in 
Malta would lead to further savings in works and might enable the Infantry 
Brigade Group to be split between Cyprus and Malta. In the light of the urgent 
need for economy, this whole matter should be examined urgently. 
(o) It should be emphasised that the third Infantry Brigade Group withdrawn 
from the Middle East and stationed in the United Kingdom could not be 
considered as part of a general strategic reserve. It must be maintained as a theatre 
reserve for the Middle East; otherwise the new concept for the Middle East would 
be strategically unsound. In connection with this third Infantry Brigade Group, it 
was important to have it in the United Kingdom in order to put the balance of the 
Army right. There was however the risk that it might never reach the Middle East 
in war. This risk would have to be accepted. 
(p) There were now two mobilisation concepts for the Middle East to be examined. 
The first would cover the withdrawal to the United Kingdom of all land forces less one 
Brigade in the Middle East; the second entailed the locating of an Armoured Brigade 
in Jordan, an Infantry Brigade Group in the Mediterranean, and the third Infantry 
Brigade Group in the United Kingdom. We should go all out for the latter concept. 

In discussion it was agreed that the presentation of the part of the report covering 
the mobile concept for British forces in the Middle East should be redesigned in the 
light of the points made in discussion . . . . 

366 FO 371/102763, no 79 17 Feb 1953 
[Negotiations with Egypt]: letter from Sir R Stevenson to Mr Eden on 
how to secure some future defence co-operation from the Egyptians 

Judging from your telegram No. 295 you must have had an extremely rough passage 
over the Sudan Agreement.1 I need not tell you how great my admiration is for your 

1 Having abandoned its claim to sovereignty over the Sudan, the Egyptian government signed an 
agreement with the UK on 12 Feb 1953 under which not more than three years were to elapse between the 
establishment of Sudanese internal self-government and the Sudan's attainment of full independence. 
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tenacity, nor indeed how much I appreciate the extent of the confidence you have 
shown in our advice from here. 

There are no two opinions in this country about the wisdom of the step you have 
taken. Moreover the flood of letters and telegrams I have had from the United 
Kingdom and from the British community here, not to mention the messages I have 
had from Sudanese, has shown that the vast majority of people who know anything at 
all about the situation are enthusiastically in support of your policy. The reaction of 
the responsible Press in the United Kingdom must also have re-assured you if you 
had any doubts on the subject. 

Even if it has done nothing else so far as Egypt is concerned the conclusion of this 
Agreement has shown the present regime that a policy of negotiation pays. Constant 
propaganda over many years had brought too many people in this country to think 
that we had no real intention of reaching any kind of agreement with them. Now 
however Egypt's present leaders have found from their own experience that a 
solution by negotiation is possible and in my view it is difficult to overestimate the 
value of this experience for the next step in our attempts to reach an Anglo-Egyptian 
settlement in which I am convinced that you will have the widest possible support in 
both countries. Of course Egyptian journalists will go on thumping their chests like 
so many gorillas and saying that nothing less than the capitulation of Britain will 
satisfy the sacred aspirations of Egypt. However willing to negotiate Egypt's leaders 
may be, all this clamour, which they apparently cannot control, is bound to affect to 
some extent feeling both in this country and in Britain. 

Faced by a situation like this I maintain that we cannot put ourselves in the 
position of asking anything from Egypt. It is for this reason that I am so anxious that 
we should approach the Defence issue on the following basis. We now know that we 
can neither bribe nor browbeat the Egyptians into co-operation with us . We should 
therefore make up our own minds what suits us best in view of the complete 
hopelessness and uselessness of Egypt as an ally and tell the Egyptians in a firm and 
friendly tone what we are going to do, making it clear that we are doing it for our 
own purposes and in no way to please them. The only negotiation in these 
circumstances would be to settle the degree of Egyptian co-operation (for what it is 
worth) they are prepared to offer in return for our speeding up the alternative 
defence arrangements we intend to make and for the equipment of Egyptian forces. 
We should not, of course, say publicly that our decision is based on the hopelessness 
and uselessness of Egypt but this should be fairly obvious from the method of our 
approach. This will be by no means pleasing to the Egyptians but I think it is the only 
attitude consonant with our own dignity and the most likely to bring them 
eventually to offer some degree of co-operation. 

367 PREM 11/392 18 Feb 1953 
[Evacuation from Egypt]: outward telegram no 345 from Mr Eden to 
Sir R Stevenson emphasising Britain's non-acceptance of the 
principle of evacuation 

I very much hope that the Egyptian Government will not repeat not put in a note 
demanding the evacuation of British forces. If, as seems likely, such a demand were 
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couched in terms which we should have to reject, the prospect of any negotiations on 
the subject would be seriously jeopardised. 

2. I am disturbed at the tendency by Egyptian spokesman (for example, by Major 
Salem1 and yesterday by the Minister of National Guidance) to suggest that, since the 
principle of evacuation has been accepted by us, negotiations will be short and easy. 
This is, to say the least, misleading, since I have no illusions that the terms and 
conditions upon which we should be prepared to withdraw our forces will be readily 
acceptable to the Egyptian Government. 

3. You should do what you can to discourage this tendency on the part of 
responsible Egyptians. In particular you should try to ensure that, if any note is 
presented, it is confined to a request for the opening of negotiations and does not 
merely demand evacuation. 

1 Major Sal eh Sal em, member of the free officers' Executive Committee. 

368 PREM 111392 20 Feb 1953 
[Confronting Neguib]: minute by Mr Churchill to Mr Eden on the 
approach to General Neguib 

Foreign Secretary 
I thought we were agreed that it would be best to maintain silence and let Neguib 
make his demands. These then could be confronted with the Anglo- American 
proposals which if they could be made jointly and with the theme we have planned, 
might put him in a grave fix. Now you are warning him not to put forward demands 
which we cannot accept. This is the reverse of what I thought should be our course. 
This military Dictator is under the impression he has only to kick us to make us run. 
I would like him to kick us and show him that we did not run. 

I like paragraph 2 but not 1 and 3. 1 Unless you can show that we have imposed our 
will upon Neguib you will find it very difficult to convince the Conservative Party 
that the evacuation of the Suez Canal Zone conforms with British interests or British 
prestige. 

1 Churchill is referring here to the telegram in 367. 
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Appendix to Part 11 

Extract from the treaty of alliance between 
His Majesty, in respect of the United Kingdom, and 

His Majesty the King of Egypt 
London, 26 August 1936 

Cmd 5360, 1936 

ARTICLE 1 

573 

The military occupation of Egypt by the forces of His Majesty The King and 
Emperor is terminated. 

ARTICLE 2 

His Majesty The King and Emperor will henceforth be represented at the Court of 
His Majesty the King of Egypt and His Majesty the King of Egypt will be represented 
at the Court of St. lames's by Ambassadors duly accredited. 

ARTICLE 3 

Egypt intends to apply for membership to the League of Nations. His Majesty's 
Government in the United Kingdom, recognising Egypt as a sovereign independent 
State, will support any request for admission which the Egyptian Government may 
present in the conditions prescribed by Article 1 of the Covenant. 

ARTICLE 4 

An alliance is established between the High Contracting Parties with a view to 
consolidating their friendship, their cordial understanding and their good relations. 

ARTICLE 5 

Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to adopt in relation to 
foreign countries an attitude which is inconsistent with the alliance, nor to conclude 
political treaties inconsistent with the provisions of the present treaty. 

ARTICLE 6 

Should any dispute with a third State produce a situation which involves a risk of a 
rupture with that State, the High Contracting Parties will consult each other with a 
view to the settlement of the said dispute by peaceful means, in accordance with the 
provisions of the Covenant of the League of Nations and of any other international 
obligations which may be applicable to the case. 

ARTICLE 7 

Should, notwithstanding the provisions of Article 6 above, either of the High 
Contracting Parties become engaged in war, the other High Contracting Party will, 
subject always to the provisions of Article 10 below, immediately come to his aid in 
the capacity of an ally. 
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The aid of His Majesty the King of Egypt in the event of war, imminent menace of 
war or apprehended international emergency will consist in furnishing to His 
Majesty The King and Emperor on Egyptian territory, in accordance with the 
Egyptian system of adminstration and legislation, all the facilities and assistance in 
his power, including the use of his ports, aeordromes and means of communication. 
It will accordingly be for the Egyptian Government to take all the administrative and 
legislative measures, including the establishment of martial law and an effective 
censorship, necessary to render these facilities and assistance effective. 

ARTICLE 8 

In view of the fact that the Suez Canal, whilst being an integral part of Egypt, is a 
universal means of communication as also an essential means of communication 
between the different parts of the British Empire, His Majesty the King of Egypt, 
until such time as the High Contracting Parties agree that the Egyptian Army is in a 
position to ensure by its own resources the liberty and entire security of navigation 
of the Canal, authorises His Majesty The King and Emperor to station forces in 
Egyptian territory in the vicinity of the Canal, in the zone specified in the Annex to 
this Article, with a view to ensuring in co-operation with the Egyptian forces the 
defence of the Canal. The detailed arrangements for the carrying into effect of this 
Article are contained in the Annex hereto. The presence of these forces shall not 
constitute in any manner an occupation and will in no way prejudice the sovereign 
rights of Egypt. 

It is understood that at the end of the period of twenty years specified in Article 16 
the question whether the presence of British forces is no longer necessary owing to 
the fact that the Egyptian Army is in a position to ensure by its own resources the 
liberty and entire security of navigation of the Canal may, if the High Contracting 
Parties do not agree thereon, be submitted to the Council of the League of Nations 
for decision in accordance with the provisions of the Covenant in force at the time of 
signature of the present treaty or to such other person or body of persons for 
decision in accordance with such other procedure as the High Contracting Parties 
may agree. 

Annex to Article 8 

l. Without prejudice to the provisions of Article 7, the numbers of the forces of His Maj esty The King 
and Emperor to be maintained in the vicinity of the Canal shall not exceed, of the land forces, 10,000, and 
of the air forces, 400 pilots, together with the necessary ancillary personnel for administrative and 
technical duties. These numbers do not include civilian personnel, e.g., clerks, arti sans and labourers. 

2. The British forces to be mainta ined in the vicinity of the Canal will be distributed (a) as regards the 
land forces, in Moascar and the Geneifa area on the south-west side of the Great Bitter Lake, and (b) as 
regards the air forces, within 5 miles of the Port Said-Suez rai lway from Kantara in the north, to the 
junction of the railway Suez- Cairo and Suez-Ismailia in the south, together with an extension along the 
Jsmailia-Cairo railway to include the Royal Air Force Station at Abu Sueir and its satellite landing 
grounds; together with areas suitable for air firing and bombing ranges, which may have to be placed east 
of the Canal. 

3. In the localities specified above there shall be provided for the British land and air forces of the 
numbers specified in paragraph 1 above, including 4,000 civilian personnel (but less 2,000 of the land 
forces, 700 of the air forces and 450 civilian personnel for whom accommodation already exists), the 
necessary lands and durable barrack and technical accommodation, including an emergency water supply. 
The lands, accommodation and water supply shall be suitable according to modern standards. In addition, 
amenities such as are reasonable, having regard to th e character of these localities, will be provided by the 



[Appendix] 1936 575 

planting of trees and the provision of gardens, playing fields, &c., for the troops, and a site for the erection 
of a convalescent camp on the Mediterranean coast. 

4. The Egyptian Government will make available the lands and construct the accommodation, water 
supplies, amenities, and convalescent camp, referred to in the preceding paragraph as being necessary 
over and above the accommodation already existing in these localities, at its own expense, but His 
Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom will contribute (1) the actual sum spent by the Egyptian 
Government before 1914 on the construction of new barracks as alternative accommodation to the Kasr
ei-Nil Barracks in Cairo, and (2) the cost of one-fourth of the barrack and technical accommodation for 
the land forces. The first of these sums shall be paid at the time specified in paragraph 8 below for the 
withdrawal of the British forces from Alexandria under paragraph 18 below. The Egyptian Government 
may charge a fair rental for the residential accommodation provided for the civilian personnel. The 
amount of the rent will be agreed between His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom and the 
Egyptian Government. 

5. The two Governments will each appoint, immediately the present treaty comes into force, two or 
more persons who shall together form a committee to whom all questions relating to the execution of 
these works from the time of their commencement to the time of their completion shall be entrusted. 
Proposals for, or outlines of, plans and specifications put forward by the representatives of His Majesty's 
Government in the United Kingdom will be accepted, provided they are reasonable and do not fall outside 
the scope of the obligations of the Egyptian Government under paragraph 4. The plans and specifications 
of each of the works to be undertaken by the Egyptian Government shall be approved by the 
representatives of both Governments on this committee before the work is begun. Any member of this 
committee, as well as the Commanders of the British forces or their representatives, shall have the right to 
examine the works at all stages of their construction, and the United Kingdom members of the committee 
may make suggestions as regards the manner in which the work is carried out. The United Kingdom 
members shall also have the right to make at any time, while the work is in progress, proposals for 
modifications or alterations in the plans and specifications. Effect shall be given to suggestions and 
proposals by the United Kingdom members, subject to the condition that they are reasonable and do not 
fall outside the scope of the obligations of the Egyptian Government under paragraph 4. In the case of 
machinery and other stores, where standardization of type is important, it is agreed that stores of the 
standard type in general use by the British forces will be obtained and installed. It is, of course, understood 
that His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom may, when the barracks and accommodation are 
being used by the British forces, make at their own expense improvements or alterations thereto and 
construct new buildings in the areas specified in paragraph 2 above. 

6. In pursuance of their programme for the development of road and railway communications in 
Egypt, and in order to bring the means of communications in Egypt up to modern strategic requirements, 
the Egyptian Government will construct and maintain the following roads, bridges and railways .. . . 

The Egyptian Government will complete the work specified in (a), (b) and (c) above before the expiry of 
the period of eight years aforesaid. The roads and railway facilities mentioned above will, of course, be 
maintained by the Egyptian Government. 

19. The British forces in or near Cairo shall, until the time for withdrawal under paragraph 8 above, 
and the British forces in or near Alexandria until the expiry of the time specified in paragraph 18 above, 
continue to enjoy the same facilities as at pres.ent. 

ARTICLE 9 

The immunities and privileges in jurisdictional and fiscal matters to be enjoyed by 
the forces of His Majesty The King and Emperor who are in Egypt in accordance with 
the provisions of the present treaty will be determined in a separate convention to be 
concluded between the Egyptian Government and His Majesty's Government in the 
United Kingdom. 

ARTICLE 10 

Nothing in the present treaty is intended to or shall in any way prejudice the rights 
and obligations which devolve, or may devolve, upon either of the High Contracting 
Parties under the Covenant of the League of Nations or the Treaty for the 
Renunciation of War signed at Paris on the 27th August, 1928. 
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ARTICLE 11 

1. While reserving liberty to conclude new conventions in future, modifying the 
agreements of the 19th January and the lOth July, 1899, the High Contracting 
Parties agree that the administration of the Sudan shall continue to be that resulting 
from the said agreements. The Governor-General shall continue to exercise on the 
joint behalf of the High Contracting Parties the powers conferred upon him by the 
said agreements. 

The High Contracting Parties agree that the primary aim of their administration 
in the Sudan must be the welfare of the Sudanese. 

Nothing in this article prejudices the question of sovereignty over the Sudan. 
2. Appointments and promotions of officials in the Sudan will in consequence 

remain vested in the Governor-General, who, in making new appointments to posts 
for which qualified Sudanese are not available, will select suitable candidates of 
British and Egyptian nationality. 

3. In addition to Sudanese troops, both British and Egyptian troops shall be 
placed at the disposal of the Governor-General for the defence of the Sudan. 

4. Egyptian immigration into the Sudan shall be unrestricted except for reasons 
of public order and health. 

5. There shall be no discrimination in the Sudan between British subjects and 
Egyptian nationals in matters of commerce, immigration or the possession of 
property. 

6. The High Contracting Parties are agreed on the provisions set out in the 
Annex to this Article as regards the method by which international conventions are 
to be made applicable to the Sudan. 

Annex to Article 11 

l. Unless and until the High Contracting Parties agree to the contrary in application of paragraph 1 of 
this Article, the general principle for the future sha ll be that international 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 similarly also be required if it is des ired to terminate the participation of the 
Sudan in an international convention which already applies to this territory. 

2. Conventions to which it wi ll be desired that the Sudan should be a party will generally be 
conventions of a technical or humanitarian character. Such conventions almost invariably contain a 
provision for subsequent accession, and in such cases this method of making the convention applicable to 
the Sudan will be adopted. Accession will be effected by a joint instrument, signed on behalf of Egypt and 
the United Kingdom respectively by two persons duly authorised for the purpose. The method of 
depositing the instruments of accession wi ll be the subject of agreement in each case between the two 
Governments. In the event of its being desired to apply to the Sudan a convention which does not contain 
an accession clause, the method by which this should be effected will be the subject of consultation and 
agreement between the two Governments. 

3. If the Sudan is already a party to a convention, and it is desired to terminate the participation of the 
Sudan therein, the necessary notice of termination will be given jointly by the United Kingdom and by 
Egypt. 

4. It is understood that the participation of the Sudan in a convention and the termination of such 
participation can only be effected by joint action specifically taken in respect of the Sudan, and does not 
follow merely from the fact that the United Kingdom and Egypt are both parties to a convention or have 
both denounced a convention. 

5. At international conferences where such conventions are negotiated, the Egyptian and the United 
Kingdom delegates would naturally keep in touch with a view to any action which they may agree to be 
desirable in the interests of the Sudan. 
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ARTICLE 12 

His Majesty The King and Emperor recognises that the responsibility for the lives 
and property of foreigners in Egypt devolves exclusively upon the Egyptian 
Government, who will ensure the fulfilment of their obligations in this respect. 

ARTICLE 13 

His Majesty The King and Emperor recognises that the capitulatory regime now 
existing in Egypt is no longer in accordance with the spirit of the times and with the 
present state of Egypt. 

His Majesty the King of Egypt desires the abolition of this regime without delay. 
Both High Contracting Parties are agreed upon the arrangements with regard to 

this matter as set forth in the Annex to this Article .... 

ARTICLE 14 

The present treaty abrogates any existing agreements or other instruments whose 
continued existence is inconsistent with its provisions. Should either High 
Contracting Party so request, a list of the agreements and instruments thus 
abrogated shall be drawn up in agreement between them within six months of the 
coming into force of the present treaty. 

ARTICLE 15 

The High Contracting Parties agree that any difference on the subject of the 
application or interpretation of the provisions of the present treaty which they are 
unable to settle by direct negotiation shall be dealt with in accordance with the 
provisions of the Covenant of the League of Nations. 

ARTI CLE 16 

At any time after the expiration of a period of twenty years from the coming into 
force of the treaty, the High Contracting Parties will, at the request of either of them, 
enter into negotiations with a view to such revision of its terms by agreement 
between them as may be appropriate in the circumstances as they then exist. In case 
of the High Contracting Parties being unable to agree upon the terms of the revised 
treaty, the difference will be submitted to the Council of the League of Nations for 
decision in accordance with the provisions of the Covenant in force at the time of 
signature of the present treaty or to such other person or body of persons for 
decision in accordance with such procedure as the High Contracting Parties may 
agree. It is agreed that any revision of this treaty will provide for the continuation of 
the Alliance between the High Contracting Parties in accordance with the principles 
contained in Articles 4, 5, 6 and 7. Nevertheless, with the consent of both High 
Contracting Parties, negotiations may be entered into at any time after the expiration 
of a period of ten years after the coming into force of the treaty, with a view to such 
revision as aforesaid. 

ARTICLE 17 

The present treaty is subject to ratification. Ratifications shall be exchanged in 
Cairo as soon as possible. The treaty shall come into force on the date of the 
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exchange of ratifications, and shall thereupon be registered with the Secretary
General of the League of Nations. 

In witness whereof the above-named plenipotentiaries have signed the present 
treaty and affixed thereto their seals. 

Done at London in duplicate this 26th day of August, 1936. 
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